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I. Introduction  

A. Background 

1. The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA), at its fifty-

sixth session, requested the secretariat to prepare, with a view to facilitating the 

understanding of the relevant issues but without prejudging possible outcomes, and 

considering the relevant work undertaken in the first intersessional period of 2022 and views 

expressed by Parties1 at the session, a technical paper without formal status, which includes 

analysis of the linkages between the following elements and, inter alia, the use of flowcharts 

and other visual representations on: 

(a) Recommendations for guidelines for the reviews referred to in paragraph 7 of 

decision 2/CMA.3 and pursuant to chapter V (Review) of the annex to the same decision, 

including in relation to the Article 6 technical expert review (Article 6 TER) team, in a 

manner that minimizes the burden on Parties and the secretariat; 

(b) Options for the tables and outlines that are simple and user-friendly while 

providing for Parties to report information required pursuant to chapter IV (Reporting) of the 

annex to decision 2/CMA.3 and in accordance with chapter III (Corresponding adjustments) 

of the annex to the same decision; 

(c) Recommendations relating to infrastructure, including guidance for registries, 

the international registry, the Article 6 database and the centralized accounting and reporting 

platform referred to in chapter VI (Recording and tracking) of the annex to decision 

2/CMA.3; 

(d) The connection between the registry for the mechanism established by Article 

6, paragraph 4, of the Paris Agreement and the international registry.2 

2. The SBSTA further requested the secretariat to conduct a survey of Parties on their 

choice between implementing a registry, having access to a registry and using the 

international registry with a view to including the results of the survey in the technical paper 

referred to in the paragraph above.3 

3. This technical paper has been prepared for consideration at SBSTA 57, to be held in 

November 2022, as well as in the intersessional period. 

4. The period for developing this technical paper was not sufficient for the secretariat to 

consider submissions that may be made by Parties in response to the call for submissions at 

SBSTA 56.4 The technical paper will serve an input to the work of the SBSTA, parallel to 

Partiesô submissions. 

B. Structure and approach 

5. The paper is structured according to the SBSTA 56 conclusions. Each of the four 

topics as per paragraph 1 above is allocated a section (sections II to V). Each section discusses 

key issues and possible solutions, considering linkages between the topics and with Article 

6.4 elements. Wherever several possible solutions are identified in relation to an issue, the 

most suitable one is highlighted. A summary of possible solutions is included in section VI. 

Examples of the proposed tables and outlines, including for the report of the Article 6 TER 

team, are included as annexes, along with other supporting information. The results of the 

survey as per paragraph 2 above are also included as an annex to this paper. 

6. The discussions of the key issues are based on analysis of the agreed Glasgow 

outcome on Article 6.2 (decision 2/CMA.3) and Article 6.4 (decision 3/CMA.3), where 

relevant. As requested by SBSTA 56, relevant work undertaken by Parties in the first 

 
 1 Parties to the Paris Agreement. 

 2 FCCC/SBSTA/2022/L.12. 

 3 FCCC/SBSTA/2022/L.12. 

 4 FCCC/SBSTA/2022/L.12.  
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intersessional period of 2022 and views expressed by Parties at SBSTA 56 are considered. 

Decisions related to the modalities, procedures and guidelines (MPGs) for the transparency 

framework for action and support referred to in Article 135 are also analysed and considered, 

where relevant to Article 6. 

7. The paper is prepared with the view to encouraging a holistic approach towards further 

elaboration and implementation of the guidance.6 Understanding the paper requires good 

familiarity with the Glasgow outcome on Article 6.2 and relevant sections of Article 6.4.7 

8. In identifying and discussing possible solutions to the issues, the secretariat has drawn 

on its experience with the relevant systems and processes under the Kyoto Protocol and its 

broader expertise and knowledge of practices associated with the operations of carbon-

pricing policy instruments globally. Due to the short time frame for the delivery of this 

technical paper, focused research and analysis of relevant practices outside of the Kyoto 

Protocol were not conducted. 

9. The assessment criteria for possible solutions are informed by principles provided in 

the guidance and through Partiesô interventions as reflected in the outcomes of the 

intersessional work and SBSTA 56. Assessment criteria include: 

(a) Promoting transparency, accuracy, completeness, consistency and 

comparability (TACCC); 

(b) Effectiveness and efficiency; 

(c) Simplicity, flexibility and user-friendliness; 

(d) Robustness and secure operations; 

(e) Minimizing the reporting burden on Parties; 

(f) Eliminating undue burden on the secretariat; 

(g) Building on existing solutions and continuous improvement; 

(h) Impact on stakeholders, including maximizing participation; 

(i) High-level assessment of implementation effort as a measure of future cost. 

10. Throughout the document, paragraphs, chapters and Articles are referred to. 

Paragraphs and chapters without a reference to a decision are those from the annex to decision 

2/CMA.3. In any other instance, reference is made to the relevant decision. Articles are those 

of the Paris Agreement. In any other instance, reference is made to the relevant treaty or 

regulation.  

C. Assumptions and interpretations 

11. In identifying and elaborating possible solutions, assumptions and interpretations, 

including in relation to aspects that could benefit from further clarification, are stated. Due 

to the short timeframe for producing this paper, assumptions and interpretations have not 

undergone a thorough legal analysis. Assumptions and interpretations would need to be 

confirmed or rejected in the context of any possible solutions that Parties may wish to take 

forward. 

12. Rejection of certain assumptions and interpretations may have implications for more 

than one area of analysis, thus necessitating an impact assessment. 

 
 5 Decisions 18/CMA.1 and 5/CMA.3. 

 6 The ñguidanceò is the guidance included in the annex to decision 2/CMA.3. 

 7 Relevant sections of the annex to decision 3/CMA.3 include chapters I (Definitions), IV (Participation 

responsibilities), V (Article 6, paragraph 4, activity design), VI (Mechanism registry), VII (Levy of 

share of proceeds for adaptation and administrative expenses), VIII ( Delivering overall mitigation in 

global emissions), IX (Avoiding the use of emission reductions by more than one Party) and X (Use 

of emission reductions for other international mitigation purposes). 
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II.  Options for the tables and outlines to report information 
required pursuant to chapter IV (Reporting) and in 
accordance with chapter III (Corresponding adjustments) 

A. Principles 

13. The key guiding principles for this section are: 

(a)  Simple, flexible and user-friendly: the outlines, tables and reporting process 

should be easy to understand and to complete from the userôs perspective, while ensuring the 

reporting requirements are met; 

(b) Respecting the nationally determined nature and diversity of nationally 

determined contributions (NDCs): the reporting Party should be able to complete the tables 

and outlines and follow the processes regardless of its underlying systems, provided these 

systems meet the requirements of the annex to decision 2/CMA.3; 

(c) TACCC.8 

B. Key issues 

14. The key issues impacting the design of reporting tables and outlines, including 

elements not addressed in the text,9 are identified and discussed in this section, including 

possible solutions. 

15. Figure 1 presents the information required to be reported by a participating Party as 

per chapter IV (Reporting) for a reporting cycle of an NDC implementation period: 

(a) Initial report (IR); 

(b) Updated initial report (UIR) (also jointly referred to with the IR as IR/UIR); 

(c) Annual information as per paragraph 20 submitted through an agreed 

electronic format (AEF); 

(d) Regular information (RI) as an annex to the biennial transparency report (BTR) 

that is submitted in accordance with paragraph 10(b) of the annex to decision 18/CMA.1,10 

including annual information as per paragraph 23 (reported biennially as part of the RI). 

16. Figure 1 is a simplified illustration of what information may be submitted per year of 

an NDC implementation period. Regular information is submitted once every two years with 

the BTR. 

  

 
 8 As per paragraph 7, TACCC are required in the context of corresponding adjustments and therefore 

are an overarching principle for all elements (processes and reports) leading to emissions balances 

and adjusted indicators for tracking progress towards the implementation and achievement of NDCs. 

 9 ñTextò is used interchangeably with decision 2/CMA.3 and its annex. 

 10 Annex 4 ñInformation in relation to the Party's participation in cooperative approaches, as applicableò 

of the outline of the BTR as per Annex IV to decision 5/CMA.3. 



PA/A6.2/TP/1 

 9 

 

Figure 1: Information required as per chapter IV (Reporting) 

*To be clarified if UIR could be submitted separately from BTR. 

1. Reporting obligation: who reports 

17. According to paragraphs 18, 20 and 21, ñeach participating Partyò shall provide the 

reports detailed in the respective paragraphs. Participation in a cooperative approach 

materializes through the authorization of the approach by a Party as per paragraph 18 (g).11 

A participating Party may be a ñhost Partyò12 and/or a ñusing participating Partyò.13 

18. With respect to the Article 6.4 mechanism (the mechanism), a participating Party may 

be a ñhost Partyò that approves activities and authorizes internationally transferred mitigation 

outcomes (ITMOs) and entities,14 or an ñother participating Partyò that authorize entities15 in 

a given activity of the mechanism. Participating Parties in the mechanism are subject to the 

reporting requirements of Article 6.2 with respect to authorized Article 6, paragraph 4, 

emission reductions (A6.4ERs).16 

19. Paragraphs 42 and 43 of the annex to decision 3/CMA.3 are understood17 to provide 

for the issuance of A6.4ERs that are not authorized and, therefore, are not ITMOs. Host 

Parties approving only activities for which unauthorized A6.4ERs will be issued are not 

required to report in accordance with the requirements of Article 6.2 as they would not handle 

ITMOs. Similarly, other participating Parties in the mechanism only involved in activities 

for which unauthorized A6.4ERs will be issued are not required to report in accordance with 

the requirements of Article 6.2. 

20. Chapter IV (Participation responsibilities) of the annex to decision 3/CMA.3 sets out 

requirements only in relation to host Parties. However, Article 6.2 reporting obligations in 

relation to authorized A6.4ERs (ITMOs) apply to any participating Party in the mechanism 

that handle authorized A6.4ERs. 

21. Only Parties to the Paris Agreement that engage in cooperative approaches as per 

Article 6, paragraph 2 and in Article 6, paragraph 4 activities that issue authorized A6.4ERs 

have reporting obligations under the guidance. Actions of authorized entities in relation to 

ITMOs are reported by the respective participating Parties that authorize the entities.18 

 
 11 Paragraph 18 (g) requires a participating Party to ñProvide, for each cooperative approach, a copy of 

the authorization.ò. 

 12 Paragraphs 18 (f) and 23 (a).    

 13 Paragraphs 20 (b) and 23 (j). 

 14 See paragraph 7 of decision 3/CMA.3. 

 15 Paragraph 45 of the annex to decision 3/CMA.3. 

 16 Paragraph 1 (g) and section IV (Reporting).  

 17 The use of the terms ñunderstoodò, ñappearò or ñassumedò, indicate an assumption in the context of 

this paper. 

 18 Reporting on annual information related to the share of proceeds for adaptation as per paragraph 66, 

annex, decision 3/CMA.3 is discussed in section II.D.8 of this paper. 
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2. Reporting scope: what to include 

22. Reporting obligations are discussed from the perspective of the reporting participating 

Party. Thus, a participating Party is understood to report on actions with ITMOs it carries out 

and on elements it is responsible for with respect to the cooperative approaches in which it 

participates. Specifically, a participating Party is responsible for reporting on authorizations 

it has issued and ITMOs it tracks through its tracking arrangements but not on authorizations 

issued by other participating Parties in the cooperative approach and/or ITMOs from a 

cooperative approach it does not track. 

23. A notable exception to this principle appears to arise in relation to ITMOs authorized 

for other international mitigation purpose(s) (OIMP) by a host Party that specifies first 

transfer to be the use or cancellation as per paragraph 2 (b), when such ITMOs are 

internationally transferred.19 To enable the application of corresponding adjustments, a 

communication mechanism would be needed from the using participating Party (when using 

or cancelling such ITMOs) to the host Party (also first transferring Party) to notify it of first 

transfer being effected. The host Party should include information on all actions with ITMOs 

it has authorized that are first transfers within its reported information in order to ensure 

completeness, accuracy and transparency, including in relation to corresponding adjustments 

(see further discussion in relation to section II.D AEF). 

24. Another possible exception that could arise in practice is when ITMOs from the same 

generating activity are allocated among participating Parties and recorded (upon verification) 

directly in the registry of the acquiring participating Party (in full or partially).20 Should such 

instances arise in the Article 6.2 practice, it is understood that the host Party will report 

authorization and transfer of the ITMOs and the acquiring Party will report acquisition. 

3. Reporting timeline: when to report 

25. Chapter IV (Reporting) provides for sequencing in submitting information, whereby 

the IR/UIR is due before the annual information as per paragraph 20, including when the 

IR/UIR is submitted with the BTR. This sequencing is important to ensure transparency, 

understandability, comparability and consistency of information. 

(a) Initial report  

26. The chapeau of paragraph 18 states that ñEach participating Party shall submit an 

Article 6, paragraph 2, initial report (é) no later than authorization of ITMOs from a 

cooperative approach or where practical (in the view of the participating Party) in conjunction 

with the next biennial transparency report (é) for the period of NDC implementation.ò 

27. The formulation ñno later than authorization of ITMOsò raises the question if no later 

than any authorization of ITMOs for the cooperative approach or its authorization of ITMOs. 

Furthermore, clarification on ñwhere practical (é) in conjunction with the next biennial 

transparency reportò is also relevant to enable Parties to determine the submission timeline 

without a doubt. An associated issue is the sequencing in submitting information by a 

participating Party. 

(i) Trigger 

28. The trigger for the submission of an IR21 is assumed to be the point in time when a 

Party becomes a participating Party by authorizing the cooperative approach as per paragraph 

18 (g). 

(ii)  Timeline 

29. Interpreting the timeline for reporting (after the trigger) to be no later than ñits 

authorization of ITMOò has the advantage of the participating Party having control over the 

 
 19 The ITMO may be authorized for NDC and OIMP, so international transfer cannot be excluded. 

 20 This is the current practice of the Joint Implementation Mechanism. 

 21 A reporting trigger is considered to be a starting point for a reporting submission, rather than the latest 

possible time, as mentioned in paragraph 18 chapeau ñno later thanéò. 
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information related to its reporting obligation (by controlling the process of issuing its 

authorizations of ITMOs) and appears to be the intended notion in the context of the principle 

of Parties acting independently of one another. 

30. Alternatively, a participating Party may opt to submit an IR ñin conjunction with the 

next BTRò, where practical in the view of the participating Party. Important in this regard is 

the notion of ñnextò BTR and what this BTR is next to. It is assumed that the next BTR is in 

relation to the Party becoming a participating Party by authorizing a cooperative approach in 

the period between previously submitted BTR and the submission date for the subsequent 

BTR, for instance between BTR1 and BTR2. Therefore, the chapeau of paragraph 18 could 

be interpreted to mean that an IR should be submitted by a participating Party between its 

authorization of a cooperative approach and its first authorization of ITMOs or its next BTR, 

at the Partyôs discretion. Such interpretation clarifies that: 

(a) The BTR following an authorization of a cooperative approach is the latest 

possible time for submission of an IR by a participating Party, irrespective of when the Party 

joins in the lifecycle of the cooperative approach (at its foundation or after it has operated for 

some time); 

(b) The timeline for an IR by a participating Party that does not issue 

authorizations of ITMOs (a using participating Party) is between its authorization of a 

cooperative approach and its BTR following the authorization of a cooperative approach. 

This is significant in the context of consistency checks on ITMOs as per paragraph 33 (a) as 

it ensures that a participating Partyôs IR will be submitted in a comparable timeframe to other 

Parties in the same cooperative approach. 

(iii)  Participating Parties in the Article 6.4 mechanism 

31. For participating Parties in the Article 6.4 mechanism, the obligation for an IR may 

be linked to the time of first authorization of A6.4ERs or first authorization of entities in 

activities for which A6.4ERs are authorized, whichever occurs first for the participating 

Party. This would ensure a distinction between participating Parties that engage with 

authorized A6.4ERs (and therefore should report as per Article 6.2) and participating Parties 

that engage with unauthorized A6.4ERs (see also section II.B.1 on reporting obligation). 

32. The reporting timeframe would be the same as for Parties participating in cooperative 

approaches (the latest submission time for IR being the next BTR of the Party). This would 

ensure a comparative timeframe for reporting between Parties which is relevant to 

consistency checks. 

33. This issue may be addressed in the context of the rules, modalities and procedures 

(RMPs) for the mechanism.22 

(iv) Period of validity 

34. The validity of the IR is set out in relation to an NDC implementation period. 

35. Possible solutions: The IR trigger in relation to the mechanism is (this clarification 

may be made either in the RMPs or in the guidance): 

(a) For host Parties, the first authorization of A6.4ERs; 

(b) For other participating Parties, the first authorization of entities in an Article 

6.4 activity that involves authorized A6.4ERs. 

(b) Further cooperative approaches 

36. Paragraph 19 presents a challenge with respect to understanding when (and how many 

times) the information on further cooperative approaches is to be submitted, namely the 

requirement for submission of an UIR (for each further cooperative approach) and for 

inclusion in the centralized accounting and reporting platform (CARP) and to include it (the 

UIR) in the next BTR due. 

 
 22 The RMPs for the mechanism established by Article 6, paragraph 4 of the Paris Agreement. 
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37. Paragraph 19 could be interpreted to mean one of the following: 

(a) The UIR shall be included in the next BTR; or 

(b) The UIR could come as a stand-alone report and could be included in the next 

BTR, at the discretion of the Party, similar to the IR. 

38. Submission of a IR/UIR with the next BTR is intended to minimize the reporting 

burden on Parties and the secretariat. However, if a participating Party that wishes to submit 

an UIR ahead of its next BTR, it should be able to do so. 

39. Possible solution: The submission of an UIR with the next BTR is at the participating 

Partyôs discretion. 

(c) Annual information as per paragraph 20 

40. According to paragraph 20, AEF is due no later than 15 April, with information on 

the preceding calendar year. As previously mentioned, chapter IV (Reporting) provides for 

sequencing in submitting information, whereby the IR is due before the annual information 

as per paragraph 20. 

41. When a Party submits an IR with a BTR, its AEF would not be due until the following 

15 April.23 If the reporting Party had already engaged in operations with ITMOs for the BTR 

period, it would be expected to report on paragraph 23. If the IR/BTR is submitted after 15 

April, this raises the issue of the treatment of annual information as per paragraph 23, as its 

corresponding data set as per paragraph 20 may not be available. The following options may 

be considered: 

(a) The participating Party submits an AEF(s)24 with the IR/BTR submission; 

(b) The participating Party submits an AEF(s) by the first 15 April after the 

IR/BTR. 

42. Option (a) would promote TACCC and would enable the timely processing of the 

consistency check and review. This is because without the AEF information, the annual 

information as part of the BTR could not be checked for consistency. The requirement of 

option (a) could be established through the reporting practice or through the Conference of 

the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA) guidance. 

43. Similar sequencing issue arises in relation to UIRs. However, UIRs do not include 

information relevant to participation, and the reporting Party is already known in the system. 

Therefore, it is considered that a UIR could come with a BTR even after the first set of annual 

information for the additional/further cooperative approach is included in the AEF. Inclusion 

of annual information in relation to a further cooperative approach(es) in the AEF before the 

submission of a UIR is discussed in section II.E.3 below. 

