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Advancing Article 6 Negotiations 
A Proposal to Resolve the Certified Emissions 
Reductions (CERs) Transition Deadlock 

Executive summary 

The 26th Conference of the Parties (COP26) of the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) is a significant checkpoint for global 
efforts to combat climate change. While much of the 
implementation guidelines of the Paris Agreement 
have been finalised, negotiators still need to resolve 
a few outstanding issues. One of these is devising 
the implementation guidelines for Article 6, which 
permits voluntary cooperation between Parties through 
cooperative approaches that involve the transfer of 
mitigation outcomes under paragraph 2, a market 
mechanism for mitigation under paragraph 4, and 

non-market approaches for mitigation, adaptation, and 
sustainable development under paragraphs 8 and 9. 

Negotiations associated with the Article 6.4 mechanism 
include the issue of a possible transition of the Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM) from the Kyoto Protocol 
regime to the Article 6.4 mechanism. A possible CDM 
transition encompasses the transfer of activities (projects 
and programmes of activities), carbon credits (known as 
certified emission reductions or CERs), methodologies 
for setting baselines and monitoring emissions, and 
infrastructure and institutional arrangements to the 
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CDM activities, set up primarily in 
large emerging economies, are left 
with a large stock of unutilised CERs 
as demand from Annex B countries 
dried up and prices fell by nearly 95% 
after 2011.
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Article 6.4 mechanism. Out of these four facets of a 
possible CDM transition, the transition of CERs remains 
the most contentious issue stemming from contrasting 
views among Parties on the path forward. This paper 
evaluates the issue of a possible CERs transition with the 
objective of proposing a solution that advances Article 6 
negotiations. 

On the one hand, CDM activities, set up primarily in 
large emerging economies, are left with a large stock 
of unutilised CERs as demand from Annex B countries 
(which made emissions reduction commitments under 
the Kyoto Protocol) dried up and prices fell by nearly 95 
per cent after 2011 (Brescia et al. 2019). Some Parties, 
particularly Brazil, India, and China, support the full 
transition of CERs from the perspective of preserving 
the mitigation contribution of existing investments, 
thereby maintaining private sector confidence in UNFCCC 
market mechanisms. Other Parties, that include several 
developed countries, the Alliance of Small Island States 
(AOSIS), the Independent Alliance of Latin American and 
Caribbean States (AILAC), the Least Developed Countries 
(LDCs), and the African Group of Negotiators (AGN), have 
expressed concerns over a possible transition of CERs. 
These include: 

i. Concerns that the transition of pre-2020 units (units 
associated with historical emissions reductions 
up to December 31, 2020) could disincentivise new 
emissions mitigation activities in the Nationally 
Determined Contributions (NDCs) implementation 
periods as Parties could opt to offset their emissions 
with pre-2020 units;

ii. Concerns over the environmental integrity of 
mitigation actions stemming from a possible double 
counting of emissions reductions: pre-2020 units 
being used for offsetting post-2020 emissions with the 
underlying emissions reductions already factored into 
host countries’ progress towards their NDCs; 

1  Additionality of a mitigation activity refers to evidence that the mitigation activity would not have happened in the absence of revenue from the 
sale of emissions reduction units from the market-based mechanism (CDM). Establishing additionality of an activity is an essential condition for 
its registration as a CDM activity. 

2  Retirement refers to the utilisation of CERs by an Annex B country for compliance with its Kyoto Protocol commitments. 

iii. Concerns over the additionality1 and environmental 
integrity of some CDM activities; and

iv. Concerns that permitting the eligibility of pre-2020 
CERs would flood the NDC-related compliance carbon 
markets and depress prices of carbon credits. 

Taking cognisance of the positions of various Parties, 
this paper objectively evaluates the viability of a possible 
transition of pre-2020 units with a view to suggesting 
potential solutions to advance negotiations. In order to 
do so, the paper assesses the likely balance of demand 
and supply associated with this potential transition. 

The analysis indicates that a total supply of 4.46 
billion CERs could materialise in the event of a full 
transition of units. Out of these units, the total unsold 
CERs requesting transition could total 3.91 billion. The 
estimated total supply comprises two components: 

• Latent CER issuance totalling 3.51 billion, which 
accounts for possible retrospective issuance by 
registered CDM activities which have monitored their 
emissions mitigation but have not been issued CERs. 

• Available CERs totalling 0.95 billion, which represent 
the stock of unutilised CERs (those that have not been 
retired or cancelled)2 out of those actually issued. 
Out of these units, only 0.40 billion CERs in the form 
of holdings in the CDM registry represent unsold 
CERs (for which no payment has been made to the 
developer).

The large stock of unutilised CERs and latent issuances 
stems from subdued demand (and consequently low CER 
prices) associated with existing sources in the pre-2020 
regime. These include demand for offsets from carbon 
pricing initiatives such as emissions trading schemes and 
carbon taxes instituted by governments, demand from 
countries for compliance with Kyoto Protocol obligations 
(outside carbon pricing initiatives), demand for offsets 
from the International Civil Aviation Organisation’s 
(ICAO) Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for 
International Aviation (CORSIA) pilot phase, and 
demand from voluntary markets. Primary demand from 
these sources taken together stood at 13 million CERs 
in 2020, representing a sharp decline from 50 million 
in 2015. Demand for CERs has remained limited due to 
qualitative restrictions on eligibility based on vintage 
and geography imposed by these markets.
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Stemming from a lack of demand 
visibility, a full transition of pre-2020 
CERs seems to be an untenable 
proposition with sources of demand 
outside the Paris Agreement also 
inadequate to absorb the potential 
supply.

In lieu of a compromise that results 
in no transition of CERs but achieves 
agreement on the Article 6.4 
mechanism, this paper proposes the 
setting up of a compensation fund 
for developers of CDM activities 
associated with pre-2020 CERs.
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In the event of a CERs transition, pre-2020 units 
could be directly purchased by Parties towards the 
fulfilment of their NDC commitments, potentially 
opening up a large source of demand not available 
to CERs before 2020. A gap equivalent to 21.4 GtCO23 
over 2021-2030 exists between global current policy 
emissions trajectories and those corresponding to 
unconditional NDC commitments. However, as of July 
2021, many Parties continue to express reservations 
about permitting the utilisation of pre-2020 CERs 
towards NDC commitments. If these positions remain 
unchanged, it is improbable that the consensus 
necessary for permitting the use of pre-2020 CERs 
towards NDCs would materialise at COP26. 

If the CERs transition cannot be accomplished, 
CORSIA and voluntary markets represent possible 
sources of demand for pre-2020 units outside the 
Paris Agreement. Eligibility conditions for CORSIA 
first phase and second phase, which collectively 
represent demand for offsets equivalent to 2.59 
GtCO2 over 2024-2035 (contingent on a recovery in 
aviation traffic post the COVID-19 pandemic), have 
not yet been determined. However, if vintage-related 
eligibility restrictions similar to the pilot phase (2021-
2023) are imposed4, CORSIA is unlikely to represent 
a large source of demand for pre-2020 units. Further, 
the annual total demand for carbon credits from 
voluntary markets currently is 0.1 GtCO2. Even without 
considering potential eligibility restrictions, the overall 
size of these markets seems inadequate from the 
perspective of absorbing pre-2020 units.

Thus, given the current lack of demand visibility, 
a full transition of pre-2020 CERs seems to be an 
untenable proposition and sources of demand outside 
the Paris Agreement also seem to be inadequate to 
absorb the potential supply. Various observers have 
suggested a limited transition of CERs based upon 
geographic, vintage, or sectoral restrictions as a 

3  GtCO2 = 1 billion tonnes of CO2 equivalents
4  The CORSIA pilot phase restricted eligible CERs to those generated by activities that commenced their crediting periods 2016 onwards 

and for emissions mitigation up to December 2020. The crediting period of a CDM activity is the period over which verified and certified 
emissions reductions attributable to a CDM project activity or programme of activity (PoA) can result in the issuance of CERs associated with 
that activity.

compromise solution. However, such solutions appear 
arbitrary from the perspective of developers and could 
undermine private sector confidence in UNFCCC 
market mechanisms. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 
(IPCC’s) Sixth Assessment Report clearly indicates 
that only prompt, accelerated, and large-scale 
decarbonisation can prevent global warming 
from exceeding 1.5 degrees (IPCC 2021). Thus, 
Parties must take decisive action to usher in the 
Article 6.4 mechanism to facilitate more ambitious 
mitigation action. In case a consensus on the CERs 
transition remains elusive, Parties should consider a 
compromise. In order to arrive at a compromise, Parties 
on both sides—those for as well as those opposing the 
CERs transition—would need to work together.   

