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Context 

At the beginning of the workshop, Axel Michaelowa (PCR), moderator of the session, empha-
sised that transparency under Article 6 is key for ensuring environmental integrity of interna-
tionally transferred mitigation outcomes (ITMOs), even more when cooperative actions under 
Article 6.2 are not subject to international oversight by a regulatory body. Enhanced transpar-
ency of Article 6 cooperation is also supported by the Carbon Market Mechanisms Working 
Group (CMM-WG) which provides a collaborative platform for dialogue among working group 
members and invited stakeholders. 

Thomas Forth (German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nu-
clear Safety) emphasised that the next step would be to think about the technicalities and to 
move towards the implementation of transparency provisions. He also noted though that 
some issues are not solely of technical, but also political nature. Besides, he stressed the im-
portance of Article 6 pilot activities in anticipating what is actually needed on the ground. 
Therefore, the workshop should also be helpful for piloting stakeholders. 

Juliana Kessler and Aglaja Espelage (PCR) provided a sneak peek into the forthcoming (Octo-
ber 2021) discussion paper on “Ensuring transparency of Article 6 cooperation – designing 
robust and feasible reporting and review processes and building capacities”. They noted that 
several reporting obligations regarding Article 6 cooperation have already been established in 
the modalities, procedures and guidelines (MPGs) of the enhanced transparency framework 
(ETF). Besides, the draft Article 6.2 guidance specifies three reporting processes for Parties 
participating in cooperative approaches: the initial report, the annual information and the 
regular information. Aglaja summarised the key insights of the paper which include the need 
for a clear definition of a cooperative approach and an associated ITMO, and the consideration 
of lessons learned from the Kyoto Protocol (such as the anticipation of delays and the clarifi-
cation of confidentiality of data). Further, options for improvement of reporting under Article 
6 were identified including the strengthening of the international report (e.g., through infor-
mation on environmental integrity), the detailing of annual information requirements and the 
decoupling of the regular information from the biennial transparency report (BTR) submis-
sions if a delay can be anticipated. 

Designing efficient and robust reporting and review processes 

Input presentation by Temuulen Murun, Institute for Global Environmental Strategies 

Temuulen Murun outlined the practical considerations of implementing the reporting provi-
sions in the current Article 6.2 guidance in the context of the Japanese Joint Crediting Mech-
anism (JCM). In engagement processes with JCM partner countries, the Article 6.2 reporting 
processes have been evaluated against two criteria, enhanced transparency and administra-
tive effectiveness. Regarding the timing of submission of the initial report, partner countries 
noted that a submission in conjunction with the BTR in 2024 would be preferred over a sub-
mission as stand-alone report before that. What concerns the introduction of authorisation 
arrangements for ITMO transfers, it was discussed that this could be implemented by the Joint 
Committees which would be more efficient than establishing new arrangements in Japan and 
the respective partner country. 

Input presentation by Amy Steen, UNFCCC Secretariat 

In her presentation, Amy Steen outlined potential spaces for further process optimisation. 
She stressed that the Centralized Accounting and Recording Platform (CARP) into which much 
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of the gathered data will feed, is a large database. Therefore, more attention should be paid 
on how the data is presented on the CARP, so that it can subsequently result in enhanced 
transparency. By showing an Article 6 sample timeline, Amy emphasised that in case the initial 
report comes in before the BTR, it will be a very crowded process compared to a situation 
where the initial report comes in at a later point. However, she also stressed that an early or 
late submission comes with its respective advantages and disadvantages. At the June session, 
many negotiators raised the need for introducing review dates. The question would be, 
whether there would be a benefit to review the information right away, or once more infor-
mation has been compiled. Amy raised further important questions such as whether the Arti-
cle 6 and 13 review would be conducted by the same people and whether the objective would 
be to match the cluster of reviewers to the report from one cooperative approach. She noted 
the more cross-links that are created, the harder it will get but that there might also be some 
added value in it. Besides, the skill set of the Article 6 review team would need to be clarified 
(e.g., understanding of conversions?) as well as the nature of the review (e.g., centralised, in-
country review?).  

First discussion round 

One participant noted that the issue of review processes might not be prioritised at COP 26 as 
the review discussion is currently not sufficiently prepared to move forward. Before moving 
into such deep practical issues it would be important to get a better understanding of the use 
of Article 6 and subsequently potential cost implications. Another participant stressed the 
need to draw upon experience from the previous regime when implementing the reporting 
and review processes. An Article 6 negotiator argued that there is clearly room for improve-
ment and that the clarity of the draft text needs to beimproved. It was pointed out that the 
definition of ITMOs was intentionally kept vague to enable agreement and that an agreement 
on this aspect will be difficult. Regarding more technical issues, such as the review process 
and infrastructure, an agreement is considered more feasible. There was a view that to im-
prove the text, experts would need an understanding of both, Article 6 and 13.  

