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As country representatives meet under the auspices of 

the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) to forge a new climate agreement, 

a major challenge dominates discussions: how can a 

system be created to assure that countries are held ac-

countable for their commitments and actions to mitigate 

greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) and their obligations 

to provide technology, finance and capacity building 

support? This working paper seeks to facilitate progress 

on this critical component of a successful climate agree-

ment. It aims to help policy-makers, UNFCCC negotiators 

and civil society groups navigate the complexity of the 

“MRV” challenge by focusing attention on central ques-

tions in advance of the December talks in Copenhagen 

and presenting country positions to date.
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Executive Summary
As country representatives meet under the auspices of the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
to forge a new climate agreement, a major challenge dominates 
discussions: how can a system be created to assure that countries 
are held accountable for their commitments and actions to miti-
gate greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). Such a system must meet 
multiple goals. It must establish trust that all governments are 
keeping their respective promises; allow for evaluation of country 
efforts to mitigate GHGs; and embed recognition that countries 
need to take varied and nationally specific actions in order to tran-
sition to a low-carbon pathway.

In December 2007 in Bali, countries agreed that the mitigation 
actions and commitments of all countries as well as the support 
provided should be measurable, reportable and verifiable (MRV). 
This relatively new concept of “MRV” has become central to the 
negotiations on a post-2012 climate agreement (see Box 1).

Parties to the UNFCCC now agree on the need to build robust 
systems to hold countries accountable for their respective mitiga-
tion and support obligations under the new agreement – based 
on the principle of “common but differentiated responsibility” 
enshrined in the Convention.  However, the operational aspects of 
an MRV framework that will “measure, report and verify” country 
actions and support have either garnered scarce attention or con-
stitute a source of discord. 

Pressing questions on how this operational structure will work are 
both politically sensitive and technically challenging.  They require 
immediate attention in order to design an effective and fair MRV 
framework, acceptable to all countries, at the 15th Conference of 
the Parties in Copenhagen in December 2009. 

This working paper seeks to facilitate progress on this critical 
component of a successful climate agreement. It aims to help 
policy-makers, UNFCCC negotiators and civil society groups 
navigate the complexity of the MRV challenge, as well as to focus 
attention on central questions in advance of the December talks in 
Copenhagen. To this end, the authors have examined a selection of 
key issues associated with the establishment of an effective MRV 
system acceptable to all parties, namely:

(1) Establishing a registry of mitigation actions and support; 
(2) Building a framework for international verification of mitiga-
tion actions; 
(3) The measurement, reporting and verification of support; and 
(4) The elaboration of national climate action plans. 

Based on the positions that country representatives have taken on 
these issues as of May 19, 2009, this analysis notes areas of con-
vergence and divergence as well as questions that have remained 
largely unaddressed, and recommends next steps for negotiators. 
By building on the review conducted in March 2009 by Michael 
Zammit Cutajar, the Chair of the Ad Hoc Working Group for 
Long Term Cooperative Action, this analysis aims to catalyze dis-
cussions on these central questions (United Nations, 2009).

Recommendations
The negotiations in the weeks and months ahead should focus on 
the following elements:

How should supported actions be verified? Will unilateral (un-
supported) actions be subject to a verification process as well?

What should be the functions and governance structure of an in-
ternational registry of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions 
(NAMAs) and support contributions?

What principles should govern the generation and delivery of 
finance? Such internationally agreed-upon principles can 
inform a discussion on ways to ensure predictable, new, ad-
ditional and adequate support for NAMAs.

What should be the role, modalities and content of national 
climate action plans? Parties should also specify how such plans 
would complement other national climate and development 
planning tools. In addition, sovereignty concerns need to be 
alleviated and the demand-driven nature of the support allo-
cation process needs to be guaranteed if national climate plans 
are to be subject to review or if their drafting is to be done in 
accordance with internationally agreed-upon guidelines.

In doing so, we recommend that Parties:
Consider additional criteria to establish a gradation of MRV 
requirements. Such gradation could be based on (a) the type 
of action undertaken and (b) the ease and cost of verification 
itself.

Build reporting structures and indicators on existing domestic 
systems.

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Set up clear treaty obligations for the provision and reporting of 
support. The nature of the support provided should be clari-
fied as well as the ways in which provision of that support 
should be reported and verified internationally. 

