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The Forest Solutions Dialogue
Responding to the call for enhanced cooperation to
accelerate action on nature-based climate solutions, the
Forest Solutions Dialogue aims to develop models of
cooperative approaches for forests under Article 6 of
the Paris Agreement and provide participating countries
with the technical and policy assistance to pursue such
partnerships.
Cooperative approaches, such as those envisaged under Article 6.2 involving international
transfer of mitigation outcomes, can help unlock the mitigation potential of forests and
NBS – which can contribute 30% of the mitigation needed by 2030 to limit warming to two
degrees Celsius.

The Forest Solutions Dialogue Secretariat
The Forest Solutions Dialogue focused on designing cooperative approaches for climate
action, is a new project of Climate Advisers Trust in partnership with Environmental
Defense Fund.
The project is made possible by funding from the Norwegian Agency for Development
Cooperation.

*The Forest Solutions Dialogue and the associated preparation of this paper is supported by a civil society funding grant through Norway’s
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Executive Summary
Abstract: This paper analyses connections between Article 5 and Article 6 of the Paris Agreement and

examines whether current REDD+ decisions are sufficient to initiate the use of cooperative approaches
under Article 6.2. The paper finds cooperation on REDD+ can start now under Article 6.2, but additional
details are needed to satisfy some requirements to use internationally transferred mitigation outcomes.
There are different views whether the details to meet requirements can be agreed between the Parties
cooperating under Article 6.2 or if some requirements need further guidance via new decisions agreed by
all Parties to the Paris Agreement. Third party standards could help inform environmental integrity and
robust accounting requirements in either case.

Current REDD+ decisions provide guidance on many issues that have been imported into the Paris
Agreement via Article 5. The Paris Agreement recognizes removals by sinks are needed to achieve the
Agreement’s long-term temperature goals. Reducing emissions from deforestation has been discussed
under the UNFCCC since 2005 and the body of REDD+ decisions provide guidance on baselines,
monitoring, finance, environmental integrity, and other safeguards. The decisions include guidance to
make results-based payments for REDD+ actions, though funders have required additional details before
making payments. A link between results-based actions, results-based finance and market mechanisms
exists for REDD+, though more decisions may be needed to operationalize this. Article 5 of the Paris
Agreement encourages Parties to implement REDD+ now, including through results-based payments and
alternative approaches.
Parties need to meet high-level criteria to cooperate under Article 6.2 to implement their NDCs
and existing REDD+ decisions gives REDD+ a head-start compared to other sectors. Voluntary
cooperation under Article 6.2 needs to be connected to higher ambition in Parties’ NDCs, and
internationally transferred mitigation outcomes (ITMOs) can be used to achieve this. ITMOs must also
promote sustainable development, ensure environmental integrity and transparency, use robust
accounting and avoid double counting. Existing REDD+ decisions provide guidance relevant to all these
criteria.
Parties should be able to initiate REDD+ cooperation under Article 6.2 now, but more details are
needed to satisfy some Article 6 requirements. Parties should be able to meet all criteria to
cooperate on REDD+, but some gaps in current REDD+ guidance warrant further discussion. These relate
to how REDD+ baselines demonstrate sufficient “environmental integrity” to meet ITMO “robust
accounting” requirements for REDD+ ITMOs “used” as offsets. These gaps apply to all sectors. How to
address reversals and leakage for REDD+ needs further discussion, but may not require specific rules.
Some argue additional details on Article 6.2 cooperation can be agreed between the Parties
cooperating, while others argue new guidance via new decisions by all Parties to the Paris
Agreement is needed. Sector neutral issues that may be in new decisions by the CMA – such as how to
demonstrate “higher ambition” and avoid double counting – should not prevent Parties from initiating
collaboration now on REDD+. Independent REDD+ accounting standards could be used as a starting
point to provide additional details to meet environmental integrity requirements not adequately
addressed for REDD+ in current UNFCCC decisions. These standards can be a useful starting point
irrespective of whether further guidance comes from the CMA or details are agreed separately between
cooperating Parties. How the risk of reversals is addressed and who bears liability for a reversal under a
REDD+ ITMO warrants further discussion regardless of where the guidance originates.
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1. Introduction and Objective
The Forest Solutions Dialogue (“the Dialogue”) is a new project of Climate Advisers Trust in partnership
with Environmental Defense Fund that focuses on designing cooperative approaches for climate action.1
The Dialogue responds to the call for enhanced cooperation to accelerate action on nature-based
climate solutions (NBS)2 and aims to develop models of cooperative approaches for forests under Article
6 of the Paris Agreement and resolve technical and policy challenges in the design of such partnerships.
Through a series of meetings and a supporting research agenda, the Dialogue will: describe various
types of Article 6 arrangements and explore their strengths and weaknesses; identify and facilitate
exchange of best practices related to the policy, legal, and technical requirements to participate in these
arrangements; and build confidence in forest and climate partnership arrangements that can enable
action at scale.
This paper was prepared for the first session of the Forest Solutions Dialogue to be held in May, 2020.
The objective of this paper is to examine whether existing UNFCCC decisions and related processes and
precedents are sufficient to justify the use of cooperative approaches, as described in Article 6 of the
Paris Agreement, to help achieve the mitigation and adaptation potential of the forest sector. The paper
focuses on connections between Article 5 and Article 6.2 of the Paris Agreement, with some analysis and
commentary on other paragraphs of Article 6.
The paper was prepared through a combination of desk analysis of UNFCCC decisions, Kyoto Protocol
precedent, Paris Agreement, and literature on the topic. This was complemented with peer review by
Maggie Comstock, Kelley Hamrick, Brad Schallert, Alex Hanafi, Brendan Guy, Diana Movius, Peter
Graham, and Dan Reifsnyder. A first draft was circulated in May and it was revised in June to take
account of feedback from the first Dialogue. The author thanks the peer reviewers and Dialogue
participants for their valuable input and notes that the views expressed in this report do not necessarily
reflect those of the participants, peer reviewers, Climate Advisers Trust or its funders, and accepts any
errors or misinterpretations as his own.

2. REDD+ to date: UNFCCC and Paris Agreement
2.1. UNFCCC: REDD+ over time and issues addressed

The Dialogue is supported by civil society funding provided through Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI)
for Climate Manifesto” announced at the UN Secretary General’s Climate Summit 2019, available at:
https://www.unenvironment.org/engaging-nature-based-solutions-coalition-climate-action-summit

1

2 “NBS
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Key points: The UNFCCC recognized the importance of forests as a sink and reservoir in 1992. REDD+
has been actively discussed under the UNFCCC since 2005 and the body of REDD+ decisions provide
sufficient detail to implement REDD+ actions now.
REDD+ decisions cover issues such as baselines, monitoring, finance, environmental integrity, and
other safeguards, much of which is contained in the Warsaw Framework on REDD+.
The decisions provide guidance to make results-based payments for REDD+ actions, though donors
have required additional details such as demonstrating compliance with the donor’s safeguards
and further details on accounting. Results-based payments have been made by the Green Climate
Fund and others. A link between results-based actions, results-based finance and market mechanisms
exists, with a flag that more decisions may be needed to operationalize this.

The role of forests as a carbon sink and reservoir is recognized in the UNFCCC when all Parties
agreed in Article 4 to:
“Promote sustainable management, and promote and cooperate in the conservation and
enhancement, as appropriate, of sinks and reservoirs of all greenhouse gases not
controlled by the Montreal Protocol, including biomass, forests and oceans as well as
other terrestrial, coastal and marine ecosystems”,3 taking into account their common
but differentiated responsibilities and national circumstances.

