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SBSTA informal consultations on transition of Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) activities to Article 6.4 mechanism (SBSTA 
agenda item 15)  
 
Prepared by: Eric Bea (National University of Singapore) 
 
4 June 2021, 1500h CEST  
Co-Facils:  
Hugh Sealy (Barbados) (“HS”); Peer Stiansen (Norway) (“PS”) 
 
 
(note begins 1530 CEST -  there was a technical issue) 
 
 
Guiding Questions: 

• Which actors need to take which steps to enable eligible CDM activities to 
transition to the 6.4 mechanism?   

• By what deadline should CDM activity transition be completed? 
• Which rules of the 6.4 mechanism could apply to transitioned activities 

immediately upon transition?   
• Which accompanying decisions might be needed by the CMP to facilitate CDM 

activity transition? 
 
 
Senegal (African Group): …The roles of the CMP, CMA, CDM executive body, and 
Art 6.4 supervisory body, must adhere to the decisions adopted. We also need to 
operationalise the supervisory body, and also define the processes, timelines, and 
requirements for transition of projects.  
 
SBSTA needs to follow the work programme adopted by the CMA. The 6.4 body must 
adopt all necessary MRV standards for the transition of projects following the 
template.  
 
HS notes that Senegal’s connection is breaking up and invites Senegal to resume his 
intervention after fixing his connection. 
 
 
Egypt (Arab group): We believe that we should analyse the situation carefully and 
understand CDM project developers are facing risks and uncertainty. CERs means 
real and verified mitigation efforts, with investments attached. Lack of demand due 
to modest ambition is the real driver of the excess credits. Kyoto Protocol has not 
ended, the only thing that has ended is the second commitment period. We cannot 
abandon the CDM projects and leave them in the lurch. This would erode trust. We 
need continued support and capacity-building for developing countries to 
operationalise the mechanism.  
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We should not set specific criteria since we want to have rapid implementation. What 
we need is party approval at project and sectoral level for participation in the market 
mechanisms. Project developers should simply need to submit transition proposals 
and let the state party approve the transition. 
 
CDM executive board should be allowed to step in, if invited by the CMA, to verify 
the transiting projects. 
 
We should allow projects up to the end of their crediting period to transit to Art 6.4.  
 
We cannot prejudge anything, including reusing infrastructure, while CDM projects 
are still ongoing. Surplus resources should be directed to the Adaptation Fund.  
 
CMP should decide to adopt a third commitment period and raise ambitions of 
parties accordingly. This will allow the CDM and its projects to continue operating. 
 
Do not overburden the system and stakeholders in the transition. The transition 
should be seamless. Don’t duplicate work. Don’t overregulate. We need to leave 
space for administrative efficiency. There should not be any secondary layer of 
eligibility.  
 
 
HS brings Senegal back to the floor. 
 
 
Senegal (African Group): I hope the connection is better now. Addressing the guiding 
questions – need to set up capacity-building programmes for developing countries. 
CDM EB must still track programmes transiting to Art 6.4. Art 6.4 body should adapt 
CDM regulations, methodologies, standards, and principles, and develop templates 
for the registry. CDM EB must continue to extend crediting periods and accreditation 
validity for projects. CMP needs to implement transitional measures proposed by 
CDM EB for post 2020 projects and credits and provide clear guidance. Secretariat 
needs to support CDM EB and Art 6.4 body and produce technical papers and 
workshops if CMA requests.  
 
Host countries need to confirm that the information that the project activity fosters 
sustainable development and to emissions reductions in the NDC. And adhere to Art 
6.1. 
 
Transition deadline should be when 6.4 mechanism is fully operational and when the 
crediting period of the projects end.  
 
We need host country authorisation per Art 6 modalities. Additionality assessments, 
sustainability criteria defined under 6.4, OMGE, and share of proceeds to be applied 
to transiting projects.  
CMP needs to decide on allowing transition of activities to 6.4 and provide clear 
guidance on transition, including post-2020 facilitative transitional measures.  
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Switzerland (EIG): Transition can present opportunities if we get it right. But it cannot 
be transitioning for the sake of transitioning. It must be additional. EIG proposes the 
following points: 
 

• Eligibility check by CDM EB –  projects generating reductions post 2020 only 
• CDM should inform all eligible participants 
• Host party should decide which projects to transition 
• Host party should apply the relevant rules and cancellations for accounting 
• MRV reports to be made available 
• Deregister CDM projects which have transited from CDM register 
• Transition deadline for projects should be end-2023 
• Transition CDM methodologies to apply decisions taken by CMA by end-2024 

latest, and specific rules can apply to small projects. From start of 2025 
onwards, all projects must apply new methodologies. 