Focus on delineating the characteristics of acceptable NAMAs 
(such as mitigation benefits, cost and timeframe) rather than 
types of acceptable actions. Doing so would enable countries 
to propose innovative, nationally specific actions in the 
future while meeting environmental integrity requirements.

•

•

Section I. Introduction
This summary analysis sheds light on the positions countries 
have taken on four key issues that are critical to the MRV debate 
and, more broadly, to an ambitious and effective international 
climate agreement. These key issues are depicted in Diagram 1 
and defined in Section 2. Section 3 represents a schematic of 
the various country positions on these issues, noting areas of 
convergence, divergence and gaps where countries have not yet 
expressed views. These gaps are also areas of interest that are not 
yet on the UNFCCC agenda. Section 3 also includes a sum-
mary table of the report’s findings and recommendations based 
on an analysis of the country positions. The precise references to 
country submissions can be found in the WRI Working Paper, 
Summary of UNFCCC Submissions, which is available online at 
www.wri.org/climate/cop-15. 

The paper’s objective is twofold. It unravels the central MRV 
themes presented below by identifying the specific options and 
questions before Parties. It also offers an analysis of the views 
expressed by Parties under the auspices of the UNFCCC through 
two vehicles:

Country submissions to the UNFCCC from August 2008 
to May 19, 2009;
Presentations and Interventions during the Ad-hoc Working 
Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) in 
Bonn in April 2009.

Only explicit mentions or endorsements of a particular concept 
by countries are reflected. The scope of the paper was purposely 
narrowed to a set of key issues and does not intend to provide a 
comprehensive review of all MRV-related discussions and views. 

Assumptions and Scope 
Several assumptions were made to limit the scope of the analysis 
and give it more focus. There are some areas where this paper 
is not specific in its reporting and analysis, particularly in areas 
where countries themselves are either not specific, or where the 
diversity of views is too great to reasonably summarize or extract 
trends. For example, this paper highlights the divide between 
countries that believe only funds flowing through the UNFCCC 
should count as acceptable financial support and those that wish 
to redirect and recognize contributions to financial institutions 
outside the UNFCCC. The paper does not, however, go into 
more detail by outlining where countries stand vis a vis various 
non-UNFCCC finance, such as multilateral development bank 
and bilateral flows.

•

•

The Bali Action Plan (BAP) (United Nations, 2007), provides 
a roadmap for the current climate negotiations and outlines 
the contours of a new climate agreement. The Plan calls for 
mitigation commitments and actions by both developed and 
developing countries, as well as support for the mitigation ac-
tions of developing countries in the form of technology, finance 
and capacity building (TFCB). These commitments, actions 
and support would all be “measurable, reportable and verifi-
able” (MRV). 

While the phrase “MRV” is new, international climate obliga-
tions and national structures to measure, report and verify 
predate Bali. On the mitigation side, both the Kyoto Protocol 
(United Nations, 1998) and the Climate Convention (United 
Nations, 1992) include some provisions for reporting—and 
to a limited extent for verification—through such instruments 
as the national communications process. On the support side, 
financial support already flows between countries and through 
multilateral bodies such as the Global Environment Facility 
(GEF). 

However, while an international framework for MRV under 
a new climate agreement will clearly need to take account 
of existing legal structures and financial flows, it will have 
to be more than the sum of existing parts. An over-arching 
MRV structure is required to support an international climate 
agreement as envisaged by the Bali Action Plan: one based on 
obligations for all Parties and on the principles—recognized 
by signatories to the UNFCCC in 1992—of “common but 
differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities” and of 
historic responsibility for past GHG emissions.

Box 1­. MRV Defined
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Linkages with Other Issues
Views on the four key issues presented below are not being forged in 
isolation, but are informed and affected by broader climate discus-
sions. It is therefore important to identify the linkages and trade-offs 
with other critical issues. While not covered in depth in this paper, 
the following issues are important for MRV.

