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Text from Bonn has useful elements

• Scope and timing of review we have agreed
• But texts needs to

• Define significant and persistent inconsistencies
• Clarify means by which Parties are expected to respond to inconsistencies 

identified and within what timeframe
• Flag up that different reports and entries in different information reports (IR, AEF, 

BTR, A6DB, CARP) are not consistent, until they are fixed, and flag links
• Flag up units come from cooperative approaches that have inconsistencies
• Set out clear consequences for different types of inconsistencies
• Clarify impedance of actions and operations until corrections made – limits on 

transactions and on use and when they kick in
• Need clear link to Article 15

• We need to rationalize the text – many useful elements but some gaps



Example - need definitions of significant and 
persistent inconsistencies

Clarity on duration for 
persistent is good, but need 
to be clear for initial report 
which is reviewed once, 
what is the next information 

Other options in text – formal / data / material  
inconsistencies - see  para 67



Example – be clear on context of  
inconsistencies identified

- Review of initial report

- Review of information for each further 
cooperative approach

- Review of info related to regular 
information 

- Review of info related to ITMOs

Then para 3 of 6/CMA.3, Annex II –
notes that submitted info is 
“consistent” when info is all of 
“complete, transparent and 
consistent” with 2/CMA.3 and 
decisions, and across different 
reporting requirements – IR, UIR annual 
info, regular info, structured summary  



Example – be clear on implications for Parties 

What are the consequences?  
E.g., impedance, limits on 
transactions, limits on use? 



Example - link to Article 15 and Paris Agreement 
Implementation and Compliance Committee 
(PAICC)

E.g., Information flow and  
recommendations