44. Possible solution: For an IR submitted with the BTR, the reporting Party shall submit 

relevant AEF(s), at the time of the IR/BTR submission. 

(d) Regular information 

45. The RI as per chapter IV.C is submitted with the BTR. The MPGs for Article 13 guide 

the submission of the first BTR and subsequent BTRs, every two years. 

4. Reporting elements: what to report 

(a) Cooperative approach 

46. The cooperative approach is the framework within which ITMOs are authorized, 

transferred and used. This aspect is significant for recording, tracking and reporting because 

 
 23 Except for submission on 15 April (when the AEF is due) and the reporting Party would be expected 

to make a full submission of all reporting elements. 

 24 The first submission may require an AEF for more than one year. 
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consistency with the guidance includes consistency of information within a cooperative 

approach, where required.25 

47. The name of a cooperative approach is required by different reports (IR, RI and AEF) 

and should be unique and consistent for the NDC implementation period of each reporting 

participating Party. A cooperative approach (name) should be associated with a unique 

identifier to enable consistency checks and review of information. An unique identifier also 

has the advantage of handling changes to the name of a cooperative approach, which may be 

needed in the course of its implementation. The method for assigning and maintaining unique 

identifiers for cooperative approaches through a centralized function of the CARP is 

discussed in section III.G.4(h) below.  

(b) ITMOs  

48. ITMOs are the subject of voluntary cooperation under Article 6.2 and are central to 

the accounting and reporting requirements. All the reports require the provision of 

information on ITMOs, including their intended use, quantity, metrics, actions performed on 

them, information related to their quality, and so on. 

49. Paragraph 1 stipulates the requirements ITMOs must meet. Paragraphs 1 (a), 1 (c) and 

1 (e) are straightforward and are understood to apply to all ITMOs. Regarding other ITMO 

characteristics, it may be less clear if and how the requirements combine. 

50. Paragraphs 1 (b) (ñwhen internationally transferredò) and possibly 1 (d) (ñinvolves 

the international transferò) link mitigation outcomes (MOs) to international transfer, resulting 

in ITMOs. However, a requirement for international transfer is not stipulated by paragraphs 

1 (f) and 1 (g), which specify that MOs26 result in ITMOs when authorized. 

51. The issue of whether a MO must be internationally transferred in order to be an ITMO, 

in addition to being important for Parties in designing their national systems, has an impact 

on the design of tables and outlines for reporting, particularly in relation to the annual 

information (paragraphs 20 and 23). With the evolution towards the idea that MOs become 

subject to corresponding adjustments at first transfer (which may not be the first international 

transfer), the issue of when MOs become ITMOs has lost its clear definition. 

52. For the analysis in this paper, and with a view to ensuring TACCC, it is assumed that 

information on MOs is reported from the point of authorization, including when authorized 

for NDCs only (see further discussion in section II.D on the AEF).27 

53. Another aspect requiring common understanding of the combination of requirements 

for ITMOs is in relation to authorized use(s). This is discussed below in section II.B.4(d) 

Authorizations. 

(c) Reporting according to methods for tracking ITMOs 

54. The method for tracking ITMOs is a matter of cooperative approach design. It is 

understood that participating Parties may determine the legal and technical approach to 

tracking ITMOs according to their national circumstances, consistently with the guidance 

and in a manner that enables them to meet their accounting and reporting obligations. 

55. This paper identifies and discusses possible methods for tracking ITMOs: 

(a) Serialized units; 

(b) Uniquely identifiable accounting amounts (UIAAs); 

(c) Balance-only accounting amounts (BOAAs); 

 
 25 For example, information on actions of ITMOs between participating Parties must be consistent.  

 26 For instance: A6.4ERs, and possibly MOs authorized for OIMP, can be cancelled by the host Party 

before any international transfer. 

   27 This is significant in light of the definition of first transfer in relation to ITMOs authorized for NDC 

to be the first international transfer (as per para. 2(a)). Reporting ITMOs authorized for NDC in the 

annual information from the point of their first international transfer, and not from their authorization, 

would obscure reporting and would dimmish TACCC. 
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(d) Balance in a higher-tier accounts (BHTA). 

56. The methods are described in section III.D.1. Implications for infrastructure are 

discussed in sections III.E - III.H  and for reporting in section II.D.6(b). 

57. Serialized units is the standard method that is used in existing practice. It remains to 

be seen if other methods are adopted or further methods are identified. With the view to 

TACCC, it is considered that each cooperative approach should adopt one of the methods for 

each metric,28 and use it consistently for the duration of the NDC cycles of the participating 

Parties. The information on the method(s) should be included in the IR/UIR for each 

cooperative approach. 

58. With regard to the possibility for a Party to participate in various cooperative 

approaches that utilize different methods for tracking ITMOs, this would place additional 

requirements on its tracking arrangements. 

59. Further analysis may be conducted in the area of methods for tracking ITMOs. 

60. Non-technical considerations in relation to the four approaches, such as legal form 

and ownership of ITMOs, are not discussed in this paper. 

61. Possible solutions: The rules for combining methods for tracking ITMOs are as 

follows: 

(a) A cooperative approach adopts a single method for tracking ITMOs for each 

metric and the method should be reported in the IR/UIR; 

(b) More than one method for tracking ITMOs may be used by a participating 

Party engaging in multiple cooperative approaches. 

62. The SBSTA may wish to conduct further analysis in the area of reporting according 

to methods for tracking ITMOs. 

(d) Authorization  

63. Authorization is central to reporting, with multiple implications across the system. 

The arrangements for authorization are under the responsibility of the participating Party 

according to paragraph 3(c). This section discusses issues related to authorization from the 

perspective of reporting requirements. 

(i) Types of authorization 

64. Authorization29 by a participating Party is used in different reporting requirements, 

with or without clarification as to what it refers to. Authorization is used in relation to the 

following topics: 

(a) Authorization of ITMOs towards use(s) (paragraphs 1 (d), 1 (f), 20 (a) and 21 

(c));30 

(b) Authorization of a cooperative approach as per the requirement of paragraphs 

18 (g) and 21 (c);  

(c) Authorization of entities (paragraphs 18 (g) and 23 (d)). 

65. A host Party may authorize ITMOs for use(s) without other participating Party joining 

the cooperative approach. For example, a host Party may authorize ITMOs for OIMP to be 

used domestically (a unilateral cooperative approach). 

 
 28 Method for tracking per metric within a cooperative approach is the minimum requirement. However, 

one method per cooperative approach is desirable for simplification.   

 29 Or ñauthorizedò, which implies authorization has taken place.  

 30  ñAuthorization of ITMOsò as per the chapeau of paragraph 18 is also understood to relate to 

authorization of ITMOs towards uses. 
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(ii)  Timing of authorizations 

66. With respect to timing of authorizations, it would be helpful to consider, and possibly 

clarify, the sequencing of authorizations, particularly in the context of the IR. Clarifying that 

a participating Party has to first join/authorize a cooperative approach before it can authorize 

ITMOs from that cooperative approach (or at the same time) is relevant to planning activities 

by participating Parties and for the review of information. 

67. A second issue related to timing is the granting of authorization towards use(s) in the 

lifecycle of an ITMO. It appears sufficiently self-evident that an authorization towards use(s) 

has to be granted before, or at the time of, first transfer to ensure that first transfer will be 

identified correctly in relation to the ITMOs for the purposes of accounting, tracking, 

reporting and review, including consistency checks. 

(iii)  Authorization of ITMOs from a cooperative approach 

68. According to paragraph 1, ITMOs are from a cooperative approach. Furthermore, 

paragraph 3 provides that "Each Party participating in a cooperative approach that involves 

the use of ITMOs (é) shall ensure that its participation in the cooperative approach and the 

authorization, transfer and use of ITMOs is consistent with this guidance (é)". This is 

interpreted to mean that ITMOs are linked to the cooperative approach into which they are 

authorized. This is consistent with the various reporting paragraphs, such as 20 (a), 20 (b) 

and 23, where ITMOs are required to be reported by cooperative approach. Therefore, there 

is a link between the cooperative approach and the authorizations of ITMOs in relation to 

that cooperative approach. The following implications are worth considering: 

(a) The authorization of ITMOs needs to provide a link to the cooperative 

approach it is from; 

(b) The cooperative approach to which ITMOs are authorized is a characteristic of 

the ITMOs; 

(c) ITMOs can only be transferred to other participating Parties in the cooperative 

approach from which the ITMOs are. 

69. In this context, more than one cooperative approach may be based on a single crediting 

standard or an offsetting scheme. However, each ITMO is from just one cooperative approach 

(as per paragraph 1). Parties that generate ITMOs have to make an irrevocable choice of the 

cooperative approach to which the ITMO will belong before authorising the ITMO. Parties 

that may wish to acquire ITMOs would have to join the cooperative approach that the ITMO 

is associated with. This is necessary to clearly establish the boundaries of cooperation, ensure 

TACCC and prevent potential disputes between participating Parties in different cooperative 

approaches on the basis of ITMOs that cross boundaries of cooperative approaches. 

(iv) Scope of authorization for ITMOs towards use(s) 

70. With respect to scope of authorization for ITMOs towards use(s), paragraph 1(d) 

stipulates that a MO has to be from an approach involving the international transfer of MOs 

for use towards an NDC to be an ITMO. The same appears to be inferred by paragraph 4(c), 

which stipulates that each participating Party shall have arrangements in place for authorizing 

the use of ITMOs towards achievement of an NDC. This requirement could be interpreted to 

mean that all MOs/ITMOs have to be authorized for NDC use. However, such interpretation 

would not be aligned with paragraphs 1(f) and 1(g), which stipulate that MOs can be 

authorized for OIMP only. For the analysis in this paper, it is assumed that ITMOs can be 

authorized for NDC, for OIMP or for both NDC and OIMP.31 

71. Further in this regard, paragraph 20(b) requires information on ñthe other international 

mitigation purpose authorized by the Partyò in relation to the elements of paragraph 20 (a). 

For authorized A6.4ERs, paragraph 55 of the annex to decision 3/CMA.3 requires ñ(é) the 

mechanism registry to distinguish A6.4ERs that are authorized for use towards the 

achievement of NDCs and/or for use for other international mitigation purposes pursuant to 

chapter V.C above (Approval and authorization), including any specified uses for which the 

 
 31 This is aligned with the approach for authorized A6.4ERs as per paragraph 1(g).  
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A6.4ERs are authorized.ò ñSpecified usesò appears to be an optional subset of the OIMP and 

appears related to the requirement of paragraph 20(b). It may be helpful to clarify how ñthe 

OIMPò may be tracked in order to be reported on. 

72. See further discussion in section II.D.6(c) below. 

(v) Authorizing participating Parties of ITMOs towards use(s) 

73. With respect to the question of which participating Parties may authorize ITMOs, the 

obligation for corresponding adjustment accrues on the authorizing host Party (the 

participating Party where the MO is generated) when first transfer is effected.32  Therefore, 

authorization of MOs/ITMOs, including the respective authorized quantities (amounts), is 

the first transferring (host) Partyôs prerogative and reporting obligation as per paragraphs 20, 

23(d) and 23(j). 

74. Furthermore, a host Party would need to ensure that its authorization enables a link to 

the authorized ITMOs in a manner that avoids possible confusion in the context of tracking 

ITMOs as authorized towards use(s). 

(vi) Format and method for authorizing ITMOs 

75. The guidance is not specific on the format and method for authorizing ITMOs towards 

use(s).  It is possible to envisage that the authorization of ITMOs could be granted though a 

dedicated document (evidence). 

76. Other methods for documenting authorizations of ITMOs towards use(s) could also 

be envisaged and may emerge with practice. A degree of standardization of the authorizations 

across participating Parties and across cooperative approaches, including a voluntarily 

adopted one, could benefit TACCC. Standardization could be sought in relation to the method 

or/and the requisites of the authorizations. 

77. Agreement on the minimum requisites (elements) of an authorization of ITMOs for 

use(s) may be helpful from the outset to ensure that relevant information is communicated, 

while formats to support usability and transparency are of less urgency. Possible requisites 

may include (in order of importance): 

(a) Date; 

(b) Number of authorization; 

(c) Party; 

(d) Issuing authority, contact information and elements for authentication; 

(e) Cooperative approach from which MOs/ITMOs are authorized; 

(f) Amount and details of MOs/ITMOs authorized towards NDC; 

(g) Amount and details of MOs/ITMOs authorized towards OIMP and authorized 

entities (in a manner that enables linking the MOs/ITMOs to tracking information); 

(h) NDC implementation period; 

(i) Other authorized entities, including scope of authorization; 

(j) Special condition applicable to the authorization, including permissible 

changes, if envisaged; 

(k) Details related to the OIMP; 

(l) Link to a public repository of the authorization; 

(m) Details of the mitigation activity, including but not limited to 

methodology/sector, type, crediting period, and monitoring. 

78. The mechanism has a separate approval and authorization process. The list above may 

be extended to include elements for approval of Article 6, paragraph 4 activities. 

 
 32 As per paragraphs 8(a), 9(a) and 10(a).  
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79. The possible use of unique identifiers for authorizations is discussed in section 

II.D.6(c)II.D.6(c) below, in relation to the AEF. Unique identifiers of authorizations could 

be assigned by the authorities of the participating Parties, responsible for issuing 

authorization as per paragraph 4(c), in a manner that makes them unique and traceable for a 

cooperative approach. 

80. With regard to an issuing authority, for transparency and validation of authorization 

purposes, it would be prudent if a participating Party designates a national authority in 

relation to paragraph 4 (c). Such an authority may assume all responsibilities in relation to 

international reporting and review for Article 6. 

(vii) Authorized entities 

81. Authorized entities are to be reported in the IR as per paragraph 18(g) (authorized 

entities for each cooperative approach), in annual information as per paragraph 20(b) (the 

using authorized entity or entities, as soon as known), and in RI as per paragraph 21(c) 

(pertaining to authorizations and changes to authorizations) and as per paragraphs 23(d) and 

23(j) (entities authorized to use MOs authorized for OIMP). 

82. The question of what authorized entities are authorized for is significant in the context 

of tracking, reporting and review, including the consistency check as per paragraph 33(a).  

Are entities authorized to engage in a cooperative approach in general or are they authorized 

to handle specific ITMOs for specific uses? Furthermore, which participating Parties 

authorize entities? 

83. According to paragraph 23(d), a participating Party is required to report ñAnnual 

quantity of mitigation outcomes authorized for use for other international mitigation purposes 

and entities authorized to use such mitigation outcomes, as appropriateò, implying that 

entities are authorized specifically to use MOs authorized for OIMP domestically by the host 

Party. It is unclear if the link between authorized entity and the MOs authorized for OIMP 

goes deeper to the level of any ñspecificò OIMP.33 

84. With respect to paragraph 45, annex, decision 3/CMA.3, other participating Parties 

(that are not host Parties) may authorized public or private entities. It appears that such other 

participating Parties may authorize entities to use authorized A6.4ERs towards OIMP. It 

would be helpful to clarify if  such other participating Parties have reporting obligations in 

relation to paragraph 23(d). Other aspects, e.g. in relation to registry accounts opening in the 

mechanism registry, could be clarified by the Supervisory Body (SB)34. 

85. The reporting of using authorized entities in the annual information as per paragraph 

20 (b) maybe challenging (particularly for a large number of actions on ITMOs) unless the 

information on using authorized entities is tracked in the registries as per section VI.A 

(Tracking). A simple option would be for a reporting Party to provide a link to the public 

information it maintains on authorizations. 

86. Considerations in relation to the format and method for authorizing entities is similar 

to those in relation to authorizing ITMOs. 

(viii)  Changes to authorizations 

87. Any changes to authorizations are required to be reported as per paragraph 21(c). 

However, the scope and timing of the possible changes are not defined in text, which makes 

it difficult to assess the impact of envisaged changes. Changes to authorizations, if and when 

permitted, may cover a wide range of cases with wide-ranging implications, some of them 

potentially significant in relation to all aspects of the guidance (accounting, tracking, 

reporting and review). For example, a change in the period of authorization35 or withdrawal 

 
 33 Paragraph 20(b) requires reporting of ñthe OIMP authorized by the Partyò.   

34  The Supervisory Body of the Article 6.4 mechanism. 

 35 For comparison, extended provisions were necessary under the Kyoto Protocol to regulate long-term 

CERs for which the permitted period of use could be extended. 
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of authorization36 could impact on the value held by acquiring participating Parties and on 

the design of the AEF, even if the change occurs before first transfer (see section II.D). 

(ix) Further analysis 

88. It is recommended that further analysis be conducted in the area of authorizations, 

including in relation to: 

(a) The scope of possible changes, as well as the way in which changes to 

authorizations are to be reported for transparency. In the absence of guidance in this area, it 

is not possible to design templates and outlines that cover changes to authorizations in a 

specific fashion. Therefore, the outlines and tables provided in this document accommodate 

changes in a generic fashion and will need to be reviewed if the CMA provides guidance in 

this area; 

(b) Potential benefits from authorizations to include minimum elements 

(requisites), including benefits from common format(s) with a view to TACCC; 

(c) Methods for tracking authorizations to clarify how the business controls in 

relation to effecting a ñuseò according to the authorization scope could be enabled (for 

example a the use or cancellation account-level). 

89. Parties may also draw on work by other stakeholders in relation to authorization. 

90. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to authorization: 

(a) A host Party authorizes a cooperative approach before it authorizes ITMOs 

from the cooperative approach towards use(s); 

(b) An authorization of ITMOs towards use(s) has to be granted before, or at the 

time of, first transfer; 

(c) For authorization of ITMOs towards use(s), a clarification of the following is 

requested: 

(i) The method/format and minimum elements; 

(ii)  The scope of authorization for entities;37 

(iii)  Possible changes. 

91. The SBSTA may wish to conduct further analysis in the area of authorizations with 

the view to providing further guidance in this regard, as necessary. 

(e) First transfer  

(i) Specification of first transfer as per paragraph 2(b) 

92. As per paragraph 2(b), participating Parties are required to specify which of three 

options is ñfirst transferò in relation to ITMOs authorized for OIMP. This specification is to 

be tracked by the registries for accounting purposes and to fulfil the requirements of section 

VI (Recording and tracking). 

93. In relation to paragraph 2(b), it is understood that the host participating Party provides 

the specification. This raises the question of how the host Party is to specify this information 

critical for the application of corresponding adjustments. Related is the question of the level 

of specification, i.e. in relation to each ITMO or at the cooperative approach level. 

94. There are no provisions permitting communicating changes to specification. It is 

assumed that the specification is permanent. Should changes be possible, impact assessment 

would be required to ensure the integrity of the transactions and tracking systems. 

 
 36 For comparison, the clean development mechanism (CDM) Executive Board adopted procedures to 

regulate changes in the approval and authorization of activities in the CDM, including their 

withdrawal. 

