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Foreword 

This document was prepared by the OECD and IEA Secretariats in response to a request 

from the Climate Change Expert Group (CCXG) on the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The Climate Change Expert Group oversees 

development of analytical papers for the purpose of providing useful and timely input to 

the climate change negotiations. These papers may also be useful to national policy-makers 

and other decision-makers. Authors work with the CCXG to develop these papers. 

However, the papers do not necessarily represent the views of the OECD or the IEA, nor 

are they intended to prejudge the views of countries participating in the CCXG. Rather, 

they are Secretariat information papers intended to inform Member countries, as well as 

the UNFCCC audience. 

 

Members of the CCXG are those countries who are OECD members and/or who are listed 

in Annex I of the UNFCCC (as amended by the Conference of the Parties in 1997 and 

2010). The Annex I Parties or countries referred to in this document are: Australia, Austria, 

Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, the European 

Community, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 

Japan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, the Netherlands, 

New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, the Russian Federation, Slovak 

Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America. Korea, Mexico, Chile 

and Israel are also members of the CCXG. Where this document refers to “countries” or 

“governments”, it is also intended to include “regional economic organisations”, if 

appropriate. 
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Executive Summary 

This paper focuses on one element of the future transparency framework under the Paris 

Agreement, notably reporting by Parties and the flexibility built into it. An enhanced 

transparency framework (ETF) is a central component of the Agreement, not least to 

underpin the dynamic process of updating nationally determined contributions (NDCs) and 

to provide input to the global stocktakes on successive five-year cycles. The ETF will apply 

to all Parties, with flexibility for developing country Parties that need it in the light of their 

capacities. This paper examines how such flexibility might be operationalised when 

reporting information under the future enhanced transparency system for greenhouse gas 

(GHG) inventories and for progress towards the mitigation component of NDCs under 

Article 4. The paper also highlights how improvements over time in reporting of adaptation, 

and support needed and received could be encouraged.1 For each individual reporting 

element in these four areas, the paper identifies possible ways of reporting for countries 

with a range of different capacity levels related to providing information for a specific 

element.  

While all Parties are to improve reporting over time, this paper focuses on reporting by 

developing country Parties that may find it challenging, at least at the outset, to report 

information required or requested due to capacity constraints. Reporting is important for 

building international understanding of progress towards individual and collective goals. 

Reporting is also an important element of building domestic processes and capabilities 

needed to implement mitigation and adaptation actions, and facilitate the transition to low-

emission, climate-resilient development pathways. Further, reporting under the TF could 

be used to identify specific areas where developing countries require support, whether for 

planning and implementing climate actions, or for fully participating in the ETF itself. The 

availability to Parties of structured reporting options, whether voluntary or mandatory, with 

a clear direction for improvement may be helpful to Parties – particularly those with limited 

experience or capacity in reporting specific information elements. 

Current reporting arrangements under the UNFCCC already provide significant leeway, 

particularly for developing countries, including on what exactly is to be reported, as well 

as on how information is to be calculated and/or reported. Additionally, not all reporting 

elements are mandatory, and some margin is also provided for regarding the vintage of 

information to be reported. As reporting by many developing countries is contingent on 

receiving support, there is also inherent leeway regarding when countries submit national 

reports.  

The content (e.g. scope, coverage, detail) of reporting by many developing countries has 

improved over time. However, timeliness of reporting is still a challenge for several 

countries. As of October 2018, less than 63% (96) of non-Annex I Parties have submitted 

reports to the UNFCCC since January 2015. Indeed, 58 non-Annex I Parties (including 

several that are not “Least Developed Countries” or “Small Island Developing States”) 

have submitted neither a Biennial Update Report (BUR) nor a national communication 

                                                      
1 The issue of improving reporting of support provided and mobilised is not addressed in this report. 
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(NC) since January 2015. There is also significant variation in content, coverage and clarity 

of national reports that have been communicated to the UNFCCC.2  

Facilitating a better match between what a country would need to report in order to be able 

to track progress towards its national mitigation goals and implementation of its adaptation 

actions, as well as to facilitate assessment of progress towards collective goals, could be an 

important role for the ETF. Information included in recent national reports (i.e. BURs and 

NCs submitted to the UNFCCC subsequent to a country’s NDC), does not necessarily 

reflect the information elements that would need to be reported in order to track progress 

to mitigation goals or assess progress in the implementation of adaptation.  Indeed, 

reporting guidelines for NCs were not designed to include reporting on progress, and the 

focus of reporting on progress in BURs was solely in the context of mitigation actions. 

Article 13 of the Paris Agreement specifies that there will be “flexibility in the 

implementation of [Article 13] to those developing country Parties that need it in the light 

of their capacities” (Article 13.2). Indeed, capacity limitations may limit reporting of 

several specific information elements: some (e.g. GHG inventory information) more than 

others (e.g. institutional arrangements in place). This paper discusses possible flexible 

reporting options for Parties with a range of capacities in relation to specific mandatory 

information elements, such as GHG inventories (Article 13.7a) and information to track 

progress made in implementing and achieving NDCs (Article 13.7b). This document also 

identifies possible ways of reporting by countries at different stages of capacity to report 

on specific information elements that are not mandatory (e.g. adaptation actions and goals 

and support needed and received). Providing such options may help to inform the Paris 

rulebook, and may also help countries with limited capacity to assess what would be useful 

to report on this topic, and then subsequently report it. This in turn could facilitate improved 

reporting and transparency over time (1/CP.21, para. 92a). 

Capacity constraints can be a barrier to reporting information that is accurate, complete and 

consistent, as well as timely. For the purposes of monitoring and reporting, capacity 

constraints can include a lack of legal and policy frameworks, technical or scientific 

knowledge, human and/or financial resources, as well as gaps in specific institutional 

functions (e.g. inventory team). Given that capacity to monitor and report may vary for 

different types of information, this paper considers countries’ varying abilities to report 

different types of information along a continuum, and associates them with different ways 

of reporting flexibly in relation to specific information elements. A single country may 

have a range of capacity challenges, and may also have varying capacity across different 

sectors or different climate-relevant policy areas (see Figure 1). 

                                                      
2 When referring to the current reporting system under the UNFCCC, encompassing NCs and BURs, 

this paper refers to non-Annex I Parties or countries, as these are the countries targeted by reporting 

guidelines. When referring to the future enhanced transparency framework, this paper uses the 

terminology of the Paris Agreement and refers to developing country Parties.  
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Figure 1. Continuum of capacity to report 

 

Source: Authors.  