If Parties proposing the carry-over of CERs were to 
withdraw their proposal in exchange for compensation 
offered to the associated CDM activities, it could set 
the stage for the implementation of the Article 6.4 
mechanism from a blank slate, that is, with a viable 
balance of demand and supply. Such a scenario 
would also address concerns associated with the 
environmental integrity of post-2020 mitigation action. 
In lieu of a compromise that results in no transition 
of CERs but achieves agreement on the Article 6.4 
mechanism, this paper proposes that the Conference 
of the Parties serving as the Meeting of the Parties to 
the Kyoto Protocol (CMP), the highest decision-making 
body of the Kyoto Protocol, initiate deliberations 
on the constitution of a compensation fund for 
developers of CDM activities associated with pre-
2020 CERs. In addition, this paper proposes that the 
Conference of Parties (COP) guarantee the constitution 
and capitalisation of the compensation fund by 
acknowledging proceedings associated with the fund 
in the outcome text of COP26. This would ensure that 
discussions may be taken up at future climate summits 
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in case an agreement on such a fund cannot be 
reached in Glasgow. 

This paper proposes that the fund compensate 
developers of CDM activities that would otherwise 
remain uncompensated for their emissions mitigation 
achievements if CERs were to be excluded from the 
Article 6.4 mechanism. Such an exclusion would 
total 3.91 billion CERs, representing latent issuances 
and the unsold portion of issued CERs. In order to 
assuage any concerns over end use of proceeds from 
the fund, certain conditionalities could be applied 
on end use. For example, developers may be required 
to restrict deployment of proceeds towards either 
supporting existing CDM activities or investing in new 
mitigation activities. If proceeds are used for making 
new investments in mitigation activities, these should 
be consistent with the standards of environmental 
integrity to be determined for the Article 6.4 
mechanism. Developers could also be required to 
monitor and report on the end use of proceeds.

Since current prices of USD 0.20-0.30 per CER 
are distorted due to the near absence of demand 
stemming from limited commitment to the Kyoto 
Protocol by developed countries, these do not reflect 
fair prices for determining the compensation amount. 
Developers should not be penalised for concerns over 
additionality or environmental integrity translating 
into low demand since the registration of these 
activities was approved by the CDM Executive Board 
(EB) itself. This paper proposes two alternatives to 
arrive at fair compensation. 

The first option is using global weighted average 
prices of carbon offsets across voluntary crediting 
mechanisms to determine the compensation price. 
Based on market data sourced from the World Bank, 
these currently stand at around USD 3 per unit. At this 
level of pricing, the estimated size of the proposed 
compensation fund is USD 11.7 billion. The second 
option involves using a reverse auction mechanism 
for the discovery of compensation prices. In this 
mechanism, developers holding CERs can bid for a 
price from a compensation fund. Such a mechanism 
could potentially result in the rationalisation of the 

5  CMA refers to the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement, the highest decision-making 
body of the Paris Agreement.

compensation price and the compensation amount 
needed.

While the paper recommends two alternative means 
of determining the compensation amount, it proposes 
that the fund be capitalised by developed countries 
(the COP in coordination with the CMA5 and the 
CMP could designate to a subsidiary body the task 
of identifying the specific countries that capitalise 
the compensation fund) for the following reasons. 
A compromise requires parties on both sides of 
negotiations to work together and make concessions—
if developing countries withdraw their proposal on 
the CERs transition, developed countries should 
reciprocate by agreeing to capitalise a compensation 
fund for developers of the associated activities. 
Further, inadequate pre-2020 climate mitigation by 
some developed countries has reduced the carbon 
space for developing countries (Prasad, Pandey, and 
Bhasin 2021). The envisioned voluntary purchase 
and cancellation of CERs by developed countries 
could help them demonstrate their commitment to 
the success of the UNFCCC process. At the same time, 
this could spur emerging economies to adopt more 
ambitious future decarbonisation trajectories. Such a 
compromise could potentially settle the debate over 
the CERs transition and usher in a viable Article 6.4 
market mechanism.

1. Introduction
The year leading up to COP26 has witnessed a firming 
of global climate ambition even as the need for 
decisive action has become more urgent than ever. 
This has been accompanied by a recognition of the 
pressing need to resolve key outstanding issues in 
climate negotiations to permit a finalisation of the 
implementation guidelines of the Paris Agreement 
(UNFCCC 2021a). One of these outstanding issues 
is the finalisation of the rules, modalities, and 
procedures pertaining to Article 6, which permits 
voluntary cooperation between Parties through 
cooperative approaches that involve the transfer of 

Either global weighted average 
prices of carbon offsets or a reverse 
auction mechanism may be used to 
determine compensation prices.

A key issue associated with Article 
6.4 negotiations is the potential 
carry-over of the CDM, the market 
mechanism associated with 
the Kyoto Protocol, to the Paris 
Agreement.
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mitigation outcomes under paragraph 2, a market 
mechanism for mitigation under paragraph 4, and 
non-market approaches for mitigation, adaptation, 
and sustainable development under paragraphs 8 
and 9 (UNFCCC 2016). A key issue associated with 
negotiations pertaining to the market mechanism 
under Article 6.4 is the potential carry-over of the 
CDM, the market mechanism associated with the 
Kyoto Protocol, to the Paris Agreement. 

The Kyoto Protocol is an international treaty that 
governed pre-2020 global greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions mitigation efforts. Under the Kyoto 
Protocol, industrialised countries (known as Annex 
1 countries) were expected to lower their GHG 

emissions in line with pre-determined targets over the 
first (2008-2012) and second (2013-2020) commitment 
periods. To complement domestic mitigation efforts 
towards the attainment of emissions reduction 
commitments, the Kyoto Protocol provided for three 
market mechanisms that enabled Annex B countries 
(Annex 1 Parties that actually committed to emissions 
reduction under the Kyoto Protocol) to offset their 
domestic emissions through the transfer of emissions 
mitigation units between countries. The CDM is one 
of the three market mechanisms. It allowed Annex 
B countries to purchase CERs (emissions mitigation 
units equivalent to one tonne of CO2 abatement) 
associated with emissions mitigation activities in 
developing countries and in the process support 

A set of defined steps has to be followed in the CER issuance process (Figure 1). 

Figure 1 The CDM project cycle consists of seven steps 

Box 1 CDM project cycle and current state of play

Project design

1. Project developer 
prepares the project 
design document 
(PDD) using approved 
emissions baseline 
and monitoring 
methodologies

3. Accredited third 
parties  known as 
designated operational 
entities (DOE) evaluate 
PDDs to certify that 
the activity conforms 
to CDM modalities and 
procedures

5. Project developer 
monitors actual 
emissions associated 
with the activity 
using approved 
methodologies

7. DOE requests 
issuance by submitting 
its verification report to 
the EB

Request is vetted by 
CDM Secretariat and EB

EB issues CERs

2. Project developer 
obtains letter of 
approval from  
Designated National 
Authority (DNA) of host 
country

4. DOE submits 
validated project to 
CDM Executive Board 
(EB) and requests 
registration

CDM Secretariat and EB 
vets application

EB registers project

6. DOE verifies 
that the emissions 
reduction claimed by 
the developer actually 
occured 

DOE certifies verification 
in the form of a report

National approval Registration Verification

Validation Monitoring CER issuance

Source: UNFCCC 2021b
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mitigation and sustainable development in the latter 
(refer to Box 1 for details of the CER issuance process and 
the current state of play). 