Deforestation in developing countries was not included in the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) and gained increased attention in 2005 when it was reintroduced as a UNFCCC agenda item. The first UNFCCC REDD+ decision in 2007 encouraged
demonstration activities and included indicative guidance to help undertake and evaluate these
activities. The indicative guidance was agreed “without prejudice to future decisions” but covered
several elements that continued throughout subsequent REDD+ decisions.4 Subsequent decisions
provided more guidance on a range of requirements to implement REDD+ activities that culminated in
the Warsaw Framework agreed in 2013.
The UNFCCC REDD+ decisions have considered many of the issues Parties now seek clarity on for
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. REDD+ decisions provide substantial guidance on reporting through
forest reference emission levels and forest reference levels (i.e. “baselines”5 for REDD+), national or
subnational monitoring systems, environmental and social integrity, stages and scale of implementation,
and finance. The Parties were conscious that REDD+ made faster progress than some related agenda
items and flag the need for further guidance in these instances. For example, the REDD+ decisions note
that further guidance may be needed to implement market-based approaches to REDD+, which may

3

UNFCCC Article 4 (d)
Decision 2/CP.13 para 4
5
REDD+ decisions refer to “forest reference emission levels and forest reference levels” (FR(E)Ls) rather than
baselines. Some literature discusses the potential for “crediting baselines” to be differentiated from FR(E)Ls for the
purpose of issuing REDD+ credits or offsets, whereas other literature describes FR(E)Ls akin to “business as usual
baselines” for REDD+ to convey the intent of this text. For the purposes of this paper and readability for a nonREDD+ audience the term “baseline” will be used as a shorthand for FR(E)L, without any intent to modify the
understanding or purpose of the agreed upon scope or usage of FR(E)Ls under the UNFCCC.
4
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require further guidance on several issues (see Section 3.2 and 3.3 below for further discussion on this
point). Key issues are summarized in Table 1 with more detailed summary table in Annex 1.
Table 1 Summary of key UNFCCC guidance on REDD+ implementation
Issue
When REDD+
activities started

How REDD+ is
implemented
Geographic scale
of REDD+
Scope of REDD+
activities
Who can
participate
What is required
to participate

REDD+
monitoring,
reporting and
baselines

Environmental
and social
integrity

How REDD+ is
funded

UNFCCC guidance summary
Parties were encouraged to start demonstration activities in 2007 with
subsequent calls to start reducing emissions in 2010. Many governments and
non-state actors have already started implementing REDD+ activities including
result-based payments. See Section 3.4 and Annex 2 for more on current REDD+
activities.
Three phases that cover i) national preparation, planning and capacity building,
ii) implementation, and iii) results-based actions that are measured, reported
and verified.
Subnational and national, with subnational seen as an interim step towards
national. This applies to baselines, monitoring, and results-based finance.
REDD+ is defined to cover five activities: (i) Reducing emissions from
deforestation; (ii) Reducing emissions from forest degradation; (iii) Conservation
of forest carbon stocks; (iv) Sustainable management of forests; and (v)
Enhancement of forest carbon stocks.
All participation is voluntary, and everyone is invited to participate to implement
and/or finance REDD+ activities including Parties, multilateral institutions,
private sector and other organizations.
Several requirements that cover domestic governance, social and environmental
integrity, baselines, finance, monitoring and reporting, and transparency.
Rules have been agreed on national and subnational monitoring and reporting
requirements. High level guidance on how to develop REDD+ baselines has been
agreed that requires baselines be based on historic data, with the possibility to
allow for some adjustment based on national circumstances. Baselines can be
subnational as an interim measure and do not need to cover all five REDD+
activities. They should be as comprehensive as possible, periodically updated,
and significant GHG pools or activities should not be excluded. Baselines are to
be quantified in tCO2e and are subject to a technical assessment.
REDD+ activities need to show how a set of social and environmental safeguards
are addressed and respected and must report on these safeguards when
receiving results-based finance. Social safeguards cover national governance
including respect for the knowledge and rights of Indigenous Peoples and local
communities and stakeholder participation. Environmental safeguards include
protection of natural forests and biodiversity and the need to address the risk of
reversals and displacement of emissions (leakage).
Funding can come from diverse sources including public, private, and
multilateral, with specific requests for the Green Climate Fund to be involved.
Funding should be provided for each phase of implementation and allow for
different approaches including results-based finance, non-market approaches,
and incentives for non-carbon benefits.
Results-based actions can receive results-based finance if they are fully
measured, reported and verified, and accompanied by information on how
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safeguards have been addressed and respected. With more guidance marketbased approaches could also be developed to support results-based actions.

2.2. Paris Agreement: Sinks, reservoirs and REDD+
Key points: The Paris Agreement recognizes removals by sinks are needed to achieve the Agreement’s
long-term temperature goals and calls on all Parties to act to conserve and enhance sinks and
reservoirs.
All prior REDD+ decisions are incorporated into Article 5 of the Paris Agreement and Parties are
encouraged to implement REDD+ now. This includes through results-based payments and alternative
approaches.

The Paris Agreement was adopted in 20156 and recognizes the importance of sinks, reservoirs and
REDD+ in several places. The Paris Agreement preamble recognizes “the importance of the
conservation and enhancement, as appropriate, of sinks and reservoirs of the greenhouse gases referred
to in the Convention”. This recognition is carried though to Article 4.1, which acknowledges removals by
sinks are needed help achieve the long-term temperature goals of the Agreement (emphasis added):
Article 4
In order to achieve the long-term temperature goal set out in Article 2,
Parties aim to reach global peaking of greenhouse gas emissions as soon as
possible, recognizing that peaking will take longer for developing country
Parties, and to undertake rapid reductions thereafter in accordance with best
available science, so as to achieve a balance between anthropogenic
emissions by sources and removals by sinks of greenhouse gases in the second
half of this century, on the basis of equity, and in the context of sustainable
development and efforts to eradicate poverty.
1.

REDD+ is specifically referenced in Article 5 and is the only sector specifically called out in the
Paris Agreement. The article also addresses sinks and reservoirs more broadly (emphasis added):
Article 5
Parties should take action to conserve and enhance, as appropriate,
sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases as referred to in Article 4, paragraph
1(d), of the Convention, including forests.
1.

Parties are encouraged to take action to implement and support,
including through results-based payments, the existing framework as set out
in related guidance and decisions already agreed under the Convention for:
policy approaches and positive incentives for activities relating to reducing
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the role of
conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks in developing countries; and alternative policy approaches, such
as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches for the integral and sustainable
2.
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Decision 1/CP.21 para 1
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management of forests, while reaffirming the importance of incentivizing, as
appropriate, non-carbon benefits associated with such approaches.

Paragraph 1 is a broad reference to all sinks and reservoirs, not just REDD+. It refers to UNFCCC
text on sinks and reservoirs (cited in Section 2.1 UNFCCC above) and refers to all Parties. The paragraph
elevates the original UNFCCC text and moves from encouraging parties to “promote” the conservation
and enhancement of sinks to agreeing they “should take action to conserve and enhance” sinks and
reservoirs. The call to act can be read broadly to cover all efforts to conserve and enhance sinks and
reservoirs in all countries, which includes biological sinks not included in the scope of REDD+ activities
and geological reservoirs. It also ties to Article 4.1 and the efforts by all Parties to achieve a balance
between emissions and removals.7
Paragraph 2 focuses on REDD+ and reaffirms what the Parties have already agreed. This paragraph
captures the progress that REDD+ has made within the UNFCCC negotiations and embeds it in the Paris
Agreement. This has been seen to give REDD+ a “head start” in the Paris Agreement on many issues
compared to other sectors.8 Several sections of Article 5.2 warrant closer analysis:
•

•

•

All Parties are “encouraged to take action to implement and support” REDD+. Earlier decisions
make it clear that developed countries are expected to support developing country Parties’
implementation. The paragraph does not make an explicit link between Parties’ action on
REDD+ and their nationally determined contributions (NDCs), but Article 4 of the Paris
Agreement is clear that NDCs should be economy wide and developed countries should support
developing countries achieve this. Action to “implement and support” REDD+ could (or should)
therefore be included in Parties’ NDCs as part of the objective for NDCs to be complete and
include all categories of emissions or removals.9
Action on REDD+ is to be taken through “the existing framework … already agreed under the
Convention”. This imports all the prior UNFCCC decisions and guidance on the full scope of
REDD+ summarized in Table 1 above and Annex 1 into the Paris Agreement. The reference to
“policy approaches and positive incentives” is traced to the first REDD+ decisions, and the rest of
the paragraph makes it clear that all five REDD+ activities along with joint mitigation and
adaption approaches and the importance of incentivizing non-carbon benefits are included.
Actions can include (but are not limited to) “results-based payments”. As noted in Section 2.1
above existing UNFCCC decisions contain guidance to allow for results-based payments.10 The
UNFCCC decisions also state additional decisions could allow market-based approaches to be
developed to support results-based actions.11 How this is connected to Article 6 is discussed in
the next section.