Binding Nature of the Agreement:
Discussions are underway to determine how legally binding the 
climate agreement should be—for example, whether the agree-
ment is in fact a protocol or simply a set of decisions. Verification 
requirements for pledged actions could vary greatly depending on 
the path chosen. In addition, the structure of a post-2012 compli-
ance regime—a related but distinct issue from verification—will 
be informed by the MRV requirements placed on countries and 
the legal form of the agreement. For instance, the Kyoto Protocol’s 
compliance mechanism may be used if parties decide to capture new 
obligations through an amendment to the Protocol. Conversely, a 
series of decisions by the Conference of the Parties in December 
would not provide such a compliance framework.

Legal Structure of the Agreement:
A second discussion relates to the legal structure of the agreement. 
Views diverge on whether all countries should be governed by the 
same Protocol—through a “one-track” approach—or whether their 
obligations should be captured by different legal instruments.  The 
way in which MRV requirements are adjusted to take account of 
Parties’ “common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 
capabilities” (CBDR-RC) will vary depending on the path chosen. 

Australia and Japan have made proposals for a single protocol that 
would cover all countries. Similarly, while not specifying how the 
Copenhagen text would relate to the Climate Convention or the 
Kyoto Protocol, the United States suggested that an “implementing 
agreement” capture commitments and actions from all countries. In 
addition to stating a need for specific MRV provisions for supported 
actions, the United States has called for some form of MRV to be 
applicable to all actions of both developed and developing countries. 
Developing countries may perceive such proposals for a unique legal 
instrument and an MRV differentiation based on the nature of the 
actions rather than the country implementing them to contradict 
the principle of CBDR-RC. On the other hand, proposals that aim 
to keep the developed and developing country tracks separate could 
complicate the inclusion of the United States in a future agreement.

NAMAs and MRV:
Linked to the issue of the registry is the question of the nature of 
NAMAs. This paper reflects views expressed by some Parties on 
which actions or characteristics of actions should be listed in a 
registry. This, in turn, is part of a broader discussion on what forms 
mitigation actions might take. While some advocate for a finite list 
of eligible actions, agreement on the main characteristics of viable 
actions (such as their GHG mitigation potential, timeframe, legal 
nature, permanence, scale and cost) might enable greater innovation 
and ownership on the part of proposing countries.

National communications and MRV
UNFCCC reporting systems for developing and developed coun-
tries—in particular, the national communications process—pro-
vide an important mechanism to pinpoint possible improvements 
for MRV and identify potential pitfalls for any system under the 
UNFCCC. Enhanced national communications, perhaps reported 
in a registry might, for example, be part of a prospective interna-
tional MRV framework, thereby linking national plans to the MRV 
process. Beyond national communications, other existing planning 
mechanisms, such as Technology Needs Assessments (TNAs) should 
be considered in MRV discussions, as they can also contribute 
significantly to the formulation of low-carbon roadmaps and help 
identify the type of actions that might be registered in an MRV 
system. Any discussion on MRV structures should therefore incor-
porate the conversations around reporting and planning under the 
current Climate Convention and the Kyoto Protocol in particular. 

Finance and MRV
Finally, financing continues to be one of the most contentious top-
ics under negotiation. The institutional structures for the financing 
of developing country mitigation and adaptation, as well as the 
principles that should guide the generation and spending of finan-
cial resources will directly influence MRV debates. These questions 
can be broadened to cover all three aspects of support—financial 
support, technology sharing and capacity building. This link is es-
sential, as many countries have proposed that the registry itself (see 
key issues below) act as a financial instrument by linking actions to 
support. In this model, the registration of actions and support, as 
well as the linking of one with the other, would be guided by a set 
of principles and criteria, and would be verified. Alternatively, if the 
sourcing and allocation of finance take place in a more decentral-
ized manner, through several bodies, the registry would likely play a 
coordinating role. It would act as an institution that simply records 
and centralizes information about the various sets of activities on 
both the action and support side. 
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Registry of Mitigation Actions and Support
Discussions are underway to develop an institutional framework for 
MRV that would build on and complement existing requirements 
embedded in the Climate Convention and the Kyoto Protocol.� 
South Africa and the Republic of Korea introduced the concept of 
a registry as a mechanism to provide international recognition of 
domestic-level action on climate change in developing countries. 
The registry would list mitigation actions from developing coun-
tries with various levels of detail about planned implementation. 
More recently, the concept has gained traction as other countries 
have proposed that the registry also serve as a mechanism to track 
the deliverance of pledged support and to link proposed Nationally 
Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) with technology, finance 
and capacity building. Two fundamentally different visions of the 
registry coexist; to some Parties, the registry would be a centralized 
process based on a UNFCCC institution that monitors and verifies 
actions and support and matches one with the other. On the other 
hand, some Parties anticipate a decentralized financial model in 
which several channels and institutions report actions and support 
and allocate resources. In that case, the registry would serve a more 
informational role as a body that centralizes and coordinates the 
various sources of information about both actions and support.