 37 In relation to the mechanism activity participants, clarification may be provided through the work of 

the SB. 
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95. Specifying first transfer by the host Party at the level of cooperative approach offers 

significant simplification. It would be a one-off statement that could be provided by the host 

Party in its IR. Furthermore, the first transfer specification may have to be passed onto the 

acquiring registry for ITMOs authorized for OIMP if an ITMO is tracked between registries.  

External registry transfers38 of such ITMOs could benefit from a simplified method for 

tracking first transfers (further discussion see section III.H  below).  

96. Providing specification for each ITMO would be complex to track, including in 

categorizing ITMOs (authorized for OIMP) as subject to corresponding adjustment, because 

potentially different events could be specified as first transfer for different ITMOs. If 

provided for each ITMO, the first transfer specification would have to be tracked at the ITMO 

level, similar to its authorized use. If Parties prefer this approach, the specification could be 

best provided as part of the authorization of the ITMO for a use(s). Tracking of first transfer 

specification may be required as an ITMO attribute (characteristic) to enable reporting of 

annual information (see further discussion in section II.D.6(b) below).39 

(ii)  First transfer as an attribute to ITMO actions 

97. From reporting perspective, the first transfer specification (defined by the first 

transferring Party) is considered a ñlogical attributeò of an action/transaction with ITMOs.40 

As first transfer of ITMOs triggers corresponding adjustment for the first transferring Party, 

the following issues could be considered in the context of the need for further CMA guidance:  

(a) When an ITMO is authorized for both OIMP and NDC, the action to be 

considered as the first transfer may be ambiguous, as both paragraphs 2 (a) and 2 (b) are 

relevant to the ITMO; 

(b) For an ITMO authorized for NDC only, first transfer would not occur if the 

ITMO is used domestically (as per paragraph 2 (a)). An ITMO authorized for NDC and used 

for the Partyôs own NDC or cancelled for overall mitigation in global emissions (OMGE) 

prior to its international transfer is to be reported, but there is no requirement for applying 

corresponding adjustment for such ITMO at use/cancellation. 

98. In relation to (a) the earlier possible action that is first transfer will trigger a 

corresponding adjustment.   

99. The current provisions do not exclude the use of ITMOs authorized for use towards 

NDC to be used by the authorizing Party towards its own NDC but do not require the 

application of corresponding adjustments (as per paragraphs 13 and 14) in case of such direct 

domestic use where no first (international) transfer occurs.41 If the host Party transfers and 

re-acquires ITMOs it has authorized, corresponding adjustments shall be applied (as per 

paragraphs 13 and 14). 

100. The current provisions also do not exclude the cancellation of ITMOs authorized for 

NDC only towards OMGE as per paragraph 39. If such ITMOs are cancelled domestically 

without first transfer, no corresponding adjustments would apply. Non-application of 

corresponding adjustment for such cancellations towards OMGE would be accompanied by 

retaining the MOs in the inventory of the host Party. This treatment would be inconsistent 

with the cancellation of ITMOs authorized for OIMP towards OMGE for which 

corresponding adjustment will be required. 

101. For the analysis in this paper, it is assumed that if a host Party authorizes and uses its 

own ITMO towards NDC or OMGE, it will report the ITMOs from the point of authorization 

until their domestic use. 

102. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to first transfer: 

 
 38 External registry transfer is when information on an ITMO for further tracking is passed from the 

holding registry onto an acquiring registry.  

 39 A common definition of data attribute is a single-value descriptor for a data point or data object.  

 40 Examples of actions on/transactions with ITMOs are authorization, issuance, acquisition, transfer, use 

and cancellation.  

 41 The host Party uses its own ITMOs towards NDC without transfer and re-acquisition. 
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(a) For ITMOs authorized for OIMP, the host Party provides the specification of 

first transfer at the level of the cooperative approach in its IR; 

(b) For ITMOs authorized for both NDC and OIMP, the first chronological event 

that occurs as per paragraph 2 (b) is the first transfer; 

(c) For ITMOs authorized for use towards NDC only, the definition of first 

transfer is extended to include direct domestic cancellation towards OMGE; 

(d) For ITMOs authorized for use towards NDC only, the authorizing Party shall 

not count such ITMOs towards its own NDC, if used directly (without international transfer). 

(f) Actions and holdings of ITMOs 

103. Authorization, transfer, acquisition and use towards NDC and cancellation (voluntary 

or not) are required to be reported in the annual information as per chapter IV.B (Annual 

information). For the purpose of this paper, these are understood as ñactionsò on ITMOs 

that are required to be tracked in the Partyôs registry referred to in section VI.A (Tracking). 

104. Another term for action on ITMO is ñtransactionò with ITMO . Authorization could 

also be regarded as a transaction as it assigns/modifies ITMO attributes (e.g. the authorized 

use). In this paper, ñactionò on ITMO and ñtransactionò with ITMO are used interchangeably. 

105. Concerning transfers and acquisitions, because the reporting is at a Party level, it is 

understood that transfers and acquisitions are reported only when they are international 

(between Parties). 

106. Parties shall also report their holdings as per paragraph 20 (a). The holdings are 

understood as ITMOs held in accounts (or on accounts) of Partiesô registries (or in the 

registries to which Parties have access, as per paragraph 29). Holdings are balances at a given 

point in time, derived on the basis of all ITMOs authorized and acquired less ITMOs 

transferred, used, retired or cancelled. Holdings of ITMOs are reported annually and 

therefore balances are reported as at 31 December of the respective year. 

(g) Sectors and activity types 

107. Information on sector(s) and activity type(s) is a reporting requirement for the annual 

information as per paragraph 20. Information on the sector (used in singular) is a reporting 

requirement for the annual information as per paragraph 23(j). 

108. This raises the issue of whether MOs/ITMOs could be attributed to only one or to 

more than one sector or activity type. A MO may be generated as a consequence of a cross-

cutting activity or technology that affects several sectors and may even produce a negative 

impact in one sector and a positive impact in another, resulting in mitigation based on adding 

the impact in both sectors. 

109.  Allocation to sectors/activity types may need to be done at the time of MO/ITMO 

creation through a suitable methodology. Alternative methods, including post-creation of 

MO/ITMO, may be available. 

110. Activity type(s) appear to relate to the methodology used in the generating activities. 

The reporting of activity type(s) may benefit from further clarification. 

111. For the purposes of this paper, it is assumed that: 

(a) Cooperative approaches would implement methods for allocation of ITMOs to 

a single sector for the requirements of paragraph 23 (j); 

(b) Activity types refer to the type of mitigation activity and therefore the 

information provided should describe the mitigation activity. 

112. Allowing the allocation of ITMOs to sectors and activity types to be determined at the 

cooperative approach level has the advantage of resolving the issue at the expense of 

comparability of information. 

113. This issue is separate from but linked to the issue of nomenclature, discussed later 

(see section II.B.5). 



PA/A6.2/TP/1 

 21 

 

114. Possible solution: The methods for allocating ITMOs to sectors and to activity types 

may be reported as part of the cooperative approach design. 

(h) ITMOs in non-greenhouse gas metrics 

115. Paragraph 1 (c) and paragraph 9 establish that ITMOs from a cooperative approach 

may be measured and traded in non-greenhouse gas (non-GHG) metrics determined by the 

participating Parties that are consistent with their NDCs. Information on the non-GHG 

metrics used by a participating Party is required in the IR as per paragraph 18 (c). Where a 

MO is measured and first transferred in a non-GHG metric, paragraph 22 (d) requires RI on 

how the cooperative approach ensures that the method for converting the non-GHG metric 

into tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent  (t CO2 eq) is appropriate for the specific non-GHG 

metric and the mitigation scenario in which it is applied. Furthermore, an annual emissions 

balance42 is required in the RI as per paragraph 23 (k) (i) for t CO2 eq and for non-GHGs. 

116. It would be useful to examine if participating Parties have a common understanding 

on the reporting requirements related to non-GHG metrics, including on their application, in 

order to produce the required information. 

(i) Annual information in relation to non-GHG metrics 

117. Paragraph 20 (on annual information) does not require the quantities of ITMOs to be 

reported in non-GHG metrics, where relevant. However, in order to perform additions and 

subtractions as per paragraph 9 and to produce the annual information as par paragraph 23 

(k) (ii) , it is necessary to perform such operations in the respective non-GHG metric (i.e. the 

ITMOs and the indicator43 being adjusted have to be measured in the same non-GHG metric). 

118. Therefore, it is assumed that the ITMO metric must be specified when reporting 

annual information, both in the AEF and in relation to the annual information as per 

paragraph 23 (as both include information on first transfers and uses). 

(ii)  Application of conversion methods 

119. Paragraph 1 (c) states that ITMOs from a cooperative approach are measured in non-

GHG metrics determined by the participating Parties that are consistent with their NDCs. 

Further, paragraph 9 refers to a cooperative approach involving ITMOs traded in non-GHG 

metrics and includes the requirement for tracking the ITMOs in a metric-specific registry 

account as a basis for applying corresponding adjustments. 

120. On the basis of these provisions, it is understood that participating Parties may trade 

ITMOs in the same non-GHG metric. It appears that the guidance does not provide for 

participating Parties to trade (first transfer and use) the same ITMO in more than one metric.44 

121.  Paragraph 22 (d) specifies that non-GHG ITMOs are converted to t CO2 eq when 

measured and first transferred. As first transfer relates to corresponding adjustments, the 

purpose of conversion is the calculation of an emission balance. 

122. Furthermore, paragraph 22 (d) requires the cooperative approach to ensure that the 

method for converting non-GHG quantities into t CO2 eq is appropriate for the mitigation 

scenario, which would guarantee that the MO is well estimated in t CO2 eq independently of 

the mitigation scenario in which it takes place. 

123. What is not explicitly stated but appears necessary is that, when participating Parties 

trade ITMOs in a non-GHG metric, but have different mitigation scenarios (e.g. trading 

ITMOs measured in megawatt hours (MWh) between participating Parties with different 

electricity generation mix), the using participating Party has to (re)estimate the amount of 

 
 42 Emissions balance is the adjusted value of emissions after application of corresponding adjustments.  

 43 Indicator refers to the indicator selected by a participating Party in accordance with the MPGs for 

tracking progress towards the implementation and achievement of its NDC.  

 44 Conversion between non-GHG metrics (in contrast to simple conversion from non-GHG metric to t 

CO2 eq and vice versa) has significant complexity in terms of assessing implications in the context of 

specific mitigation scenarios. More so, conversion between non-GHG metrics could allow for ITMOs 

measured in t CO2 eq to be traded for use towards non-GHG indicators. 
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ITMOs in the non-GHG metric based on the mitigated t CO2 eq of the selling participating 

Party. This is necessary so that the using Party could apply corresponding adjustments 

equivalent to the same amount of t CO2 eq as achieved by the host Party (but in the non-GHG 

equivalence appropriate to its domestic mitigation scenario), thus ensuring the overall 

consistency of emissions balances across participating Parties.45 

(iii)  Consistency in the application of conversion method 

124. For the purposes of TACCC (paragraph 7 chapeau), once non-GHG ITMO quantities 

are converted into t CO2 eq, the t CO2 eq value should remain constant, as further actions 

may be performed on the ITMOs. This implies that the conversion methods should be 

consistently applied throughout the NDC implementation period of the relevant participating 

Parties. 

(i) Global warming potential of ITMOs  

125. Participating Parties may use different GWP values for their first NDC, which could 

have an impact on the transparency and comparability of data related to ITMOs. Therefore, 

it would be relevant for participating Parties to provide information on the GWP values used 

in generating ITMOs in their first NDC (implementation) period. 

126. Addressing the issue of transparency in relation to GWP values used, and associated 

comparability of information on ITMOs, in the context of cooperative approaches is 

challenging. Further analysis would be relevant to assess the significance of the potential 

impact of use of different GWP values. 

127. Considering the requirement for aligning the use of GWP values for NDC from the 

second NDC implementation period onwards, enhancing transparency with regard to the use 

of GWP values for the first NDC implementation period may be sufficiently appropriate. 

Such transparency could be delivered through the IRs or in relation to the submission of 

annual information, the former option being simpler and straightforward. 

128.  Possible solution: Provision of information on GWP values in relation to ITMOs 

generated in the first NDC implementation period may be provided with the IR (on a 

voluntary basis). 

(j)  Annual basis 

129. The provision of ñannual informationò is a requirement of chapter IV.B (Annual 

information), paragraph 20, and chapter IV.B (Regular information), paragraph 23. Annual 

information is understood to be: 

(a) In relation to a calendar year (from 1 January to 31 December); 

(b) Reported on an annual basis (as per paragraph 20) or biennially (as per 

paragraph 23). 

130.  Annual information is reported in relation to a ñreported yearò, the calendar year 

when the actions take place. If the reported year is YYYY, all actions that took place between 

1 January YYYY  and 31 December YYYY should be included in the annual information. 

Annual information submitted biennially entails two sets of data (one set for each of the 

reported years in the biennial period) submitted together. 

(k) ITMO time  frame 

131. Paragraph 12 establishes a time limit on performing additions and subtractions for an 

NDC implementation period in relation to the initiation of the review of the first BTR that 

contains information on the end year or end of the period of the NDC, as determined by the 

CMA. 

 
 45 This will ensure that the first transferring and using participating Parties will adjust their emissions 

with the same t CO2 eq value, while their respective indicators may be adjusted with different 

amounts of ITMOs in the non-GHG metric, according to each domestic mitigation scenarios. 
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132. Considering that corresponding adjustments for the host Party are performed based 

on first transfer (additions or subtractions depending on the ITMO metric),46 the following 

questions arise: 

(a) How to treat ITMOs that are not first transferred by the time limit of paragraph 

12?; 

(b) How to treat ITMOs that are first transferred but not used or cancelled (i.e. 

held)? 

133. With respect to (a) above, the authorized MOs (including authorized A6.4ERs) could 

not be claimed without the risk of double-counting once the time limit of paragraph 12 is 

reached for the host Party (because further additions or subtractions would not be possible 

for the NDC implementation period). Retaining such ITMOs in the system would create risks 

for market participants that would need to be managed. 

134. A possible solution for MOs/ITMOs as per (a) above would be to ñdowngradeò them 

by updating their validity for uses(s). This may be particularly relevant to authorized 

A6.4ERs considering that unauthorized A6.4ERs would not be subject to a time limit as per 

the provisions of decision 3/CMA.3. Other solutions could also be explored. 

135. With regard to (b) above, ITMOs that have been first transferred by the time of the 

limit as per paragraph 12 will be subject to additions or subtractions (in accordance with their 

metric) and would not carry a risk of double-counting (double-claiming). However, if such 

adjusted ITMOs are authorized for NDC use, but are not used by the end of the NDC periods 

of the participating Parties in the cooperative approach,47 the objective of their subsistence48 

in the system becomes unclear. Such ITMOs may be repurposed for use towards OIMP or be 

cancelled for OMGE. 

136. The question remains open as to the treatment of ITMOs authorized for OIMP and 

already adjusted for (by the host Party) at the time of the limit as per paragraph 12. Arguably, 

such ITMOs would retain their quality and desirability for their purpose (OIMP). While there 

is no risk of double counting associated with such ITMOs, their validity for ongoing use 

would have implications for the reporting of annual information. A straightforward approach 

for dealing with such ITMOs has not been identified; therefore, further analysis may be useful 

in this context. 

137. It should be noted that the time limit set out in paragraph 12 is a date to be determined 

by the CMA that is prior to the initiation of the review of the first BTR that contains 

information on the end year or end of the period of the NDC. If the date to be determined by 

the CMA is not sufficiently in advance of the finalization and submission of the first BTR 

that contains information on the end year or end of the period of the NDC, the additions 

and/or subtractions for the NDC implementation period by the host Party may not be 

available until the subsequent BTR49 to the one that contains information on the end year or 

end of the period of the NDC. 

138. Possible solution: Clarification on the treatment of ITMOs in relation to the time limit 

as set out in paragraph 12, including through further analysis. 

5. Nomenclature 

139. Participating Parties, the secretariat, review experts and other stakeholders need a 

common understanding of the various elements to be reported and reviewed and in relation 

to the TACCC principles. The following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of terminology 

that have an impact on multiple reports and on the infrastructure: annual information, 

acquisition, cancellation, voluntary cancellation, transfer, holdings and registry accounts. 

 
 46 See paragraphs 8, 9 and 10.  

 47 As per paragraphs 8(b), 9(b) and 10(b), ITMOs are adjusted according to the year in which they are 

used; therefore, ITMOs cannot be used towards NDC after the last year of the NDC period of the 

using Party. 

 48 Continued presence.  

 49 Due to time lag in relation to vintage-based accounting for corresponding adjustments.  
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Furthermore, various lists of names are relevant to ITMO attributes. For example, sectors, 

activity types and international mitigation purpose. 

140. To meet this need, the following, not mutually exclusive, options could be considered 

in relation to reporting but with an application to the guidance in general (i.e. with application 

to areas other than reporting): 

(a) Providing instructions, including pre-defined lists (for example a list for 

possible actions with ITMOs or types of international mitigation purpose), directly in the 

tables and outlines on what is expected to be reported for a reporting element, to be adopted 

together with the tables and outlines; 

(b) Producing a glossary of terms maintained by the secretariat; 

(c) Keeping a nomenclature of cooperative approaches, sectors, activity types, 

such as the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Clean 

Development Mechanism (CDM) or Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 

methodologies, by the secretariat; 

(d) For activity types that may be specific to one Party or one cooperative 

approach, the CARP could provide a function to register an activity type and receive a 

standardized code for use in ITMO data structures (see also section III.G.4). 

141. The option of providing instructions directly in the tables and outlines improves their 

usability, as the necessary information is directly available to users when they prepare a 

report. It also offers more flexibility to Parties, as the instructions would aim only at 

improving the shared understanding with no strict normative function. This approach was 

used in developing the proposed tables and outlines included in this paper. 

142. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to nomenclature: 

(a) Tables and outlines are agreed with a minimum level of instructions, thus 

enabling reporting Parties to provide consistent and comparable information; 

(b) Nomenclature is clarified, including the methods for maintaining 

nomenclature and the role of the secretariat. 

6. Confidentiality  

(a) Party prerogative on identifying information as confidential 

143. The reporting Party may identify what information in its submission is confidential 

(paragraph 24) so that non-confidential information is made public on the CARP (paragraph 

24 and paragraph 36 (a)), including in relation to the consistency check performed by the 

secretariat (paragraph 33 (d)). 

144. The tables and outlines need to be designed and implemented in the reporting tools in 

a manner that enables reporting Parties to identify confidential information. In addition, all 

information systems and tools (including reporting tools) need to be designed to protect and 

securely store confidential information. 

145. Information identified by Parties as confidential will not be made public. Confidential 

information will be made available to the secretariat for consistency check (as per paragraph 

33 (a)) and to the Article 6 TER team to conduct reviews. Both actors will be required to 

handle confidential information according to guidance to be agreed by Parties (see also 

section III.G.4 for discussion on how processes and tools could be designed to handle 

confidential information). 

