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HS: Welcome to this informal. This is the sixth and last informal we will be having. 
This meeting remains open unless parties object. Seeing no objections, this meeting 
remains open. 
 
We received a lot of input from Wednesday to Friday in different settings, such as 
informals, get-togethers, and inf-infs. We tried what could be solved in SBSTA. On 
Saturday, we put up the  2nd iteration – we limited major changes to what was reserved 
for the Presidency. It took time before we could issue the 2nd iteration. We cleaned 
up the text and lifted brackets where we could.  
 
We appreciate parties may not be able to fully respond to the text as it was released 
at 6pm on Saturday. We had another round of bilaterals with parties on Sunday. 
During that time, we received a lot of input and text suggestions. We received 
feedback on referencing errors as well. We realised that our attempt to rewrite the Art 
6.2 Annex was over-consolidated. We therefore have returned to the original format. 
Some parties reflected that their inputs were not correctly reflected. And we may be 
too optimistic about lifting some of the brackets, so we restored some of the brackets. 
 
We are focusing on corrections today. I will interrupt anyone reading long scripts. 
Then we will issue the 3rd iteration today before the contact group at 4pm.  
 
Draft conclusions were issued at 7:30am today. We hope SBSTA will conclude and 
hand over to presidency. 
 
We shall proceed with 6.2 first, then 6.4, and 6.8. 
 
Saudi: When can we expect new text? Can we have highlight and track changes 
mode? We don’t want a messy comeback. 
 
PS: We have contacted the Presidency for this possibility, but cannot confirm. On 
timing we will work as quickly as we can. There is still some input to take into account. 
We have not scheduled another informal before CG. This 3rd iteration will go straight 
to the contact group. 
 
Saudi: Does this imply that there will be major changes? 
 
PS: Will discuss with SBSTA Chair. No room for further informals. 
 



Egypt: We agree with Saudi that highlights would be helpful. It is doable, and has 
been done before. It will be more efficient. 
 
PS: We will consult and try not to make your life more difficult. 
 
China: We did not have time to review the 2nd iteration.  
 
Tuvalu: We are happy go straight to textual proposals. 
 
Brazil: We support the Saudi proposal to highlight text. Will help us make process. 
 
PS: I suggest we start taking comments. 
 
China: Para 2e of the decision text needs clarification. Para 7 of the decision text – 
what is para 77e? Why must ITMOs represent net flows? National Inventory Report – 
not relevant for all parties. Initial acquisition, first transfer and use – what do these 
mean? Can we have a definition?  
 
We should also explain what corresponding adjustments mean – plus, minus, etc. It 
is the understanding of parties that 6.2 can cover approaches other than offsetting 
projects, such as linkages between two ETSes. And what is the different between 
database and registry? Are there other elements? We need clarity. Also, the question 
of whether the ITMOs truly  create mitigation is for another forum.  
 
PS: What we are trying to capture is the need for corresponding  adjustments.  We 
would like to have diagrams, but we can’t.  
 
Tuvalu:  Thanks for not letting us having our weekend. Anyway, we have some textual 
proposals. Total quantity of emissions should be replaced with  relevant  emissions. 
And “other mitigation  purposes” should be replaced with “aviation and shipping 
emissions” for clarity. Also, re-bracket para 13 and 17 
 
Singapore: We look forward to the 3rd iteration. Our understanding on net flows: is 
that there is a difference between first transfer and first use. We seek a common  
understanding. We prefer to divide up the text on single year NDCs and multi-year 
NDCs. On para 13 (alternative methods of corresponding adjustments) – good 
bridging between flexibility and not a free-for-all. 
 
HS: We see interest in para 9 and 13. Please do not go into too much details. We will 
fix it. 
 
Saudi: Para 8 - prefer “shall aim to “shall”, and do not want para 10 spillover to Art 
15. Legal implications of this is quite different.  That is all. 
 
HS: We hope others can follow Saudi’s broad approach. 
 
Egypt: Para  5e, we have asked for it to be removed previously, but it is still there. 
Para 9c, 13, and 14, are important to keep. Also agree with Saudi para 8 proposal. 



 
India: We think that the Art 6.4 Supervisory Body should supervise 6.2 as well. 
 
Switzerland: The definition of ITMO should mention that it can only be used for 
mitigation activities after 2021. The Kyoto Protocol (KP) mechanisms (CDM/JI) should 
not be used toward NDCs or become ITMOs. 
 
Further, we strongly suggest some clarity on the alternative methods of 
corresponding adjustments.  We should  require this metrics to be in the NDCs  of 
the  parties participating in that ITMO. It must be clarified that only CMA can add new 
methods. 
 