7

Climate Focus (2015) Forests and Land Use in the Paris Agreement, Client Brief on the Paris Agreement
Streck C., Howard A., & Rajão R., (2017) Options for Enhancing REDD+ Collaboration in the Context of Article 6 of
the Paris Agreement, Meridian Institute.
9
E.g. see Decision 1/CP.21 para 31(b) and Paris Agreement Article 4.13
10
In practice funders deem this guidance necessary but not sufficient on its own to trigger results-based payments.
11
Decision 2/CP.17
8
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3. Paris Agreement: Voluntary cooperation under Article 6.2 and how it
relates to Article 5
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement contains three methods for Parties to voluntarily cooperate to
implement their NDCs: under Article 6.2, 6.4 and 6.8. Some view this collaboration as essential to
increase overall ambition needed to meet the Paris Agreement objectives.12 This brief’s focus is on
Article 6.2 and how it relates to Article 5.

3.1. Introduction to Article 6.2 cooperation
Key points: Articles 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 allow Parties to cooperate to implement their NDC’s and provides
high level guidance for this to occur.
The guidance connects voluntary cooperation with higher ambition in Parties’ NDCs and allows for the
use of internationally transferred mitigation outcomes (ITMOs) to do so.
ITMOs must promote sustainable development, ensure environmental integrity and transparency, use
robust accounting and avoid double counting.

Articles 6.2 together with 6.1 and 6.3 provide high level guidance that allows Parties to cooperate
to implement their NDCs. The text of Article 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 is extracted below (emphasis added):
Article 6
Parties recognize that some Parties choose to pursue voluntary
cooperation in the implementation of their nationally determined
contributions to allow for higher ambition in their mitigation and adaptation
actions and to promote sustainable development and environmental integrity.
1.

2.
Parties shall, where engaging on a voluntary basis in cooperative
approaches that involve the use of internationally transferred mitigation
outcomes towards nationally determined contributions, promote sustainable
development and ensure environmental integrity and transparency, including
in governance, and shall apply robust accounting to ensure, inter alia, the
avoidance of double counting, consistent with guidance adopted by the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this
Agreement.
3.
The use of internationally transferred mitigation outcomes to achieve
nationally determined contributions under this Agreement shall be voluntary
and authorized by participating Parties.

Voluntary cooperation under Article 6.2 is connected to higher ambition in Parties’ NDCs and
allows the use of internationally transferred mitigation outcomes (ITMOs) to increase ambition.
ITMOs must promote sustainable development, ensure environmental integrity and transparency, use
robust accounting and avoid double counting, all of which are analyzed in detail below in the context of
REDD+.

12

E.g. see Michaelowa A., Espelage A., and Muller B., (2019) Negotiating cooperation under Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement, European Capacity Building Initiative
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3.2. Analysis: Do existing REDD+ decisions fulfil Article 6.2 criteria?
Key points: All sectors need to meet the same basic requirements to cooperate under Article 6.2.
Analysis of existing REDD+ decisions against the requirements to cooperate under Article 6.2 finds
that existing REDD+ guidance should satisfy several of the 6.2 requirements. This gives REDD+ a
head-start over other sectors.
The gaps in current REDD+ guidance that warrant further discussion are on “environmental integrity”
of REDD+ baselines and if this meets ITMO “robust accounting” requirements for REDD+ ITMOs to be
“used”. How the risk of reversals and leakage are addressed also warrants further discussion.
How the “higher ambition” requirement is satisfied also warrants further discussion, though this is
not specific to REDD+ and applies to all sectors.
How these issues are resolved (i.e. between Parties or by the CMA) can be open to interpretation.

Article 6 is sector neutral and while some sector specific issues may still be negotiated it seems
clear that Article 6.2 includes REDD+.13 Any cooperation under Article 6.2 will need to ensure that; i)
the subject of the cooperation (e.g. REDD+) is included in the suite of measures taken by a Party to
implement its NDC;14 ii) the Article 6.1 requirement of “higher ambition” can be met through the
cooperation (i.e. increased mitigation and/or adaptation); and iii) all the criteria to participate in Article
6.2 highlighted in bold in the Article 6.2 text cited above are met. These criteria need to be met for any
sector and are discussed in turn below in the context of REDD+. Additional discussion on “higher
ambition” from Article 6.1 and “use” of ITMOs from Article 6.3 is found in Section 3.3.
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It should be noted that while the current text is sector neutral the CDM was also sector neutral when included in
the Kyoto Protocol. Subsequent CMP decisions limited the scope of CDM forestry projects to afforestation and
reforestation. Most expect REDD+ will remain eligible under Article 6.2, which is reinforced by Decision 1/CP.21
para 36 that refers to “removals by sinks” under Article 6.2, though this could arguably be applied to afforestation
and reforestation only. Some distinguish between Article 6.2 and 6.4 with respect to REDD+, arguing REDD+ is
already covered under 6.2 but it is ambiguous if it will be recognized under Article 6.4. E.g. see Streck C., Howard
A., & Rajão R., (2017) Options for Enhancing REDD+ Collaboration in the Context of Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement, Meridian Institute; Graham P., (2017) Cooperative Approaches for Supporting REDD+: Linking Articles 5
and 6 of the Paris Agreement, Climate Advisers, Washington D.C. Other authors take a narrow view that REDD+
eligibility under Article 6.2 is still open. E.g. see Roth J., Echeverria D., Gass P., (2019) Current Status of Article 6 of
the Paris Agreement: Internationally Transferred Mitigation Outcomes (ITMOs), International Institute for
Sustainable Development Commentary; and Michaelowa A., Espelage A., and Muller B., (2019) Negotiating
cooperation under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, European Capacity Building Initiative.
14
There is ongoing discussion whether guidance under Article 6 applies to sectors not included in an NDC. It may
be possible to argue that only the Party that uses the ITMO needs to have it in its NDC (i.e. a developing country
may not need to include the activities covered by an ITMO in its NDC). However, this argument is not put forward
in this paper for several reasons: i) The text of Article 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 refer to Parties and their NDCs in the plural;
ii) Parties are encouraged to ensure their NDCs are comprehensive so excluding a sector from an NDC but including
it in an ITMO is counter to this; iii) If the Party that generated an ITMO did not include this within its NDC it would
also make it more difficult to meet the avoidance of double counting requirement.
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Analysis of key text in Article 6.2
“Internationally transferred mitigation outcomes” (ITMOs): ITMOs are not defined, but REDD+
results estimated in tCO2e should prima facie be included within the scope of a mitigation
outcome. The lack of definition has led to much discussion on the possible breadth of ITMOs and what

may or may not be included.15 Current REDD+ decisions allow Parties to quantify REDD+ results in tCO2e
and recognize this can trigger result-based payments. Given UNFCCC and Paris Agreement reporting and
accounting is quantified in tCO2e, REDD+ GHG reduction or removal results estimated in tCO2e should
prima facie fit within even the narrowest definition of a “mitigation outcome” under the Paris
Agreement if the other criteria are met.16

Use of ITMOs shall “promote sustainable development”: This can be met by Parties cooperating
on REDD+ under Article 6.2. In the absence of further guidance by the Conference of the Parties
serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA) this requirement should be
determined by developing country Parties that implement mitigation outcomes that are internationally
transferred. This view is based on precedent from the CDM. The Kyoto Protocol contained a similar
obligation for the CDM to promote sustainable development. The Parties to the Kyoto Protocol couldn’t
agree on a definition of sustainable development and left this to host country Parties to determine.17
Given the protection and restoration of forests produces many environmental and economic benefits,18
Parties should be able to easily confirm cooperation on REDD+ promotes sustainable development if the
REDD+ safeguards19 are followed.
Use of ITMOs shall “ensure environmental integrity and transparency, including in governance”:
REDD+ decisions contain several requirements for environmental integrity, transparency and
governance, but it is unclear if current guidance on some environmental integrity issues is
sufficient. The three requirements of environmental integrity, transparency and governance are
analyzed in turn:
•

Environmental integrity: REDD+ decisions on safeguards require Parties to transparently
provide information on; i) actions to address the risk of reversals; ii) actions to reduce
displacement of emissions (leakage); iii) how REDD+ actions incentivize and protect national
forests and their ecosystems; and iv) how REDD+ baselines are developed, including technical