The Paris Agreement, the successor to the Kyoto 
Protocol, is an international treaty that governs post-
2020 mitigation action. Unlike the Kyoto Protocol, which 
required only industrialised countries to conform to top-
down emissions mitigation targets, the Paris Agreement 
calls upon all countries to undertake mitigation action 
in line with self-determined targets. To enable countries 

to pursue more ambitious climate mitigation, the Paris 
Agreement allows voluntary cooperation between Parties 
in mitigation actions including through the Article 6.4 
market mechanism. 

While the Paris Agreement does not specifically provide 
for it, a possible transition of CDM activities, credits, 
methodologies for setting baselines and monitoring 
emissions, and infrastructure and institutional 
arrangements to the Article 6.4 mechanism has become 
a part of ongoing climate negotiations (UNFCCC 

Figure 2 Four emerging economies account for the lion’s share of cumulative CER issuances

Source: UNEP DTU Centre on Energy, Climate and Sustainable Development 2021a

Collapse in CER prices

Thirty-seven countries undertook binding emission reduction commitments in the Kyoto Protocol’s first 

commitment period (2008-2012). The majority of the deals for CERs in the initial years were forward contracts 

and trading was characterised by low volumes as very few CERs had been issued. The EU Emissions Trading 

System (EU ETS) represented the largest source of demand for CERs and prices for issued CERs rose to as high 

as EUR 23 in 2008 (Bose et al. 2014). Prices corrected sharply downwards in 2009 as a result of a moderation 

in demand triggered by the subdued economic conditions in the wake of the Global Financial Crisis. However, 

prices stabilised between EUR 10-15 per CER over 2009-2011 (Bose et al. 2014). From late-2011, the withdrawal 

of Canada from the Protocol, the refusal of Russia, Japan, and New Zealand to take on new targets in the second 

commitment period, and stringent eligibility restrictions imposed by the EU ETS on CER imports applicable 

for the period 2013 onwards (restricting eligible CERs to those issued by least developed countries—which 

excludes emerging economies, the major issuers of CERs) severely restricted demand (Berntsen et al. 2021; 

UNFCCC 2021c). As a result, prices collapsed sharply after 2011. Prices stood at USD 0.20-0.30 per CER in 2020 

(Berntsen et al. 2021).
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Figure 3 Industrial gas reduction and renewables projects account for three-quarters of cumulative issuance

Source: UNEP DTU Centre on Energy, Climate and Sustainable Development 2021a

Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of 
the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA) 2019; Lo Re 
and Ellis 2021). This is largely because of the concerns 
of emerging economies, particularly China, India, 
and Brazil, where CDM activities are left with large 
quantities of unutilised CERs (Figure 2) (Michaelowa 
et al. 2021). These unutilised CERs are the outcome of 
demand from Annex 1 countries evaporating after 2011 
as a result of regulatory changes affecting demand 
for CERs from the EU and limited commitment to the 
Kyoto Protocol from other advanced economies (Box 
1). This reduction in demand occurred even as the poor 
participation and performance of many developed 
countries in their pre-2020 mitigation action has 
reduced the carbon space available to developing 
countries (Prasad, Pandey, and Bhasin 2021). 

While negotiations on the transition of activities, 
methodologies, and infrastructure are in relatively 
advanced stages, the issue of the CERs transition 
remains contentious (Lo Re and Ellis 2021; UNFCCC 
2021d; UK COP26 2021). This paper focuses on the 
contentious issue of the CERs transition with the 
objective of proposing solutions that could potentially 
advance Article 6 negotiations. On the one hand, 
the exclusion of pre-2020 CERs from the Article 6.4 
mechanism without credible redressal could severely 
undermine private sector confidence in UNFCCC 

market mechanisms (Press Information Bureau, 
Government of India 2019). These CERs are associated 
with a wide spectrum of activities across emerging 
economies (Figures 2 and 3), evidence that the CDM 
was successful in catalysing mitigation activities in 
the developing world. Moreover, the registration of 
each of the activities associated with pre-2020 CERs 
was approved by the CDM EB after following the due 
process (outlined in Box 1). Leaving investors that set 
up legitimate projects stranded with unutilised CERs 
without any compensation could conceivably even 
jeopardise large-scale private sector participation in 
successor UNFCCC market mechanisms.

On the other hand, some developed countries, 
the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), the 
Independent Alliance of Latin American and Caribbean 
States (AILAC), the Least Developed Countries (LDCs), 
and the African Group of Negotiators (AGN) have 
expressed reservations about a CERs transition on the 
following grounds (Michaelowa et al. 2021):

• Concerns that a transition of pre-2020 units would 
hinder the rapid decarbonisation needed to achieve 
Paris Agreement targets if countries start using 
pre-2020 units towards their NDCs instead of 
undertaking new mitigation activities (Lo Re and 
Vaidyula 2019). 

44%
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• Concerns over the environmental integrity of 
mitigation actions stemming from the possible double 
counting of emission reductions: pre-2020 CERs being 
used to offset post-2020 climate commitments, with 
the underlying emission reductions already factored 
into devising host countries’ NDC scenarios or 
progress towards the same (Michaelowa et al. 2021). 

• Concerns over the additionality of some CDM 
activities as well as concerns over the environmental 
integrity of specific activities (such as large hydro 
power projects, projects limiting industrial gas 
production, and activities implemented at coal-based 
power projects) (Brescia et al. 2019; Michaelowa et al. 
2019; Taskforce on Scaling Voluntary Carbon Markets 
2021).

• Concerns that permitting the eligibility of pre-2020 
CERs would result in oversupply in NDC-related 
compliance carbon markets and depress prices of 
carbon credits (Brescia et al. 2019; Lo Re and Vaidyula 
2019; Michaelowa et al. 2019). Depressed prices could 
disincentivise new private sector investments under 
the Article 6.4 market mechanism thereby affecting 
the viability of the markets themselves. 

A breakthrough in the existing deadlock in negotiations 
associated with the CERs transition is necessary to 
pave the way for the introduction of the Article 6.4 
mechanism. Taking cognisance of the positions of 
various Parties, this paper objectively evaluates the 
feasibility of a possible CERs transition by assessing the 
likely balance of supply and demand. Building upon 
this analysis, it proposes a possible solution geared 
towards facilitating a credible breakthrough in Article 6 
negotiations. The emphasis is on finding solutions that 
maintain the credibility of UNFCCC emissions mitigation 
efforts and set the stage for rapid decarbonisation going 
forward. 

2. What is the scale of CER 
supply in the event of a 
full transition?

The first step in assessing the viability of a possible CERs 
transition is sizing up the supply. In the event of an 
unrestricted transition of emissions units, the supply of 
CERs could comprise three components.

• Latent CER issuance: This component captures the 
possible issuance from registered CDM activities that 
have monitored their associated emissions mitigation 

but have not been issued CERs. These activities 
can retrospectively have CERs issued against this 
mitigation if market signals indicate the possibility 
of better pricing (Schneider et al. 2017). Estimates of 
latent CER issuance correspond to the second Kyoto 
commitment period (2013-2020), a period over which 
depressed demand and prices prevailed, limiting 
actual issuance to a fraction of the potential. This 
component has been estimated by deducting actual 
issuance over 2013-2020 from estimates of supply 
potential over 2013-2020 made by Ishikawa et al. 
(2020). Estimates of supply potential by Ishikawa et 
al. factor in the impact of EB rulings restricting the 
renewal of crediting periods (Ishikawa et al. 2020; 
UNFCCC 2018; UNFCCC 2019). 

• Available CERs: This component represents the 
existing stock of unutilised CERs out of those that 
have actually been issued. This figure has been 
estimated by Michaelowa et al. (2021) by deducting 
the stock of used (cancelled or retired) CERs from 
cumulative CERs issued as of 30 April 2021. Using a 
bottom-up analysis of CER registries, Michaelowa et 
al. traced most unutilised CERs to CDM (0.40 billion) 
and Annex B registries (0.42 billion), with around 
0.13 billion CERs remaining unaccounted for in the 
system (residual issuances). These unaccounted CERs 
could correspond to unreported holdings in national 
registries (Michaelowa et al. 2021). Unutilised CER 
holdings in national registries represent those CERs 
for which payments have been made to developers 
but which have not been retired or cancelled. In the 
event of an unrestricted CERs transition, all unutilised 
CERs could request transition. However, only those in 
the CDM registry represent unsold CERs, that is, those 
for which developers have not received any payments. 