(b) Common criteria for identifying information as confidential 

146. In addition to the provisions for Parties to identify information as confidential, there 

are reporting areas where a harmonized approach on the criteria for identifying information 

as confidential may be beneficial. This would promote comparability and would simplify the 

design of tables, outlines and reporting tools. 
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147. With regard to the IR and the qualitative RI , certain information on authorized 

entities could be regarded as sensitive (e.g. their representatives and contact details, other 

than postal address and registration number). With regard to authorized entity names, such 

information has been public in the Kyoto Protocol and is commonplace for different carbon 

offset standards and schemes. 

148. No other information required in the IR and the qualitative RI appears to be sensitive 

and in need of protection, noting Partiesô prerogative to determine otherwise. 

149. With regard to the annual information as per paragraph 20, Parties may wish to 

consider designating detailed information as confidential to protect the private nature of legal 

arrangements and transactions across cooperative approaches. While the level of granularity 

of information in the AEF is not agreed, this paper takes the approach of low-level granular 

information captured in the AEF in support of enhanced consistency checks and resolution 

of reconciliation issues (see further discussion in section II.D.4). 

150. Learning from the practice of the Kyoto Protocol, a straightforward approach to 

protecting confidential information would be to publish the AEF with aggregated 

information. Information on transactions and holdings in the Kyoto Protocol is reported 

aggregated in a standard electronic format. Detailed level transactions and holdings 

information was available to the secretariat through the international transaction log (ITL), 

including to identify and assist with the resolution of inconsistencies in data, but was not 

made public.50 

151. With regard to the annual information as per paragraph 23, most of the information is 

aggregated, with the exception of paragraphs 23 (d) and (j). 

152. Irrespective of any further guidance on confidentiality that may be adopted by the 

CMA, participating Parties may practice a higher degree of transparency of information in 

the implementation of their cooperative approaches than what may be required by the 

guidance. 

153. Discussions on the methods for identifying confidential information are included in 

sections II.C.5 and II.D.9 below. 

154. Possible solutions: Approaches that may be incorporated in the reporting process in 

relation to confidential information: 

(a) Parties are enabled to identify confidential information through the reporting 

tables and outlines, as appropriate (to be agreed as part of the reporting formats); 

(b) Quantitative annual information as per paragraphs 20 and 23 is published at 

agreed aggregation level (to be agreed as part of the reporting formats); 

(c) The secretariat is requested to incorporate agreed confidentiality approaches in 

the reporting tools (Article 6 database and the CARP). 

7. Alignment in the reporting by participating Parties in the same cooperative approach 

155. Parties involved in the same cooperative approach are required to report information 

about: 

(a) The cooperative approach itself ï in the IR (paragraphs 18 (g) to 18 (i) and 

paragraph 19) and in the RI (paragraph 22) ï for inclusion in the CARP; 

(b) ITMOs from that cooperative approach in the annual information (paragraph 

20) and the RI (paragraph 23), for inclusion in the Article 6 Database. 

 
 50 It should be noted that decision 3/CMP.1 ñModalities and procedures for a clean development 

mechanism as defined in Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocolò and decision 13/CMP.1 ñModalities for 

the accounting of assigned amounts under Article 7, paragraph 4, of the Kyoto Protocolò required 

transaction-level information to be published. However, these requirements were not fulfilled by 

Annex B Parties, citing domestic legislation on data protection as the basis, and the practice of the 

CDM registry was aligned accordingly.  
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156. In line with the TACCC principles, the information reported by Parties about the same 

cooperative approach should be consistent. 

(a) Consistency in quantitative information 

157. For quantitative information, ñconsistentò could be interpreted as ñequalò when the 

same amount is required to be reported by two or more participating Parties. For example, in 

the case of a transfer of ITMOs between participating Parties, the same (equal) quantitative 

information for t CO2 eq would be expected to be reported by each participating Party. 

158. Different methods could be employed to assist participating Parties with providing 

accurate, consistent and complete quantitative information. The following options are not 

mutually exclusive: 

(a) Reliance on the consistency checks as per paragraph 33 (a) (ex-post, after 

information is submitted); 

(b) Preventative controls (ex-ante), enabling pre-consistency checks to assist in 

preparing reporting formats; 

(c) Encouraging participating Parties to adopt reconciliation procedures 

(including through their tracking arrangements) before submitting information; 

(d) Prefilling annual information formats (AEF and for paragraph 23) on the basis 

of previously submitted information. 

(b) Consistency in qualitative information 

159. For qualitative information, in providing information from their respective 

perspectives, reporting Partiesô information pertaining to national circumstances and 

arrangements does not need to be aligned with other participating Partiesô information to 

satisfy TACCC (e.g. reporting on paragraph 18(i)(iii) is specific to a participating Party). 

160. Qualitative information pertaining to a cooperative approach, such as in relation to 

sustainable development objectives as per paragraph 18(i)(ii), could be expected to be 

reported from the perspective of the reporting Party. In such case, there would be no 

expectation for full alignment with other participating Partiesô reporting. 

161. Less clear is the situation with reporting requirements related to characteristics of the 

cooperative approach. For example, information in relation to paragraph 18(h) of the IR and 

the equivalent requirement as per paragraph 22(b) relate to the overall design of the 

cooperative approach, and it is unclear whether such information could be reported 

differently by participating Parties from the perspective of their national circumstances and 

arrangements. Clarity on any need for alignment of reported information may be achieved 

over time as experience is gained through the reporting and review processes. 

162. If qualitative information is expected to be aligned between participating Partiesô 

reports to any extent, ñconsistentò could be interpreted at the minimum standard of being 

ñfree from contradictionò. Different methods could be employed to assist participating 

Parties with aligning relevant information. These same methods may be used by a reporting 

Party to ensure alignment withing the information it reports over time: 

(a) Search functions on the CARP to enable Parties to easily identify information 

from existing reports and copy/paste it to their next reports; 

(b) Drop-down menus and prefilling. This could be particularly helpful in ensuring 

consistent use of cooperative approach identification across reporting tables and outlines. 

163. Both methods involve reusing previously submitted information. For this to be 

possible, the information must be captured in a structured format from the outset. This has 

implications for the reporting format for the qualitative information. Ideally, the qualitative 

information would be collected through a template developed on the basis of agreed outlines. 

A template could the structure of the outlines and be available for completion offline or 
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online. The template would enable capturing and storing the submitted information in the 

CARPôs data model so that it could be reused, including in online searches.51 

164. The applicability of the methods discussed would depend on the interest among 

Parties to agree on structuring the information in the reporting formats and tools with the 

view to reusing previously submitted information. A structured approach to reporting formats 

is a simple, user-friendly and cost-effective method.  It holds significant potential to enhance 

the consistency, accuracy and completeness of information. Clarity on if and what 

information should be aligned in the reporting by participating Parties would also be relevant. 

This discussion is continued in sections II.C.2(c) and III.G.4 below. 

165. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to consistency in 

qualitative information: 

(a) Use of methods to assist with alignment of qualitative information in the IR 

and RI within the reports of the same Party and between participating Parties, as appropriate; 

(b) Agreed reporting formats enabling qualitative information to be provide in the 

structured manner; 

(c) Request the secretariat to design and implement reporting tools with built-in 

methods that assist participating Parties with reproducing already submitted information 

(prefilling in generating/preparing reports). 

8. Reporting by participating Parties in the mechanism established by Article  6, 

paragraph 4 

166. The reporting obligations of Parties participating in the mechanism are discussed in 

section II.B.1 above. 

(a) Level of reporting 

167. There is a need to clarify if the mechanism is equivalent for reporting to a single 

cooperative approach, or if each activity in the mechanism is equivalent for reporting to a 

cooperative approach because it is at that level (of the activity) that the host Party provides 

approval and that other participating Parties provide authorization. 

168. Reporting organized on activity level may increase the number and frequency of 

IR/UIRs, duplicating activity design information submitted in the mechanism. Therefore, it 

should be possible for participating Parties in the mechanism to report at the level of the 

mechanism, as well as on activity level. Certain accommodations would be needed to assist 

participating Parties with reporting information in relation to the mechanism that is not in 

their control. 

(b) Initial report and the regular information  

169. For host Parties in the mechanism, the majority of the IR requirements have 

corresponding requirements in the annex to decision 3/CMA.3, pertaining either to the 

participation of the Party in the mechanism (i.e. at Party level) or pertaining to the mechanism 

activities (activity design, approval and authorization). 

170. Some provisions in the annex to decision 3/CMA.3 apply only to the host Party, in 

particular in relation to the participation requirements in the mechanism, the contribution to 

sustainable development, and the contribution to the implementation of the NDC, whereas 

the requirements to report on these elements apply to all Parties in the annex to decision 

2/CMA.3. 

171. To assist Parties participating in the mechanism with their reporting requirements, the 

following could be considered: 

(a) The SB could prepare standard information for reporting requirements of the 

IR and the RI and make it available to participating Parties in a suitable format. The standard 

 
 51 Information submitted in the form of PDF documents is not suitable for reuse.  
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information may be reproduced by the reporting Party or simply referenced (if made publicly 

available). The reporting Party may complement the standard information, as necessary; 

(b)  The reporting Party is able to pull a list of mechanism activities in which it 

participates, distinguishing where it is host Party and where it is other participating Party, 

and information on its authorizations from the mechanism information system. 

172. Alternatively, the reporting Party could compile its own customized narrative for each 

of the requirements. 

173. Possible solution: The SB to prepare standard information on the mechanism for use 

by participating Parties in the mechanism in their reporting under the guidance. 

(c) Annual information  

174. Authorized A6.4ERs are tracked in the mechanism registry. The mechanism registry 

may support prefilling AEFs or provision of the information necessary for inclusion in the 

AEF to each participating Party. 

175. Paragraph 20 (a) requires the reporting of ñvoluntary cancellation of MOs and ITMOs 

towards OMGEò. Paragraph 69 (a), annex, decision 3/CMA.3 stipulates cancellation towards 

OMGE of A6.4ERs, including those that are ITMOs (authorized A6.4ERs). As those 

cancellations are relevant to corresponding adjustments, the AEF should include them.52 

176. Possible solution: The AEF includes cancellation for OMGE in addition to voluntary 

cancellation for OMGE as per paragraph 20. 

(d) Use of certified emission reductions in the first NDC cycle 

177. If Parties use certified emission reductions (CERs) towards achieving their first or 

first updated NDC in accordance with paragraph 75, annex, decision 3/CMA.3, the use will 

be subject to corresponding adjustment. This information would be relevant to reporting as 

per paragraph 23. Currently, paragraph 23 does not envisage reporting on pre-2021 CERs 

used towards NDC. This topic is a subject of a separate technical paper in relation to Article 

6, paragraph 4. However, due to its relevance to reporting it is mentioned here and further in 

section II.C.4(b) below. 

178. Possible solution: Reporting of use of pre-2021 CERs towards first or first updated 

NDC as per paragraph 75, annex, decision 3/CMA.3 is reflected in the reporting format for 

paragraph 23 in a coordinated manner with the structured summary as part of the BTR. 

C. Tables and outlines for the initial report and the regular information  

1. Content 

179. In the UNFCCC practice, outlines are developed for reports containing primarily 

qualitative information. The outlines for reporting should address all elements of chapter 

IV.A (Initial report) and chapter IV.C (Regular reporting) of the annex to decision 2/CMA.3. 

180. The outlines may include example text to serve as an instruction to Parties in drafting 

information, underscoring that any examples should not introduce further requirements. 

However, agreeing upon such example text as part of the outlines may be premature and 

difficult to achieve and have suggested that targeted capacity-building (training) materials 

could suitably fulfil the purpose of supporting Parties with completing reporting formats. 

181. As reporting practice is built, example text could be elaborated at a later stage and 

considered further for incorporation in the outlines, if still relevant and needed. 

 
 52 Cancellations of unauthorized A6.4ERs towards OMGE may be handled through the reporting 

practice of the mechanism registry.  
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2. Structure and format 

182. The outlines may usefully be organized in chapters and subchapters according to 

reporting requirements, which is a common practice in UNFCCC reporting. 

(a) Organizing reporting elements in the outlines 

183. Several approaches to organizing the provision of qualitative information through an 

outline are possible. The approaches could be combined: 

(a) Capture in an allocated box (or similar) the information for the requirements 

in each paragraph as per the relevant reporting subchapter of the annex; 

(b) Reporting requirements that have multiple elements or refer to other 

requirements could be broken down by those elements (for example, paragraph 18 (a) refers 

back to chapter II (Participation), which has multiple elements); 

(c) Each box could bear a title as close as possible to the reporting requirement; 

(d) Each box could be referenced to the underlying provision (paragraph). 

184. Option (b) would promote completeness by facilitating the capture of all reporting 

requirements, without making it more difficult for the reporting Party. Not applicable (NA), 

or similar symbol, could be used to denote non-provision of information (to make it clear the 

entry is not omitted). Options (b), (c) and (d) are used in the proposed outlines. 

(b) Format 

185. The outlines could be made available to reporting Parties through a template via the 

reporting tool interface (the submission portal of the CARP).53 The template could be very 

simple and offer the benefits of capturing information in a structured manner. The template 

could take the format of: 

(a) A document with sections; 

(b) Common tabular format (CTF), noting that tabular formats can include 

narrative information;54 

(c) A combination of both (a) and (b), where (b) would be used for information 

suitable for tabulation. For example, the requirements of paragraphs 18 (d) to 18 (e); 18 (g) 

ñthe expected mitigation for each yearò and ñthe participating Parties involved and authorized 

entitiesò may be usefully tabulated. MPGs CTFs for information relevant to Article 6 

reporting55 have been suggested for use (see sections II.C.3 and II.C.4 below).  

186. Each of the above formats could be converted to a portable document format (PDF) 

for publication. A template could be completed online or offline and be submitted through a 

submission portal or via an email. A template could be designed to support supplemental 

information. 

187. The key advantage of a template is that it would capture qualitative information in a 

structured fashion, suitable for machine-reading and storage as per the data model of the 

CARP, and be available for reuse (through easy extraction) for later reports by any 

participating Party in the same cooperative approach. Thus, a template could offer significant 

benefits by simplifying and reducing the reporting burden on Parties and on secretariat and 

the Article 6 TER and is strongly recommended. 

 
 53 The CARP, which includes the Article 6 database, is proposed to be implemented with a submission 

portal to manage communications and interactions with reporting Parties, similar to other reporting 

tools supported by the secretariat. For further information see section G.4(iv). 

 54 This approach is used in Article 13 MPGs reporting formats.  

 55 For example, paragraph 64, annex, decision 18/CMA.1. 
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(c) Overlapping reporting requirements  

188. Simplification opportunities for reporting on overlapping requirements56 may arise in 

one of the following (see figure 2 below): 

(a) When an IR/UIR is submitted with the BTR; 

(b) When the RI in the BTR updates previously reported information. 

Figure 2: Information from updated/initial report through reporting cycle  

 

189. Possible methods for addressing the issue include: 

(a) Cross-referencing of previous submission/last update, including indication 

that there is no change from the previous submission/last update. For example, if an IR/UIR 

is submitted with the BTR, the repository of the information may be the IR/UIR with the 

annex 4 of the BTR (for the Article 6 regular information) cross-referencing the IR/UIR; 

(b) Reproducing previously submitted information through: 

(i) Copy-paste; or 

(ii)  Automated pre-filling 57 of a reporting template. 

190. Cross-referencing may be sufficiently transparent in the context of the CARP public 

interface, which is envisaged to maintain sections for each reporting Party, utilizing active 

navigation links for moving between submissions. 

191. Structure and format are further discussed below in relation to each subchapter of 

chapter IV (Reporting). 

3. Initial report  

192. For structuring of the IR (as an alternative to no structuring), up to four sections have 

been identified by Parties which were considered. 

193. The proposed outline includes the following sections: 

(a) Section A. Participation responsibilities; 

(b) Section B. Description of the Partyôs NDC, ITMO metrics, methods for 

corresponding adjustments, and quantification of NDC; 

 
 56 Overlapping requirements are those where the RI updates information from the IR/UIR ï for example 

para. 21(b) overlaps with 18(b) and so on. 

 57 Prefilling a semi-automated pre-population of a reporting format (table or outline) with 

data/information already available in the reporting tool that supports pre-fil ling of reporting formats. 

The CARP (which also contains the Article 6 database and international registry) could be built with 

capabilities to prefill reporting formats on a demand basis to ease the reporting burden on Parties. It 

should be noted that the responsibility for final checks and overall validation of the reporting format 

content before submission would rest with the reporting Party. 
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(c) Section C. Information on each cooperative approach (one section per 

cooperative approach). 

194. The proposed approach of grouping similar reporting elements aims to improve 

readability and user-friendliness. In addition, the outline incorporates simple tables, 

including: 

(a) For the requirement of paragraph 18(b) on information in relation to paragraph 

64 of the annex to decision 18/CMA.1, the table ñReporting format for the description of a 

Partyôs nationally determined contribution under Article 4 of the Paris Agreement, including 

updatesò from the Appendix to Annex II of decision 5/CMA.3, could be used (on a voluntary 

basis); 

(b) Table for authorized entities, listing the entity names, country of incorporation 

and national/incorporation identifications numbers (assuming that a participating Party may 

issue authorization to foreign entity). 

195. Following from the analysis in section II.B.4, reporting on several additional elements 

in sections B and C would appear to be helpful. The additional elements, except for the 

information on first transfer and methods for tracking ITMOs, could provide flexibility to 

Parties that may wish to provide such information on a voluntary basis (those elements are 

identified as optional in the outlines). 

196. The reporting Party could also be given the possibility to include annex(es) ï for 

instance, to include the list of project activities for Parties participating in the mechanism or 

any other relevant information they deem necessary. Supplementing information through an 

annex would simplify the template and improve consistency and comparability of reports. 

197. The outline for the UIR should follow the outline of the IR for the relevant section on 

ñInformation regarding each cooperative approachò. 

198. The proposed outline for the IR is contained in Annex I of this paper. 

4. Regular information 

199. In general terms, the RI includes qualitative information (paragraphs 21 and 22) and 

quantitative information (paragraph 23). The type of information indicates the need for 

different reporting formats (outlines for the qualitative and tables for the quantitative). 

200. The qualitative information is to be submitted as Annex 4 ñInformation in relation to 

the Party's participation in cooperative approachesò as part of the BTR.58 The quantitative 

information is to be submitted to the Article 6 database. For the requirements of paragraph 

23(j), the guidance specifies that this information should be submitted as part of the Annex 4 

to the BTR. According to this, three reporting formats are proposed: 

(a) Annex 4 to the BTR outline for paragraphs 21 and 22; 

(b) CTF for paragraph 23 without paragraph 23 (j); 

(c) CTF for paragraph 23 (j), for inclusion in Annex 4 to the BTR. 

(a) Paragraphs 21 and 22 

201. The proposed outline for Annex 4 to the BTR for RI follows the approach for the IR, 

with relevant issues outlined below. It includes the following sections: 

(a) Section A. Information in relation to participation in cooperative approaches; 

(b) Section B. Information on each cooperative approach (one section per 

cooperative approach). 

 
 58 See Annex IV to decision 5/CMA.3.  
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(i) Updates to the information provided in the initial report as per paragraph 21(b) 

202. There is an overlap in the reporting requirements of the IR/UIR and the qualitative RI, 

which is the vehicle for keeping information from the IR/UIR up to date. Any of the methods 

as per section II.C.2(c) above could be adopted and made available. 