15

E.g. see Schneider L. et al (2017) Robust Accounting of International Transfers under Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement: Discussion Paper, German Emissions Trading Authority (DEHSt) at the German Environment Agency,
Berlin. https://www.dehst.de/EN/home
16
If ITMOs are defined more broadly, other forms of REDD+ cooperation could also be prima facie eligible but may
struggle with some of the other criteria. For example, if an ITMO is defined broadly it could include hectares of
forest protected or restored as the unit of measure. However, depending how the ITMO is “used” it may be harder
for this unit to meet other requirements such as robust accounting.
17
Article 12(2) of the Kyoto Protocol contains the requirement that the CDM contribute to sustainable
development, with the subsequent Decision 17/CP.7 of the Marrakesh Accords formalizing the host country’s
prerogative to confirm if a CDM project supports this or not.
18
IPCC, 2019: Summary for Policymakers. In: Climate Change and Land: an IPCC special report on climate change,
desertification, land degradation, sustainable land management, food security, and greenhouse gas fluxes in
terrestrial ecosystems [P.R. Shukla, J. Skea, E. Calvo Buendia, V. Masson-Delmotte, H.- O. Pörtner, D. C. Roberts, P.
Zhai, R. Slade, S. Connors, R. van Diemen, M. Ferrat, E. Haughey, S. Luz, S. Neogi, M. Pathak, J. Petzold, J. Portugal
Pereira, P. Vyas, E. Huntley, K. Kissick, M. Belkacemi, J. Malley, (eds.)]. In press.
19
The REDD+ safeguards are found in Decision 1/CP.16 Appendix 1
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•

•

assessment procedures to review baselines. Environmental integrity issues such as baseline
integrity are common across sectors and connected to robust accounting and quantification of
GHGs. There are some questions whether guidance on REDD+ baselines and their review have
sufficient environmental integrity for ITMOs, which is flagged in the “robust accounting” analysis
below and discussed further in Section 3.3.
Transparency: The REDD+ information hub houses information on safeguards, baselines, REDD+
results and national strategies. This supports transparency and international good governance
required under Article 6.2.
Governance: National governance issues are included in REDD+ safeguards and need to be
transparently promoted and supported. This includes national forest governance, respect for
Indigenous Peoples and local communities, and full and effective participation of relevant
stakeholders. There is also some international governance architecture in place in the form of a
review mechanism for REDD+ baselines. The Parties using Article 6.2 should provide additional
information on any governance related to their collaboration, but this should not require
additional guidance if the Parties are transparent. See the analysis of “consistent with guidance”
below.

ITMOs shall “apply robust accounting”: REDD+ baselines can have more detail than NDC
accounting, but current REDD+ guidance may not be sufficient on its own for ITMO accounting
depending on how an ITMO is used. The scope of REDD+ and NDCs reporting and accounting can
differ.20 An analysis of the differences between REDD+ and NDC reporting and accounting concluded
that REDD+ baselines are more accurate and provide more detail than NDCs, but the baselines are not
as comprehensive.21 This finding could be used to argue that REDD+ baselines have sufficient rigor for
NDC accounting, but this misses an important distinction between reporting and accounting and what
the Parties have agreed REDD+ baselines can be used for.
The UNFCCC makes a distinction between GHG reporting and GHG accounting22 and at first glance
REDD+ baselines seem to blur the distinction. The REDD+ guidance on baselines is always in the context
of reporting, but as it is reporting against a quantified baseline this could be akin to accounting. Applying
this logic it could be argued that the current REDD+ decisions contain accounting provisions that are
sufficiently robust to initiate cooperation on ITMOs. However, this argument overlooks how REDD+
baselines are “used” and how ITMOs may be “used”. REDD+ baselines are used to estimate payments
for results, which requires quantification. The Parties indicated that additional decisions may be needed
if REDD+ is to participate in a market mechanism and arguably did not intend the REDD+ guidance on
baselines to be used for GHG accounting against a target or NDCs (which didn’t exist at the time) for
market transactions. This creates a question whether additional CMA guidance is needed under Article
20

Graham P., (2017) Cooperative Approaches for Supporting REDD+: Linking Articles 5 and 6 of the Paris
Agreement, Climate Advisers, Washington D.C.; Streck C., Howard A., & Rajão R., (2017) Options for Enhancing
REDD+ Collaboration in the Context of Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, Meridian Institute
21
Lee D. & Sanz M. (2017) UNFCCC Accounting for Forests: What’s in and what’s out of NDCs and REDD+, Climate
and Land Use Alliance Policy Brief, September 2017 (updated).
22
Reporting is based on GHG inventories and biennial update reports and is used to provide information.
Accounting involves quantification of performance against a quantified commitment. Under the Kyoto Protocol
this was Quantified Emission Limitation or Reduction Objectives. See Lee D. & Sanz M. (2017) UNFCCC Accounting
for Forests: What’s in and what’s out of NDCs and REDD+, Climate and Land Use Alliance Policy Brief, September
2017 (updated) and Iversen P., Lee D., and Rocha M., (2014) Understanding Land Use in the UNFCCC
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6.2 for REDD+ (and any other sector) to meet the robust accounting requirement for how ITMOs may be
used. This is discussed further in Section 3.3.

Use of ITMOs shall ensure “the avoidance of double counting”: The REDD+ decisions do not
explicitly mention double counting. Other aspects of the Paris Agreement and REDD+ decisions
could satisfy this requirement, and any future guidance on this point should not prevent Parties
initiating cooperation now. REDD+ decisions do not explicitly refer to double counting as they have
focused on reporting rather than accounting between Parties. However, the REDD+ decisions require
information to be made transparent in the REDD+ information hub including any results-based
payments. Other provisions in the Paris Agreement focus on accounting, including avoiding double
counting which are equally applicable to REDD+ as other sectors. NDCs are recorded in a public registry
and Parties are required to account for their NDC’s in a way that “shall promote environmental integrity,
transparency, accuracy, completeness, comparability and consistency, and ensure the avoidance of
double counting”.23 Article 6.3 requires the use of an ITMO to be authorized by participating Parties,
which in turn should result in it being taken into account in reporting on NDC implementation. The
transparency framework under Article 13 of the Paris Agreement requires all Parties to submit national
inventory reports along with information to track progress on implementing and achieving their NDCs,
all of which is subject to a technical review.24 When all these provisions are taken together, Parties
should be able to meet the ITMO double counting requirements through these existing reporting
obligations. However, given the importance of double counting further CMA guidance may be agreed to
provide more clarity on this point. Given this needs to be in place by the time an ITMO is finally “used”
Parties should still be able to initiate cooperation now under Article 6.2.
Cooperation shall be “consistent with guidance” adopted by the CMA: This implies further
decisions may be developed, but also guides overall governance of Article 6.2 and opens the
question of how much autonomy Parties have to define cooperation under Article 6.2. The
“consistent with guidance” text has implications on the overall governance of Article 6.2 plus ITMO
accounting. Cooperation under Article 6.2 is subject to “guidance” by the CMA but is not directly
governed by the CMA. This is different to governance of the mechanism created under Article 6.4 that is
“under the authority” of the CMA and “supervised by a body designated by” the CMA,25 which reflects
the approach used in the CDM.26 The distinction between Articles 6.2 and 6.4 gives individual Parties
more latitude on how they implement Article 6.2 cooperation.27 It has been argued that this flexibility
allows Parties to start cooperating on Article 6.2 markets for all sectors without further guidance or rules
agreed by the CMA.28 Based on this argument, any further CMA guidance on accounting (or otherwise) is
therefore viewed as optional guidance and not obligatory. However, it should be noted that the REDD+
decisions also contain text that further decisions may be needed if market-based approaches are
developed to support results-based actions.29 This guidance may be important for accounting between
23

Paris Agreement Article 4.12 and 4.13
See Paris Agreement Article 13.7, 13.11 and 13.12
25
Paris Agreement Article 6.4
26
Kyoto Protocol Article 12.4
27
E.g. see Michaelowa A., Espelage A., and Muller B., (2019) Negotiating cooperation under Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement, European Capacity Building Initiative.
28
Hanafi, A. & Jozwiak J., “Accelerating Country Cooperation to Reduce Climate Pollution under Article 6.2 of the
Paris Agreement” in Stavins, R., & Stowe R., eds. (2017) Market Mechanisms and the Paris Agreement. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard Project on Climate Agreements
29
Decision 2/CP.17 para 66
24
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Parties, and could apply to REDD+ market-based approaches under Article 6.2 and 6.4, or potentially
only to any possible inclusion of REDD+ under Article 6.4. The question of Article 6.2 governance and
whether additional guidance should come from the CMA or be defined between Parties is discussed
further in Section 4.