• Future CER issuance: CDM activities can potentially 
continue generating CERs beyond 2020. However, 
the future of the CDM itself is uncertain post the 
conclusion of the second Kyoto commitment period 
on 31 December 2020. It is unlikely that the CDM 
would operate under a new commitment period of 
the Kyoto Protocol given that Parties agreed to the 
Paris Agreement for the post-2020 regime. The CDM 
EB has implemented temporary measures to govern 
the CDM until the Conference of the Parties serving 
as the Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol 
(CMP), the highest decision-making body of the Kyoto 
Protocol, can offer guidance on its future. The CMP is 
slated to meet at COP26. Per the temporary measures 
announced by the EB, the issuance of CERs after 2020 
will remain provisional (UNFCCC 2021e). CERs issued 
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until 30 April 2021 are included in the estimate 
of the stock of available CERs. However, from the 
perspective of sizing CER supply associated with the 
transition, any future issuances are not considered.

Thus, the two components (Latent and Available CERs) 
taken together indicate a potential supply of 4.46 
billion CERs that could request transition (Table 1). 
Out of this total, the supply of unsold CERs requesting 
transition would amount to 3.91 billion (Table 1). 

Table 1 Estimating supply (in billions) in case of an 
unrestricted CERs transition

Supply potential over 2013-2020 4.10

(-) Actual issuance over 2013-2020 0.59

= Latent issuance (A) 3.51

Cumulative CER issuance until 2020 2.10

(-) Used (cancelled or retired) CERs 1.15

= Available CERs (B) 0.95

Total CER supply (=A+B) 4.46

(-) CER holdings in Annex B countries (C) 0.42

(-) Residual issuances (D) 0.13

= Total supply of unsold CERs (A+B-C-D)  3.91

Notes:
1. The table includes the supply of CERs associated with both 

projects and programmes of activities
2. CER holdings in Annex B countries are those for which 

developers have actually been paid and residual holdings are 
those for which developers are assumed to have been paid 
(details in the main text).  

3. Sources for estimates of latent issuance: 
• Supply potential 2013-2020: Ishikawa et al. (2020)
• Actual issuance over 2013-2020: UNEP DTU (2021c)

4. Sources for estimates of available CERs:
• Cumulative CER issuance: as of April 2021, sourced from 

Michaelowa et al. (2021). 
• Used CERs: as of April 2021, sourced from Michaelowa et al. 

(2021).
5. Source for estimate of CER holdings in Annex B countries and 

residual issuances: as of April 2021, sourced from Michaelowa 
et al. (2021)

3. Sizing demand for CERs
The next step in the assessment of the viability of 
the CERs transition is the estimation of the likely 
demand for the units that could transition. An accurate 
estimate is challenging since many of the policies and 
market mechanisms that would shape demand are yet 
to be finalised. Nevertheless, it is still possible to assess 
the likely order of magnitude of this demand. Before 
assessing the scale of demand in the scenario of a CERs 
transition, the paper first examines sources of demand 
for CERs in the pre-2020 regime.

3.1 What were the pre-2020 sources 
of demand for CERs?

At least four distinct sources of demand existed for 
CERs in the pre-2020 regime. 

3.1.1 Supranational/national/subnational carbon 
pricing initiatives

Carbon pricing initiatives such as emissions trading 
schemes and carbon taxes have been employed as 
policy tools by various supranational, national, 
and subnational entities to control emissions in 
their jurisdictions in pursuit of climate goals. The 
purchase of carbon offsets is generally one of the 
options available to obligated entities under such 
carbon pricing initiatives to meet their compliance 
obligations. While a number of national and 
subnational carbon pricing systems exist or are in the 
works, only the Republic of Korea Emissions Trading 
Scheme (Korea ETS), EU Emissions Trading System 
(EU ETS), Colombia carbon tax, Mexico carbon tax, 
and South Africa carbon tax actually permitted the 
use of CERs in the pre-2020 regime (World Bank Group 
2020). However, these carbon pricing initiatives have 
applied qualitative restrictions based on vintage and 
geography (Table 2) that have limited the demand for 
CERs.

3.1.2 Demand for Kyoto Protocol compliance 
outside carbon pricing initiatives

The demand for CERs from some carbon pricing 
initiatives mentioned in section 3.1.1 was directed 
towards meeting the Kyoto Protocol compliance 
requirements of governments. In addition, direct 
demand for CERs from governments with emissions 
reduction commitments constituted another source of 
demand.

3.1.3 CORSIA

CORSIA is a market mechanism developed by the ICAO 
that aims to achieve carbon-neutral growth in the 
civil aviation sector from 2020 onwards (ICAO 2021). 
While CERs were deemed eligible carbon offsets under 
CORSIA for the pilot phase (2021-2023) per guidelines 
released in March 2020, eligibility is restricted to CERs 
issued by activities that started their first crediting 
period January 2016 onwards and for emissions 
reduction occurring up to December 2020 (Table 
2). This severely restricts the pool of eligible CERs. 
Eligibility for the first (2024-2026) and second (2027-
2035) phases is yet to be determined.
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3.1.4 Voluntary markets

These are independent carbon crediting mechanisms 
used for voluntary offsetting purposes by organisations 
and individuals. The American Carbon Registry, the 
Climate Action Reserve, the Gold Standard, and the 
Verified Carbon Standard are crediting mechanisms that 
supply credits for these voluntary markets (World Bank 
Group 2020). When CERs are purchased on the voluntary 
markets, the developer has to request voluntary 
cancellation from the CDM registry. 

The total demand for primary CERs from all sources 
combined (Figure 4) has declined considerably over the 
years and remains paltry compared to the supply (Table 
1). Secondary trades have been higher.

3.2 Sizing demand for CERs in the 
post-2020 regime

The following sources of demand could potentially be 
available to CERs in the post-2020 regime.

3.2.1 NDCs

The Paris Agreement permits the use of Article 6.4 
credits towards the fulfilment of NDCs. A gap totalling 
21.4 GtCO2 over the period 2021-2030 exists between 
global emissions trajectories based on current policies 
and those needed to meet unconditional NDCs (United 
Nations Environment Programme 2019). In case of a 
transition of pre-2020 units to the Article 6.4 mechanism, 
the possible utilisation of these units towards meeting 

NDCs could in theory open up a large additional source 
of demand not available to CERs in the pre-2020 regime. 

However, many developed as well as developing 
countries have clearly voiced their opposition to allowing 
the utilisation of carried over pre-2020 CERs towards 
the attainment of NDCs (Carbon Brief 2019; Direccion 
de Cambio Climatico, Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia-
Republica de Costa Rica 2021). Parties are also generally 
unwilling to use market mechanisms for meeting NDC 
targets, as evident in their updated NDC submissions. 
Only 7 out of 51 Parties submitting updated NDCs have 
indicated their willingness to use market mechanisms 
towards meeting their NDC targets (Brandemann, 
Kreibich, and Obergassel 2021). As of July 2021, many 
Parties remain sceptical about permitting the transition 
of pre-2020 CERs (UK COP26 2021). In the absence of any 
indications of a consensus emerging on the issue, the 
utilisation of pre-2020 units towards NDCs remains only a 
remote possibility.  

3.2.2 Sources of demand beyond NDCs

Given the opposition to the utilisation of pre-2020 
CERs towards the fulfilment of NDCs, does demand 
for pre-2020 CERs exist outside the Paris Agreement? 
This scenario would exclude demand from national or 
subnational carbon pricing initiatives that help Parties 
towards the achievement of their climate commitments. 
Outside of these carbon pricing initiatives, CORSIA and 
voluntary markets represent other sources of possible 
demand. 