(ii)  Information on authorizations as per paragraph 21(c) 

203. Paragraph 21(c) requires the reporting Party to provide information on ñauthorizations 

and information on its authorization(s) of use of ITMOs towards achievement of NDC and 

authorization for use for OIMPò. This information could be provided through documents, 

with descriptive and/or quantitative information or through references to public information. 

The extent of overlap with the requirements of paragraphs 20 and 23 could benefit from 

clarification. 

204. With regard to reporting on changes to earlier authorizations, the scope of changes 

may be clarified (see also section II.B.4(d)). 

205. The proposed outline for Annex 4 to the BTR for the qualitative RI mirrors the 

language of the requirements from the text. It is contained in Annex II of this paper. 

(b) Paragraph 23 without paragraph 23(j) 

(i) Common tabular format for annual information as per paragraph 23 without paragraph 

23(j) 

206. Paragraph 23 requires annual information reported biennially, i.e. the actions on 

ITMOs that took place from 1 January to 31 December should be provided for each year in 

the BTR period. The required information is quantitative in nature, is to be submitted to the 

Article 6 database and is to be included in the structured summary required pursuant to 

paragraph 77(d) of the annex to decision 18/CMA.1 as part of the BTR (further referred to 

as structured summary).59 The information as per paragraph 23 reports the corresponding 

adjustments as applied by the reporting Party and will be checked for consistency with the 

AEF as per the requirements of paragraph 33(a). 

207. The agreed formats ñTable 4. Structured summaryò as included in Annex II to decision 

5/CMA.3 (where the information for paragraph 23 will be included) is an appropriate basis 

for the development of a reporting format for paragraph 23, except for the information as per 

paragraph 23(j), for which a separate format and repository60 are envisaged in the guidance. 

(ii)  Implications from vintage-based accounting 

208. Although the annual information as per paragraph 23 includes all actions that have 

taken place in the reported year, due to the vintaged-based accounting for first transfer, the 

first transfers (occurring in the reported year) of ITMOs with vintages older than the reported 

year would have to be presented and calculated with the corresponding adjustments for the 

corresponding vintage year.  In other words, whenever ñolder than the reported yearò vintages 

are first transferred in the reported year, the Party would be required to update the information 

submitted for the previous (vintage) years in the NDC implementation period as per the 

chapeau of paragraph 23, in order to recalculate the corresponding adjustments for the vintage 

years. 

209. The proposed approach is that the CTF for paragraph 23 (without paragraph 23 (j)) 

includes previous years (before the reported years but within the NDC implementation 

period) to reflect vintages of the ITMOs transacted in the reported years. Recalculation of the 

corresponding adjustments for previous years, as relevant, will happen directly in the 

structured summary included in the BTR. 

 
 59 See decisions 18/CMA.1 and 5/CMA.3.  

 60 The repository for this information is understood to be the CARP.  
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210. Corrections in relation to previous years (before the BTR period and within the NDC 

implementation period) could be submitted through re-submission of CTFs for the previous 

years.  

(iii)  Implications of multiple indicators 

211. The purpose of the information as per paragraph 23 (which feeds into the structured 

summary of Article 13) is to produce adjusted indicators and an emission balance for 

comparison with the reporting Partyôs NDC targets and emission trajectories (as per 

paragraph 7). 

212. For transparency, the corresponding adjustments and related reporting elements (the 

net annual quantity of ITMOs calculated as the difference between first transfers and uses 

towards NDC) should be reported for each indicator (in non-GHG metrics) and for the 

emission balance (in t CO2 eq). Therefore, it is proposed that the requirements related to 

indicators be reproduced for each indicator (a separate row allocated per indicator). This 

would enable the reader to understand the calculations. 

(iv) Paragraph 23 (d) 

213. It would be helpful to clarify the granularity in which Parties will  report on paragraph 

23 (d). The structured summary of Article 1361 includes a single line to cover paragraph 23 

(d), with no space to capture granular information on the authorized entities. The ñannual 

amountò may be understood as an aggregated value relating to OIMP or its sub-uses (Other 

or international mitigation purpose of even lower level). The capture of a list of entities with 

each amount will make the entry and reading more complex. 

214. The single-line approach is retained for the CTF for paragraph 23. One options for 

providing information would be to provide a link to where it is publicly available. Should 

granular information be needed, a possible solution is to supplement the line for paragraph 

23 (d) with a supporting CTF. See a proposal in the section II.C.4(c) on reporting format for 

paragraph 23 (j) below. 

(v) Paragraph 23 (h) 

215. Paragraph 23 (h) requires the cumulative information in respect of the annual 

information referred to in paragraph 23 (f), as applicable. Although the proposed CTF for 

paragraph 23 is for annualized data, the line for information as per paragraph 23 (h) would 

have to be a cumulative value as at the end of the reported year, summing up all previous 

years of the NDC period and the reported year. See example in the Excel version of the CTF 

for paragraph 23 in Annex IV of this paper. 

(vi) Use of CERs towards first or first updated NDC 

216. Paragraph 23 does not clarify how corresponding adjustments in relation to the 

potential use of CERs towards first or first updated NDC in accordance with paragraph 75, 

annex, decision 3/CMA.3, would be applied. For the purposes of TACCC, the application of 

corresponding adjustments for the use of CERs would require a resolution, including at the 

level of the CTF for paragraph 23 and with corresponding implications for the structured 

summary as part of the BTR. This issue is a subject of a separate technical paper as per the 

SBSTA 56 conclusions on item 13.62 Concrete proposals could be developed, once Parties 

are able to consider the issue. Use of CERs is not accommodated in the proposed tables and 

outlines, included in this paper. 

(vii) Other considerations 

217. As with any reporting format, it should be possible to offer prefilling of the CTF for 

paragraph 23 on the basis of the records in the Article 6 database, the international registry 

 
 61 See table 4 of annex II to decision 5/CMA.3.  

 62 See SBSTA 56 conclusion on item 13 ñRules, modalities and procedures for the mechanism 

established by Article 6, paragraph 4, of the Paris Agreement and referred to in decision 3/CMA.3ò 

available at: https://unfccc.int/event/sbsta-56#eq-25.  

https://unfccc.int/event/sbsta-56#eq-25
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and the CARP (which contains the above two systems). Information relevant to the prefilling 

of the CTF for paragraph 23 would also be available in the mechanism registry and in the 

enhanced transparency framework (ETF) reporting tools (information in relation to national 

inventories). 

218. To the extent that Parties wish to utilize prefilling of reporting formats, the secretariat 

may be requested to explore possibilities for pulling together information from the CARP, 

the ETF reporting tools and the mechanism registry database to provide comprehensive 

prefilling of reporting formats. 

219. A proposed CTF for paragraph 23 is contained in Annex IV of this paper. In addition, 

a table with example entries is provided in Excel format (referenced in the same annex). 

(c) Paragraph 23(j) 

220. Paragraph 23 (j) requires an additional level of detail in relation to the information for 

paragraphs 23 (c-e) in a separate reporting format to be included in the annex referred to in 

paragraph 22 of the guidance. The reference to paragraph 23 (c-e) appears to refer to 

paragraphs 23 (c), 23 (d) and 23 (e). 

221. One of the required details for the information as per paragraph 23 (j) is ñsectorò (used 

in singular), implying that a given ITMO is attributed to a single sector. This is in contrast to 

the annual information in the AEF, where it is required that annual information be provided 

in relation to sector(s). For the reporting format for paragraph 23(j), a li teral interpretation of 

the word ñsectorò suggests that ITMO quantities will be allocated to a single sector (which 

may be achieved through allocation/estimation of quantities per sector). See discussion in 

section II.B.4(g) above. 

222. As the information required as per paragraph 23 (j) is mostly in relation to quantitative 

information and is suitable for tabulation, the proposed format is a CTF. For the purposes of 

this paper, a CTF for paragraph 23 (j) in relation to paragraph 23 (d) is also included, with 

some modifications, but it may be dropped if not required or further modified to possibly 

cater for paragraph 23 (d). 

223. Paragraph 23 (j) requires the information to be in the annex referred to in paragraph 

22. This information will not be submitted to the Article 6 database. 

224. Depending on the aggregation level that may be agreed for the AEF, the CTFs for 

paragraph 23(j) in relation to paragraphs 23(c) and 23(e) may be generated from the AEF (if 

the AEF is agreed at a lower granularity level as proposed).63 

225. Corrections in relation to previous years (before the BTR period and within the NDC 

implementation period) could be submitted through re-submission of CTFs for the previous 

years.  

226. Proposed CTF for paragraph 23 (j) is contained in Annex IV of this paper. In addition, 

a table with example entries is provided in Excel format (referenced in the same annex). 

5. Confidential information  

227. Issues related to confidential information are discussed in section II.B.6 above. 

228. With regard to enabling Parties to identify confidential information that is not to be 

published, any of the following methods may be adopted: 

(a) Templates for the outlines and CTFs contain specific fields for confidential 

information; 

(b) Outlines and CTFs are submitted in two versions, where one of the versions 

contains only non-confidential information; 

(c) A variant of (a) and (b) is to provide for a separate annex to each outline or 

CTF for Parties to submit confidential information. 

 
 63 The issue of use of ñsector(s)ò in paragraph 23 (b) and ñsectorò in paragraph 23 (j) is discussed in 

section II.B.4(g).  
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Option (a) could not be implemented for non-structured submissions (PDFs). Option (c) is 

proposed. 

229. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to the tables and 

outlines: 

(a) The proposed tables and outlines for IR and RI included in Annex I and Annex 

II; 

(b) The proposed CTF for paragraph 23 without paragraph 23 (j) and proposed 

CTF for paragraph 23 (j) included in Annex IV; 

(c) Providing for the application of corresponding adjustments on the basis of use 

of CERs towards first or first updated NDC in a coordinated manner with the structured 

summary as part of the BTR; 

(d) Corrections in relation to previous years (before the BTR period and within the 

NDC implementation period) can be submitted through re-submission of CTFs for the 

previous years; 

(e) To the extent that Parties wish to utilize prefilling of reporting formats, request 

the secretariat to explore possibilities for pulling together information from the CARP, the 

ETF reporting tools and the mechanism registry database to provide comprehensive prefilling 

of reporting formats to interested Parties; 

(f) Identification of confidential information through a dedicated annex to each 

table and outline. 

D. Agreed electronic format 

1. Content 

230. The information to be included in the AEF is provided in paragraph 20. The 

information is tracked in registries as per chapter VI.A (Tracking) and is to be provided on 

an annual basis (for a calendar year) by 15 April of the subsequent year, for recording in the 

Article 6 database. The AEF is the main reporting vehicle for quantitative information on 

ITMOs and is an input to the consistency checks on ITMO data between participating 

(trading) Parties as per paragraph 33(a). The annual information in the AEF is closely linked 

to the annual information as per paragraph 23, the latter submitted biennially with the BTR. 

Considerable part of the annual information as per paragraph 23 is an aggregated view of the 

annual information submitted in the AEF. 

231. The guidance as per paragraph 20 leaves scope for interpretation. A thorough analysis 

of the content of the AEF, considering links to other reporting elements, has resulted in 

identifying minimum additional elements for inclusion in the AEF and specific approaches 

for capturing and presenting the information. Those are discussed below. 

2. Structure and format 

232. According to paragraph 20 (a), the information to be reported can be divided into two 

categories: actions on ITMOs; and holdings of ITMOs. The two categories are essentially 

different sets of information, the first being the operations performed on ITMOs, also actions 

or transactions, over a period of time; the second being the balances of ITMOs at a given 

point in time. 

233. Paragraph 20 does not require actions to be reported according to the dates on when 

they occur.64 This is based on the assumption that the attributes of IMTOs and authorizations 

remain stable. As no date-related information is required in the guidance, it can be assumed 

that the information on holdings is required as at the end of the reporting period (the 

respective calendar year). 

 
 64 It is assumed that date/time information on transactions will be tracked in the registries even when not 

reportable. 
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234. Combining the actions and holdings in a single table appears impractical, as each 

reported action would require a recalculation of the holdings. Furthermore, as no chronology 

of the actions could be established in the absence of information on dates, such combination 

may be confusing. A suitable option for structuring the AEF is to organize the data in two 

tables: 

(a) CTF for actions (transactions) with ITMOs; 

(b) CTF for holdings at the end of each calendar (reported) year. 

3. ITMO attributes  

235. A key assumption for the construction of the AEF is that ITMO characteristics 

(attributes) are immutable. The AEF is not chronological in nature65 but captures all actions 

for a reporting period. If changes to attributes are permissible (e.g. to authorizations), the 

AEF would need to be extended to capture additional information, such as date of action. 

This would be required to perform the consistency check as per paragraph 33(a). 

4. Granularity  

236. Paragraph 20(b) requires data elements to be reported in relation to the information 

required as per paragraph 20(a). As such, the elements of paragraph 20(b) establish the 

highest possible aggregation of the information as per paragraph 20(a). However, it is not 

clear if granular or aggregated information on ITMOs should be presented. Both possibilities 

are available: 

(a) Reflecting operations processed on ITMOs in the registries;  

(b) Reflect aggregated operations on ITMOs in the registries at the maximum 

aggregation level as per paragraph 20(b). 

237. Both options are valid. The difference between the two options lies mainly in the 

consistency checks that can be performed and the usefulness of the information from the 

consistency checks to the Parties in case inconsistencies are detected. 

238. It is important to note that neither the level of granularity nor the consistency checks 

could in themselves guarantee the avoidance of double-counting. The avoidance of double-

counting rests primarily with the registries that track the underlying MOs/ITMOs, including 

ITMO exchanges between registries (where applicable) and the application of corresponding 

adjustments according to paragraph 7. The methods through which registries achieve the 

avoidance of double-counting and the minimum standards they need to meet are discussed in 

section III.E below. 

239. With regard to the consistency checks that could be performed according to the level 

of aggregation of data, the following may be considered: 

(a) For disaggregated information ï actions are reported at the registry record 

level, allowing for detailed consistency checks to easily identify matching entries between 

two participating Parties and to pinpoint errors that may be identified. This could assist 

Parties with reviewing their records and remedying any inconsistencies quickly; 

(b) For aggregated information ï if inconsistencies are identified, more than two 

Parties in a cooperative approach may be forced to review all actions that have occurred to 

resolve inconsistencies, potentially complicating, and making more effort-intensive, the 

process of inconsistency resolution. 

240. The approach taken in developing the CTFs for the AEF is the provision of 

disaggregated information, considering that this can be a good starting point if aggregation 

is to be pursued. Aggregated versions of the CTFs are also included in the proposed AEF but 

as a method of protecting sensitive (confidential) information for publishing. 

 
 65 No chronological information is specified in paragraph 20.  
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5. Common lists of values 

241. Paragraph 20(b) requires reporting ITMOs by sector(s) and activity type(s). However, 

the guidance does not provide clarity about how sectors or types are defined, or how those 

lists are maintained. Relevant issues are highlighted in section II.B.5 above. 

6. Actions with ITMOs 

242. This section includes considerations related to the fields in the CTF for actions with 

ITMOs. 

(a) Cooperative approach 

243. It is assumed that tracking and reporting of ITMOs is in relation to a cooperative 

approach and that ITMOs can be exchanged between the participating Parties to the 

cooperative approach. As discussed in the section on reporting elements II.B.4(a), a 

cooperative approach should be identifiable, tracked and recorded consistently for the 

duration of the NDC implementation period of the reporting Party. 

244. Data in the proposed AEF is organized according to a cooperative approach. The 

identification of a cooperative approach66 would be determined by the participating Party that 

first submits an IR/UIR for the cooperative approach. The field for the cooperative approach 

may contain the name of the cooperative approach or an unique identifier or both. 

(b) ITMOs details 

245. This section should be read in conjunction with section II.B.4. 

(i) Unique identifiers for ITMOs 

246. A key consideration in the construction of the AEF is the utilization of unique 

identifiers. The mention of unique identifiers at the end of paragraph 20 (b) ñ(é) and unique 

identifiersò leaves open to interpretation what the unique identifiers are related to. It has been 

suggested that the use of unique identifiers in paragraph 20(b) is not necessarily in relation 

to ITMOs but to each of the reportable elements as per paragraph 20(a). 

247. What is worth noting is the value added by the use of unique identifiers. The unique 

identifiers permit the unique identification and accurate tracking of data elements such as 

ITMO amounts, but also authorizations, transactions (transfer, acquisition, use, cancellation), 

accounts and so on. Unique identifiers are a widely used method for organizing data, and 

their application in databases is ubiquitous. 

248. Methods for tracking ITMOs are outlined in section II.B.4(b) above and discussed in 

section III.D.1 below. For ease of reference, the methods are reproduced here: 

(a) Serialized units; 

(b) Uniquely identifiable accounting amounts (UIAAs); 

(c) Balance-only accounting amounts (BOAAs); 

(d) Balance in a higher-tier accounts (BHTA). 

249. Two of those methods ï (a) and (b) ï involve the assignment of unique identifiers to 

ITMOs by the registries that track them that are unique for the cooperative approach within 

which ITMOs are tracked.67 

 
 66 A cooperative approach could be identified though a name or a unique identifier. See section 

II.B.4(a). 

 67 Cooperative approaches that may utilize crediting standards with an existing legacy system (such as 

registries) may adopt approaches to securing the uniqueness of unique identifiers within the 

cooperative approach ïfor example, by attributing (supplementing) the unique identifier of the 

tracking registry to the unique identifier of an ITMO. Such approaches could be accommodated in the 

AEF, if envisaged. 
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250. The AEF contains four columns for the section ñITMO IDsò. This is designed to 

accommodate different methods of tracking ITMOs (units or UIAAs), noting the following 

in relation to the intended use of those columns: 

(a) ñID/First IDò is to be used for: 

(i) The unique identifier of an ITMO tracked as an individual amount for a certain 

quantity in the respective metric; 

(ii)  The first unique identifier of a block68 of serialized units; 

(b) ñLast IDò is to be used for the last unique identifier in the block. ñNot 

applicable (NA)ò would be indicated for ITMOs tracked as individual amounts; 

(c) ñFirst serial numberò; and 

(d) ñLast serial numberò. 

251. First/Last serial numbers are supplemental information only for ITMOs tracked as 

serialized units and is intended to capture the serial number of the first and the last ITMO in 

the block from within the full ITMO unique identifiers, without imposing rules on 

constructing the ITMO unique identifiers.69 

252. Because more than one tracking method may be adopted for ITMOs (between 

cooperative approaches), flexibility at the AEF level to accommodate the diversity of ITMOs 

should be pursued. The proposed AEF is designed to achieve this aim. For reporting ITMOs 

tracked as BOAAs (discussed in section III.D .1(c) below), the method associated with the 

highest data consistency risk, supplemental information, including on a voluntary basis, may 

be accepted in relation to the AEF. For example, if  a BOAA is created annually for all 

domestic uses towards OIMP, disaggregated supplemental information related to individual 

MOs may be provided by the reporting Party. 