Some developing countries that have submitted recent national reports have included more 

information (e.g. on emission projections) and/or in more detail (e.g. on projected climate 

impacts) than is currently mandatory. The vintage of GHG inventory data reported in the 

83 NCs submitted by non-Annex I countries since 2015 is often relatively old (on average 

seven years prior to submission date). In contrast, GHG emissions data reported in the 

BURs submitted by 43 developing countries to date is on average four years or less prior 

to submission date.   

Tracking progress in implementing and achieving NDCs is required under Article 13.7b of 

the Paris Agreement. To date, there is limited experience in developing countries with 

reporting progress on mitigation targets. Given the diversity in forms of mitigation targets 

in NDCs, a range of informational elements could be required to track progress towards 

those targets. For example, for quantitative targets expressed in terms of GHG emissions, 

information needed to track progress could include current national GHG inventory data, 

emission projections, and information on the use of international co-operative approaches, 

implementation of policies and measures, as appropriate. As the Paris Agreement foresees 

not only tracking progress towards Parties’ NDCs, but also towards collective progress, it 

would be useful for countries’ transparency reports to include a common set of information 

in order to facilitate aggregation. 

Reporting on adaptation in NCs is mandatory under the current reporting framework. 

Reporting on adaptation is, however, not mandatory under Article 13.8 of the Paris 

Agreement. There is currently no consensus relating to whether reporting under the Paris 

Agreement would supersede NCs (as well as superseding Biennial Reports (BRs) and 

BURs). It is unclear how the Paris Agreement would “build on and enhance” the current 

reporting framework for adaptation, if reporting under the Paris Agreement removes the 

requirement to report on it.  

The form, content, coverage and clarity of the adaptation component of Party NDCs are 

extremely diverse, as are Parties’ capacities related to monitoring and communicating such 

information. There will therefore be wide variety in adaptation-related information that is 

relevant to a Party, and relevant to identifying progress in implementation of any adaptation 

component of its NDC. The non-mandatory reporting on adaptation outlined by the Paris 

Agreement already provides for considerable variation regarding the content and timing of 

such information, as well as the reporting vehicle. At present, reporting guidelines for NCs 

provides little guidance on what exactly would be useful to report on adaptation, and how. 

This lack of guidance has led to wide variations in the content and detail of what is reported. 

Further, in NCs that have been submitted since a country’s NDC was developed, there is 

often a disconnect between the scope and coverage of adaptation goals as laid out in the 

NDC, and what is reported on adaptation in the NC. Indeed, NC reporting guidelines do 

not include a mention of adaptation goals. Thus, more detailed reporting guidance on 

adaptation could facilitate improved reporting in this area.  
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It might be useful for the Modalities, Procedures and Guidelines (MPGs) to include specific 

options for information elements that could be reported on related to adaptation. This would 

facilitate future national reports on adaptation to be more consistent, to be able to identify 

progress towards implementation of adaptation and adaptation-related goals, as well as to 

contribute to the global stocktake. This paper provides examples for what could be reported 

on several elements related to adaptation, depending on a country’s capacity related to that 

particular element. 

Reporting on support needed and received by developing country Parties is not currently 

mandatory, nor will it become so under Article 13.10 of the Paris Agreement. Nevertheless, 

current experience shows that country capacities can impact their ability to report on 

support received and needed. It may therefore also be useful for the MPGs to clearly 

indicate what clear, consistent and complete information could look like so Parties can 

identify where to begin reporting and identify where to improve. While support received 

and needed are referred together in Article 13, these are very different sets of information 

with very different requirements in terms of reporting processes and capacities. Reporting 

on support received requires a financial tracking system, while reporting on support needed 

requires a forward-looking understanding of objectives and a translation of those objectives 

in financial terms. This paper highlights ways Parties could approach requests to report 

information on support received or needed, including beginning with information that is 

available, and slowly moving towards: a) expanding scope by providing greater coverage 

of sectors and measures for which support has been received or is needed; b) providing 

clearer links to implementation of NDCs and/or adaptation plans; c) reporting more 

consistent time periods more frequently; d) and better clarifying and specifying both 

financial and non-financial forms of support.  

There are also types of information that are useful for all Parties to report that are largely 

unrelated to capacity, such as those related to the clarity and transparency of information 

reported. For example, explanations of relevant institutional processes and systems a Party 

currently has in place, choices made by the Party to include or exclude certain information, 

an explanation of any terms that do not have internationally agreed definitions, and clear 

reference to methodologies used and sources of information.  

Facilitating progression and improvement over time — and ensuring no backsliding — will 

be an important aspect for the MPGs to consider. In order to facilitate this, Parties’ reports 

under the ETF could also identify, prioritise and communicate the specific capacity 

constraints they face in reporting. Parties could first determine where their capacities lie 

for reporting different types of information, and report transparently about their capacity 

constraints and the reporting options they have used. Parties could then identify and 

prioritise areas of future improvement for reporting, specify the main capacity constraints 

associated with the prioritised areas of improvement, and if known, the support needed to 

overcome those. Parties could also be encouraged to describe improvements in reporting 

achieved to date, which would ideally be related to previously-identified priorities. 
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1.  Introduction 

The Paris Agreement’s enhanced transparency framework for action and support (ETF) is 

to provide flexibility for “those developing country Parties that need it in the light of their 

capacities” (Article 13.2). That flexibility is to apply “in the implementation of the 

provisions” of Article 13, which among other things sets out Parties’ reporting obligations 

for mitigation and adaptation action, as well as reporting of support provided, needed and 

received. In addition, Parties are to take flexibility into account as part of a technical expert 

review of information submitted by Parties (Articles 13.11 and 13.12). This paper addresses 

flexibility provided to those developing countries that need it in the light of their capacities 

under Article 13.2, exploring how this could apply to reporting provisions relevant to 

developing country Parties. 3 The paper also addresses the issue of improving reporting 

over time, particularly for adaptation and for support received and needed.4 While all 

Parties are to improve reporting over time, this paper focuses on reporting by developing 

country Parties that may find it challenging to report information required or requested due 

to capacity constraints. 

Parties are to reflect the principle of flexibility in adopting common modalities, procedures 

and guidelines (MPGs) for the transparency of action and support (Articles 13.2 and 13.13). 