Initiative Eligibility period Eligible CERs

EU ETS Phase 1 2005-2007 CERs from all geographies eligible

EU ETS Phase 2 2008-2012 CERs from all geographies eligible

EU ETS Phase 3 2013-2020 Issued by CDM activities in least developed countries only

EU ETS Phase 4 2021-2030 No CERs eligible

Korea ETS Phase 1 2015-2017 Issued by domestic CDM activities

Korea ETS Phase 2 2018-2020 CERs issued from June 2016 onwards from international CDM projects 
developed by domestic companies 

Korea ETS Phase 3 2021-2025

Mexico carbon tax Dec 2017 onwards Issued by domestic CDM activities

South Africa carbon tax June 2019 onwards Issued by domestic CDM activities

Colombia carbon tax 2017 onwards In 2017: CERs from all geographies

From 2018: Issued by domestic CDM activities

CORSIA pilot phase 2021-2023 CERs issued up to Dec 2020 by activities with first crediting period starting 
Jan 2016 onwards

Table 2 Eligibility restrictions imposed by carbon pricing initiatives on CERs

Source: Author’s compilation based on Santiago et al. (2018), Alarcon-Diaz et al. (2018), Louw et al. (2016), ICAO (2020), International Carbon 
Action Partnership (2021), European Commission (2021a), European Commission (2021b)
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Figure 4 Global primary market CER volumes have been subdued in recent years

Source: Berntsen et al. 2021; Kolos et al. 2019

CORSIA first (2024-2026) and second (2027-2035) 
phases collectively represent a demand for 2.59 GtCO2  
in offsets (Lo Re and Vaidyula 2019). This demand 
figure is valid if there is a recovery in aviation traffic 
post the COVID-19 pandemic, else actual demand 
could be lower. In the absence of guidelines on 
eligibility of offsets for the first and second phases, 
demand visibility for CERs is lacking. However, if 
vintage restrictions on CER eligibility similar to those 
imposed in the pilot phase are maintained in the first 
and second phases (Table 2), CORSIA is unlikely to 
represent a large source of demand for CERs.

Voluntary markets would constitute another source 
of demand for CERs outside the Paris Agreement. 
Volumes in voluntary carbon markets stood at 104 
million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (MtCO2) in 
2019, with volumes in 2020 estimated to match those 
in 2019 (Donofrio et al. 2020). Without prejudice to any 
eligibility conditions that could be imposed, the overall 
size of voluntary markets seems inadequate from the 
perspective of the capacity to absorb pre-2020 CERs.

Thus, sources of demand do not even get close to 
demonstrating the capacity to absorb the 4.46 billion 
pre-2020 units that could become available in case of a 
full CERs transition (Table 1). 

4. Implications for Article 
6 negotiations

The continued opposition of many parties to the 
utilisation of pre-2020 CERs towards NDCs is the chief 
obstacle to a potential CERs transition. The foregoing 
demand-supply analysis also indicates that sources 
outside the purview of the Paris Agreement possess 
only limited capacity to absorb pre-2020 units. In the 
absence of visibility on additional sources of demand, 
pre-2020 units are unlikely to find buyers going 
forward.

As a compromise solution, many observers have 
proposed a limited CERs transition by applying 
vintage, sectoral, or geographic restrictions on the 

If vintage restrictions on CER 
eligibility similar to those imposed in 
the pilot phase are maintained in the 
first and second phases, CORSIA is 
unlikely to represent a large source of 
demand for CERs.

Many developed as well as 
developing countries have clearly 
voiced their opposition to allowing 
the utilisation of carried over pre-
2020 CERs towards the attainment 
of NDCs.
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eligibility of pre-2020 units that could transition to the 
Article 6.4 mechanism (Brescia et al. 2019; Ishikawa 
et al. 2020; Lo Re and Vaidyula 2019; UNFCCC 2021e). 
However, while such restrictions could help rationalise 
supply, these appear arbitrary from the perspective of 
developers. Such measures could undermine investor 
confidence in UNFCCC market mechanisms if fair 
compensation is not offered to the developers of CDM 
activities associated with the excluded CERs. Thus, other 
solutions need to be considered. 

5. Resolving the deadlock 
at climate negotiations

The finalisation of the implementation guidelines of the 
Article 6.4 mechanism at COP26 is desirable to facilitate 
the raising of climate mitigation ambitions necessary to 
meet Paris Agreement targets. Given the urgency of the 
need to take action on climate mitigation, Parties should 
consider a compromise in case a consensus on the CERs 
transition cannot be accomplished - as appears to be the 
case. While a breakthrough in negotiations could also be 
achieved from outside Article 6 (such as a compromise 
on non-Article 6 rules), this paper suggests a simpler 
compromise within Article 6 (subject to the purview of 
the CMA) and the CDM (subject to the purview of the 
CMP). 

To arrive at this compromise, if Parties proposing the 
carry-over of CERs were to withdraw their proposal, it 
would break the deadlock and facilitate the creation of 
the Article 6.4 mechanism. This would also allow the 
Article 6.4 mechanism to start from a blank slate, that is, 
with no transition of CERs, and therefore a viable balance 
of demand and supply. At the same time, this would also 
address concerns related to the environmental integrity 
of post-2020 mitigation. However, in return, developers of 
CDM activities associated with the pre-2020 CERs must be 
offered some form of fair compensation.

In case of a scenario of no transition of CERs translating 
into an agreement on the Article 6.4 mechanism, this 
paper proposes that the CMP initiate deliberations on 
the constitution of a compensation fund for developers 
of CDM activities. In addition, the paper proposes that 
the COP guarantee the constitution and capitalisation of 
the compensation fund by acknowledging proceedings 
associated with the fund in the outcome text of COP26. 
This would ensure that discussions may be taken up at 
future climate summits in case an agreement on such a 
fund cannot be reached at Glasgow. Such steps would be 
essential for maintaining investor confidence in UNFCCC 

market mechanisms and could even be necessary to 
ensure large-scale private sector participation in the 
Article 6.4 mechanism. So, how much would this cost?

5.1 Compensation fund for CDM 
activities

This paper proposes the setting up of a fund that offers 
fair compensation to the developers of CDM activities 
that would remain unpaid for their emissions mitigation 
achievements if CERs are excluded from the Article 
6.4 mechanism. This includes unsold CERs in the 
CDM registry as well as latent CER issuances. These 
correspond to activities that either could not sell CERs 
amid subdued demand and pricing conditions or did 
not issue CERs against the mitigation achieved. The 
associated volumes total up to 3.91 billion (Table 1). 
Such a proposal is made to maintain continued investor 
confidence in UNFCCC market mechanisms by ensuring 
that developers that took on investment risks and set 
up activities in good faith are not penalised over factors 
beyond their control. Since the registration of these 
activities was approved by the CDM EB, developers 
should not be penalised for the evaporation of demand 
stemming from retrospective question marks over 
the environmental integrity of the associated CERs. 
If latent issuers choose to claim compensation, they 
would be required to bear the transaction costs of CER 
issuance, which have already been borne by activities 
that have actually issued CERs. Payments from the 
compensation fund would only be offered to developers 
of CDM activities, several of which are financed by 
equity capital from developed countries (Bhaskar 2019). 
This compensation would not flow to governments of 
emerging economies.

• In order to allay any concerns over end use of 
proceeds from the fund, certain conditionalities 
could be applied on end use. For example, developers 
may be required to restrict deployment of proceeds 
towards either supporting existing CDM activities 
or investing in new mitigation activities. In case 
proceeds are used for making new investments in 
mitigation activities, these activities may be required 
to be consistent with the standards of environmental 

This paper proposes that 
compensation be offered to 
developers for unsold CERs in 
the CDM registry and for latent 
issuances, which total to a combined 
3.91 billion CERs.
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integrity to be determined for the Article 6.4 
mechanism. Developers could also be required to 
monitor and report on the end use of proceeds. 