253. For reporting of ITMOs as UIAAs, the possible split of UIAAs (discussed in section 

III .D.1(b) below) would require separate entries in the AEF for the resulting split amounts, 

under a dedicated action type ñUIAAs splitò. If the UIAAs method for tracking ITMOs is 

permitted, the AEF will be modified to accommodate for the split action. 

254. For reporting of ITMOs as BHTAs (discussed in section III.D.1(d) below) the unique 

identifiers of the underlying tracking instruments may be provided in lieu of ITMO unique 

identifiers. If the BHTAs method for tracking ITMOs is permitted, the AEF will be modified 

to accommodate for an indication that the reported unique identifiers relate to underlying 

tracking instruments. 

255. Non-inclusion of ITMO unique identifiers in the AEF corresponds to aggregation of 

information on the actions and holdings of ITMOs with the corresponding limitations on the 

consistency check and the potential resolution of inconsistencies. This is discussed in section 

II.D.4 above, where it is also recognized that disaggregated information and consistency 

checks are, in themselves, not strong enough methods to guarantee TACCC. However, 

reporting disaggregated information on the basis of unique identifiers for key data elements 

(e.g. ITMOs, authorizations, possibly actions) could significantly increase the contribution 

of the international reporting process towards TACCC, owing to the traceability of the 

ITMOs to the source registry. 

(ii)  Metric and quantity 

256. Metrics and quantities are not explicitly required in paragraph 20. However, they are 

needed to accommodate the reporting of ITMOs measured in non-GHG metrics as per 

 
 68 A ñblockò of serialized units is a concept used in the Kyoto Protocol and carbon-crediting schemes 

that track offsets as units. The block is a group of sequentially serialized units that are tracked 

together until divided. 

 69 This is intended to improve the readability of information. For example, in a block of ITMO unique 

identifiers that is CO202312345NO - O202312347NO, the numbers 12345 and 12347 correspond to 

the serial numbers to be included in the columns for first/last serial number.   
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paragraph 1 (c) and to reconcile (check for consistency) the information in the AEF with the 

information required by paragraph 23 for ITMOs measured in non-GHG metrics. 

(iii)  Sector(s) and activity type(s) 

257. Sector(s) and activity type(s) are required as additional information when reporting 

on ITMOs as per paragraph 20 (b) and paragraph 23 (j). This poses the question of how 

ITMOs are allocated to a sector(s) or activity type(s). See also section II.B.4(g). 

258. Concerning sectors, the guidance does not specify how these are defined. There are 

several possibilities, of which the following two were considered: 

(a) 2006 IPCC sectorial separation in the "2006 IPCC Guidelines for National 

Greenhouse Gas Inventories" (four sectors);70 

(b) According to the sectorial scope of the CDM (15 sectors).71 

259. Other options may be available such as reference to indicators. For the proposed AEF, 

the IPCC guideline option was incorporated. 

260. For activity types, the option of specifying the mitigation type is used in the proposed 

AEF. For a discussion on nomenclature (list of values), see section II.B.5. 

(c) Authorization  

261. Paragraph 20 requires information on authorization towards use(s). The three possible 

options are NDC, OIMP, and NDC and OIMP. Any specific uses as per paragraph 55, annex, 

decision 3/CMA.3 are not considered for the AEF. 

262. Authorization is an action (also a transaction)72 on ITMOs and should be included in 

the AEF either at the time the authorized ITMO is created for tracking in the registry of the 

reporting Party or at the time a MO tracked in the registry is authorized. Authorized ITMOs 

(including before any other actions being performed on them) become holdings. 

263. Identification of authorizations of ITMOs towards use(s) (through the use of unique 

identifiers) would facilitate the traceability to the underlying MOs/ITMOs. The reporting of 

authorization unique identifiers could be considered in the light of a trade-off with the 

provision of ITMO unique identifiers in assisting with verification of reported ITMO 

quantities. Authorization is discussed in section II.B.4(d) above. 

(d) First transfer definition  

264. First transfer definition is an element necessary to identify actions that are first 

transfers. First transfer is discussed in section II.B.4(e) above.  

(e) Actions 

(i) Actions 

265. Actions (transactions) are the elements included in paragraph 20(a) ï transfer, 

acquisition, cancellation, voluntary cancellation, voluntary cancellation towards OMGE, use 

towards NDCs. Retirement as per paragraph 63, annex, decision 3/CMA.3 is also included. 

 
 70 Energy; Industrial Processes and Product Use (IPPU); Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use 

(AFOLU); and Waste.  

 71 Energy industries (renewable/non-renewable sources); Energy distribution; Energy demand; 

Manufacturing industries; Chemical industry; Construction; Transport; Mining/Mineral production; 

Metal production; Fugitive emissions from fuels (solid, oil and gas); Fugitive emissions from 

production and consumption of halocarbons and sulphur hexafluoride; Solvents use; Waste handling 

and disposal; Afforestation and reforestation; and Agriculture. 

 72 Authorization is regarded as a transaction because it assigns/modifies ITMO attributes, i.e. the 

authorized use. 
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(ii)  Levy of share of proceeds for adaptation 

266. Paragraph 58 of the annex to decision 3/CMA.3 requires first transfer of 5 per cent of 

the issued A6.4ERs to an account held by the Adaptation Fund (AF) as a mandatory 

contribution for assisting developing country Parties that are particularly vulnerable to the 

adverse effects of climate change to meet the cost of adaptation. 

267. The AF account is therefore a special-purpose account, enabling the Trustee to the AF 

to monetize the A6.4ERs. This AF account does not ñbelongò to any Party. Therefore, 

transfers from the AF would not fall under the reporting of participating Parties73 but need to 

be recorded in the Article 6 database to ensure the completeness of data. The following 

approaches were considered: 

(a) Including the AF in the list of values for ñPartiesò to allow transfers and 

acquisitions from/to the AF account to be identified; 

(b) Including ñTransfer to the Adaptation Fundò and the ñTransfer from the 

Adaptation Fundò in the list of actions. 

268. Option (b) is used for the proposed CTF for action, as it is considered to better reflect 

the nature of the action. 

269. It is considered that only transfers to and from the AF account for authorized A6.4ERs 

(ITMOs) would be reported (transfers of any unauthorized A6.4ERs would not be reported 

in the AEF). 

(iii)  Cancellation 

270. Cancellation is used in the guidance without differentiation. In the case of voluntary 

cancellation, a distinction is made between voluntary cancellation towards OMGE and 

voluntary cancellation in general. Likewise, it is expected that cancellations would also need 

differentiation for tracking purposes. Types of cancellations that may be envisaged in 

addition to use for OIMP and cancellations towards OMGE are cancellations for reversal in 

removals (if relevant rules are agreed) or administrative cancellations (e.g. for corrective 

actions or in relation to ñend of lifeò removal of ITMOs from the system). 

271. For the proposed CTF for actions, action ñCancellationò is considered to be in relation 

to use towards OMIP. 

272. ñCancellation for OMGEò, which is mandatory as per paragraph 69, annex, decision 

3/CMA.3, is also included to capture the cancellation of authorized A6.4ERs. 

273. Further cancellation types may be included, as necessary. 

(iv) External use or cancellation 

274. According to paragraph 2(b), it appears that first transfer may occur in the registry of 

another participating Party, which is not the host Party, when an ITMO is internationally 

acquired. 

275. With the view to TACCC, the following should be considered: 

(a) The host Party should report all first transfers that relate to it in the context of 

application of corresponding adjustments (see also section II.B.1 above); 

(b) A participating Party should report cancellation or use that is first transfer for 

ITMOs acquired through an international transfer. 

276. Thus, cancellation or use that is first transfer after international transfer would be 

reported by the host Party and by the participating Party that performs the action. The 

consistency check would be designed to reconcile such information between the host Party 

and the other participating Party, without identifying duplications. 

 
 73 Host Parties will report the transfers to the AF account.  
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(v) Unique identifiers for actions on ITMOs 

277. Unique identifiers for actions/transactions on ITMOs could be a supplement to or a 

substitution for the reporting of unique identifiers for ITMOs. Reporting the transaction 

unique identifiers under similar conditions as for ITMO unique identifiers (i.e. uniqueness 

within a cooperative approach, including in conjunction with a tracking registry) could play 

a role in enhancing the consistency check and potential for fast resolution of any potential 

inconsistencies. 

(vi) Transfers and acquisitions 

278. With respect to transfers and acquisitions, to interpret the information unambiguously, 

it is necessary to specify who is the transferring participating Party and who is the acquiring 

participating Party. 

(vii) The other international mitigation purpose 

279. Paragraph 20(b) requires information on ñthe other international mitigation purpose 

authorized by the Partyò in relation to the elements of paragraph 20(a). 

280. As per paragraph 1(f), there is no requirement for authorization of ITMOs towards a 

subset of OIMP. This raises the question of how such information is tracked and towards 

which elements it is supposed to be reported. For example, is it reported in relation to all 

actions or only towards uses/cancellations when the OIMP is realized? 

281.   For the proposed AEF, a separate column ñOIMPò is included in the section on 

ñActionsò. However, placement in relation to ñAuthorizationsò may be considered, according 

to the clarification of the issues discussed in section II.B.4(d) above. 

(viii)  Using participating Party or authorized entity or entities 

282. Paragraph 20(b) requires reporting of ñthe using participating Party or authorized 

entity or entities, as soon as it is knownò. Given that there is no requirement to authorize 

entities in relation to a specific use(s), the proposed AEF includes this information in relation 

to: "Cancellation", "Voluntary cancellation", "Voluntary cancellation towards OMGE", "Use 

towards NDC", "External use or cancellation", or "Retirement". 

(ix) First transfer 

283. For the AEF, first transfer is understood to be an indicator (or a flag) if an action is a 

first transfer or not, as per paragraph 2. ñYes" is required if the action constitutes a "first 

transfer". For ITMOs authorized for NDC and OIMP, the "first transfer" is the earliest 

occurring action that meets the criteria for a first transfer. Not to be confused with ñFirst 

transfer definitionò element. 

7. Holdings of ITMOs 

284. The CTF for holdings of ITMOs presents the holdings of ITMOs as at the last day of 

the reported year. The CTF for holdings is the CTF for actions without the section on 

ñActionsò (i.e. without the last seven columns of the CTF for actions). 

285. Considerations in relation to the CTF on actions apply to the relevant sections 

(columns) of the CTF on holdings. 

8. AEF from the administrator of the mechanism registry 

286. Transactions with authorized A6.4ERs from the AF account are not associated with 

any participating Party (see section II.d.6(e) above).  For completeness of information and to 

enable the consistency check, the administrator of the mechanism registry should be required 

to produce an AEF to record the transactions with authorized A6.4ERs74 to and from the AF 

account into the Article 6 database. As such, the AEF would relate to a specific account (AF 

 
 74 Paragraph 37 is not understood to include in-kind contributions to the AF through its account with the 

mechanism registry.  
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account) but it should not be made public.75 Its submission should align with the submission 

of AEFs by participating Parties. 

287. Another special case is the mechanism registry cancellation and use accounts. While 

participating Parties would report their cancellations and use actions, cancellation and use 

accounts may be shared at the mechanism registry level. Therefore, the holdings in such 

cancellation/use accounts may be usefully included in the AEF of the administrator of the 

mechanism registry to enhance the consistency check as per paragraph 33 (a). 

288. In addition to the AEF by the mechanism registry administrator, is it proposed that the 

full set of mechanism registry data related to authorized A6.4ERs and A6.4ERs involved in 

share of proceeds for adaptation and cancellations for OMGE be made available to the Article 

6 database to support the consistency check as per paragraph 33 (a). See discussion in section 

II.E.6(e). 

289. If relevant, similar considerations may be applied in relation to the international 

registry once its functions are clarified. 

9. Confidential information  

290. Issues related to confidential information are discussed in section II.B.6 above. 

291. With regard to enabling Parties to identify confidential information, which is not to 

be published, the following methods may be considered: 

(a) Common approach for all participating Parties, whereby only an aggregated 

AEF (aggregated CTF for actions and aggregated CTF for holdings) is published; 

(b) Parties are enabled to identify confidential information on a line-by-line basis 

or on an individual cell/field basis for a disaggregated AEF; 

(c) AEF to be submitted in two versions, where one of the versions contains only 

non-confidential information; 

(d) A variant of (c) is to provide for a separate annex to the AEF CTFs for Parties 

to submit confidential information. 

292. The time lag in submitting annual information (once per year, 105 days after the end 

of the year) brings into question the use of disaggregated information to the public. 

Furthermore, a common rule has the benefit of uniform treatment at the level of the guidance 

(across cooperative approaches). Therefore, publishing aggregated AEFs is considered the 

suitable approach. This would be consistent with the de facto practices76 under the Kyoto 

Protocol and various voluntary standards that align with domestic legislation on data 

protection. 

10. Proposed AEF 

293. A proposed AEF is included in Annex III (aggregated and disaggregated). In addition, 

tables, with example entries, are provided in Excel format (referenced in the same annex). 

294. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to the AEF: 

(a) The proposed AEF included in Annex III; 

(b) The administrator of the mechanism registry to submit a defined AEF with data 

not captured by Partiesô AEFs; 

 
 75 In the Kyoto Protocol practice, the CDM registry administrator produces and submits, to the 

administrator of the international transaction log, a standard electronic format which is not a public 

document.  

 76 Decision 3/CMP.1 ñModalities and procedures for a clean development mechanism as defined in 

Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocolò and decision 13/CMP.1 ñModalities for the accounting of assigned 

amounts under Article 7, paragraph 4, of the Kyoto Protocolò required transaction-level information 

to be published. However, these requirements were not fulfilled by Annex B Parties, citing domestic 

legislation on data protection as the basis, and the practice of the CDM registry was aligned 

accordingly. 
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(c) Publishing of aggregated AEFs. 

E. Submission process 

295. This section discusses the submission process for the IR, annual information and RI. 

Discussion is also included on how to correct previously submitted information, including in 

response to issues identified by the consistency check. 

1. Submission timeline 

296. The information required as per chapter IV (Reporting) is summarized in figure 1 

above. Assumptions in relation to the submission timeline are discussed in section II.B.3. 

297. Figure 3 is an illustrative example of a submission timeline for reporting. The years 

are the years in an NDC implementation period for a reporting Party. The illustration is not 

representative of the first NDC implementation period, noting that most Parties would not be 

able to submit an IR before the third year of the their NDC implementation period due to 

ongoing elaboration of elements related to implementation of reporting. 

298. It appears that an IR should be submitted prior to reporting ITMOs in an AEF (or at 

the same time). A UIR appears to be required with the BTR. It is unclear if a participating 

Party that may wish to submit a UIR ahead of its next BTR is able to do so (UIR 1 in the 

example may have to be submitted with BTR 1). Annual information as per paragraph 20 is 

submitted through an AEF by 15 April for the previous year. RI is submitted as an annex 4 

to the BTR, which covers two reporting years. The BTR is submitted according to the MPGs 

for Article 13. 

Figure 3: Example of a timeline for reports by a participating Party 

 

*AEF 1 may come in more than one set, i.e. for year 2023 and any previous year, as relevant. 

2. Initial report  and updated initial report 

299. An IR is submitted prior to reporting ITMOs in an AEF and through annual 

information as part of the BTR, or at the same time, to ensure the legitimacy of information 

submitted to the Article 6 database. See discussion on IR/UIR submission timeline in section 

II.B.3 above. 

300. Although there is no specific mention of how the IR will be submitted (i.e. to what 

reporting tool), any UIRs will be included in the CARP as per paragraph 19. Both the IR and 

UIR will be made available on the CARP as per paragraph 24. Therefore, it is understood 

that IRs are submitted to the CARPôs submission portal.77 

301.  For information submitted with the BTR, the submission will come through the 

Article 13 reporting tools. The IR/UIR is not relevant to Article 13 reporting and it is 

understood that if those are submitted at the time of the BTR in the Article 13 reporting tool, 

the IR/UIR will be submitted directly to the submission portal of the CARP. 

 
 77 See discussion on the CARP functionalities in section III.G. 
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302. Figure 4 illustrates the process flow for the IR/UIR. A Party may initiate creation at 

any time, including before authorization of a cooperative approach. After publication, the 

reports will be subject to review as per chapter V (Review). 

Figure 4: Initial report and updated initial report  process flow 

 

3. Agreed electronic format 

303. According to paragraph 20, an AEF is due no later than 15 April, with information on 

the preceding calendar year, for recording in the Article 6 database. For transparency, it 

should be noted that an AEF may be due in an empty state, if no authorized ITMO was created 

in the reporting Partyôs registry and/or other actions with ITMOs have taken place for the 

reported year after the IR/UIR. 

304. It is unclear if UIR may be submitted as a stand-alone document, as an alternative to 

submission with the BTR (see section II.B.3). A linked issue is the question of whether the 

AEF may include information for any further cooperative approach(es) before the UIR for 

the further cooperative approach(es) is submitted. It appears practical and desirable to permit 

the AEF to precede the UIR for a given cooperative approach. The sooner after authorization 

of a cooperative approach a Party includes the cooperative approach in its AEF, the higher 

the likelihood that all participating Partiesô relevant information for the cooperative approach 

will be covered in the same AEF cycle. 

305. However, the following two issues may require consideration: 

(a) If a further cooperative approach is included in an AEF by a participating Party 

before the UIR for that further cooperative approach, there should be a step in the submission 

of an AEF indicating that the reporting Party is about to submit a UIR with its next BTR; 

(b)  The identification of the cooperative approach could be handled in relation to 

the first participating Party that submits information on the cooperative approach, through 

either the IR or the UIR. Other participating Parties would have to ensure that they identify 

the cooperative approach correctly in their submissions. 

306. Both issues could be managed through the reporting practice, not requiring CMA 

guidance. It should be noted that if other issues affect the understanding of an AEF 

submission before relevant information may be submitted with a UIR, a process step in the 

AEF submission should accommodate for the reporting Party to provide clarifying 

information. 

307. The process flow for the submission of the AEF is included in relation to the 

consistency check as per paragraph 33 (a) elaborated below in section II.E.7. 



PA/A6.2/TP/1 

 45 

 

4. Regular information 

308. RI as per chapter IV.C (Regular information) is an overarching term for several 

reporting elements submitted with the BTR: 

(a) Updates to already submitted qualitative information, with certain 

supplemental elements (paragraphs 22 (d) and (e)), submitted as annex 4 to the BTR; 

(b) Annual quantitative information as per paragraph 23 without paragraph 23 (j), 

submitted biennially to the Article 6 database and included to the structured summary of the 

BTR; 

(c) Annual quantitative information submitted biennially as per paragraph 23 (j), 

together with annex 4 to the BTR. 

309. Figure 5 illustrates the elements of and the process flow for RI. After publication, the 

reporting elements (reports) will be subject to review as per chapter V (Review). 

Figure 5: Regular information process flow 

 

310. The annual information as per paragraph 23 has a clear repository ï the Article 6 

database. The other two elements will be submitted as an Annex 4 to the BTR. The 

submission of Annex 4 to the BTR could be managed through the ETF reporting tool for 

BTRs, but the information would have to be published on the CARP (either only on the 

CARP or on the CARP and on the ETF platform where the BTR will be published). Further 

implications from the links between the two reporting processes (for Article 6 and for Article 

13) are discussed immediately below. 