• Resources and technical experts/expertise should be provided to kick-start 
6.4 mech 

 
 
St Kitts and Nevis (AOSIS): 

• Context – real world consequences and environmental integrity 
• Must not undermine NDC ambition 
• Greenland ice sheet reaching melting tipping point: sea level rise 
• Off-track from 1.5 pathway 
• Impact of CDM transition on ambition levels, host party efforts 
• Large volume of credits potentially involved 
• Large number of projects not dependent on carbon markets and not additional 
• Many projects are not vulnerable to cessation if not allowed access to carbon 

markets; and these projects must not be allowed to transition. These are and 
should be built into host party baselines.  

• Limited window of time (end-2023) for transition and risk-averse approach 
preferred 

• PA is a different context from KP 
• CDM EB has a role to protect ambition, avoid locking carbon intensive tech 

and practices; focus should be on new projects and investments 
• Host parties should consider implications on their own NDC before approving 

projects to transition 
• A scheme of project types should be drawn up by CDM EB or 6.4 body which 

are most vulnerable to fast track their transition. 
• All projects must adhere to new guidance adopted by CMA 
• CDM EB funds can be directed to Adaptation Fund or to kick start PA work on 

methodology 
 
 
 
Bolivia: We do not agree to prioritise 6.2/6.4 without equal advancement for 6.8. We 
do not agree to transition any aspect on CDM to 6.4. This is a mere recycling of the 
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unsuccessful CDM. In fact, we should not implement 6.4 following a market-based 
approach. 6.4 should be a non-market-based mechanism. 
 
 
Philippines:  

• Environmental integrity should be the main driver of transition… 
 
 
HS notes Philippines have lost their connection. 
 
 
India: 

• CDM is not an outsider to the UNFCCC and parties. We have already agreed 
to its methodologies at previous sessions, the parties are the same. 

 
• We should not overburden stakeholders and the Secretariat. In the spirit of Art 

6, which is to incentivise further mitigation efforts, these projects which were 
previously approved and are operational should be allowed to transition and 
we should not duplicate regulations. And no additional filter for eligibility 
should be imposed. 

 
• 6.4 body should be elected ASAP. 

 
• We should adopt CDM’s infrastructure to transition all operational CDM 

projects ASAP. CDM projects and CDM EB should continue to function until 
6.4 is fully functional. Once projects have transited to 6.4, then they should be 
cancelled from CDM registered. We should transition as much from CDM as 
possible to benefit from the accumulated experience and knowledge in CDM.  

 
• All operational projects should be automatically transitioned. Host countries 

have already approved these projects. Leave it to us, the host countries, to 
address any doubts, if you have any. 

 
• We have lost 2 years to COVID, so we think the 2023 transition deadline should 

be extended to 2030 at the minimum. 
 

• We should not penalise projects with new taxes, due to the delay of adoption 
of the KP’s second crediting period.  
 
 

Japan:  
• Transition should only start when the 6.4 rules, modalities, and procedures are 

fully adopted by CMA. Until then, CDM should continue to operate. 
• Deadline for transition should on paper be end-2023, taking into account the 

postponement of COP26, we should consider other dates, depending on the 
transition process as well. 

• CDM methodologies should be transitioned to 6.4, particularly rules on 
baseline measurements. 
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• Significant amount of work needed since there are more than 200 
methodologies. Those involving small projects and grid-connected projects 
should be prioritised. 

• Support from CDM project transition is needed. Essential to support host 
parties in applying methodologies and implementing national infrastructure, 
possibly through regional centres. 

 
 
PS takes over. 
 
 
China:  

• I will only respond to the deadline question. This depends on some 
assumptions based on what decisions we adopt this year. If the principles are 
clear, then we should not set too short or strict a deadline. I think maybe 5 
years is reasonable, and we must consider the workload of the Secretariat.  

• We should treat host parties equally and not discriminate between parties or 
projects. 

• CDM has come under criticism by some parties, yet they have also used its 
revenues and products. Some consistency is called for. 

• The sunk cost of projects should be considered when we adopt decisions. 
What messages are we sending to investors and the private sector? 

 
 
Malaysia: 

• Participation in the mechanisms is voluntary 
• Host parties should take a greater role but also take initiative in reporting 

progress 
• Eligible project types must be consistent with the host party’s NDC and 

adopted rules.  
• More clarity on baselines and methodologies needed. 

 
 
Canada: 

• Prefers not to micromanage 
• Defer to new 6.4 body when it is elected 
• We find discussions on transition too premature at this rate, but a wholesale 

transition of all projects is too extreme.  
 
 
Russia: 

• The CDM has allowed us to learn and build knowledge on how market mechs 
operate. The infrastructure and rules should be predictable and allow all 
parties to participate as soon as 6.4 is operationalised. 

 
 
Brazil: 

• Prefer smooth and quick transition, just like India 
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• Should not overburden actors in the process - The reputation of Art 6.4 is in 
the balance. We should mobilise capital and allow the mechanism to operate 
ASAP rather than wait. 
 

• Deadline for transition – we propose end-2025. 
 