Diagram 2 highlights areas of divergence that persist among propo-
nents of this idea and points to questions that have remained unad-
dressed by Parties to date. 

�  For an overview of MRV-relevant provisions in those two documents, see South 
Center (May 2008)

International Verification of Mitigation Actions 
Of the three MRV components agreed to in Bali, verification war-
rants particular attention for two reasons. First, establishing a robust 
internationally agreed-upon verification system would require 
significant enhancement of the Kyoto Protocol and the Climate 
Convention’s existing provisions. In particular, WRI research points 
to a lack of verification procedures for non-Annex I actions at both 
the national and international level (Fei et al, 2009). This lack 
of verification of reported data is a common trait of multilateral 
environmental agreements. Even the Montreal Protocol, gener-
ally regarded as a successful environmental agreement, “does not 
establish a regular process to verify the accuracy of the information 
contained in national reports”, the Pew Center on Climate Change 
notes (Breidenich et al, 2009). Second, the Bali Plan’s embrace 
of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions will likely result in 
diverse, region-specific policies and formulation processes that will 
render international comparisons and trust-building more complex. 
International standards for verification could provide a common 
understanding between a diverse set of actors and actions and lay 
the foundation for an inclusive global agreement. 

Diagram 2 highlights the emerging point of convergence on the 
principle of a gradation of verification requirements depending 
on the support received.  Beyond this, views diverge on important 
design elements of a fair and effective verification regime.
 

MRV POSITIONS

REGISTRY

MRV OF SUPPORT

NATIONAL CLIMATE 
ACTION PLANS

Mentioned by 
which countries?

Required of all countries?

What should these 
plans include?

Role of plans

Who verifies?

Gradation of requirements 
(how strict)

What should be verified?

Governance structure

What gets registered?

Functions of the registry

Who contributes support?

Criteria for acceptable 
support

Who verifies?

Indicators for MRV support

Section II. Key MRV Issues

VERIFICATION
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Measurement, Reporting and Verification of Support
Article 12.3 of the Climate Convention places an onus on countries 
included in Annex II to report “support” for mitigation actions by 
developing countries (see Box 2 for a definition of support), yet 
specific verification procedures are scarce. Ill-defined obligations 
have historically resulted in inconsistent verification of the support 
provided by developed countries (Fransen, 2009). An enhanced 
international framework to measure, report and verify the provision 
of support can build developing countries’ confidence that they will 
receive new, additional, predictable and adequate support for their 
actions. It should also build on, improve and clarify existing report-
ing requirements placed on developed countries and incentivize 
them to deliver substantial support in a transparent and accountable 
manner.

National Climate Action Plans 
In its recent submissions to the UNFCCC, the European Union has 
proposed that developing countries formulate “low-carbon develop-
ment strategies” to frame their NAMAs and define their contribu-
tion to the global mitigation effort. This is not a completely new 
idea. References to national-level climate planning can be found in 
Article 4.1(b) of the Climate Convention, which calls upon Parties 
to “formulate, implement, publish and regularly update national 
and, where appropriate, regional programmes containing measures 
to mitigate climate change.” National-level planning on climate 
change can carry several benefits, including more coherent, coordi-
nated and effective domestic policies on climate change, enhanced 
country ownership of projects and policies supported internationally 
and greater accountability surrounding the pledges of partnering 
countries.  Understanding these benefits, a growing number of de-
veloping countries have drafted, adopted and, in some cases, started 
implementing national climate action plans (Fransen et al., 2008). 

The Bali Action Plan calls for “mitigation actions by developing 
country Parties in the context of sustainable development, supported 
and enabled by technology, financing and capacity-building, in a 
measurable, reportable and verifiable manner (italics added).” Cli-
mate action plans may therefore also play a role in allowing develop-
ing countries to articulate, in a bottom-up fashion, their national 
development priorities, in line with the principles of the UNFCCC.