5. Reporting requirements and information flows across reports  

311. The relations between the reporting requirements of chapter IV (Reporting) have 

already been discussed. The RI as per paragraphs 21 and 22 primarily updates previously 

submitted information. The annual information in the AEF is mostly summarized in the 

annual information as per paragraph 23. These relations are presented in figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Information flows across reports 

 

312. The submission of Article 6 information with the BTR requires integrated and 

streamlined management between Article 6 and Article 13 to ensure that the reporting burden 

on Parties and the secretariat is minimized and to ensure transparency of public information 

in relation to each Article. Possible options for streamlining submissions include: 

(a) Integrated submissions portal for Article 6 and Article 13; 

(b) Submission of Annex 4 of the BTR, the proposed CTFs for paragraph 23 and 

for paragraph 23 (j) directly to the submission portal of the CARP (while the rest of the BTR 

is submitted to the ETF submission portal). 

313. The systems in support of each Article ï the CARP, which includes the Article 6 

database (for Article 6) and the ETF reporting tools (for Article 13) ï are not explicitly 

required to operate in an integrated manner. Although the secretariat strives to design 

information systems in an integrated manner, managing reporting across Articles may benefit 

from explicit CMA guidance. In this connection, Parties may wish to consider requesting the 

secretariat to explore opportunities for streamlining submissions between Article 6 and 

Article 13 and to consult Parties ï for example by making test versions of proposed solutions 

available to Parties for feedback. 

6. Consistency check 

(a) Requirements for consistency check 

314. In relation to the operation of the Article 6 database, paragraph 33 requires the 

secretariat to: 

(a) Check the consistency of information submitted by a participating Party to the 

Article 6 database with the requirements of the guidance and across the participating Parties 

in a cooperative approach (consistency check); 

(b) Notify participating Party(ies) of any inconsistencies identified within own 

data and with relevant information provided by other participating Parties; 

(c) Provide to the Article 6 TER the information relevant to the participating 

Partyôs cooperative approach(es) and other participating Parties, as relevant, including the 

consistency check results; 

(d) Publish non-confidential information on the consistency check on the CARP. 

315. Paragraph 33(a) defines the consistency check. 

(b) Objective 

316. The objective of the consistency check is to detect, over time, reporting 

inconsistencies evident through the Article 6 database data set and to assist Parties with 
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timely resolution of such inconsistencies. The consistency check is constrained by the 

availability of data in the Article 6 database. 

317. The consistency check results are input to the review as per chapter V (Review) and, 

non-confidential information in relation to consistency checks will be made public. 

(c) Scope 

318. With regard to scope, the consistency check will compare annual information by a 

participating Party for an NDC implementation period against any of the following: 

(a) Current (latest) AEF data by the reporting Party and relevant current AEF data 

by the participating Parties (in the same cooperative approach(es)); 

(b) Historical AEF data by the reporting Party and relevant historical AEF data by 

the participating Parties; 

(c) Current (latest) annual information as per paragraph 23 by the reporting Party 

and the participating Partiesô relevant annual information as per paragraph 23; 

(d) Historical annual information as per paragraph 23 by the reporting Party and 

the participating Partiesô relevant historical annual information as per paragraph 23. 

319. The consistency checks as applied to data on ITMOs reported as per paragraph 20 

(AEF) assesses consistency between the data on ITMOs of Parties participating in the same 

cooperative approach and within the records of the reporting Party. The consistency checks 

as applied to data on ITMOs reported as per paragraph 23 is an internal consistency check 

for the data reported by a Party. 

320. Outside the scope of the consistency check are the annual information submitted for 

paragraph 23 (j) and the structured summary as part of the BTR. 

(d) Method 

321. An effective and efficient consistency check could be performed through an 

automated algorithm applied on the relevant information in the Article 6 database. The 

algorithm would be developed based on the detailed requirements analysis as part of the 

Article 6 database development, further discussed in section III.H  below. 

322. A key consideration is that automated consistency check results may return null values 

if the corresponding Partiesô data is not available at the time. Null value means that some 

checks have not been performed and there is no guarantee that the submitted information is 

complete and coherent. Null values would be eliminated when the data set relevant to the 

scope of a given consistency check is complete in the Article 6 database (i.e. the annual 

information as per paragraphs 20 and 23 of all participating Parties in a cooperative approach, 

including all historic submissions for the relevant NDC implementation period, is submitted). 

(e) A6.4ERs data 

323. The mechanism registry is expected to maintain all information on A6.4ERs up to 

date in real time and in line with state-of-art data security standards.78 

324. To enhance the consistency check, including the pre-check (see figure in section 

II.E.6(f)), the secretariat, as the mechanismôs registry administrator and the administrator of 

the CARP, could make arrangements for the use of the full set of the mechanism registry data 

related to authorized A6.4ERs and A6.4ERs involved in share of proceeds for adaptation and 

in cancellations for OMGE. Further analysis of the optimal method could be made in the 

context of infrastructure development. 

(f) Pre-check process flow for the consistency check 

325. To facilitate the submission process and promote TACCC, informal submissions of 

annual information (AEF and CTF for paragraphs 23 without paragraph 23 (j)) could be pre-

checked on request by a reporting Party, noting any constraints in relation to non-availability 

 
 78 The operations of the mechanism registry are subject to a separate technical paper.  
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of relevant data from other participating Parties in the cooperative approach(es) of the Party 

requesting the pre-check or in relation to any gaps in the Partyôs own information. Figure 7 

depicts how the pre-check could be implemented. 

Figure 7: Pre-check process flow for consistency checks 

  

326. As mentioned, pre-checks would be voluntary. They would be informal, and the pre-

check results would only be communicated (informally) to the requesting reporting Party. 

Should any inconsistencies with the information of other participating Parties be detected in 

the pre-check, it would be the responsibility of the requesting pre-check reporting Party to 

liaise with such other participating Parties.79  

(g) Consistency check process flow 

327. Formal submissions80 of annual information (as per paragraphs 20 and 23) will be 

recorded in the Article 6 database, and non-confidential information will be published on the 

CARP. Submissions of annual information will undergo a consistency check against data 

available from other formal submissions. Late submissions will undergo a consistency check 

as soon as possible. Figure 8 depicts the proposed process flow for a consistency check. 

 
 79  Only consistency check results will be communicated to other affected participating Parties as per 

paragraph 33 (b). 

 80 ñFormalò for a submission is used in this context to distinguish from ñinformalò submissions which 

could undergo pre-checking of annual information.  



PA/A6.2/TP/1 

 49 

 

Figure 8: Consistency check process flow 

 

328. If any inconsistencies are found, a notification with the consistency check results will  

be sent within an agreed period (e.g. five working days) to the reporting Party, with copy of 

the notification to any other impacted participating Parties. 

329. Participating Parties may cooperate in rectifying inconsistencies; any of the impacted 

participating Parties, including the reporting Party, may resubmit their information as soon 

as available. 

330. A consistency check will be run upon each resubmission. A timeline may be 

considered, during which inconsistencies are to be resolved, before consistency check results, 

including negative results (i.e. no inconsistencies found) are published. The timeline may 

consider the type of submission (AEF or CTF for paragraph 23). 

331. The CARP will maintain, for each reporting Party, the latest submitted AEF and CTF 

for paragraph 23 for a given reporting period. 

(h) Resubmission of annual information in relation to para graph 23 

332. A challenge in relation to resubmission of annual information as per paragraph 23, in 

order to rectify inconsistencies, is that such resubmission may lead to inconsistencies with 

the structured summary as part of the BTR (which is not within the scope of the consistency 

check). 

333. Resubmissions of such information may be held in a provisional status, with 

appropriate communication to the Article 6 TER, until the reporting Party in question could 

submit its next BTR with updated information. Further analysis in this context would be 

appropriate. 

334. It should be noted that annual information as per paragraph 23 (of which a significant 

part is based on the AEF) could be expected to be submitted with a considerable time lag to 

the AEF for the same reported year (as it comes with each BTR rather than by 15 April of 

the following year as is the case with the AEF). This provides sufficient time for 

inconsistencies identified through the AEFs to be resolved by the time of the annual 

information for paragraph 23 is submitted, thus leading to a low level of inconsistencies in 

annual information as per paragraph 23.81 

 
 81 Annex B Parties to the Kyoto Protocol have consistently resolved inconsistencies in relation to the 

standard electronic format, so that no inconsistencies have been forwarded to the technical expert 

review to date. 
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(i) Communication and publication of consistency check results 

(i) Resolution time frame 

335. It is expected that about three to four months after 15 April would be required to 

resolve most identified inconsistencies from the AEFs. As the consistency check results 

would not be submitted to the Article 6 TER until the relevant BTR annual information is 

submitted (for paragraph 23), an even longer time frame for resolution could be 

accommodated. 

336. Any inconsistencies in relation to the CTF for paragraph 23 would have a shorter time 

frame for resolution. However, a lower incidence of inconsistencies may be expected in 

comparison to the AEFs, owing to the fact that paragraph 23 aggregates information from 

AEFs, that would normally be submitted more than a year before paragraph 23 is submitted 

with the BTR. Since annual information as per paragraph 23 would be submitted to the 

Article 6 TER within three weeks after submission (at the minimum), reporting Parties should 

make every effort to carefully pre-check the CTF for paragraph 23. 

(ii)  Notification of consistency check results 

337. Reporting Parties will be officially notified of inconsistencies identified through the 

consistency check. Other participating Parties that maybe affected by inconsistencies will 

also be notified. The exact time frame for the notification is to be determined. However, 

several rounds of resubmissions for corrections should be possible to accommodate before 

the finalization of the consistency check. 

(iii)  Publication of results of the inconsistency check 

338. Non-confidential information82 for the consistency check results will be published on 

the CARP in relation to each reporting Party. This should include the number of 

inconsistencies found and the number of Parties involved. The information would be updated 

as inconsistencies are resolved through further submissions, always maintaining the latest 

information on inconsistencies on the CARP. 

7. Freezing resubmissions 

339. Resubmission of annual information, to rectify inconsistencies, could remain open 

after initial submission, except for during the Article 6 TER period (desk or centralized 

review, as applicable). 

340. Resubmission of any other information as per chapter IV (Reporting) could remain 

open after initial submission, except for during the Article 6 TER period (desk or centralized 

review, as applicable). 

8. Managing complexity over time 

341. The consistency check is a potentially complex matter (with complexity increasing 

with the volume of actions with ITMOs, number of cooperative approaches, and trading 

Parties and registries). Furthermore, there is a significant novelty in the operations of the 

Article 6 database in the absence of a third-party validator, a role played by the ITL in the 

Kyoto Protocol regime.83 

342. Over time, experience gained in the process would inform ongoing improvements and 

any needs for further guidance by the CMA. 

 
 82 If AEF contains confidential data, pre-checks against such confidential data may reveal it, therefore 

the results cannot be published.   

 83 The ITL implemented real time transactions validation in the Kyoto Protocol registry systems 

ensuring the consistency of data in the system.  
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9. Interim process for the submission of initial reports 

343. As the implementation of the Article 6 submission portal would require time, an 

interim process for the submission of IRs would be necessary. 

344. IRs could be emailed to the secretariat for publication on a dedicated webpage. 

Confidential information must be considered prior to publication, in line with any further 

guidance in relation to confidential information that the CMA may adopt. 

345. Similar interim arrangements may be put in place for the submission of the AEF, 

whereby the secretariat stores the AEF data in a manner permitting migration of the AEF data 

to the Article 6 database, when the latter becomes operational. 

346. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to the submission 

process: 

(a) The secretariat is requested to develop and maintain guidelines for the 

submission process, including consistency checks, and report on progress in annual reports 

to the CMA as per paragraph 36(c); 

(b) Explore opportunities for streamlining submissions between Article 6 and 

Article 13 and consult Parties ï for example, by making test versions of proposed solutions 

available to Parties for feedback; 

(c) Explore the use of mechanism registry data in the context of the consistency 

check; 

(d) Consider implications of resubmissions of annual information as per paragraph 

23 for the information in the structured summary, as part of the BTR, with the view to 

elaborating the reporting process. 

 

III.  Recommendations relating to infrastructure, including 
guidance for registries, the international registry, the Article  
6 database and the centralized accounting and reporting 
platform  

A. Principles 

347. The key guiding principles for this section are:  

(a) TACCC; 

(b) Support for traceability through proper tracking and reporting in order to 

avoid double-counting;  

(c) Interest of stakeholders, including enabling accounting, trading, review, 

maximizing participation; 

(d) Design principles, including robust, transparent, accessible, secure operations, 

including preventing unauthorized access; 

(e) Efficiency and cost-effectiveness, including functionality in response to needs; 

(f) Flexibility through avoiding prescriptive approaches; 

(g) Continuous improvement.  

B. Terminology 

348. Terminology is defined in this section to reflect the meaning of terms used in this 

technical paper. These terms and definitions are rooted in the words and their meanings as 

used in United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations 
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and technical work of the UNFCCC bodies and the secretariat on Kyoto Protocol and Paris 

Agreement systems. Some terms, acronyms and definitions may differ from the ones 

commonly used in computer science and financial accounting. 

349. Serialised unit or simply unit 84 is a record held in a registry database and representing 

minimal, indivisible unit of accounting of MOs. Units have unique identifiers that include 

certain metadata pertaining to the mitigation outcome, such as the country and the year of 

origin, and the serial number of the unit in a unit range. Units in Kyoto systems and major 

voluntary market offset schemes represent a t CO2 eq emissions reduced or removed. Non-

greenhouse gas (non-GHG) units are also allowed under Article 6. 

350. Balance-only accounting amount (BOAA) is a record held in a registry database and 

representing an amount of MOs. BOAAs do not have unique identifiers and may be 

transferred between Parties to a cooperative approach. Due to the lack of unique identifiers, 

BOAAs may not be accounted for record by record, which narrows the choice of methods of 

assuring consistency to less precise bookkeeping ledger methods, introducing consistency 

and reconciliation risks. 

351. Uniquely identifiable accounting amount (UIAA) is a record held in a registry 

database and representing an amount of MOs. UIAAs have a unique identifier and may be 

transferred between Parties to a cooperative approach in whole only. To enable partial 

transfers, an exchange operation would be required for UIAAs whereby one UIAA is 

transformed into two UIAAs whose total amount of MO is equivalent to the amount of MO 

in the original UIAA. 

352. Balance in a higher-tire account (BHTA)  is an aggregated materialised view85 of 

records held in an account in the same registry or another registry, representing the balance 

of ITMOs accounted for as units, BOAAs or UIAAs. 

353. Fungibility bucket  is a definition of a set of ITMOs that are fully fungible i.e., 

completely equal in their characteristics from the business perspective. Fungibility bucket 

boundaries may be set differently for different cooperative approaches and for different 

approaches to storage and tracking ITMOs (see figure 9). 

Figure 9: Examples of fungibility buckets 

 

 
 84  In order to avoid confusion between serialised units frequently referred to as ñunitsò in this paper 

with units of measurement, the latter is always spelled out. Any reference to ñunitsò is about serialised 

units. 

 85 A view is a result of a calculation, aggregation, or another transformation of data held in a database, 

that is presented as a separate database collection or table. Views can be transient or materialized. 

Transient views execute the necessary transformation each time they are queried. Materialized views 

execute the transformation on the first query and store the result persistently. Further queries to a 

materialized view do not automatically trigger re-calculation of its content; such re-calculation 

(update) may be triggered separately. For practical reasons, BHTAs are best implemented as 

materialized views. As is the case with other computer science and systems engineering terms in this 

paper, ñmaterialised viewò should be seen conceptually applied to the consideration of the entirety of 

registry systems as one database, rather than as guidance for technical implementation in any specific 

database management system.  
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354. Availability  is the quality of a systemôs readiness to perform its functions and respond 

to user requests at a particular time. Increased availability of the system and the associated 

widening of the bounds of its working time increases systemsô complexity and cost, while 

intentional limitation of a systemôs availability (as a result of network partition) may help 

achieve other system qualities, such as consistency (for example limitation of a systemôs 

availability during which transaction validation takes place). 

355. Network partition  is a situation when registry systems cannot communicate to each 

other for large enough amount of time as to not allow delaying a data-modifying operation, 

such as a new transaction.  

356. Consistency of a data management system is the quality of it being able to store and 

present correct and uncontradictory data to all observers within the system scope. Levels of 

consistency include: 

(a) Strong consistency is consistency that is maintained at all times, whereby a 

valid change in data introduced by one user is immediately reflected in all views on these 

data and is available for retrieval to the user who introduced the change and to all other users. 

Strong consistency may be impossible to achieve in distributed systems that require constant 

availability to the user because they may suffer from network partitions; 

(b) Eventual Consistency is a weaker form of consistency that is implemented 

when strong consistency is impossible or impractical. Eventually consistent systems do not 

guarantee correctness of data in all views or for all users immediately after a change, but they 

use different techniques to eventually86 synchronise data and eliminate any possible 

contradictions for all users and views; 

(c) End-of-period consistency is a type of eventual consistency where achieving 

consistency is not attempted after each data modification; instead, data is periodically 

reconciled to check for and correct any inconsistencies that occurred during the last 

reconciliation period. End-of-period consistency presents the risk of second- and higher-

order inconsistencies appearing in the database between the time of introduction of the initial 

inconsistency and the next reconciliation. 

357. Reconciliation is a process of comparing datasets that should contain the same, 

consistent and/or non-contradictory data, and correcting detected differences, inconsistencies 

or contradictions. 

358. Transaction ï any intervention that changes the overall state of data in the system, 

such as the creation or deletion of one or more records, or change of their attributes. 

Transactions are atomic i.e. they may contain multiple changes to data that are either applied 

all together or not at all. 

359. Transaction log is a data management system that is external to a set of registries and 

used by the registries, primarily in a fully automated mode, to maintain consistency across 

registries participating in a cooperative approach, enforce their business rules or advise 

registries about violations thereof. 

360. Non-repudiation is a quality of a multi-user data management system where all users 

must authenticate any data modification they introduce in the system, to other users, and may 

not repudiate taking this action at a later point. Non-repudiation is typically achieved through 

the use of cryptographic signatures on data modification requests. 

361. Double-entry bookkeeping is a method of bookkeeping that requires simultaneous 

entries of any operation into at least two accounts, with at least one account for debit and at 

least one account for credit, where the sum of amounts reflected in accounts being debited is 

equal to the sum of amounts reflected in accounts being credited. It used to reduce errors in 

 
 86 Inconsistencies should be found and eliminated as early as possible. In most eventually consistent 

databases that are equipped with online replication mechanisms, depending on their size and network 

conditions, consistency is normally achieved within seconds or minutes of the change. In data systems 

that have slower methods of replication and reconciliation, achieving consistency may take much 

longer 
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accounting by increasing transparency of flow of accounting amounts and lowering the risks 

associated with operating in balance-only amounts. 

C. Consistency guarantees 

362. Cooperative approaches under the Paris Agreement may take different configurations 

and unite various subsets of Parties. Furthermore, Parties may participate in multiple 

cooperative approaches. Although ITMOs are to be recorded and tracked within the 

boundaries of the cooperative approach they are generated in, overall consistency of registry 

systems worldwide is a mission critical goal and an essential element in maintaining trust in 

Article 6 markets. 