• The CERs should be priced fairly in determining 
the compensation amount. Existing CER prices 
(USD 0.20-0.30 per CER) reflect depressed 
demand stemming from eligibility restrictions 
associated with existing sources and the complete 
absence of demand from other markets, driven 
largely by concerns over their additionality and 
environmental integrity. However, developers that 
set up their activities in good faith should not be 
penalised over these concerns, particularly since 
the registration of these activities was approved by 
the CDM EB. This paper proposes two alternatives 
for determining compensation prices – using 
weighted average prices across carbon crediting 
mechanisms and price discovery through a reverse 
auction mechanism.

• The prevailing weighted average prices across 
voluntary carbon crediting mechanisms could 
offer guidance on fair pricing for the purpose of 
compensation since CER prices could conceivably 
have been much closer to average prices had 
demand not evaporated. The prevailing weighted 
average price of carbon offsets across voluntary 
carbon crediting mechanisms stands at around 
USD 2.98 per unit (Table 3). Based on prevailing 
weighted average carbon credit prices, the 
paper recommends a price of USD 3 per CER for 
determining the compensation amount. Considering 
volumes of 3.91 billion to be compensated and 
factoring in a price of USD 3 per CER, a fund 
totalling USD 11.7 billion should be sufficient to 
compensate all CDM activities.

• Alternatively, Parties could also consider a 
reverse auction mechanism for the discovery 
of compensation prices. In this mechanism, 

Sector Volume of credits transacted in 
MtCO2 (V)

Average price per credit in 
USD (P)

P x V (USD Million)

Wind 12.60 1.43 18.02

Solar 6.20 2.21 13.70

Landfill methane 5.40 2.16 11.66

Clean cookstoves 4.50 3.54 15.93

Run-of-the-river hydro 4.00 1.71 6.84

Large hydro 1.90 0.55 1.05

Water purification 1.80 4.50 8.10

Biogas 1.70 4.35 7.40

Blue carbon 0.30 5.75 1.73

Livestock methane 0.10 8.68 0.87

Sustainable agriculture 0.10 12.52 1.25

Rangeland management 0.10 11.80 1.18

Livestock methane 0.02 12.90 0.26

Afforestation/reforesation 3.00 7.69 23.07

Energy efficiency 2.10 4.27 8.97

Improved forest management 2.10 8.03 16.86

Total 45.92  136.88

Weighted average price in USD 2.98

Table 3 Estimating global average carbon credit prices

Source: World Bank (2021)

Notes: 
The table does not capture volumes associated with all segments but those with the highest volumes transacted across voluntary markets, 
as presented in the World Bank’s State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2021 report. The calculation in Table 3 excludes REDD credits (volumes 
transacted 23.3 MtCO2 at an average price of USD 3.79) as avoided deforestation is not an eligible activity under the CDM. 
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developers holding CERs can bid for a price from 
a compensation fund. Such a mechanism could 
potentially result in the rationalisation of the 
compensation price and the compensation amount 
needed.

• While this paper presents two alternatives 
for determining the compensation amount, it 
recommends that the compensation fund be 
capitalised by developed countries (the COP in 
coordination with the CMA and CMP could designate 
to a subsidiary body the task of identifying the 
specific countries that capitalise the compensation 
fund). This recommendation is largely because:

a. A compromise in negotiations requires Parties 
on both sides to make concessions. If developing 
countries withdraw their demand for a CERs 
transition, developed countries should reciprocate 
with a commitment to capitalise the fund to 
advance the negotiations process.

b. The primary reason behind insufficient demand 
for CERs has been the lack of commitment to the 
Kyoto Protocol (including the Doha Amendment) 
from developed countries through a combination 
of eligibility restrictions in their markets, limited 
participation, and non-participation. This has 
resulted in reduced carbon space for developing 
countries, disrupting the pursuit of equity in 
global emission mitigation efforts. The voluntary 
purchase and cancellation of CERs offers 
developed countries a chance to demonstrate their 

commitment to the UNFCCC climate mitigation 
process.

c. Such a move on the part of developed countries 
would uphold the credibility of the UNFCCC and 
could encourage emerging economies to embrace 
more ambitious climate mitigation plans, thereby 
injecting fresh momentum into post-2020 climate 
action. 

6. Conclusion
Given the scale and urgency of decarbonisation 
necessary to avert a climate catastrophe, decisive 
action is needed at COP26. Addressing the issue of 
the CERs transition could help usher in the Article 6.4 
mechanism, which in turn can facilitate more ambitious 
climate mitigation. A vibrant carbon market requires 
viable carbon prices and must enjoy the confidence of 
the private sector. It is clear that demand and therefore 
viable pricing would be challenging in the event of a 
full-scale transition of CERs, whereas a partial transition 
would undermine private-sector confidence. A one-
time settlement funded by developed countries could 
be the best bet from the perspective of a resolution. 
Capitalising the proposed fund also offers these countries 
a chance to make amends for shortfalls in pre-2020 
climate action and demonstrate their commitment to the 
success of UNFCCC climate mitigation efforts. This could 
nudge emerging economies to pursue more ambitious 
mitigation trajectories and thereby accelerate global 
climate mitigation action going forward.

References
Alarcon-Diaz, Soffia, Lisa Lafferty, Carolina Inclan, Ruben 

Lubowski, Britt Groosman, Jennifer Andreassen, Miao Li, and 
Stefano de Clara. 2018. Colombia: An Emissions Trading Case 
Study. Mexico City, Sacramento, and Brussels: Carbon Trust, 
Environmental Defense Fund, and IETA. 

Berntsen, Jon, Hæge Fjellheim, Maria Kolos, Cathy Liao, Aje Singh 
Rihel, and Elizabeth Zelljadt. 2021. Carbon Market Year In 
Review 2020. Oslo: Refinitiv.

Bhaskar, Utpal. 2019. “Foreign Investors Pumped $1.02 Bn Equity 
in India’s Clean Energy Space in FY 2019.” Accessed on 
August 27, 2021. https://www.livemint.com/industry/energy/
foreign-investors-pumped-1-02-bn-equity-in-india-s-clean-
energy-space-in-fy19-1562984674870.html. 

Bose, Subrata, Enrico Rubertus, Kundan Burnwal, Ashish 
Chaturvedi, Santosh Kumar Singh, Inderjeet Singh, and 
Prashant Vikram Singh. 2014. Carbon Market Roadmap for 
India. New Delhi: GIZ. 

Brandemann, Victoria, Nicolas Kreibich, and Wolfgang 
Obergassel. 2021. Implementing Paris Cooperatively Market 

mechanisms in the latest NDC submissions. Wuppertal: 
Wuppertal Institut

Brescia, Dario, Axel Michaelowa, Marc André Marr, Aglaja 
Espelage, Ruth Kassaye. 2019. Transition Pathways for the 
Clean Development Mechanism under Article 6 of the Paris 
Agreement: Options and Implications for International 
Negotiators. Freiburg, Germany: Perspectives Climate Group.

Carbon Brief. 2019. “In-depth Q&A: How ‘Article 6’ Carbon Markets 
could ‘Make or Break’ the Paris Agreement.” Accessed August 
6, 2021. https://www.carbonbrief.org/in-depth-q-and-a-how-
article-6-carbon-markets-could-make-or-break-the-paris-
agreement.

Chagas, Thiago, and Sandra Greiner. 2017. What is the future of the 
CDM?: Questions and Answers. Amsterdam: Climate Focus.

Direccion de Cambio Climatico, Ministerio de Ambiente y 
Energia-Republica de Costa Rica. 2021. “Press Release: 32 
Leading Countries set Benchmark for Carbon Markets with 
San Jose Principles.” Accessed on August 12, 2021. https://
cambioclimatico.go.cr/press-release-leading-countries-set-
benchmark-for-carbon-markets-with-san-jose-principles.