As to the uses of ITMOs towards international mitigation and other uses: More clarity 
needed. 
 
Removal of mention of human rights in the text is unacceptable. 
 
Reference to long-term strategies needed in the context of environmental integrity. 
 
In Art 6.4 guidance, sustainable development is expressed as mandatory, but not 
here.  
 
Share of proceeds, Option C: voluntary contributions, but of a mandatory percentage?  
 
Reiterate that no KP units to be used. 
 
Russia: We propose to delete share of proceeds. Not in Paris Agreement (PA) text. 
We also want to remove mentions of adaption in the text.  
 
EU: Need to focus on essentials. What we are trying to achieve. Relation of ITMOs 
and markets. Avoid double counting. We must point to bits of text where options lie. 
Just to flag them up.  
 
Options should represent fair range of views, and some of ours not reflected. 
 
Does this work? We are meant to ensure this work. We are all struggling on the 
corresponding adjustments. A flow diagram could be useful. Need for clear signals 
on where the trigger points are. Annual accounting necessary for good accounting.  
 
Agree with Switzerland on human rights and SDGs. 
 
Australia: Para 9a – does it mean corresponding adjustments must be annual?  
 
On para 10c: Subtracting ITMOs. First transfer and use text is confusing.  
 
Also, permanence of mitigation is a must. This is not in the ITMO definition. 
 
PS: We need to move on. We still have 6.4 and 6.8. 



 
Australia: We are opposed to removal mentions on human rights.  And the use of KP 
units towards NDC is outside the mandate of Art 6. 
 
Thailand: On para 25: parties have not yet  submitted BTRs. Not practical. Also we 
want to avoid duplication of Secretariat and TER work.  
 
New Zealand: We are disappointed in the removal of mentions on human rights. 
Share of proceeds – not clear as it stands. Accounting: want to see clear process 
flow. The corresponding adjustment is annual in some places but not all. Confusing.  
 
PS: WE ask everyone to use less time otherwise it eats into our time for preparing the 
3rd iteration 
 
Costa Rica: We would like to see clear options. 
 
Belize: On behalf of AOSIS: Having bright line options will be helpful for clarity – 
starting with KP units. And limits on 6.2 and 6.4 activities toward NDCs. And 
overachievement of KP targets should not be used towards NDCs. 
 
Brazil: Point of Order: are we taking comments on 6.4? 
 
PS: 6.2 only. 
 
Belize: Then limits on 6.2. Options for OMGE. Need a new para for this. We need 
clear text on the adaptation share.  
 
Canada: On para 9 and 28: we need to make it clear that no net increase in emissions 
is needed. Para 36: The technical expert review (TER) needs to forward their report 
to biannual transparency report (BTR) technical expert team.  
 
We are also disappointed by the removal of mentions on human rights. We want their 
restoration. 
 
South Africa:  On behalf of Africa. Not gg to repeat others. We don’t think the review 
section is elaborated enough. We need clarity on how the TER interacts with Art 13. 
Share of proceeds – we hope to table a proposal with AOSIS.  
 
Brazil: We need further definitions of what first transfers are.  
 
US: Need refinement for data management and transfer.  We don’t support the 
guidance of national registries. That is a national prerogative. On ITMOs, we propose 
to define some concepts upfront. Parties should not be on the hook for subsequent 
transfers. We propose that all reporting be annual – if it is a multi-year NDC then 
divide the ITMOs in the NDC by number of years. We also propose that there be no 
mandatory increase in ambition due to cooperative approach. 
 
PS: You have spent 7 mins already. 



 
US: We don’t think corresponding adjustments is necessary.  
 
Finally, the reporting trigger is not always present in all places. We need them in all 
places. 
 
Mexico: On the conversion of non-GHG metrics, we need more clarity. 
 
Elaboration needed on guidance on multi-year and single-year guidance. 
 
Need further discussion on para 27d market stability mechanisms. 
 
Papua New Guinea: We propose an adaptation credit benefit and replace mentions 
on share for adaption with this to reflect the realities of adaptation costs, which will 
exceed the proposed share of proceeds 
 
Japan: Corresponding adjustments for non-GHG. We suggest parties need to 
discuss how to accommodate diverse NDCs while avoiding double-counting.  
 
Norway: We, too, are disappointed in the removal of mentions on human rights.  
 
Definition of ITMOs: must mention that must be from mitigation efforts 
 
Iraq: We want to see the elimination of unilateral measures which are dressed up as 
environmental protection, but in reality for  other matters. Rights of local communities 
and indigenous people, etc. must be protected. 
 
South Korea: We are ready to move forward with this text. Regarding corresponding 
adjustments - we support the multiple-choice approach in para 9.  
 