Capacity requirements at the national level for efficient Article 6 reporting 
and tracking 

Input presentation by Rachel Boti-Douayoua, Regional Coordinator of the “West African Cli-
mate MRV Systems” programme (WA-MRV programme) 

In her presentation, Rachel Boti-Douayoua reflected on the experiences under the WA-MRV 
programme as an assessment of national MRV systems for GHG mitigation actions and climate 
finance revealed that information on MRV of mitigation actions is limited and sometimes does 
not follow the reporting guidelines. She explained that this could be explained by the history 
of those countries regarding their status under the Kyoto Protocol in terms of no obligations 
to reduce their GHG emissions. Consequently, most countries have no institutional regulation 
about the transfer of emission reductions in place which obviously impacts Article 6 readiness. 
Under the Paris Agreement, it has become important for African countries to fully take into 
account mitigation activities and mitigation outcomes as part of their efforts to comply with 
international commitments and be able to set up a system to track progress and check if the 
country is on the right path. Rachel noted that the existing MRV infrastructure must be re-
formed, updated and redrafted to include Article 6 considerations depending on the country’s 
intention to use market-based mechanisms. For that, a desktop review and baseline study on 
the existing regulation is needed to understand the gaps and needs. In that context, simple 
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questions which national stakeholders must answer are for example: What are the institu-
tional needs? Specific Article 6 reporting and tracking, or embedded in general processes? 
What are the requirements from Article 6? What is needed for legal text? What entity is re-
sponsible to track the financial resources and mitigation activities implemented? Besides, the 
involvement of the private sector needs to be better understood. Rachel outlined many tech-
nical capacity building needs of the members and management team in terms of knowledge 
and experts (e.g., calculation of GHG emission reductions, application of CAs etc.) and high-
lighted the need for a dedicated budget for the different purposes. 

Second discussion round 

Other participants highlighted ongoing Article 6 readiness capacity building work, also in pi-
loting work. The importance of South-South engagement in this context was stressed. Next to 
bilateral capacity building channels, international channels would need to be further strength-
ened. Therefore, one participant proposed that an Article 6 component could be included in 
Article 13 capacity building. Besides, other international organisations such as UNDP, GEF, 
World Bank and MDBs play an important role in capacity building and should strengthen their 
Article 6 efforts. 

Aligning Article 6 and 13 negotiations 

Input presentation by Anke Herold, Oeko-Institut 

Anke Herold provided an Article 13 perspective on the need to align Article 6 and 13 negotia-
tions. Regarding the information to be reported on Article 6 in the BTRs, specifically the gases 
covered by an Article 6 activity, the intention to use cooperative approaches and the descrip-
tion of applied methodologies, she does not see any alignment issues because there is no 
reference to the Article 6 decision. However, Anke highlighted that while the MPGs refer to 
the ‘annual level of emissions covered by NDC’ in para 77(d), Article 6 refers to ‘annual and 
cumulative emissions and removals covered by the NDC’ (para. 23 (a)). There is thus a lack of 
alignment with the Article 6 decision and it would need to be better specified to which period 
‘cumulative’ is referring to. She further noted that there is no reference to the definition of 
emissions balance in the Article 6 decision to para 77(d) of MPGs but a separate establishment 
of emission balance. This could be addressed through the format of the tables (structured 
summary) but that this is exactly the area where political agreement is currently lacking. In 
this context, Anke emphasised the need to refer to the MPGs in the Article 6 decision where 
information requirements are already defined in the MPGs. What concerns the review pro-
cesses, there are no linkages from the Article 13 review to Article 6 review in the MPGs and 
the linkages can only be introduced through information in the BTR related to Article 6. Since 
many elements of the Article 6 review are currently not well-defined in the draft negotiation 
texts, it is difficult to say whether there is an alignment between both processes. However, it 
becomes clear that the Article 6 information in the BTR would then undergo two review pro-
cesses which would imply a duplication of efforts and costs. 

In subsequent discussions, it was stressed that when discussing the alignment of both Articles 
on reporting and review, the history of para. 77(d) of the MPGs will need to be taken into 
account in terms of it being without prejudice to Article 6. 