In addition to the provisions of the Paris Agreement itself, the Paris Agreement’s 

accompanying decision text (Decision 1/CP.21) is relevant to interpreting the intended 

scope of the flexibility available to developing countries in the implementation of the ETF 

(UNFCCC, 2016[1]). Paragraph 89 of this decision indicates that developing country Parties 

that need it in the light of their capacities shall be provided flexibility “including in the 

scope, frequency and level of detail of reporting” and in the scope of review. The word 

“including” implies that this list is not intended to be exhaustive. Paragraph 90 indicates 

that developing countries other than Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island 

Developing States (SIDS) are to submit information biennially. Paragraph 94 of  Decision 

1/CP.21 invites Parties to consider the types of flexibility available to developing country 

Parties that need it on the basis of their capacities in developing the MPGs (UNFCCC, 

2016[1]). 

This paper looks at how Parties might operationalise flexibility in MPGs for developing 

country Parties’ that need in the light of their capacities to report under the Paris 

Agreement. The paper covers issues related to reporting of GHG inventories and tracking 

progress to mitigation targets. The paper analyses how flexibility may be used by those 

developing country Parties in a staged approach to report on mandatory elements under 

Article 13.7 of the Paris Agreement. The paper also highlights possible ways of facilitating 

improved reporting on adaptation, as well as reporting on support received and needed. In 

the spirit of the ETF building on and enhancing transparency arrangements under the 

                                                      
3 The paper leaves aside the question of how flexibility could be reflected in review. 

4 While developing country Parties that provide support are requested to provide information on 

support provided under Article 13.9, the topic of support provided will not be covered in this paper. 

For references to further information on support provided please see footnote 32 under Section 6.  
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Convention (Article 13.3), the paper considers whether and how Parties might draw lessons 

from current reporting arrangements under the Convention.5  

The paper outlines relevant background and context, and presents the approach taken to 

reporting in the paper (section 2), and then highlights how to operationalise flexibility for 

GHG inventories (section 3) and tracking progress to mitigation targets (section 4). Section 

5 focuses on the issue of improving reporting over time for adaptation, and section 6 

explores how reporting on support needed and received could be enhanced. Section 7 

highlights conclusions and areas for further consideration. 

2.  Background and context 

A combination of factors will influence the effectiveness of the Paris Agreement, including 

the ambition of Parties’ individual commitments and their ability to achieve these 

commitments. The Paris Agreement’s enhanced transparency framework (ETF) plays a 

central role in contributing to the better understanding of whether and how Parties are 

achieving their commitments, and potentially, what could further facilitate implementation. 

Information Parties report under the ETF is therefore essential for the framework to achieve 

its purpose, underscoring the need for a widespread uptake of reporting under the Paris 

Agreement, and for Parties to report to the best of their ability. While Annex I Parties are 

required to submit GHG inventories annually and BRs biennially, participation in reporting 

under the UNFCCC by non-Annex I Parties is limited: as of October 2018, 96 (of 154) non-

Annex I Parties have submitted reports since January 2015. Use of the Paris Agreement’s 

flexibility provisions for those countries who need it in the light of their capacities could 

be important in ensuring increased participation in the transparency system over time.  

Parties have different views on flexibility and the form it might take under the Paris 

Agreement’s ETF (Government of Australia, 2016[2]; EU, 2017[3]). This section provides 

context for and an explanation of the approach taken in this paper on understanding how 

capacities can impact reporting, with a view to framing MPGs as one means of enabling 

greater and better information to be reported under the ETF, including by operationalising 

flexibility in reporting provisions for developing country Parties that need it in the light of 

their capacities. 

Article 13.2 of the Paris Agreement states the ETF “shall provide flexibility in the 

implementation of this Article to those developing country Parties that need it in the light 

of their capacities”. Thus, flexibility is directly linked to capacity constraints. In this paper, 

capacity constraints are not seen as applying evenly to a given country’s reporting abilities, 

                                                      
5 This paper does not present specific options for the text of MPGs. Rather, it discusses key issues 

that Parties may seek to express within MPGs. It also presents ideas on both flexibility and ways of 

facilitating improved reporting, which Parties might consider including in MPGs, or which may be 

useful for processes that support Parties’ implementation of future MPGs (e.g. CBIT, mechanisms 

and processes specific to certain topics such as support or adaptation). 
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but as occurring on a continuum depending on the specific information a country is required 

or requested to provide (Figure 1).  

Flexibility is conceived of as enabling a developing country Party to identify how it can 

report to the best of its ability in the light of its capacities, where it has a constraint when 

faced with a specific reporting provision. For those informational elements where 

developing country capacities will affect reporting abilities, this paper examines how 

Parties could report in line with these capacities in a way that best facilitates a) reporting 

to the best of a Party’s abilities under the different provisions of the Paris Agreement; and 

b) improvements in reporting over time.  

2.1. Reporting information in the light of capacities 

ETF negotiations are currently developing MPGs to be applicable to all Parties, while 

reflecting flexibility in i.a. reporting requirements (c.f. Article 13.2 of the Paris 

Agreement). The Paris Agreement indicates that reporting on some information elements 

is mandatory (“shall”), while reporting on others is not. According to Article 13.7, all 

Parties shall regularly provide (a) a national inventory report of anthropogenic emissions 

by sources and removals by sinks of greenhouse gases and (b) information necessary to 

track progress made in implementing and achieving its NDC. Article 13.10 of the Paris 

Agreement states that “developing country Parties should provide information on financial, 

technology transfer and capacity-building support needed and received”. Similarly, 

according to Article 13.8, “each Party should also provide information related to climate 

change impacts and adaptation under Article 7, as appropriate”. While not discussed or 

addressed in this paper, Article 13.9 requires “developed country Parties” to report on 

financial, technology transfer and capacity-building support provided to developing 

country Parties, and states that “other Parties that provide support should” provide such 

information. Article 13.11 excludes information on climate change impacts and adaptation, 

as well as support needed and received by developing country Parties, from undergoing a 

technical expert review. 