3.3. Discussion: ITMO use, environmental integrity and robust accounting
Key points: Given inherent flexibility under Article 6.2, If ITMOs are used to raise overall mitigation
and not as offsets, the current REDD+ decisions should provide sufficient UNFCCC guidance. Parties
may still need to develop further requirements within the scope of their cooperation.
If ITMOs are used to offset emissions in any way, then additional guidance is needed. There are
different views where additional guidance should come from.
All sectors need to meet the same requirements to cooperate under Article 6.2. The existing guidance
on REDD+ already covers most of these requirements, which gives REDD+ a head-start over other
sectors. The analysis of these REDD+ decisions against Article 6.2 requirements identified some gaps and
the following questions for further discussion and analysis:
• Is environmental integrity and robust accounting related to how ITMOs are “used”?
• Does the current REDD+ guidance meet Article 6.2’s environmental integrity and robust accounting
requirements, or is more information needed?

The standards for environmental integrity and accounting should be “fit for purpose” based on
how an ITMO is used. The Paris Agreement is silent on how an ITMO is “used” to achieve an NDC, and
several options can be considered. For example, an ITMO could in theory be used to i) to increase
overall ambition (i.e. simply cancelled); ii) offset domestic emissions nationally; iii) for trading and
compliance purposes in a domestic emissions trading scheme; or iv) used for other international
mitigation purposes (e.g. aviation). As the first option simply increases ambition it should allow more
flexibility on environmental integrity and accounting, but if ITMOs are used as offsets then higher
environmental integrity and accounting is required.
Given flexibility to define cooperation under Article 6.2, if an ITMO is only used to increase overall
ambition and not as an offset, then the current REDD+ decisions could be sufficient UNFCCC
guidance for Parties’ to cooperate. As noted above, REDD+ decisions already contain high level
guidance to allow results-based actions to receive results-based finance if they provide information on
how safeguards have been addressed and respected.30 This high level UNFCCC guidance is already
augmented by donors when making payments, and the flexible nature of cooperation under Article 6.2
should allow similar flexibility to meet environmental integrity requirements if ITMOs are not used as
offsets. However, it should be noted that many experts view Article 6.2 primarily as a trading
mechanism that can or will be used primarily for offsetting. This interpretation of use may therefore
warrant further discussion within the Forest Solutions Dialogue.
If an ITMOs is “used” as an offset additional details are needed to meet environmental integrity
and/or robust accounting requirements. Whether the CMA provides guidance on these details
and/or cooperating Parties determine it between themselves is discussed in Section 4. Current
REDD+ decisions only provide high level guidance on baselines and their review process which may not
be suited to markets. For example, while the REDD+ decisions require baselines to be reviewed, the
30

Decision 2/CP.17 para 64; Decision 9/CP.19 para 3, 4
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objective of a baseline’s technical assessment is limited to an assessment of whether the baselines
submitted are “in accordance with the guidelines” for submitting information on baselines, and only
offer a “facilitative, non-intrusive, technical exchange of information” to support the capacity of
developing countries.31 The design of evaluations can have an impact on the transparency, accuracy,
consistency and, consequently, comparability of GHG statements being evaluated.32 If the baseline is to
be used to estimate offsets the current UNFCCC REDD+ process is problematic as the underlying
guidance contains substantial flexibility. This can produce significant variations in a Party’s baseline
depending how it is estimated. This has occurred with at least one REDD+ baseline that was revised
between 2015 and 2020 and has also occurred with at least one industrialized countries’ forest
management reference levels under the Kyoto Protocol.
It has been argued that further direction may be needed on i) the inclusion of significant activities,
pools, gases; ii) requirements to revise baselines; iii) criteria to adjust baselines against historic averages;
iv) requirements to estimate uncertainty; v) a more robust verification process;33 vi) how to ensure
comparability between sectors; and vi) additionality before REDD+ ITMOs (or any ITMOs) can be “used”
to help achieve a Party’s NDCs. As noted elsewhere this applies to all sectors. Other gaps that may need
to be addressed for REDD+ include how reversals are addressed, and potentially leakage34 though
leakage is also sector-neutral.35 This is discussed further in Section 4, including different views who
provides additional direction (i.e. the CMA vs. cooperating Parties).

Revisions to a REDD+ baseline between 2015 and 2020 reveals more guidance is needed on ITMO
accounting to ensure REDD+ baselines have sufficient environmental integrity and robust
accounting for offsetting. A REDD+ country36 first submitted its forest baseline for deforestation in
2015 and submitted a revised baseline for deforestation and forest degradation in 2020. The country
should be congratulated on both submissions, especially to increase the scope of the baseline to include
degradation and the updated approach. Both submissions followed the REDD+ guidance, but the 2020
submission used a different method to estimate the baseline that resulted in significantly lower
estimates and significantly higher levels of uncertainty. Both used the historic average to determine the
baseline, but the 2020 estimated baseline was over 15 million tCO2e per year less than the 2015
estimate and the 2020 baseline contains 250% uncertainty.37 The two estimates cover different years,
but there is still a significant downward revision in the overlapping years. The difference between the
data amounts to almost 131 million tons between 2011 – 2016 (i.e. the 2015 baseline compared to
31

Decision 13/CP.19
Neeff T., and Lee D., (2018) Lessons learned for REDD+ from evaluations of GHG statements, report prepared for
the Global Forest Observations Initiative
33
See Streck C., Howard A., & Rajão R., (2017) Options for Enhancing REDD+ Collaboration in the Context of Article
6 of the Paris Agreement, Meridian Institute
34
Depending on the scope of REDD+ activities, there may be some REDD+ specific leakage considerations such as
reduced deforestation leading to increased degradation.
35
Leakage and permanence are treated differently in land use than other sectors, with forests arguably held to a
higher standard. This is evident when comparing renewable energy offsets to REDD+ offsets. A renewable energy
project that displaces energy generated from fossil fuels is considered permanent but is not required to monitor or
account for the displaced fossil fuel, which could simply have been consumed at a later date or elsewhere. A
REDD+ project, on the other hand, monitors and accounts for the carbon stocks and makes deductions if those
stocks are depleted at a later date (reversal) or elsewhere (leakage).
36
The identity of the country has been removed as this is not relevant.
37
Annual uncertainty for the data underlying the 2020 baseline range from 1,527% to 497%. In 2015 it was 1.5% 1.55%
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16

deforestation data used in 2020). This amount could not be claimed as reductions because the two
baselines use different approaches, but it highlights the different results that can arise from the current
guidance. Figure 1 shows a comparison between the data sets for gross deforestation, historical
averages (used by the country), and a deforestation trend line for each submission. Degradation
estimates in the 2020 submission are excluded from Figure 1 but included in the data in Annex 3 that
shows annual emissions data from the submissions.
Figure 1 Comparison of a deforestation baseline (FREL) submission (2015 and 2020)

This issue, however, is not unique to REDD+. Industrialized countries’ forest management reference
levels under the Kyoto Protocol were used for offsetting. Parties had flexibility in how they are
estimated and were able to update them over time with new data, which sometimes resulted in large
revisions. For example, Australia’s forest management reference level changed from -9.2 MtCO2 in its
2009 submission to -0.2 MtCO2 in its 2011 submission.38

There are different views where additional direction should come from. As noted in Section 3.2, the
governance of Article 6.2 cooperation can be interpreted to give Parties flexibility to define how they
cooperate. This may, or may not, extend to important environmental integrity and accounting issues.
This is discussed further in Section 4, but first it is helpful to review existing REDD+ actions to see if they
provide insight on how to address these gaps.

38

Government of Australia, Forest Management Reference Level Submission, Submission to the SBI and SBSTA,
February 2011, available at:
https://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/kp/application/pdf/awgkp_australia_2011.pdf
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3.4. Current REDD+ actions: Do they look like 6.2, and can they help fill gaps?
Key points: Many parties, multilateral organizations and non-state actors are already implementing
REDD+ activities. Some of these activities reflect cooperation under Article 6.2.
Independent accounting standards have been developed to generate offsets for REDD+. While these
are each open to criticism, they can be a starting point on how to meet environmental integrity and
accounting requirements for REDD+ ITMOs, particularly when ITMOs are used for offsetting.