Direccion de Cambio Climatico, Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia-
Republica de Costa Rica. 2021. “The San José Principles.” 

https://www.livemint.com/industry/energy/foreign-investors-pumped-1-02-bn-equity-in-india-s-clean-en
https://www.livemint.com/industry/energy/foreign-investors-pumped-1-02-bn-equity-in-india-s-clean-en
https://www.livemint.com/industry/energy/foreign-investors-pumped-1-02-bn-equity-in-india-s-clean-en
https://www.carbonbrief.org/in-depth-q-and-a-how-article-6-carbon-markets-could-make-or-break-the-pa
https://www.carbonbrief.org/in-depth-q-and-a-how-article-6-carbon-markets-could-make-or-break-the-pa
https://www.carbonbrief.org/in-depth-q-and-a-how-article-6-carbon-markets-could-make-or-break-the-pa
https://cambioclimatico.go.cr/sanjoseprinciples/about-the-san-jose-principles.
https://cambioclimatico.go.cr/sanjoseprinciples/about-the-san-jose-principles.
https://cambioclimatico.go.cr/sanjoseprinciples/about-the-san-jose-principles.


Advancing Article 6 Negotiations: A Proposal to Resolve the Certified Emissions Reductions (CERs) Transition Deadlock 15

Accessed on August 12, 2021. https://cambioclimatico.go.cr/
sanjoseprinciples/about-the-san-jose-principles.

Donofrio, Stephen, Patrick Maguire, Steve Zwick, and William 
Merry. 2020. Voluntary Carbon and the Post-Pandemic 
Recovery. Washington DC: Forest Trends Association.

European Commission. 2021a. “Proposal for a DIRECTIVE OF THE 
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL amending 
Directive 2003/87/EC establishing a system for greenhouse 
gas emission allowance trading within the Union, Decision 
(EU) 2015/1814 concerning the establishment and operation 
of a market stability reserve for the Union greenhouse gas 
emission trading scheme and Regulation (EU) 2015/757.” 
Accessed on August 12, 2021. https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/
default/files/revision-eu-ets_with-annex_en_0.pdf.

European Commission. 2021b. “Phases 1 and 2 (2005-2012).” 
Accessed on August 15, 2021. https://ec.europa.eu/clima/
policies/ets/pre2013_en.

ICAO. 2020. “CORSIA Eligible Emissions Units.” Accessed on July 
20, 2021. https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/
CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202020/ICAO_Doc_CORSIA_
Eligible_Emissions_Units_March_2020.pdf.  

ICAO. 2021. “CORSIA Frequently Asked Questions.” Accessed on 
July 20, 2021. https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/
CORSIA/Pages/CORSIA-FAQs.aspx.

IPCC. 2021. “Summary for Policymakers.” Climate Change 2021: 
The Physical Science Basis, Contribution of Working Group I 
to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/
downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf.

International Carbon Action Partnership. 2021. Accessed August 
5, 2021. “Korea Emissions Trading Scheme.” https://
icapcarbonaction.com/en/?option=com_etsmap&task 
=export &format=pdf&layout=list&systems%5B%5D=47.

Ishikawa, Takayuki, Soshi Yamasaki, Harry Fearnehough, Lambert 
Schneider, Carsten Warnecke, Tatsushi Hemmi, Kazuko 
Yamaguchi, and Kentaro Takahashi. 2020. CDM Supply 
Potential for Emission Reductions up to the end of 2020. 
Tokyo, Cologne, Berlin, Kanagawa: Mitsubishi UFJ Research 
and Consulting Co. Ltd; NewClimate Institute for Climate 
Policy and Global Sustainability gGmbH; Öko-Institut e.V.; 
Institute for Global Environmental Strategies.

Kolos, Maria, Lisa Zelljadt, Hongliang Chai, Tianyu Meng, Jon 
Berntsen, Hæge Fjellheim, and Anders Nordeng. 2019. Carbon 
Market Year In Review 2018. Oslo: Refinitiv. 

Lo Re, Luca and Manasvini Vaidyula. 2019. Markets Negotiations 
under the Paris Agreement: A Technical Analysis of Two 
Unresolved Issues. Paris: IEA and OECD.

Lo Re Luca, and Jane Ellis. 2021. Operationalising the Article 
6.4 Mechanism: Options and Implications of CDM Activity 
Transition and New Activity Registration. Paris: IEA and 
OECD.

Louw, Robbie, Harmke Immink, Sam Vosper, and Jeff Swartz. 
2016. South Africa: A Market-Based Climate Policy Case Study. 
Johannesburg and Brussels: Promethium Carbon and IETA.

Michaelowa, Axel, Aglaja Espelage, and Benito Müller. 2019. 
Negotiating Cooperation under Article 6 of the Paris 
Agreement. European Capacity Building Initiative.

Michaelowa, Axel, Philipp Censkowsky, Aglaja Espelage, Aayushi 
Singh, Regina Betz, Raphaela Kotsch, and Tim Dzukowski. 
2021. Volumes and Types of Unused Certified Emission 
Reductions (CERs). Freiburg: Perspectives Climate Group.

Prasad, Sumit, Spandan Pandey, and Shikha Bhasin.2021. 
Unpacking Pre-2020 Climate Commitments: Who Delivered, 
How Much, and How will the Gaps be Addressed? New Delhi: 
Council on Energy, Environment and Water.

Press Information Bureau, Government of India. 2019. “BASIC 
Ministerial Joint Statement at UNFCCC COP25.” Accessed on 
August 23, 2021. https://pib.gov.in/newsite/PrintRelease.
aspx?relid=195780.

Santiago, Danae Azuara, Katie Sullivan, and Sean Donovan. 2018. 
Mexico: A Market Based Climate Policy Case Study. New York 
and Toronto: Environmental Defense Fund and IETA. 

Schneider, Lambert, Thomas Day, Stephanie La Hoz Theuer, 
and Carsten Warnecke. 2017. Discussion Paper: CDM Supply 
Potential up to 2020. Berlin: New Climate Institute.

Taskforce on Scaling Voluntary Carbon Markets. 2021. Phase II 
Report.

UK COP26. 2021. “July Ministerial Chairs Summary.” Accessed on 
August 13, 2021. https://ukcop26.org/july-ministerial-chairs-
summary.

UNEP DTU Centre on Energy, Climate and Sustainable 
Development. 2021a. Accessed March 5, 2021. “CDM Pipeline 
Spreadsheet.” http://cdmpipeline.org/overview.htm. 

UNEP DTU Centre on Energy, Climate and Sustainable 
Development. 2021c. Accessed August 2, 2021. “CDM/JI 
Pipeline Overview Page.” http://cdmpipeline.org/overview.
htm.

United Nations Environment Programme. 2019. Emissions Gap 
Report 2019. Nairobi: UNEP.

UNFCCC. 2016. “The Paris Agreement.” Accessed on August 
15, 2021. https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/
parisagreement_publication.pdf. 

UNFCCC. 2018. “CDM Executive Board 100th Meeting.” Accessed 
on August 26, 2021. https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/U/9/2/
U92NIBAJF0SOH65YPWEZ8KCMQX3RDT/eb100_meeting_
report.pdf?t=eVR8cXlnZHF5fDBhrwnu4sJjHuy4A5e6bkG4.

UNFCCC. 2019. “CDM Executive Board 105th Meeting.” Accessed 
on August 26, 2021. https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/9/H/
I/9HIJ2BPN3QWOT5AG817X406LYZSRCU/eb105_meeting_
report_v01.1?t=RXV8cXlnZ WdsfDCF8qCZYxhFmQD666seTtiS.

UNFCCC Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of 
the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA). 2019. “Matters 
Relating to Article 6 of the Paris Agreement: Rules, Modalities 
and Procedures for the Mechanism Established by Article 
6, Paragraph 4, of the Paris Agreement. Proposal by the 
President.” Accessed on July 20, 2021. https://unfccc.int/
documents/204686.

UNFCCC. 2021a. “Progress Urged as May-June Climate Change 
Conference Opens in Preparation for COP26.” Accessed July 
31, 2021. https://unfccc.int/news/progress-urged-as-may-
june-climate-change-conference-opens-in-preparation-for-
cop26. 

UNFCCC. 2021b. “CDM Project Cycle.” Accessed August 1, 2021. 
https://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/diagram.html. 

UNFCCC. 2021c. “Kyoto Protocol: Targets for the First Commitment 
Period.” Accessed August 7, 2021. https://unfccc.int/process-
and-meetings/the-kyoto-protocol/what-is-the-kyoto-protocol/
kyoto-protocol-targets-for-the-first-commitment-period.