Where reporting provisions are not mandatory (e.g. “should”), some Parties have expressed 

the view that no further flexibility is needed as a voluntary provision implies a Party may 

report as “flexibly” as needed (Government of Australia, 2016[2]; EU, 2017[3]). In order to 

develop MPGs that facilitate improved reporting and transparency over time (1/CP.21, 

para. 92a) (UNFCCC, 2016[1]), even non-mandatory reporting provisions could benefit 

from being accompanied by guidance or “tools” that would facilitate more complete and 

consistent reporting, as supported by some Parties ( (Government of New Zealand, 

2017[4])Annex 2, section 3). Current experience suggests that non-mandatory reporting 

provisions can be too open and vague, i.e. not accompanied by concrete guidance, which 

has not facilitated reporting, particularly for countries with less capacity (Garrett and 

Moarif, 2018[5]; Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]). More specific guidance for 

reporting on all information elements would also better support assessing progress towards 

global goals, including those related to adaptation and support. 

This paper takes the approach that even though a “should” reporting provision is not 

mandatory, MPGs could usefully provide a clear sense of what would be relevant to report 

and the specific information elements that would facilitate reporting. This could prevent 

Parties from simply not reporting information which is voluntary, if they experience 

challenges in doing so, rather than reporting to the best of their abilities. This would also 

be consistent with the Paris Agreement’s emphasis on facilitating improved reporting and 

transparency over time. Guidance providing a clear direction for improvement may be 
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helpful to Parties – particularly those with limited experience or capacity constraints in 

reporting specific information elements. This document therefore presents ways 

information could be provided to the best of Parties abilities, where capacity constraints 

may impede full reporting for all information that is requested (and not only required) under 

Article 13. 

Broadly, capacity constraints can include the lack of adequate human, scientific, technical, 

organisational, institutional and/or resource capabilities to deliver on climate policy 

objectives. Capacity constraints can be an important barrier to reporting information that is 

transparent, accurate, complete and consistent. Capacity constraints can also be a barrier to 

reporting in a timely manner.6 For the purposes of reporting, capacity constraints can 

include: 

 Lack of technical or scientific knowledge, for example to undertake vulnerability 

assessments. 

 Lack of human and/or financial resources, for example to do monitoring, to acquire 

data or analytical tools, or to gather inputs from a variety of relevant stakeholders.  

These capacity constraints can negatively impact the ability to monitor and report on 

climate actions, as well as support needed and received for such actions. Some important 

impacts can include: 

 A lack of legal and policy frameworks, for example to collect data, or share data 

from different government agencies necessary for compiling a GHG inventory, or 

for establishing monitoring systems for climate policies. 

 Institutional gaps, for example those that impede processes to compile a GHG 

inventory on an ongoing basis, or to effectively work with the private sector or sub-

national governments to gather data and information. 

The extent to which a developing country Party will use flexibility within reporting 

provisions will largely depend on the Party’s level of capacity and, for many, on the 

provision of support, recognising the special circumstances of the least developed countries 

(LDCs) and small island developing states (SIDS). 

2.1.1. Using a staged approach to report in the light of capacities 

A country may have a range of capacity challenges when it comes to reporting, and also 

have varying capacity across different sectors or different climate-relevant policy areas. As 

such, for a single country, the ability to report may vary considerably for different types of 

information. With different levels of experience and/or domestic capacity, such as those 

discussed above, to report on different elements, the availability, specificity and 

completeness of information reported by a Party may change. For example, a Party may 

potentially have good information availability when it comes to certain parts of its GHG 

inventory, but no or limited information about adaptation goals and implementation plans.  

For analytical purposes, this paper proposes a staged approach for capacity-constrained 

developing country Parties to improve their ability to report on individual information 

elements. A single Party may be at different stages on a continuum of capacity to report on 

                                                      
6 Several national and international capacity-building initiatives, including for transparency, are 

already in place. In addition, the Paris Agreement established a “Capacity Building Initiative for 

Transparency”, in order to build institutional and technical capacity. 
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different types of information, such as on GHG inventories, tracking progress made in 

implementing and achieving NDCs under Article 4, adaptation actions, as shown in 

Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Example of a Party’s capacity to report different types of information along stages 

on a continuum  

 

Source: Authors.  

The paper describes three illustrative stages (“Beginning”, “Advancing” and “Quality 

Reporting”) along a continuum between the lowest level of capacity (and highest level of 

flexibility used) and the highest level of capacity (and lowest level of flexibility used) for 

a developing country Party to report on a particular provision or element. The three stages 

described are not all-encompassing; the capacity to report on certain elements, as well as 

improvements in this capacity, may fall along the continuum between any of the illustrative 

stages identified in the paper. Movement between stages may also not be sequential, as 

capacity improvements are not necessarily linear, meaning that a stage could be skipped. 

These variations in capacity to report and what they could mean for selected different 

information elements addressed by the paper are outlined with more specificity, with some 

simplified examples in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Simplified, selected examples of staged approach to describe reporting abilities 

Task 

Continuum of capacity to report  

 

GHG inventory: reporting 
gases and categories 

Report at least on CO2, CH4 and 
N2O; prioritise categories 

included in NDC  

Transition to reporting more sub-
sectors, and/or on HFCs, PFCs, 

SF6 and NF3 as appropriate 

Reporting on at least six gases 
and all sectors, transition to 

reporting NF3 over time.  

NDC progress: presenting 
and reporting on indicators 

relevant to tracking 

Describe potential indicators, 
report whatever data available 

Present most relevant indicators 
and describe those to be 

developed; relatively recent data 

Present majority of indicators and 
targets, associated data less than 

3 years old 

Adaptation: describing 
implementation strategy 

for adaptation goals 

Report whatever relevant 
information is available 

Indicate if implementation 
strategy being developed 

Indicate bodies responsible for 
implementation and approach 

used (e.g. scope, co-ordination, 
sequencing)  

Support received: 
identifying actions for 
which support used 

Report on whatever information 
available, e.g. specific projects 

over varying time periods 

Information on actions support 
used for with whatever known 

results, covering the years since 
start of NDC or adaptation plan 

Information on actions supported 
by relevant sector, with known 
impacts and results, over clear 

and specific time period 

The different stages illustrate concrete reporting abilities, and variation in these abilities, 

for a particular information element. This assessment is based on: a) current reporting 

practices as seen in developing countries’ BURs, NCs and national inventory reports 

(NIRs); b) the capacity constraints identified via technical analysis of BURs, and; c) 

information shared by country delegates and technical expert reviewers, including during 

past CCXG Global Forums, the UNFCCC climate negotiations and other expert meetings.  