As the concept of national climate action plans is further developed, 
an explicit link or division of roles needs to be drawn between 
these national plans, national or sectoral GHG inventories and 
the registry discussed above. Some proposals for a registry stem 
from an observation of the limitations of the UNFCCC’s current 
reporting structures, including the process for producing national 
communications. Among other shortfalls, national communica-
tions do not allow for sufficient recognition of mitigation actions 
taken by developing countries.� The registry, along with the call for 
bottom-up national climate actions plans and potential inventories, 
aims to fill this gap.

A growing list of developed and developing countries have refer-
enced or called for such plans in their proposals to the UNFCCC. 
Yet it remains unclear whether the various terms countries use when 
they discuss national climate action planning refer to the same need 
and concept. In addition, little attention has been paid to the opera-
tional elements of such planning. 

�  For an analysis of the limitations of the national communications process and the 
reforms necessary to meet the MRV needs of a future climate agreement, see Fransen, 
2009.

The Bali Action Plan states that mitigation actions by developing 
countries should be “supported and enabled by technology, financ-
ing and capacity-building, in a measurable, reportable and verifiable 
manner.” In its broadest sense, support applies to both the mitigation 
and adaptation actions of developing countries and is generated by 
developed countries included in Annex II to the Climate Conven-
tion. Grounded in Articles 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 of the Climate Conven-
tion, the Bali Action Plan spells out the elements of “enhanced action 
on the provision of financial resources and investment to support 
action on mitigation and adaptation and technology cooperation….” 

Such elements include:
“(i) Improved access to adequate, predictable and sustainable finan-
cial resources and financial and technical support, and the provision 
of new and additional resources, including official and concessional 
funding for developing country Parties;
(ii) Positive incentives for developing country Parties for the en-
hanced implementation of national mitigation strategies and adapta-
tion action;
(iii) Innovative means of funding to assist developing country Parties 
that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse impacts of climate 
change in meeting the cost of adaptation;
(iv) Means to incentivize the implementation of adaptation actions 
on the basis of sustainable development policies;
(v) Mobilization of public- and private-sector funding and invest-
ment, including facilitation of carbon-friendly investment choices;
(vi) Financial and technical support for capacity-building in the 
assessment of the costs of adaptation in developing countries, in par-
ticular the most vulnerable ones, to aid in determining their financial 
needs.”

Box 2. Definition of “Support”
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SECTION III.  National Positions on 
Key MRV Questions and Summary of 
Major Findings
Key to Reading Diagrams 
The diagrams in this section map the positions of various Parties to 
the UNFCCC on the main questions associated with the design of 
a registry, the establishment of a verification regime for post-2012 
mitigation actions, the measuring, reporting and verification of sup-
port and the operationalization of the concept of a national climate 
action plan. The content of these diagrams has been shaped by 
proposals put forth by the Parties themselves.  Alternative visions or 
options thus far not stated by Parties are presented in the summary 
tables in the column titled Gaps and Recommendations.
 
The diagrams should be read from the center to the extremities,
using the following keys:

Branches introduce components of a particular concept.
Country positions are marked in red
Blue triangles represent mutually exclusive options. 
Question marks indicate important points that have received 
little consideration from Parties thus far. 
Yellow diamonds denote an issue on which countries have 
expressed many varied and sometimes divergent views that 
need to be reconciled.
Green check marks signal an area of convergence among 
parties.

China
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Section IV. Recommendations
The negotiations in the weeks and months ahead should focus on 
the following elements:

How should supported actions be verified? Will unilateral (unsup-
ported) actions be subject to a verification process as well? While 
the need to measure, report and verify supported actions is 
unanimously recognized, countries’ views diverge on whether 
unilateral actions should undergo some level—perhaps a less 
stringent level—of MRV.  Parties need to decide what gets 
verified and what does not. The first question to address is 
the level of support, when minimal, that would trigger MRV. 
Secondly, a flexible MRV framework that preserves implement-
ing countries’ sovereignty thanks to varying levels of require-
ments may be able to accommodate developing countries’ 
interest in receiving international recognition for unsupported 
domestic actions, particularly those that are high cost and have 
been financed through domestic resources. Several Parties have 
recently hinted at a gradation of MRV requirements based on 
types of actions rather than based on the proposing country; 
this approach is worth investigating for its potential to incentiv-
ize more ambitious GHG reduction efforts. 