• No necessity for reassessing all the methodologies in the CDM, since it would 
unnecessarily delay the transition to 6.4 and impose transactional costs. CMA 
should authorise 6.4 body to adopt CDM methodologies and structures until 
modalities of 6.4 are fully operational 
 

• Relationship between CDM EB and 6.4 body needs further elaboration. 6.4 
body should incorporate CDM EB functions at the point of transition from CDM 
to SDM. We don’t support the concept of deregistering projects from CDM 
and re-registering them with SDM, it should be seamless, otherwise it is not a 
transition. 

 
• Projects which do not transition to SDM should be allowed to continue 

operating under CDM and their CERs used for voluntary reductions. 
 
 
Costa Rica (AILAC):  

• We recognise that there are projects which contribute to efforts to mitigate 
climate change. We need to be efficient in operationalising 6.4 and identify 
projects which meet 6.4 criteria and avoid duplication of work. 
 

• But there are things such as baselines and additionality criteria which must be 
updated. We should not rush transition – echoing China. We should take into 
account the need for capacity-building in developing countries, the backlog at 
the Secretariat; and the practical aspects of the logistics of the transition. 
 

• There is some room for a middle ground landing zone. 
 

• We don’t see CDM EB as having any role in the transition. 6.4 body should be 
in charge. 

 
 
Norway: 

• We need to manage the lessons learnt from CDM in a good way. 
• Credibility is hard to gain and easy to lose – environmental integrity is 

important. 
• Certain types of activities should be prioritised in transition. 

 
 
New Zealand: 

• Parties should set the modalities, esp. for baseline and additionality before 
transition can happen. 
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• PA and KP are distinct agreements. See our written submissions on what 
decisions are needed for the transition from CDM to SDM. 

• We support Senegal and India in reflecting the need for capacity-building.  
• We support EIG’s position in considering the value proposition of all projects 

which are to be transited to SDM. Host parties must authorise projects before 
transition can happen. Projects must meet all new 6.4 criteria. 

• We think there is no need for a transition cut-off date. 
 
 
South Africa: 

• Full package of 6.2, 6.4, and 6.8 needs to be adopted in Glasgow. 
• We have made good progress in Madrid and we are close to resolution on this. 
• We find the transition proposals contained in the Presidency draft relatively 

uncontroversial.  
• Transitioning CERs would show a lack of ambition. 
• We should expedite the transition of projects. But RMPs must apply, we 

cannot unduly expedite projects.  
• Looking at the existing methodologies – can be adopted, but there needs to 

be a quick process to review them as well.  
 
 
United States: 

• Our priority is to develop 6.4 RMPs. Transition of CDM not mandated. 
• We hear other parties calling for transition pathways and is crucial to some 

parties – we are flexible to that. We remain open to proposals. But acceptance 
will based on environmental integrity and avoiding double counting.  

• We have noted that some parties have referred the Presidency draft from 
COP25 at their starting point, and the roles of various stakeholders in that draft. 

• Good governance dictates that there be a transition from one discrete mech 
to another. 

• We should not delay processes by having to adopt a separate transition 
decision. 

• We think the end-2023 transition deadline should be adopted – at least for 
projects to indicate interest in transition. 

 
 
European Union: 

• Some parties have proposed that existing CDM projects can adopt existing 
methodologies before new methodologies go into effect. 

• We should avoid CDM and SDM operating in parallel – we have no mandate 
to do so. 

• We should move quickly to implement the most ambitious rules - We need to 
do the jump. 

• Clarity on the level of risk involved in transiting projects is needed – how much 
impact on emissions? 

• Role for capacity-building to strengthen understanding on how to transition 
projects 

• Projects must contribute to NDCs – no BAU, no blank cheques. 
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• CMA must decide on eligibility rules. 
• Rededicate CDM infrastructure and staff to SDM. 

 
 
Saudi Arabia (LMDC): 

• We note that some parties have pointed to the excess credits. But that is 
because of a lack of ambition in the KP. The PA is a new agreement. The 
excess credits will naturally go to host parties NDCs in the modalities of the 
PA.  

• Funding and investment from private and public sectors will be wasted if we 
impose new criteria and do not transition all active projects. This impacts our 
credibility and does not create trust. We must honour existing credits in the 
CDM. 

• We are open to having two different deadlines as proposed by the United 
States – one for project developers to express interest in transition, another to 
complete the process of transiting projects. 

• United States mentions transitioning only projects and not credits – we are 
open to discussions on transitioning credits under the rubric of multiple 
metrics. 

 
 
Australia: 

• Host parties must meet 6.4 modalities, incl stating how projects will contribute 
to sustainable development in their country, baselines, modalities, etc. 

• We support United States’ position on deadline for transition. 
• Role for 6.4 body to publicise the modalities and do capacity-building. 

 
 
Gambia: 

• Expedited process for small projects – 6.4 body should clarify and define. 
 
(ended 1800 CEST) 