363. The system should strive to maintain consistency, take measures to prevent situations 

where inconsistency could occur, and efficiently recover from inconsistencies that occur 

despite all measures. 

364. It is useful to evaluate consistency guarantees of registry systems by imagining the 

entirety of Article 6 registries as a single database. Consistency can then be looked at from 

the viewpoint of when and how transactions such as issuance, authorization, transfer, 

cancellation or retirement are taking place, and how the information about these transactions 

propagates to other parts of the registry systems where accounting may be affected by a given 

transaction. Computer science offers a solid body of research and methods in the area of 

consistency guarantees of different ways of executing transactions, which are directly 

applicable to the analysis of consistency guarantees of the registry systems. 

365. The CAP87 theorem describes the basic design landscape for distributed databases: it 

states that in the presence of an interruption in communication between different parts of the 

database (a ñnetwork partitionò), a choice has to be made between the possibility to transact 

at all (ñavailabilityò) and consistency of the outcome. Availability  and consistency together 

are only possible when there are no network partitions. 

366. Strong and permanent point-in-time worldwide consistency of registry systems is 

therefore only possible if all registries are implemented as one centralised database in which 

network partitions cannot occur, which is not in line with the Partiesô intent. Consequently, 

and due to the fact that ITMOs do not leave the cooperative approach that generated them, a 

cooperative approach that operates a centralized registry for all Parties to the approach will 

benefit from the best consistency guarantees88. 

367. Limiting the availability of registry systems may be an acceptable solution for some 

cooperative approaches, especially for registry systems that operate on reliable networks89. 

In the presence of a network partition, such cooperative approach registries would need to 

enter a ñnetwork partition modeò and temporarily refuse to accept new transactions. It should 

be sufficient that one registry detects a network partition (cannot communicate with one other 

registry or a transaction log used by the cooperative approach) to enter the network partition 

mode. 

368. A variant of sacrificing availability for consistency is the use of a transaction log, a 

shadow registry or a meta registry. A registry may request validation of a transaction from 

an international or a mechanism-specific transaction log before going ahead with any 

transaction. If, in the óopinionô of the transaction log, the transaction is based on an 

inconsistent state of the originating registry, the validation is not granted. Effectively, the use 

of a transaction log delegates ensuring consistency to a centralised entity; if the transaction 

log is not available, transacting is not possible. Shadow registries or meta registries may 

provide a ñsecond opinionò on whether they consider the proposed transaction to be valid 

 
 87 CAP stands for consistency, availability and partition tolerance. 

 88 Availability of such systems may still be reduced for some users in case there is a disruption of 

connectivity between the user and the registry. 

 89 A reliable network in this context is a network that provides connectivity between systems at all times 

when the systems are expected to operate and any intermittent breakdowns are short enough for the 

delaying of operations until the breakdown is over to be a viable remediation strategy. 
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and consistent, so the participating registries could decide whether to go ahead with the 

transaction (see figure 10). 

Figure 10: Registries with point-to-point, transaction log as the gate and with meta 

registry as a consultative/advisory side 

 

369. Where neither centralisation nor limitation of availability is an option, consistency 

cannot be guaranteed in all cases. In these cases, the cooperative approach would be 

functioning in the end-of-period consistency mode and should therefore employ one of the 

mechanisms of detection and recovery from arising inconsistencies. Reconciliation is a form 

of inconsistency detection and recovery that was successfully used by Kyoto registry 

systems. The temporal dimension of action to detect and recover from inconsistencies is very 

important. Inconsistent and contradictory views on the global state of data in the registries 

participating in a cooperative approach may lead to second- and higher-order inconsistencies 

in subsequent transactions, and become extremely difficult to recover from. Trade-offs 

between checking the overall consistency in the cooperative approach very frequently (after 

each transaction or every few minutes) and risking getting inconsistently recorded ITMOs 

involved in subsequent transactions should be carefully evaluated with the preference given 

to the most frequent reconciliation that is legally and technically feasible. 

370. An alternative to frequent reconciliation is the use of a distributed ledger technology 

(DLT) with a consensus protocol90 that could algorithmically enforce consistency of 

transactions, as long as the majority of registries (or other infrastructure components that 

assume the role of nodes in the DLT network) remain available and trustworthy. Depending 

on the consensus protocol, DLT-based implementations will, generally, take longer and 

require higher availability of nodes than classical registry system solutions. DLTs would also 

be hard to set up for international use because permissionless91 DLTs are impossible to guard 

from participation of any member of the public, while permissioned DLTs require a 

mechanism to issue permissions to participate i.e. they present the same legal and sovereignty 

challenges as much simpler solutions based on the use of transaction logs. 

371. Should confidentiality of individual transactions be required, DLTs with zero-

knowledge proofs (ZKP) may be used.92 For practical implementation reasons, one common 

DLT cannot be implemented for all cooperative approaches and registries in the world.  

While ZKPs are used in some publicly accessible DLTs, they are still a young research area 

lacking solid implementations that are sufficiently tested, available for modification and 

 
 90 A consensus protocol is an algorithm used by a computational system composed of multiple 

independently-operating devices (nodes) to agree on a data value. Consensus protocols typically 

employ a mix of voting mechanisms and cryptographic techniques preventing falsification of data to 

establish highly trustworthy results. 

 91 A permissionless DLT is a DLT that allows any system to join it and become a node with equal rights 

to participate in the operation in the DLT and its consensus protocol which determines the òtruthñ in 

the DLT. Permissionless DLTs are not suitable for Article 6 infrastructure due to the low number of 

legitimate nodes and the differentiation in the nodesô permitted functions. A permissioned DLT is a 

DLT that allows for an administrator or administrators who are allowed to permit access to the DLT 

network. 

 92 ZKP is a method to prove correctness of a statement without communicating the statement itself or 

any useful information about it. ZKP may be used to achieve provable correctness of the operations 

ledger while keeping the content of the transactions within it confidential. 
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adjustment, and otherwise ready for the international arena. Monitoring developments in this 

area and further analysis may be relevant for future generations of systems supporting 

cooperative approaches. 

372. It should also be noted, that some voluntary market offset trading platforms are 

adopting approaches that combine the conventional method of unitization with a DLT layer, 

where units are represented and traded on the platform as tokens recorded on a public 

distributed ledger. The tokens are issued against a collateral of underlying units collected by 

a depositary òplatformò. When tokens are ñburnedò (cancelled), the underlying units are 

cancelled in the holding registry. It should be noted that the DLT application in such a hybrid 

approach does not alone provide consistency guarantees, and requires additional methods for 

reconciling the movements of tokens and underlying units. 

373. If Parties wish to utilize DLTs, advantages and disadvantages of DLTs should be 

considered by individual cooperative approaches. 

374. Possible solutions: The following are possible solutions in relation to consistency 

guarantees: 

(a) Adopt the maximum possible level of consistency guarantees in designing 

tracking infrastructure for cooperative approaches; 

(b) Any use of DLT, including in the future, and in particular for secretariat 

operated systems, should be considered on the basis of specific technical merits, risks, 

potential, and cost of implementation compared to classical systems design. 

D. Recording and tracking of ITMOs 

375. This is section discusses the range of possible solutions for recording and tracking of 

ITMOs. Figure 11 shows an example of representation for the basic three methods ï 

serialized units, UIAAs and BOAAs. 

Figure 11: Methods for tracking ITMOs  

 

1. Methods for recording and tracking of ITMOs 

(a) Serialised units 

376. The core feature of this method is the notion of a unit, which is a uniquely identified, 

indivisible amount of MOs. This method is preferred among the Parties that have identified 

a preference for a method of tracking ITMOs.93 

 
 93 When surveyed, 41 per cent of Parties responded that serialised units is their preferred method of 

recording and tracking ITMOs. 
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377. t CO2 eq is taken as the indivisible amount.94 For non-GHG metrics, the indivisible 

amount is determined by Parties in a cooperative approach95.  

378. The serialised units approach benefits from both technical and historical factors which 

make it the least risky way to record and track ITMOs: 

(a) The Kyoto systems used units to account for assigned amounts and emission 

reductions. Their successes, as well as lessons learnt, can be considered in designing systems 

for Article 6; 

(b) Units offer the highest possible level of transparency in accounting and 

tracking, allowing tracing of the history of each unit by unique identifier throughout its 

lifetime; 

(c) Units avoid the complexities of non-integer number calculations, provide 

clarity on the minimum indivisible amount of the metric, and therefore manage the usersô 

expectations as to the precision of accounting; 

(d) Operations in units are straightforward to reconcile using easy ñhead countò 

methods. 

379. Fungibility of units can be defined by the sides of any contract involving ITMOs. The 

sides may agree either very broad terms of fungibility (e.g., any ITMOs originating from a 

certain year) or narrow them down to specific countries, projects and even specific ranges of 

serial numbers. This quality of units may affect pricing and liquidity of ITMOs in the market. 

380. The potentially very high number of units (each unit traditionally representing a t CO2 

eq for GHG metrics) presents a challenge for the technical solutions and databases that store 

and operate registries of units. For this reason, units are typically not stored individually but 

grouped in serial number ranges96. Should a transaction require only a part of a serial number 

range, the splitting of the range require neither active participation of the user nor a special 

reportable operation. It is possible to ascertain consistency of serial number ranges having 

only the list of such ranges that have been issued in a cooperative approach. User interfaces 

of registries and other systems that operate with units may display information about the unit 

holdings in the form of the total balance, subtotals by fungibility bucket, and a detailed view 

with a list of contiguous serial number ranges that constitute the balance. 

381. A high number of units in circulation for a long time may lead to the situation where 

serial number ranges (unit blocks) are split many times, causing the so-called 

ñfragmentationò of the accounting system, ultimately leading to the challenge of storing and 

operating on too many records, as described above. Fragmentation was a potential, long-term 

issue identified in the Kyoto systems. While severe impact from fragmentation never 

materialized, mitigation measures were defined. Multiple strategies may be employed to 

address fragmentation: 

(a) Choosing a large enough indivisible amount of MOs ï as per paragraph 1 (c), 

ITMOs are measured in t CO2 eq for GHG metrics or in other non-GHG metrics determined 

by the participating Parties. A unit representing one t CO2 eq is the common standard for 

GHG metrics. Parties may wish to consider fragmentation when picking the indivisible 

amount for non-GHG metrics they wish to use; 

(b) Designing communication protocols in a way that metadata is transferred only 

once for all serial number ranges that share the same metadata; 

(c) Merging of serial ranges - in addition to the splitting of a serial number range, 

an operation of merging serial number ranges on one account, if the ranges represent a 

contiguous range of serial numbers, may reduce already existing fragmentation. Merging 

 
 94 In line with paragraph 1(c).  

 95 An evaluation of the potential that the same non-GHG metrics would be used by multiple cooperative 

approaches should be conducted in order to standardise the minimal indivisible amounts and express 

them in the same amount and measurement unit as much as possible in order to harmonise reporting 

at the international level. To the extent possible, the measurement units should be SI units, SI derived 

units or non-SI units accepted for use with SI, with or without SI prefixes. 

 96 Also known as ñblocksò of units in the Kyoto Protocol terminology. 
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may be particularly useful on accounts that act as the final destination of units, such as 

cancellation and retirement accounts; 

(d) Designing the algorithms for the selection of serial number range(s) to be 

transferred in a way to minimise the necessity to split serial number ranges (see figure 12). 

Figure 12: Splitting serial number ranges of units 

 

(b) Uniquely identifiable accounting amounts 

382. UIAAs are amounts of MOs that share the same metadata making them internally 

fungible within one amount. When surveyed, 11% of Parties responded that UIAAs is their 

preferred method of recording and tracking ITMOs. 

383. Each UIAA has an unique identifier and a set of metadata pertaining to the entire 

amount. Unlike units, UIAAs are generally divisible and can be split into parts. 

384. When ITMOs are generated and recorded in the form of UIAAs, one record containing 

the amount of MOs and corresponding metadata is created in the registry database. 

385. The unit of measurement for the amount of MOs is one t CO2 eq for GHG metrics; 

for non-GHG indicators, the unit of measurement is to be determined by the Parties to the 

cooperative approach, bearing in mind the recommendations for the selection of 

measurement units above. 

386. Unlike units, UIAAs do not have a minimum or indivisible amount. However, 

fractional accounting is complex, error-prone, and sometimes technically impossible using 

common approaches to managing data in databases97. It is therefore recommendable that the 

Parties define a minimum decimal increment of an accounting amount: 

(a) For GHG metrics, consider if accounting with the precision of one metric ton 

provides sufficient granularity. Opting for one metric ton as the minimum decimal increment 

would provide for familiar metrics and casual compatibility with cooperative approaches that 

work with units. If further division of the metric ton is required, the minimum increment may 

be one kilogram; 

(b) For non-GHG metrics, it is recommended to select the measurement unit in a 

way that one whole unit of it is the minimum increment of the accounting amount. 

387. Accounts in UIAAs can display the amounts of MOs as a total balance and provide 

detail of sub-balances grouped by fungibility bucket. 

388. If there is no UIAA that holds the amount of MOs necessary for a transfer, a registry 

system needs to combine the necessary amount out of available UIAAs and/or split available 

 
 97 Consider a contract in which one party is entitled to one third of the total amount of mitigation 

outcomes produced by a project. Unless the total amount in the respective measurement unit is 

divisible by 3, there is no finite decimal notation that can express the amount. Hence, a limit to the 

length of the significand should be defined, and decimal arithmetic, with simple and predictable 

rounding rules, should be used. 
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UIAAs. For UIAAs, the splitting and the optional merging operations are internationally 

reportable. 

389. The splitting operation is defined as: 

(a) Taking the subject UIAA out of service;98 

(b) Creating two new UIAAs that are equivalent to the original UIAA in all 

metadata, where the sum of amounts of MOs in the new UIAAs is equal to the amount of 

MO in original UIAA. 

390. The merging operation is defined as: 

(a) Taking two or more UIAAs with equivalent metadata out of service; 

(b) Creating one new UIAA that is equivalent to the original UIAAs in all 

metadata and representing the amount of MO which is equal to the sum of amounts of MO 

in the original UIAAs. 

391. UIAAs offer a similar picture of consistency risks as units while not presenting MOs 

as serialised securities. They require one or two additional reportable operations to ensure 

consistency of registry systems at the international level, which may slightly increase the 

development costs for both international systems, such as the Article 6 database, and systems 

servicing cooperative approaches that employ UIAAs. If the merging operation is 

implemented, UIAAs also present a lower risk of fragmentation than units. 

392. Unit serial numbers that are set at issuance are the key data element in establishing 

consistency of accounting in units. If units were to be transferred into accounts that track 

UIAAs which do not track serial numbers, their serial number data would be lost. Conversely, 

if an amount from an account that tracks UIAAs were to be transferred to an account in units, 

there would be no way to assign serial numbers to such newly created units. The necessity to 

track sufficiently large indivisible amounts of MO is also unique to units; UIAAs may have 

more flexibility in choosing the granularity level. UIAAs are therefore not compatible with 

units within the scope of one cooperative approach and metric. Each cooperative approach 

would need to decide if it is going to use units or UIAAs for any given metric. 

(c) Balance-only accounting amounts 

393. BOAAs are amounts of MO that share the same metadata making them internally 

fungible within one amount, akin to financial accounting amounts. BOAAs do not have 

unique identifiers. 

394. When ITMOs are generated and recorded in the form of BOAAs: 

(a) If a record containing the MOs with the same metadata does not exist, such a 

record is created in the registry database; 

(b) If a record containing the MOs with the same metadata exists, this record is 

updated by adding the newly generated MOs. 

395. When MOs recorded as a BOAA are transferred, the amount to be transferred is 

subtracted from the original amount recorded as a BOAA. When MOs are received, the same 

logic as the logic of generation of new ITMO applies. 

396. Unlike units and UIAAs, BOAAs require the underlying systems to operate with 

mutable99 data structures. Simple reconciliation approaches for BOAAs are closest in 

substance and structure to traditional financial accounting and the respective traditional 

methods of maintaining consistency, such as the double-entry bookkeeping, are applicable. 

At the same time, BOAAs present additional consistency risks that may be difficult to fully 

 
 98 For example by invalidating or retiring and archiving the record.  

 99 Mutability of a data structure is the ability of underlying data in the structure to change. Mutable data 

structures are more difficult to track, as in addition to tracking their creation and deletion, any change 

within the data structure needs to be located and tracked; reasoning about a set of mutable data 

structures is also more complex as it needs to include the complexity of each data structuresô internal 

state. 
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remediate in the international setting in which the registry systems will be operating, for the 

following reasons: 

(a) Due to the possibility of double errors, reporting on account holdings alone 

will not allow the Article 6 database to ascertain overall consistency of reporting; 

(b) Consistency checks100 and resulting investigations after multiple transfers of 

ITMOs may present an unmanageable scope of work. Additional information would be 

required to perform the consistency checks, such as the full history of transactions from all 

participating Parties, including unique identifier and non-repudiation data for individual 

transactions; 

(c) Confidentiality of third-party transactions may be compromised as a result of 

investigations of an apparent consistency issue; and 

(d) In case transaction-level data is not available, unresponsiveness of just two 

reporting entities to a consistency investigation may lead to irremovable ambiguities101 about 

the potential source of the inconsistency. 

397. In order for the financial accounting methods to remain applicable at the stage of 

ITMO generation, special ñissuance shadow accountsò that may hold a negative balance of 

ITMOs could be created. The generation of ITMOs as BOAAs is done via a transfer of 

ITMOs from the issuance shadow account to the account in which ITMOs need to appear 

after generation (see figure 13). This arrangement: 

(a) Makes the accounting system simpler by leaving only one, trivially defined 

operation of transfer that creates a debit in one account and an equivalent credit in another; 

(b) Enables a simple and robust check of overall consistency of the accounting 

system where the sum of balances in all accounts should always be equal to zero; 

(c) Provides a natural place that holds the total amount of all ITMOs issued in the 

given fungibility bucket, with a negative sign (see figure 13 below). 

398. Overall, BOAAs may be considered for simple tracking scenarios that relate to 

domestic tracking and do not require multiple transfers of BOAAs (i.e. domestic OIMP uses). 

Figure 13: Consistency assurance for BOAAs 

 

 
 100 Not to be confused with the consistency check as per para. 33(a). 

 101 Consider a situation where country A generated a 100 t CO2 eq balance and transferred 50 t CO2 eq of 

it to country B. Country C received 30 t CO2e from country B and 30 tCO2e from country D.  At the 

reporting level, 100 t CO2 eq was generated and 110 t CO2 eq are observed in account balances, 

which indicates an inconsistency. Without the cooperation of at least one of the registries of countries 

B and D, it is impossible to conclude whether the discrepancy happened because country B double-

transferred the amount it had or that country D transferred an amount it never had. Unresponsiveness 

to investigations may be caused by benign reasons of administrative and logistical delays in 

transferring messages through official channels, during which wrongly transferred amounts may take 

part in further transactions, further complicating the inconsistency. 
























