What role should the registry play and what obligations should 
it capture? If the registry is a mechanism that links actions to 
support, what characteristics of mitigation actions need to be 
listed in order for an action to enter a prospective registry? In 
addition, should the registry only include developing country 
NAMAs, or should it also include developed country commit-
ments and actions? If the latter, it is important to maintain a 
gradation of mitigation and MRV requirements based on the 
principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities.” A 
single instrument may be ill-suited to cover all needs. It is im-
portant to clarify how such a registry would relate to GHG in-
ventories, which are important for a system of global account-
ing of GHG mitigation efforts. In addition, if the registry plays 
a financial function, its role in relation to other institutions in a 
post-2012 financial architecture needs to be clarified.

Who will govern the registry? All views expressed so far converge 
on a UNFCCC-governed entity but it is hard to draw any 
conclusions, as many countries have remained silent on this 
issue. In particular, developed countries have generally resisted 
the view that financial instruments—if the registry is indeed a 
financial instrument—should be under the Convention.

•

•

•

What principles should govern the generation and delivery of 
finance? Such internationally agreed-upon principles can inform 
a discussion on ways to ensure predictable, new, additional and 
adequate support for NAMAs.

What should be the role, modalities and content of national cli-
mate action plans? Parties should specify the precise scope of the 
plans and explain how they would complement other national 
climate and development planning tools. In addition, sover-
eignty concerns need to be alleviated and the demand-driven 
nature of the support allocation process needs to be guaranteed 
if national climate plans are to be subject to review or if their 
drafting is to be done in accordance with internationally agreed 
guidelines.

In doing so, we recommend that Parties:

Consider additional criteria to establish a gradation of MRV re-
quirements. Such gradation could be based on (a) the type of ac-
tion undertaken and (b) the ease and cost of verification itself.

Build reporting structures and indicators on existing domestic 
systems. Doing so will make the new requirements more effec-
tive and politically acceptable. For example, the reporting and 
verification obligations embedded in the Chinese bureaucratic 
system at the provincial and state level enable cross-checking of 
data and the production of peer-reviewed policies and results 
(Fei et al, 2009). An international verification regime could 
enhance such national structures and build capacity as needed.

Set up clear treaty obligations for the provision and reporting of 
support. The nature of the support provided should be clarified 
as well as the ways in which provision of that support should 
be reported and verified internationally. In addition, it needs 
to be determined whether certain developing countries should 
also provide technology, finance and capacity building support. 
Opportunities for South-South and even South-North collabo-
ration should be maximized while ensuring that any support 
structure and obligations respect the principle of CBDR-RC. 

Focus on delineating the characteristics of acceptable NAMAs (such 
as mitigation benefits, cost and timeframe) rather than types of 
acceptable actions. Doing this would enable countries to propose 
innovative, nationally specific actions in the future while meet-
ing environmental integrity requirements.

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Section V. Conclusion
Ambitious, real and lasting mitigation actions and commitments 
from developed and developing countries are the prerequisites for 
stabilizing GHG concentrations at safe levels. At the same time, a 
comprehensive framework to measure, report and verify actions and 
support should balance this scientific mandate with the principle of 
“common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabili-
ties.” Parties largely converge on this dual requirement by seeking 
to build robust MRV systems to hold Parties accountable for their 
respective responsibilities and by attempting to share the burden 
of mitigation, support and verification according to the historic 
responsibilities and economic capabilities of countries.

Beneath these general principles, the operational aspects of an 
MRV framework have either garnered scarce attention or constitute 
a source of discord. The limited time remaining before the 15th 
Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC in December 2009 in 
Copenhagen requires Parties and observers to focus on the pressing 
questions outlined in this paper. Most of them are politically sensi-
tive and technically challenging.  They require immediate attention 
in order to be tackled appropriately and in a way that is acceptable 
to all Parties. While the choices before us are difficult, it is pos-
sible to build on existing metrics and reporting requirements at the 
national and international level. In addition, past experience from 
verification regimes in other arenas can yield lessons for setting an 
effective and fair platform for mitigation efforts from all countries.  
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