Regardless of capacities, there are also various reasons why information provided by 

Parties will vary within common MPGs. One is applicability: for example, in tracking 

progress made in implementing and achieving their NDC under Article 13.7b, the scope 

and type of NDCs, including the structure of a given mitigation target (e.g. absolute target, 

deviation from business as usual emissions), will affect the information reported. Another 

is that no Party has infinite resources that it can allocate to monitoring and reporting; Parties 

will likely prioritise resource allocation to areas most relevant to meeting domestic climate 

objectives, and those essential to meeting reporting obligations under the Paris Agreement. 

As such, while Parties report the best information they have, some information may be 

more specific and detailed compared to another if it is of greater relative importance. 

There are also types of information which all Parties could strive to report, in particular 

information that improves clarity and transparency. Such information can include 

explanations of the systems a Party currently has in place to gather information, monitor 

progress or estimate data. Similarly, all Parties could: explain choices made to include or 

exclude reporting of certain information, such as on emissions or financial support flows; 

explain how they use terms that do not have internationally agreed definitions; and refer 

clearly to sources of information and methodologies used. 

2.2. Flexibility and facilitative guidance: enabling and improving the reporting of 

information 

Paragraph 92a of the Paris Decision explicitly indicates that the MPGs are to take into 

account “the importance of facilitating improved reporting and transparency over time” 

(UNFCCC, 2016[1]). Reflecting this progression in the MPGs would mean that they would 
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encourage or request reporting from all Parties, and that the MPGs would also support 

improvement of the reported information by all Parties over time. While all Parties are to 

improve reporting over time, this paper focuses on reporting by developing country Parties 

that may find it challenging to report information required or requested due to capacity 

constraints. Developing country Parties that need to in the light of their capacities may use 

flexibility as one way to facilitate maximum participation in the transparency system; 

reporting as well and as completely as possible; and improvement in their capacity to report 

over time.  

Facilitating progression and improvement over time — and ensuring no backsliding — will 

be important for the MPGs to consider. According to their guidelines, both non-Annex I 

NCs and BURs are to include information on “constraints and gaps, and related financial, 

technical and capacity needs” and on support required (UNFCCC, 2012[7]; UNFCCC, 

2003[8]). Building on these guidelines, and enhancing the transparency arrangements under 

the Convention, Parties could integrate the following processes within reporting 

arrangements under the Paris Agreement (Figure 3), including under mechanisms intended 

to facilitate improved reporting such as the Capacity Building Initiative for Transparency:  

 Acknowledge that there will be a continuum of developing country Party capacities, 

including for reporting. As such, as a basis for improving reporting over time, 

developing country Parties could first determine where their capacities lie for 

reporting different types of information. This would allow them to understand 

where they have capacity constraints, what flexibility they need and what 

information they are capable of providing under different provisions (reporting on 

emissions, on adaptation, on finance etc.). 

 Developing country Parties would identify and prioritise areas of future 

improvement for reporting, ideally with specific goals and milestones for future 

reporting cycles. Some countries already do this in selected communications, e.g. 

several NDCs indicate that the country is in the process of developing a system to 

monitor and evaluate its adaptation response. 

 Developing country Parties would specify the main capacity constraints associated 

with the prioritised areas of improvement, and if known, the support needed to 

overcome those.  

 Developing country Parties would describe improvements achieved to date in 

relation to previous reporting cycle (as several countries already do in their NCs), 

which would ideally be related to the specific priorities identified at that time. 
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Figure 3 Simplified cycle for improving capacities and reporting over time 

Source: Authors 

3.  Operationalising flexibility provisions: GHG inventories 

GHG inventories are a crucial aspect of a country’s reporting. GHG inventories are useful 

for national planning purposes, e.g. to identify policy areas that can be used to address key 

sources of emissions or emission growth. GHG inventories are also useful at an 

international level when understanding global GHG emission levels and considering 

progress towards the mitigation component of NDCs expressed in terms of GHG-

emissions.  

Reporting information on emissions is mandatory under the current UNFCCC framework 

for all countries. Under current reporting arrangements, Annex I countries submit GHG 

inventories annually. GHG inventories are also to be submitted as part of non-Annex I 

countries’ NCs and developing countries’ BURs. Recognising the importance of GHG 

inventories, the Paris Agreement strengthened reporting requirements for inventories. 

Article 13.7a of the Paris Agreement requires that all Parties regularly provide a national 

inventory report (NIR) of anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of 

GHG. This NIR is to be prepared using good practice methodologies accepted by the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and agreed upon by the Conference 

What 
information can 
be reported now 

(relevant and 
available)?

What 
information is 
missing (and 

could be useful 
to report in the 

future)?

What is needed 
to fill 

information gaps 
(data, tools, 
processes, 

resources)?

What prioritized 
improvements 

are planned (for 
the next 

reporting round)?

Support
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of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this Agreement. A number of 

methodological guidelines for national GHG inventories have been developed by the 

IPCC.7 These guidelines accommodate different levels of capacity, including providing 

different “tiers” representing different levels of methodological complexity.8 The IPCC 

Guidelines also provide clear guidance on the characteristics of a quality GHG inventory, 

and, with different starting points related to capacity in mind, guide countries in the 

identification and prioritisation of improvement options.   

“Key category analysis” is one of the approaches the IPCC Guidelines provide to guide the 

prioritisation of improvement options in reporting. An inventory category is referred to as 

“key category” if (under current definitions) it contributes to more than 95% of a country’s 

total GHG emissions level, trend or uncertainty (based on an uncertainty analysis), when 

summed up in descending order of magnitude.9 The identification of key categories allows 

countries to focus improvement effort on those categories where the most relevant impact 

on overall inventory quality can be achieved. The IPCC guidelines suggest using at least a 

Tier 2 level for key categories in most cases (IPCC 2006 GL, Volume 1, chapter 4), while 

acknowledging that national circumstances play a large part in determining if this is 

possible.  

Current reporting requirements under the UNFCCC, in particular the BUR guidelines in 

decision 2/CP.1710 (UNFCCC, 2012[7]), provide further discretion to developing country 

Parties accommodating lower reporting capacities in a number of ways. These include: 

 Discretion related to the years for which inventory data is reported (vintage and 

time series). Thus, there should be a maximum of four years between the inventory 

report submission and the latest year of inventory data. Moreover, producing a 

complete time series is not mandatory; 

 Coverage of gases reported: discretion with regards to reporting of gases other than 

CO2, CH4 and N2O; 

 LDCs and SIDS can report at their discretion. 