UNFCCC. 2021d. “Report by Minister Grace Fu (Singapore) and 
Minister Sveinung Rotevatn (Norway) on the Informal 
Ministerial Consultations on Article 6 of the Paris Agreement 
on 7 and 12 July.” Accessed August 12, 2021. https://
unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Article%206%20
Ministerial%20Consultations%20Report%20Back.pdf. 

UNFCCC. 2021e. “The CDM Executive Board Agrees on Temporary 
Measures to Address COP26 Postponement.” Accessed 
August 12, 2021. https://unfccc.int/news/the-cdm-executive-
board-agrees-on-temporary-measures-to-address-cop26-
postponement. 

World Bank. 2021. State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2021. 
Washington DC: The World Bank.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/revision-eu-ets_with-annex_en_0.pdf.
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/revision-eu-ets_with-annex_en_0.pdf.
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/pre2013_en.
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/pre2013_en.
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202020/ICAO_Doc_CORSIA_Eligible_Emissions_Units_March_2020.pdf.  
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202020/ICAO_Doc_CORSIA_Eligible_Emissions_Units_March_2020.pdf.  
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202020/ICAO_Doc_CORSIA_Eligible_Emissions_Units_March_2020.pdf.  
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Pages/CORSIA-FAQs.aspx.
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Pages/CORSIA-FAQs.aspx.
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf.
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_SPM.pdf.
https://icapcarbonaction.com/en/?option=com_etsmap&task=export&format=pdf&layout=list&systems%5B%5D=47.
https://icapcarbonaction.com/en/?option=com_etsmap&task=export&format=pdf&layout=list&systems%5B%5D=47.
https://icapcarbonaction.com/en/?option=com_etsmap&task=export&format=pdf&layout=list&systems%5B%5D=47.
https://pib.gov.in/newsite/PrintRelease.aspx?relid=195780.
https://pib.gov.in/newsite/PrintRelease.aspx?relid=195780.
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/parisagreement_publication.pdf. 
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/parisagreement_publication.pdf. 
https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/U/9/2/U92NIBAJF0SOH65YPWEZ8KCMQX3RDT/eb100_meeting_report.pdf?t=eVR8cXlnZHF5fDBhrwnu4sJjHuy4A5e6bkG4.
https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/U/9/2/U92NIBAJF0SOH65YPWEZ8KCMQX3RDT/eb100_meeting_report.pdf?t=eVR8cXlnZHF5fDBhrwnu4sJjHuy4A5e6bkG4.
https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/U/9/2/U92NIBAJF0SOH65YPWEZ8KCMQX3RDT/eb100_meeting_report.pdf?t=eVR8cXlnZHF5fDBhrwnu4sJjHuy4A5e6bkG4.
https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/9/H/I/9HIJ2BPN3QWOT5AG817X406LYZSRCU/eb105_meeting_report_v01.1?t
https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/9/H/I/9HIJ2BPN3QWOT5AG817X406LYZSRCU/eb105_meeting_report_v01.1?t
https://cdm.unfccc.int/filestorage/9/H/I/9HIJ2BPN3QWOT5AG817X406LYZSRCU/eb105_meeting_report_v01.1?t
https://unfccc.int/documents/204686.
https://unfccc.int/documents/204686.
https://unfccc.int/news/progress-urged-as-may-june-climate-change-conference-opens-in-preparation-fo
https://unfccc.int/news/progress-urged-as-may-june-climate-change-conference-opens-in-preparation-fo
https://unfccc.int/news/progress-urged-as-may-june-climate-change-conference-opens-in-preparation-fo
https://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/diagram.html. 
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-kyoto-protocol/what-is-the-kyoto-protocol/kyoto-protocol-targets-for-the-first-commitment-period 
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-kyoto-protocol/what-is-the-kyoto-protocol/kyoto-protocol-targets-for-the-first-commitment-period 
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-kyoto-protocol/what-is-the-kyoto-protocol/kyoto-protocol-targets-for-the-first-commitment-period 
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Article%206%20Ministerial%20Consultations%20Report%2
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Article%206%20Ministerial%20Consultations%20Report%2
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Article%206%20Ministerial%20Consultations%20Report%2
https://unfccc.int/news/the-cdm-executive-board-agrees-on-temporary-measures-to-address-cop26-postpo
https://unfccc.int/news/the-cdm-executive-board-agrees-on-temporary-measures-to-address-cop26-postpo
https://unfccc.int/news/the-cdm-executive-board-agrees-on-temporary-measures-to-address-cop26-postpo


Advancing Article 6 Negotiations: A Proposal to Resolve the Certified Emissions Reductions (CERs) Transition Deadlock

For queries contact

Arjun Dutt
arjun.dutt@ceew.in |       @ArjunDutt_00 

Arjun Dutt, a Programme Lead at CEEW-CEF, works to accelerate the flow of affordable finance to clean energy 
in emerging economies. He analyses how the interaction of risks and regulations shapes investment flows and 
develops solutions to address bottlenecks to the flow of capital. 

 Copyright © 2021 Council on Energy, Environment and Water (CEEW). 

 Open access. Some rights reserved. This work is licenced under the Creative Commons 

Attribution- Noncommercial 4.0. International (CC BY-NC 4.0) licence. To view the full licence, visit: 

www. creativecommons.org/licences/ by-nc/4.0/legalcode

Suggested citation: Dutt, Arjun. 2021. Advancing Article 6 Negotiations: A Proposal to Resolve the Certified Emissions 

Reductions (CERs) Transition Deadlock. New Delhi: Council on Energy, Environment and Water. 

Disclaimer:  The views expressed in this work are those of the author. They do not necessarily reflect the views 

and policies of the Council on Energy, Environment and Water.      

Peer reviewers:  Aglaja Espelage, Consultant and Project Manager, Perspectives Climate Group; Dr Axel 

Michaelowa, Senior Founding Partner, Perspectives Climate Group; Chirag Gajjar, Head, 

Subnational Climate Action, Climate Program, World Resources Institute India; Luca Lo Re, 

Analyst, Environment and Climate Change Unit, Directorate of Sustainability, Technology and 

Outlooks, International Energy Agency; Dr Arunabha Ghosh, CEO, Council on Energy, Environment 

and Water (CEEW); and Gagan Sidhu, Director, CEEW Centre for Energy Finance. A peer review 

does not necessarily imply an endorsement of the proposals contained herein.

 The author would like to thank Sumit Prasad, Programme Associate, CEEW for his comments on 

the technical accuracy of the paper

Organisation: The Council on Energy, Environment and Water (CEEW) is one of South Asia’s leading not-

for-profit policy research institutions. The Council uses data, integrated analysis, and strategic 

outreach to explain - and change - the use, reuse, and misuse of resources. It prides itself on 

the independence of its high-quality research, develops partnerships with public and private 

institutions and engages with the wider public. In 2021, CEEW once again featured extensively 

across ten categories in the 2020 Global Go To Think Tank Index Report. The Council has also 

been consistently ranked among the world’s top climate change think tanks. Follow us on Twitter 

@CEEWIndia for the latest updates. 

 The CEEW Centre for Energy Finance (CEF) is an initiative of the Council on Energy, Environment 

and Water (CEEW), one of Asia’s leading think tanks. CEF acts as a non-partisan market observer 

and driver that monitors, develops, tests, and deploys financial solutions to advance the energy 

transition. It aims to help deepen markets, increase transparency, and attract capital in clean 

energy sectors in emerging economies. It achieves this by comprehensively tracking, interpreting, 

and responding to developments in the energy markets while also bridging gaps between 

governments, industry, and financiers.

COUNCIL ON ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT AND WATER (CEEW)

Sanskrit Bhawan, A-10, Qutab Institutional Area
Aruna Asaf Ali Marg, New Delhi - 110067, India
T: +91 (0) 11 4073 3300

info@ceew.in | ceew.in |        @CEEWIndia |        ceewindia

The author

https://www.ceew.in/
https://cef.ceew.in/
https://www.ceew.in/
https://twitter.com/CEEWIndia
https://www.instagram.com/ceewindia/?hl=en

