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I. Background 
At this 3rd informal on this agenda item, co-facilitators invited Parties to proceed para by para 
through the new draft conclusions they had provided. (Draft conclusions not available to 
observers). The text was displayed on the screen for the room, but not for virtual participants. 

II. Highlights/Takeaways 
▪ Para 2 (recalling relevant decisions): There was disagreement and no resolution about whether 

to keep, amend or delete this para, with developing country Parties seeking to delete because 
the review is strictly a CMP matter, and thus not germane. Developed country Parties strongly 
preferred to keep the para with reference to the CMA decision to acknowledge its role. 

▪ Para 3 (concerning the review process) 
o Developed country Parties opposed the addition of “and accessibility” to the objective 

(noting agreed text from the COP26 decision). EIG proposed, instead, adding language at 
the end of the para regarding assessing the access modalities of the Fund. 

o This was considered too narrow by developing country Parties who emphasized that also 
ensuring accessibility is a core element essential to the process. 

o G77+China offered an amendment to the EIG proposal affirming accessibility as an 
important priority for the developing country Parties, and expressed willingness to drop 
“and accessibility” in referring to the objective of the review. 

o The ensuing exchange resulted in an agreeable compromise. 
▪ Para 4 (recognizing the role and benefits of the AF):  

o The U.S. balked at including the phrase “full-cost, grant-based” in referring to the 
financing the AF provides, given current discussions about broadening instruments. 
Sought clarification on whether any previous decisions have made reference to this 
practice. The EU warned against including language that could set precedent. 

o The co-facilitator reminded Parties that this review is about what happened in the past, 
and that recommendations for future processes can occur at a later point. 

o A back and forth on compromise language yielded 2 bracketed phrases, with co-
facilitators taking on finding an agreed version through consultations. 

▪ Para 8 (on ensuring that, in the future, the technical paper is provided to Parties at the first 
session following adoption of the TORs): Developing country Parties expressed concern that 
the presented language could mean submissions may not be taken into account, given timing 
issues (between TORs decision and next SBI session). No agreed language was reached. 

III. Next Steps: An additional informal will likely be needed. 

IV. Additional Notes 
▪ AOSIS stress the importance of including accessibility in para 3, given the significant under-

representation of the SIDS in the Funds portfolio 
▪ Zambia for AGN raised concern about what appears to be picking and choosing by the ca-

facilitators on what to include, noting the presence of some but not other aspects of 
submissions here, but not others. Also sought some reference in para 3 to seeing the nature of 
the entities accredited. 
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