 

                                                      
7 These include among others the Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for national GHG inventories 

(“Revised 1996 IPCC GL”) and the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for national GHG Inventories (“2006 

IPCC GL”). The 2006 IPCC GL mostly build on the Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines, including 

additional gases, sources and sinks as well as more recent scientific knowledge, e.g. with regards to 

emission factors and other parameters. 

8 Usually three tiers are provided. Tier 1 is the basic method, Tier 2 intermediate and Tier 3 most 

demanding in terms of complexity and data requirements. Tiers 2 and 3 are sometimes referred to 

as higher tier methods and are generally considered to be more accurate. 

9 Key category analysis identifies categories of emissions or removals which have the largest 

influence on the GHG inventory with regards to the absolute level of GHG emissions/removals, the 

trend between the absolute levels of GHG emissions/removals in the base year and the reporting 

year or uncertainty in emissions/removals. The IPCC guidelines also allow key category 

identification based on qualitative criteria, but without specific guidance for doing so. 

10 See https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf  
 

https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf
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3.1. Experience with reporting national GHG inventories 

This section outlines experience with reporting of national GHG inventories by developing 

countries with the aim of identifying relevant capacity limitations related to reporting which 

might require the use of flexibility in a future reporting system under the Paris Agreement’s 

ETF. It then highlights possible options to accommodate capacity limitations related to 

reporting of national GHG inventories while enabling improved reporting over time11.  

This section provides an overview of developing country experience with national GHG 

inventories to date, considering information reported in the most recent national report 

submitted to the UNFCCC, i.e. NC or BUR. Decision 2/CP.17 indicated that developing 

countries should submit a BUR (including an updated national GHG inventory) by 

December 2014 (UNFCCC, 2012[7]). Between January 2015 and October 2018, 96 

developing country Parties had submitted a national GHG inventory either as part of a BUR 

or a NC. Fifty-eight developing countries have submitted neither a BUR, nor a NC in this 

timeframe.  

  

                                                      
11 This section is supported by an analysis conducted on 126 national reports (83 National Communications 

and 43 Biennial Update Reports), submitted by 96 developing countries between January 2015 and October 

2018. For each category of submissions, only the latest report available has been considered. See Annex II 

for detailed information. 
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Table 2. Overview of GHG inventory compilation and reporting practices among recent reports 

from developing country Parties 

(a) National Communications (n=83) 

 Number of NCs in 2015 
or later 

(Share of total ) 

(n=83) 

Of which: 

Number of LDCs and SIDS  

(Share of total LDCs/SIDS) 
(n=36) 

Comments 

Countries using the Revised 1996 
IPCC Guidelines 

43 

(52%) 

26 

(72%) 

The share of countries using Revised 
1996 IPCC Guidelines is significantly 
lower for BURs. 

Countries using a combination of 
Revised 1996 and 2006 IPCC 

Guidelines 

19 

(23%) 

4 

(11%) 

12 out of 19 countries were using only 
Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines in their 
pre-2015 submission. 

Countries using the 2006 IPCC 
Guidelines 

21 

(25%) 

6 

(17%) 

16 out of 21 countries were not using 
2006 IPCC GLs in their pre-2015 
submission. 

Countries using solely IPCC 2006 
guidelines for reporting LULUCF 

emissions 

17 

(21%) 

6 

(17%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF.  

Countries using IPCC 1996 
Guidelines and 2003 Good Practice 
Guidelines for LULUCF reporting 

13 

(16%) 

7 

(19%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF  

Countries using IPCC 2006 
Guidelines and 2003 Good Practice 
Guidelines for LULUCF reporting 

5 

(6%) 

1 

(3%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF  

Countries using a combination of all 
three guidelines for LULUCF 

reporting 

8 

(10%) 

2 

(6%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF  

Countries who have carried out a 
key category analysis 

49 

(60%) 

15 

(42%) 

Around half of the developing countries 
did not include a key category analysis 
in their previous NC. 

Countries who have carried out 
uncertainty analysis 

57 

(69%) 

20 

(56%) 

13 out of 57 countries have carried out 
only a qualitative uncertainty analysis. 
Of these, 9 countries are LDCs or SIDS. 

Countries reporting to N-4 or more 
recent years 

22 

(27%) 

4 

(11%) 

LDCs and SIDSs report on average N-
9. Other developing countries report on 
average N-6. 

Countries who provide a time series 
(more than one GHG inventory year) 

68 

(81%) 

27 

(75%) 

The quality and length of time series 
varies. At least 15 countries have time 
series that cover 20+ years. 

Countries who provide a time series 
of at least 5 consecutive years 

49 

(58%) 

20 

(56%) 

3 countries provide a time series of 5+ 
inconsecutive years. 

Countries using only Tier 1 to 
calculate emissions 

45 

(54%) 

25 

(69%) 

20 countries are using both tiers 1 and 
2. Three countries are using tiers 1, 2 
and 3. 

Countries reporting on CO2, CH4 and 
N2O only (not considering indirect 

emissions) 

42 

(51%) 

26 

(72%) 

35 out of 42 countries report also on at 
least one indirect GHG.   

Countries reporting CO2, CH4, N2O, 
HFCs, PFCs, SF6 

17 

(20%) 

1 

(2%) 

19 countries are reporting CO2, CH4 and 
N2O and at least one more direct gas. 
Of these, 7 are LDCs or SIDS. 
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 (b) Biennial Update Reports (n=43) 

 
-Number of NCs in 2015 or later 

-Share of total (n=43) 

-Number of LDCs and SIDS  

-Share of total LDCs/SIDS 
(n=4) 

Comments 

Countries using the Revised 
1996 IPCC Guidelines 

11 

(25%) 

1 

(25%) 

2 of the countries using Revised 1996 
IPCC GL have adopted 2006 GL in the 
NC published after the BUR. 

Countries using a 
combination of Revised 1996 

and 2006 IPCC Guidelines 

10 

(23%) 

0 

(0%) 

All these countries were either using a 
combination of the two guidelines also in 
their previous submission or this was 
their first submission. 

Countries using the 2006 
IPCC Guidelines 

21 

(49%) 

3 

(75%) 

2 countries were not using only 2006 
IPCC Guidelines in their pre-2015 
submission. 

Countries using solely IPCC 
2006 guidelines for reporting 

LULUCF emissions 

20 

(47%) 

3 

(75%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF.  