Saudi Arabia: Emission avoidance should be included since it was in previous texts. 
However, we are prepared to compromise by putting this issue on the work 
programme. 
 
On the issue of human rights. If they are mentioned then we want CBDRRC and SDGs 
to be mentioned as well. 
 
Egypt: We reiterate the issue of unilateral measures. 
 
Costa Rica: On human rights, as a compromise, we propose the text in Decision 
1/CP.21 – “respect, promote and consider their respective obligations on human 
rights, the right to health, the rights of indigenous peoples, local communities, 
migrants, children, persons with disabilities and people in vulnerable situations and 
the right to development, as well as gender equality, empowerment of women and 
intergenerational equity”. 
 
HS: Moving to 6.4. 
 



NZ: Need clearer language on activities which are compatible with 6.4. We find 
Option B in OMGE concerning. Prefer the 6.2 version. 
 
Brazil: The start date of 2020 should be brackets. Clarity on Para 36g needed. Para 
26f and 48b prejudges national approaches. These, and para 29 and 46b, should be 
brackets. Section IX needs more work. 
 
HS: Just to clarify – on para 36g: the options are either 5x3 years (5-year period, 
renewable twice), or 10 years. 
 
US: Para 30 – whether the use of the Art 6.4 mechanism results in increase of 
emissions is a party-level accounting issue and not in our power Further, we have 
also lost the hierarchy in baseline options, which we would like to see restored. 
 
PS: We will go straight from this meeting to drafting the 3rd iteration. We cannot 
provide miracles. Once SBSTA plenary is complete this goes to the Presidency. 
 
Canada: (???) 
 
Japan: Would like to see recognition of new technologies in performance-based 
approaches. 
 
EU: Like our last intervention – the guidance needs to be workable and find equal 
representation of positions. However, the notion of BAU is not tenable in the Art 6.4 
mechanism. There has been a proven 5-10 year gap. 
 
HS: We don’t need a commentary. 
 
EU: Para 29b - the risk of emission estimates must be minimised, not just managed. 
 
Russia: 29b - change manage to assess.  
 
We want to have option of crediting period of 30 years for forestry-related activities. 
 
China: Para 15 – conflict of interests – who is to do this assessment? Para 16 – what 
is “relevant best practice”? Para 30 on ensuring no net increase in emissions from 
use of Art 6.4 mechanism, we need enforcement mech. Para 34f – stakeholder 
consultation should defer to national law.   
 
Costa Rica: Regrets at loss of human rights text. The reduction of economic  activity 
should not be included in decision text para 9. Provisions should not unfairly 
disadvantage countries with ambitious targets like net zero. 
 
Egypt: Para 34 needs addition of options. Para 39: increase in NDC ambition over 
time is not relevant to Art 6 and should be removed. Para 40 menu – 40bi and 40bii 
should be rearranged as 40b and 40c. We also oppose OMGE mandatory 
cancellations. 
 



South Africa: On behalf of Africa. In general, we would like to add “and other 
purposes” to “other international mitigation purposes”. 
 
India: (???) 
 
Saudi: We need practical guidance for all parties, not just the more well-off. Mitigation 
co-benefits is already recognised in PA, so we would like to ask why are some parties 
here opposed to the mention of such co-benefits. 
 
Switzerland: Para 40bi – add “Below” before BAU.  
 
We, too, regret the loss of human rights in the text. 
 
Belize: On behalf of AOSIS. Want to see that pre-2021 credits not included. (???) 
New option for part XII needed for brightline. 
 
Mexico: We want to see a gender-balanced Art 6.4 supervisory body, not just one 
which is “striving to”wards gender-balance. We also want to re-bracket 29a, 29b, 29c, 
29d, and 29f. Also regret loss of human rights in the text and want to restore it. 
 
Para 40bi – add “Below” before BAU. 
 
Para 40ai – add “environmentally and socially” after “economically”.  
 
Norway: (???) 
 
HS: We are at 5 mins past 1. We still have not got to 6.8. We have got 5 more minutes. 
Any one on 6.8. Or email us via Secretariat.  
 
US: Further institutional arrangements needed in 6.8. Principles section is improved. 
 
Thailand: (???) 
 
Saudi: On timeframes – we need this to be operationalised with 6.2 and 6.4.6.8 is 
very important to us. 
 
Senegal: We need an expert group to work in parallel with SBSTA-SBI. 
 
EU: (???) 
 
Canada: Agree with Saudi that 6.8 is very important.  
 
Russia: (???) 
 
HS: That’s it. The meeting is closed.  This is the last time you will see us on the podium. 
 
(Meeting closed 1313h) 
 