Many Parties, multilateral organizations, civil society and the private sector have implemented
REDD+ activities for many years, some of which could reflect collaboration under Article 6.2. A
large number of REDD+ activities have been initiated around the world. Most seek to inform the
UNFCCC negotiations based on their experiences, align their efforts with the UNFCCC decisions, and
build on UNFCCC decisions where they can. This has resulted in different approaches to implement
REDD+ that vary in the scale and scope of activities along with how REDD+ results are reported and
accounted. A selection of initiatives and their key features is summarized in Annex 2. Several of these
reflect the type of collaboration that could be expected under Article 6.2. For example, Japan’s Joint
Crediting Mechanism is seen as an example of cooperation under Article 6.239 and the bilateral
cooperation between Japan and Cambodia explicitly references cooperating on forests to help Japan
meet its mitigation commitments and Cambodia’s mitigation actions.40 The Joint Crediting Mechanism
for Cambodia includes its own set of REDD+ rules and guidelines and methodology.41 The REDD Early
Movers program paid for REDD+ results but did not transfer any credits or offsets to Germany. This
could reflect an ITMO that is only used to raise ambition and not to generate offsets. Other programs
that have developed their own accounting standards to generate REDD+ offsets could reflect the type of
accounting needed for REDD+ ITMO offsets, but this warrants closer analysis.
Some REDD+ activities have developed their own accounting standards that could reflect REDD+
accounting under Article 6.2, but care must be taken if used for offsetting. A series of standards
have been developed to quantify GHGs from REDD+ (listed in order they were developed);
i) The Verified Carbon Standard (Verra’s standard for REDD+ projects)
ii) The Jurisdictional and Nested REDD+ standard (Verra’s REDD+ standard for national and
subnational programs with nested project accounting)
iii) The Methodological Framework (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility’s standard for national and
subnational REDD+ programs)
iv) The REDD+ Environmental Excellence Standard (the Architecture for REDD+ Transaction’s
standard for national and subnational REDD+ programs used by Emergent Forest Finance
Accelerator)
v) Joint Crediting Mechanism (Japan and bilateral country specific methodologies)

39

Asian Development Bank (2016) Joint Crediting Mechanism: An Emerging Bilateral Crediting Mechanism, Manila,
Philippines
40
See Article 5 of Low Carbon Growth Partnership between the Japanese side and the Cambodian side, available at
https://www.jcm.go.jp/rules_and_guidelines/kh/file_09/JCM_KH_bilateral_document.pdf Note the mechanism
was established before the Paris Agreement and NDC terminology was used.
41
See https://www.jcm.go.jp/kh-jp/rules_and_guidelines
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Each standard takes slightly a different approach to key environmental integrity and accounting issues
such as how to set a crediting baseline, demonstrate additionality, calculate leakage, address the risk of
reversal or non-permanence, and address uncertainty in data. While the first three standards have been
reviewed and criticized for how they addresses one or more of these key issues (with some receiving
more overall criticism than others),42 they could potentially be used as a starting point to help fill
environmental integrity and accounting gaps for REDD+ ITMOs that are used for offsetting. While these
standards could support cooperation under Article 6.2, Parties should review the details of each
standard in detail with a focus on key environmental integrity and accounting rules and how they are
applied in practice.43

4. Conclusion: What can be started now and what is outstanding?
Key points: Parties should start cooperating under Article 6.2 now, but some points may need to be
resolved before ITMOs can be “used”. There may also be a risk that early action may not result in
ITMOs that can be used to meet an NDC.
There are different views whether additional guidance is needed under the CMA or if Parties have
the flexibility to fill any gaps themselves. The answer may also vary depending on the gap being
filled.
Some issues that may attract further CMA guidance – such as how to address “higher ambition” and
details on avoiding double counting – should not prevent Parties for initiating collaboration now.
Existing REDD+ standards are a good starting point to fill environmental integrity and accounting
gaps for REDD+ ITMOs used as offsets. This applies whether guidance is expected by the CMA or if
Parties are left to determine this themselves, but more discussion is warranted on this in subsequent
Forest Solution Dialogue sessions.
How the risk of reversals is addressed and who bears liability for a reversal under a REDD+ ITMO
warrants further discussion in subsequent Forest Solution Dialogue sessions.

Parties should start cooperating under Article 6.2 now. It is important to start collaborating on
mitigation without delay. This will help increase global ambition and reduce costs to Parties and the
global economy that come with delayed action. Parties and non-state actors have been encouraged to
engage now on REDD+ actions, and many have done so. This collaboration should extend to Parties
implementing REDD+ under Article 6.2. There is no reason why Parties can’t initiate cooperation under
Article 6.2 now.
Some points may need to be resolved before ITMOs can be “used”. The analysis above has
identified some potential gaps or discussion points on Article 6.2 cooperation. While these discussion
42

See Chagas T., Galt H., Lee D., Neef T., and Streck C. (2020) A close look at the quality of REDD+ carbon credits.
The critiques from this paper are summarized in the “quantification” row for the relevant standard included in
Annex 2
43
For example, reliance on the CDM rules on their own resulted in many credits that were later deemed to lack
environmental integrity (sometimes called “hot air”). Additional due diligence can often spot projects that have
integrity issues even if they demonstrate compliance with a standard.
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points should not prevent cooperation starting, they may need to be resolved before any cooperation is
considered as completed (i.e. before ITMOs can be “used”). These questions include sector neutral
questions along with some REDD+ specific questions below.

Q1: Where should any additional direction come from? Some gaps may require guidance by the
CMA, whereas others could be addressed separately by the Parties within their cooperation. As
noted in Section 3.2, Article 6.2 is only subject to “guidance” by the CMA rather than being “under the
authority of” the CMA, and it has been argued that Parties have autonomy to define the specifics of
their cooperation. Based on this it is an open question whether further guidance needs to come through
the CMA or SBSTA, or if Parties have the flexibility to define their own rules that meet the basic
requirements set out in the Paris Agreement, particularly in the absence of further guidance on Article 6.
This is applicable to the questions below, but the answer does not need to be the same for each: some
questions may need further guidance from the CMA, whereas others could be decided between the
Parties.
Q2: When can cooperation under Article 6.2 start? Parties should be able to start cooperating
now, but there is a risk that early action may not be recognized. None of the current decisions on
REDD+ or cooperation under Article 6.2 contain language advocating a “prompt start” similar to that
found in the Marrakesh Accords for the CDM.44 On the other hand, the text does not prohibit early
action on REDD+ from subsequent recognition towards NDCs as was the case for Activities Implemented
Jointly45 – the precursor pilot to the Kyoto Protocol’s flexible mechanisms. However, draft text on
further guidance for Article 6.2 that was prepared but not agreed at the last CMA in 2019 includes a
provision that limits ITMOs to mitigation that occurred from 2021 on.46 While this paper provides
rationales to cooperate on mitigation without delay, Parties should bear in mind there is a risk that
subsequent CMA guidance may impose start date limitations.
Q3: What constitutes “higher ambition”? Any future decisions that may clarify how to show
ambition should not prevent Parties from starting cooperation under Article 6.2. Given i) the
higher ambition requirement is contained in Article 6.1 which does not contain the word “shall”; and ii)
the flexible nature of Article 6.2 and the bottom up approach to target setting under the Paris
Agreement, it could be argued that Parties should be free to determine how to meet this requirement.
However, if additional guidance is provided by the CMA on this point Parties can update their NDC with
increased ambition at any time.47 This should therefore not prevent Parties from starting to cooperate
under Article 6.2 now.
Q4: Is more guidance needed on how ITMOs are used, including guidance to prevent double
counting? Avoiding double counting is fundamental to the environmental integrity of NDCs and
achieving the Paris Agreement’s objectives, but any future guidance by the CMA should not
prevent starting collaboration now. The UNFCCC Parties requested the Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice to develop and recommend guidance under Article 6.2 to ensure that double
counting is avoided on the basis of a corresponding adjustment by Parties for both anthropogenic
44
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emissions by sources and removals by sinks covered by their NDC.48 Draft text on further guidance for
Article 6.2 was prepared but not agreed at the last CMA in 2019. It includes text that defines an ITMO
along with text on how to avoid double counting.49 While the text was not agreed, it indicates these
topics are under discussion by the Parties. Based on the arguments above, REDD+ actions that produce
quantified results in tCO2e should be recognized by a narrow definition of an ITMO and recording this in
an NDC should be possible under any of the scenarios being considered to avoid double counting.
However given this is an open agenda item there is some lingering uncertainty on this point.