Countries using IPCC 1996 
Guidelines and 2003 Good 

Practice Guidelines for 
LULUCF reporting 

7 

(16%) 

1 

(25%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF  

Countries using IPCC 2006 
Guidelines and 2003 Good 

Practice Guidelines for 
LULUCF reporting 

5 

(12%) 

0 

(0%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF  

Countries using a 
combination of all three 
guidelines for LULUCF 

reporting 

3 

(7%) 

0 

(0%) 

NB, note that not all countries state the 
methodologies adopted for LULUCF  

Countries who have carried 
out a key category analysis 

31 

(72%) 

3 

(75%) 

At least 5 countries did not include a key 
category analysis in their previous 
submission. 

Countries who have carried 
out uncertainty analysis 

32 

(74%) 

3 

(75%) 

3 out of 32 countries have carried out 
only a qualitative uncertainty analysis. 
Of these, none is a LDC or a SIDS. 

Countries reporting to N-4 or 
more recent years 

34 

(79%) 

3 

(75%) 

Most countries report N-4 or more 
recent. 14 countries report N-3, and two 
N-2. Of these, none is a LDC or a SIDS. 

Countries who provide a time 
series (more than one GHG 

inventory year) 

39 

(91%) 

4 

(100%) 
-- 

Countries who provide a time 
series of at least 5 
consecutive years 

28 

(65%) 

3 

(75%) 

6 countries provide a time series of 5+ 
inconsecutive years. 

Countries using only Tier 1 to 
calculate emissions 

14 

(33%) 

2 

(50%) 

16 countries are using both tiers 1 and 
2. Four countries are using tiers 1, 2 and 
3.  

Countries reporting on CO2, 
CH4 and N2O only (not 

considering indirect GHGs) 

9 

(21%) 

2 

(50%) 
-- 

Countries reporting CO2, CH4, 
N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SF6 

18 

(42%) 

0 

(0%) 

15 countries are reporting CO2, CH4 and 
N2O and at least one more direct gas. 
Of these, 2 are LDCs or SIDS. 

Notes: Full data on GHG inventory compilation and reporting practices is available in Annex II 

The BUR Guidance (UNFCCC, 2012[7]) indicates that countries “should” use the Revised 

1996 IPCC Guidelines (GL) the Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in 

National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, and the Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, 
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Land-Use Change and Forestry.12 This however does not preclude countries from using 

the 2006 IPCC GL instead of the Revised 1996 IPCC GL or a combination of the Revised 

1996 IPCC GL and the 2006 IPCC GL, as well as the other guidelines mentioned. The 

current use of IPCC Guidelines by developing country Parties is shown in Table 2. The use 

of a specific set of guidelines is not dependent on Parties’ capacity as the sets of guidelines 

do not differ in their level of complexity. Transitioning from one set of guidelines to the 

other does imply some increased capacity requirements (at least temporarily) e.g. to 

familiarise with changed requirements and recalculate time series. Flexibility might thus 

be required with regards to transitioning to a new set of IPCC Guidelines, e.g. the IPCC 

2006 GL.  

Of the recent non-Annex I country national reports, the majority include emissions 

data for more than five years. Out of 126 reports (including 43 BURs and 83 NCs), only 

19 inventories do not include any time series at all.  

When time series are reported, they are not always extended back to GHG inventory 

years reported in previous national reports. The vintage of data presented in the most 

recent GHG inventory year varies considerably, ranging from N-2 to N-20. For example, 

37 countries’ NCs (including from 27 developing countries who are not LDCs or SIDS) 

provided data with a vintage of N-7 or older as the latest inventory year. BURs contain 

GHG inventories with data for more recent years, with the majority of countries submitting 

data that was N-4 or more recent, as per current guidelines. Indeed, only 9 countries out of 

43 presented a vintage of data older than required by the BUR Guidance (N-4).  

More than half of recent non-Annex I country reports carry out key category analyses 

and uncertainty analyses. This includes, for example, where uncertainty analyses are 

carried out in a qualitative manner, indicating the main difficulties encountered when 

collecting data, the unavailability of certain data, or the poor quality of data used (e.g. due 

to illegal activities not recorded like smuggling or logging). This is also the case where key 

category analysis can only assess the relevance of categories on the total inventory for a 

given inventory year, but not over time, as no time series was reported. Flexibility might 

be required with regards to carrying out key category analysis related to both level and 

trend as well as quantitative uncertainty analysis. 

Developing countries rely heavily on the use of Tier 1 approaches to calculate GHG 

emission levels, including for key categories. Indeed, neither the BUR nor the non-Annex 

I NC Guidelines contain a requirement to move to higher tiers for key categories 

(UNFCCC, 2012[9]; UNFCCC, 2003[10]), and 51 developing countries (including 25 who 

are not LDCs or SIDS) only use Tier 1 approaches in their national GHG inventories. 

However, moving towards Tier 2 approaches renders the national GHG inventory more 

accurate, and therefore a more valuable tool for policy decision making. Moving towards 

Tier 2 approaches involves the development of country-specific emission factors or the 

collection of more disaggregated activity data, which can require dedicated medium- to 

long-term studies and associated capacity.  

It can be difficult to acquire a long-term budget and resources dedicated to improving GHG 

inventories if the inventories are compiled using a one-off approach as opposed to under 

the work programme of a permanent institutional structure. The Revision of the UNFCCC 

                                                      
12 In contrast, developed country Parties have been required to use the IPCC 2006 GL from their 

2015 GHG inventory submission onwards. 
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reporting guidelines on annual inventories for Parties included in Annex I to the 

Convention recognise that even with advanced capacities, moving calculations of all key 

categories to a Tier 2 methodology can be challenging and thus provides some discretion 

to Annex I Parties by stating that: “[..] Annex I Parties should make every effort”13 to use 

a Tier 2 methodology for key categories where suggested by the IPCC GL instead of 

generally requiring the use of Tier 2. This approach provides clear guidance on the desired 

direction of travel, thus facilitating improvement over time, while leaving discretion to 

countries based on national circumstances. A similar approach could be used by flexibility 

provisions under the Paris Agreement for those developing country Parties that need it in 

the light of their capacities.  