Q5: Where should technical GHG accounting requirements for ITMOs used as offsets come from?
This is an open question that warrants discussion, with existing REDD+ standards a good starting
point. Arguments in favor of allowing Parties to decide additional accounting requirements without
further guidance from CMA are:
i) Article 6.2 is only under the guidance of the CMA, so Parties have flexibility to define their
cooperation including details on accounting.
ii) Parties already have flexibility regarding how they develop their NDC, with all contributions
voluntary. Given ITMO accounting is linked to NDC accounting ITMO accounting should
therefore have the same flexibility so long as ITMOs meet IPCC guidelines and are consistent
with how GHGs are accounted in Parties’ NDCs.
iii) The CMA may take too long to agree on detailed ITMO accounting guidance or may not reach
agreement at all. Given the urgent need to address climate change Parties should be free to
define this for themselves now.
iv) This view is held by Japan, and the Joint Crediting Mechanism can serve as an example of how to
implement cooperation that contains additional guidance agreed between Parties.
The counter arguments to this are:
i) Robust accounting is central to the environmental integrity of the Paris Agreement and further
guidance from the CMA is needed.
ii) Allowing too much flexibility creates the risk of “hot air”. If hot air ITMOs are used to offset
emissions the climate will be worse off, and the integrity of the Paris Agreement will be
threatened.
Relevant to both arguments, third party standards have already been developed for REDD+ national and
subnational accounting. These, along with the Joint Crediting Mechanism, could be a good starting point
for Parties to determine additional details if Parties are free to do so between themselves, or to inform
future CMA decisions if Parties deem this is necessary. These accounting standards could therefore be
discussed in further detail in subsequent Forest Solutions Dialogue sessions.

Q6: Is specific guidance for REDD+ needed? Depending on the accounting approach taken,
guidance may be needed to address the risk of reversals, but this warrants further discussion.
Industrialized Parties with quantified commitments could issue and use permanent forestry offsets
under the Kyoto Protocol’s accounting rules. This is because industrialized Parties assumed national
accounting liability over time for any reversals. CDM forestry projects in developing countries were only
48
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able to issue temporary credits that had to be re-issued or re-verified every five years as they were not
part of any developing countries national commitments. Depending on how Parties address NDC
accounting over time, including transfers under ITMOs, how the risk of reversals is addressed under
Article 6 is an open question that warrants further discussion in subsequent Forest Solutions Dialogue
sessions.

Q7: Who assumes liability for reversal risks associated with REDD+? This is related to Q6. It could
be determined under future CMA decisions but does not need to be as parties to an agreement
can re-allocate liability as needed. Who bears this risk warrants further discussion. Afforestation
and reforestation CERs created under the Kyoto Protocol transferred the accounting risk of nonpermanence to the Party that used the credits for compliance. However, this transfer of liability under
the Kyoto Protocol accounting rules did not prevent a separate allocation of liability for a reversal under
a CER sale and purchase agreement. Similarly, if there is a reversal under a REDD+ ITMO, or if updated
data results in a change in quantified results, the parties to an agreement can assign liability irrespective
of how the CMA may or may not assign liability under any future NDC accounting rules. As a general rule
it is good to assign contractual liability to the party best able to bear it. How this is applied in the context
of an ITMO transaction may warrant further discussion in subsequent Forest Solutions Dialogue
sessions.
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Annex 1: Summary of key UNFCCC issues and decisions on REDD+ implementation
Note: The UNFCCC secretariat has compiled REDD+ decisions between COP 13 and COP 21, including the Warsaw Framework for
REDD+, into a single document “Decision Booklet REDD+”. The booklet is available here: https://unfccc.int/topics/landuse/resources/unfccc-documents-in-relation-to-reducing-emissions-from-deforestation-and-forest-degradation-in
Issue
When REDD+
activities
started
How REDD+ is
implemented

The geographic
scale of REDD+

Scope of REDD+
activities

Who can
participate

What is
required to
participate

Decisions
• Demonstration activities encouraged in 2007 on a voluntary basis with host Party approval (Decision 2/CP.13 para 1, 3, 4, Annex 1 para 1)
• All Parties encouraged to reduce emission from forests and address deforestation in 2010 (Decision 1/CP.16 para 68)
• Developing country Parties encouraged to contribute to mitigation from five REDD+ activities in 2010 (Decision 1/CP.16 para 70, 71)
• REDD+ should be implemented in three phases; i) develop national strategies or action plans, policies and measures, and capacity
building; ii) implement national policies and measures and national strategies or action plans that could involve further capacity-building,
technology development and transfer, and results-based demonstration activities; iii) results-based actions that should be fully
measured, reported and verified (Decision 1/CP.16 para 73)
• Demonstration activities may be national or subnational, with subnational seen as a step towards national (Decision 2/CP.13 Annex 1
para 4, 5, 7)
• Forest reference emission level / forest reference levels and forest monitoring systems may be national, or subnational as an interim
measure (Decision 1/CP.16 para 71; Decision 12/CP.17 para 10, 11; Decision 11/CP.19 para 2, 4)
• In 2005 reducing emissions from deforestation in developing countries was introduced as an agenda item with the first decision in 2007
expanding to include degradation and reference to enhancements (FCCC/CP/2005/MISC.1; Decision 2/CP.13)
• Subsequent negotiations expanded the scope over time before the Parties agreed to five REDD+ activities: (a) Reducing emissions from
deforestation; (b) Reducing emissions from forest degradation; (c) Conservation of forest carbon stocks; (d) Sustainable management of
forests; (e) Enhancement of forest carbon stocks (Decision 1/CP.16 para 70)
• Parties are encouraged to participate in REDD+ mitigation actions (Decision 1/CP.16 para 70, 71)
• Public, private, bilateral and multilateral sources can provide results-based finance and participate in implementing REDD+ activities
(Decision 2/CP.17 para 65, Decision 9/CP.19 para 1; Decision 10/CP.19 para 3(e))
• Parties, organizations and the private sector are encouraged to take action to reduce drivers of deforestation and forest degradation and
share results (Decision 15/CP.19 para 3, 4)
• Efforts by all non-state actors to “address and respond to climate change” are welcomed, and Parties encouraged to work with non-state
actors to catalyze efforts (Decision 1/CP.21 para 117, 118, 133)
• Participation in REDD+ is voluntary; text states Parties are “encouraged” to contribute rather than “shall”
• Developing countries requested to develop a national strategy or action plan, forest reference emission level / forest reference level,
forest monitoring system, safeguards information system (Decision 1/CP.16 para 71)
• Safeguards cover environmental and governance issues and must be reported on transparently (Decision 1/CP.16 Appendix 1; Decision
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•
•
•
REDD+ FR(E)Ls,
monitoring and
reporting
requirements

•
•
•

Environmental
and social
safeguards
•
•
•
How REDD+ is
funded

•
•

12/CP.17)
Numerous subsequent decisions provided additional detail on reference levels, forest monitoring systems and safeguards and other
aspects to implement REDD+ (e.g. Warsaw Framework Decisions 11/CP.19, 12/CP.19, 13/CP.19, 14/CP.19, 15/CP.19)
Rules have been agreed on national and subnational monitoring and reporting requirements (Decision 4/CP.15; Decision 11/CP.19;
Decision 14/CP.19)
High level guidance on how to develop REDD+ baselines has been agreed that requires baselines be based on historic data, with the
possibility to allow for some adjustment based on national circumstances (Decision 2/CP.13, Annex para 6; Decision 4/CP.15 para 7;
Decision 12/CP.17 para 9
Baselines can be developed in a step-wise approach. Subnational baselines can be an interim measure and do not need to cover all five
REDD+ activities but should be comprehensive as possible and significant GHG pools or activities should not be excluded. They should
also be periodically updated and can be improved over time. (Decision 12/CP.17 para 10, 11, 12 and the Annex)
Baselines are to be quantified in tCO2e and are subject to a technical assessment (Decision 1/CP.16 para 71(b); Decision 12/CP.17 para 7,
13, 15; Decision 13/CP.19)
REDD+ activities need to show how the following set of social and environmental safeguards are promoted and supported: (a) Actions
complement or are consistent with the objectives of national forest programmes and relevant international conventions and
agreements; (b) Transparent and effective national forest governance structures, taking into account national legislation and sovereignty;
(c) Respect for the knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples and members of local communities, by taking into account relevant
international obligations, national circumstances and laws, and noting that the United Nations General Assembly has adopted the United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples; (d) The full and effective participation of relevant stakeholders, in particular
indigenous peoples and local communities; (e) That actions are consistent with the conservation of natural forests and biological
diversity, ensuring that REDD+ actions are not used for the conversion of natural forests, but are instead used to incentivize the
protection and conservation of natural forests and their ecosystem services, and to enhance other social and environmental benefits; (f)
Actions to address the risks of reversals; (g) Actions to reduce displacement of emissions (Decision 1/CP.16 para 69, Appendix 1)
Parties must develop a system to periodically provide information on how the safeguards are addressed and respected (Decision 1/CP.16
para 71(d); Decision 12/CP.17; Decision 12/CP.19; Decision 17/CP.21)
Parties must provide information on how safeguards have been addressed and respected before receiving any results-based finance
(Decision 9/CP.19 para 4)
Developing country Parties to receive financial resources and technical support to undertake REDD+ activities (Decision 1/CP.16 para 71,
76, Appendix 1 para 1 (i))
Results-based actions can receive results-based finance if they are fully measured, reported and verified and are accompanied by
information on how safeguards have been addressed and respected (Decision 2/CP.17 para 64; Decision 9/CP.19 para 3, 4)
Results-based finance provided to developing country Parties or other entities nominated by the Party is to be new and additional and
may come from a wide variety of sources (public, private, bilateral, multilateral, and alternative) (Decision 2/CP.17 para 65, Decision

24

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

9/CP.19 para 1; Decision 10/CP.19 para 2)
The operating entities of the financial mechanism of the UNFCCC are encouraged to provide results-based finance, in particular the
Green Climate Fund, and also fund alternative policy approaches such as joint mitigation and adaptation (Decision 2/CP.17 para 68;
Decision 9/CP.19 preamble and para 5; Decision 16/CP.21 para 6)
In light of experience from current and future demonstration activities, market-based approaches could be developed to support resultsbased actions by developing country Parties (Decision 2/CP.17 para 66)
Results-based actions that may be eligible to appropriate market-based approaches could be developed, and may be subject to any
further specific modalities for verification (Decision 14/CP.19, para 15)
Non-market approaches, such as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches that are alternatives to results-based payments could be
developed and financed (Decision 2/CP.17 para 67; Decision 9/CP.19 para 8; Decision 16/CP.21 para 4, 5, 6)
Finance should be provided to developing countries throughout the three phases of REDD+ implementation (Decision 9/CP.19 para 2)
Information on results-based payments should be published on an information hub (Decision 9/CP.19 para 9, 10, 11, 12)
Non-carbon benefits should be incentivized but are not required to receive results-based finance (Decision 9/CP.19 para 22; Decision
18/CP.21 para 5)
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Annex 2: Summary of select REDD+ initiatives and key features
Table 2 Select multilateral and bilateral REDD+ initiatives
Topic / example

Green Climate Fund (GCF)50

Entities involved

Accredited entities with Party
approval

Scale

National or subnational

Scope

All REDD+ activities

All, but deforestation required
and degradation if significant

Quantification

BUR REDD+ Annex that has
been technically assessed

Detailed Methodological
Framework, but some concerns
have been raised on baselines,
leakage and uncertainty.
Permanence to be tested.

Separate methodologies agreed
under each bilateral agreement.

Change in forest cover against
an agreed reference level. Not
detailed or robust enough for
offsetting.

Safeguards

GCF & REDD+

World Bank & REDD+

Mirror UNFCCC REDD+
safeguards with additional
details

REDD+ & some country
variation

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Jurisdictional and Nested

Emergent Forest Finance

Results-based
payments
Transfer of units
Aim to meet or
exceed UNFCCC
REDD+ rules

Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility (FCPF)51
Parties and the World Bank as
trustee for FCPF state and nonstate participants
National or subnational

Joint Crediting Mechanism52

REDD Early Movers53

Japan with bilateral agreements
with 17 countries

Parties (bilateral with Germany)

National, project
Various sectors including
forestry, with scope defined in
bilateral agreement

Subnational
Deforestation

Table 3 Select state government and voluntary REDD+ initiatives
Topic / example

Verified Carbon Standard

50

https://www.greenclimate.fund/redd
https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/
52
https://www.jcm.go.jp/
53
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/International-financing/KfW-Development-Bank/Topics/Climate/REDD/
51
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(Verra project standard)54

REDD+ (Verra jurisdictional
standard)55

Entities involved

Parties and non-state actors
including private sector

Parties and non-state actors
including private sector

Parties (sellers) and non-state
actors including private sector
(buyers). Parties receive a price
guarantee from Norway.

Scale

Project, which may be nested
within a jurisdiction

National, subnational, nested
project

National or subnational

Scope

All REDD+ activities & other
biological sinks and reservoirs

All REDD+ activities & other
biological sinks and reservoirs

Quantification57

Detailed quantification
requirements. Risk of
standalone REDD+ project
baseline inflation and leakage.
Uncertainty rules being updated
and permanence proven to
work.

Detailed quantification
requirements. Some scope for
baseline inflation but fairly
robust once uncertainty rules
are updated. Leakage is sound.
Permanence yet to be tested.

Safeguards

Variable. Require UNFCCC
REDD+ safeguards at a
minimum

Variable. Require UNFCCC
REDD+ safeguards at a
minimum

Strong, based on UNFCCC
REDD+ safeguards.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
No (based on project crediting
which is not recognized in
UNFCCC REDD+ decisions)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Results-based
payments
Transfer of units
Aim to meet or
exceed UNFCCC
REDD+ rules

Accelerator (using TREES)56

Deforestation and degradation.
Enhancements to be added
later.
Detailed quantification
requirements in The REDD+
Environmental Excellence
Standard (TREES). Baseline
setting is sound, but criticized
for how it addresses
additionality, uncertainty and
leakage. Permanence untested.

54

https://verra.org/project/vcs-program/
https://verra.org/project/jurisdictional-and-nested-redd-framework/
56
https://www.emergentclimate.com/. The TREES standard is found here: https://www.artredd.org/trees/
57
See Chagas T., Galt H., Lee D., Neef T., and Streck C. (2020) A close look at the quality of REDD+ carbon credits for quantification critiques
55
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Annex 3: Data extracted from REDD+ baseline submissions to the
UNFCCC
Table 4 2015 REDD+ Baseline Data Submitted to UNFCCC (after technical assessment)
Year

Gross deforestation
emissions (tCO2e/yr)

Uncertainty (%)

2000

45,162,170

1.5

2001

45,162,170

1.5

2002

57,760,700

1.52

2003

57,760,700

1.52

2004

57,760,700

1.52

2005

57,760,700

1.52

2006

57,760,700

1.52

2007

27,286,750

1.55

2008

27,286,750

1.55

2009

27,286,750

1.55

2010

27,286,750

1.55

FREL

44,388,622

Table 5 2020 REDD+ Baseline Data Submitted to UNFCCC (not yet assessed)
Year

Net degradation
emissions (tCO2e/yr)

Gross deforestation
emissions (tCO2e/yr)

Net degradation and
gross deforestation
emissions (tCO2e/yr)

Uncertainty (%)

2007

98,065

10,249,009

10,347,074

1,527

2008

272,318

12,881,848

13,154,166

1,201

2009

2,605,195

13,044,468

15,649,663

1,039

2010

594,056

12,836,764

13,430,820

1,210

2011

4,652,918

17,704,156

22,357,074

727

2012

1,666,124

16,895,740

18,561,864

875

2013

1,192,811

20,357,101

21,549,912

753

2014

2,218,912

21,858,570

24,077,481

673

2015

2,544,161

29,591,961

32,136,122

501

2016

3,165,106

28,963,114

32,128,220

497

FREL

1,900,966

18,438,273

20,339,240
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The Forest Solutions Dialogue
Responding to the call for enhanced cooperation to
accelerate action on nature-based climate solutions, the
Forest Solutions Dialogue aims to develop models of
cooperative approaches for forests under Article 6 of
the Paris Agreement and provide participating countries
with the technical and policy assistance to pursue such
partnerships.
Cooperative approaches, such as those envisaged under Article 6.2 involving international
transfer of mitigation outcomes, can help unlock the mitigation potential of forests and
NBS – which can contribute 30% of the mitigation needed by 2030 to limit warming to two
degrees Celsius.

The Forest Solutions Dialogue Secretariat
The Forest Solutions Dialogue focused on designing cooperative approaches for climate
action, is a new project of Climate Advisers Trust in partnership with Environmental
Defense Fund.
The project is made possible by funding from the Norwegian Agency for Development
Cooperation.