When submitted, GHG inventories may not be complete, both with regards to 

coverage of categories and gases.14 This is often due to a lack of relevant activity data, 

e.g. where information is not available as it is not yet collected. Setting up processes for 

the regular provision and collection of relevant data can be a long-term endeavour and 

difficult to achieve (as outlined in recent NCs from Bahamas and Georgia), where national 

GHG inventories are compiled on a one-off basis (Government of Bahamas, 2015[11]; 

Government of Georgia, 2015[12]). Flexibility might thus be required with regards to 

reporting a complete GHG inventory related to both categories and gases. Where Parties 

are not able to estimate GHG emissions for a category, they can use the notation key “NE” 

together with a justification. For Parties with low capacities, further guidance on which 

sectors and gases to focus their monitoring and reporting efforts to establish a GHG 

inventory – beyond the guidance provided through the key category analysis – might 

however be useful. Flexibility provisions could support providing such guidance.  

The time required to compile a national GHG inventory depends very much on the 

resources, capacity and data available. Annex I countries are required to compile national 

GHG inventories annually and typically teams of multiple staff spend at least six calendar 

months on this task. This is facilitated by well-established GHG inventory compilation 

teams, relations with data providers and compilation processes. Where developing country 

Parties have limited GHG inventory compilation experience, implementing biennial 

reporting frequency could potentially be challenging. This is borne out by experience with 

BUR reporting, where some developing countries have needed more than two years to 

develop one, and where only a limited number of countries have submitted a BUR. 

Flexibility around the data quality and/or completeness for the most recent GHG inventory 

years, e.g. initially focusing on sectors where activity data is available on a regular basis, 

might help to render biennial reporting less challenging and to maximise participation in 

the transparency system. 

3.1.1. Land-use reporting 

Some characteristics of the land-use sector make reporting of its emissions and removals a 

complex task. For example, emissions and removals from land-use systems are the result 

                                                      
13 24/CP.19: Revision of the UNFCCC reporting guidelines on annual inventories for Parties 

included in Annex I to the Convention, Section E, para 11.  

14 The IPCC guidelines provide for several “notation keys” highlighting if emission sources are “not 

occurring” (NO), “not applicable” (NA), “included elsewhere” (IE) or confidential (C). Inclusion of 

these notation keys in a country’s inventory would still imply that the inventory is complete. 

However, if a country’s inventory includes the notation key “not estimated” (NE), the Party is to 

provide a clear justification of why these emissions were not estimated.  
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of management and human activities, and also the result of natural effects, such as extreme 

events that have very low-predictability and variable frequency and magnitude. 

Non-Annex I Parties, like for other sectors, “should” use the 1996 IPCC GL, the Good 

Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in National Greenhouse Gas Inventories 

(2000 GPG) and Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry 

(2003 GPG), may use different methods (“tiers”) and are encouraged to undertake, to the 

extent possible, a key source category analysis according to guidelines for the preparation 

of NCs and BURs (UNFCCC, 2003[8]; UNFCCC, 2012[7]). Further, more recent decisions 

regarding REDD+ “encourage” (Decision 2/CP.13) or even “request” (Decision 4/CP.15) 

the use of the most recent IPCC guidelines, that is, 2006 IPCC guidelines to report on a 

sub-set of LULUCF emissions (i.e. deforestation, and forest-related emissions and 

removals respectively). While participation in REDD+ is voluntary, there are currently 

more than 50 developing countries undertaking REDD+ actions and therefore requested to 

use 2006 guidelines for reporting on those activities. 

The 2003 GPG represents a significant change and often offers some advantages over the 

1996 IPCC GL for the land-use sector. The 2003 GPG are land-based, as opposed to 

process-based, and use managed lands as a proxy for identifying emissions by sources and 

removals by sinks. The information needed for inventories are hence largely confined to 

managed lands. As a consequence, these guidelines consolidate previously optional 

categories. For example, emissions and removals associated with all fires on managed land 

are now estimated, removing the previously optional distinction between wildfires and 

prescribed burning.  

The IPCC 2006 GL integrate the agriculture and the Land-use and Land Use, Land-Use 

Change and Forestry (LULUCF) sectors. By doing so, these guidelines help resolve 

inconsistencies and avoid double-counting. For example, the IPCC 2006 GL allows for 

greater consistency in land area classification and better integration of information, such as 

fertiliser application, that affects both agriculture and other land uses. The IPCC 2006 GL 

thus reduce or avoid the possibilities for double counting or omission of specific emission 

sources. Another improvement concerns the inclusion of Harvested Wood Products 

(HWP), where the IPCC 2006 GL provide detailed methods that can be used to include 

HWP in greenhouse gas inventories using any of the approaches that are currently under 

discussion within the UNFCCC process. 

Out of a total of 126 inventories (BURs and NCs published from January 2015 to October 

2018), 118 recent inventories submitted by 88 developing countries include LULUCF in 

their inventories. At present, the methodologies adopted to estimate LULUCF emissions 

vary considerably, with countries using 6 different combinations (IPCC 2006 GL alone; 

IPCC 1996 Revised GL alone; IPCC 2006 GL and 2003 GPG; IPCC 1996 Revised GL and 

2003 GPG; a combination of all the three guidelines). Out of 88 countries including 

LULUCF in their inventories, only 37 use 2003 GPG, and only 38 use IPCC 2006 GL 

(alone, or in combination with 2003 GPG). On average, IPCC 2006 GL are adopted more 

frequently in BURs (58% of cases) if compared to NCs (27% of cases). The IPCC 

guidelines and Good Practice Guidance allow for inherent variation in how they can be 

used. Parties can apply different methodological tiers to a different set of key categories, in 

accordance with their level of capacity and different circumstances. Moreover, current 

UNFCCC reporting requirements allow for variation in the years for which inventory data 

is reported (vintage and time series) and in the coverage of gases reported other than CO2, 

CH4 and N2O. 



COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 │ 27 
 

  
Unclassified 

3.2. Facilitating improved reporting of national GHG inventories in the light of 

capacities 

From the discussion in Section 3.1, potential capacity limitations might apply for tasks 

including: 

 Setting up relevant inventory arrangements and reporting a national GHG inventory 

every two years; 

 Reporting on all categories and gases relevant to the Party;  

 Transitioning to IPCC 2006 GL (and any further relevant IPCC guidelines and 

future refinements);  

 Reporting time series compliant with required starting date, ending date and 

coverage as required for years in between (these details remain to be specified in 

the MPGs); 

 Carrying out recalculations to ensure time series consistency;  

 Identifying key categories and using higher Tier methodologies where advised by 

the set of IPCC GL applied; 

 Carrying out an uncertainty analysis. 

Table 3 presents options to facilitate improved reporting of national GHG inventories for 

these capacity limitations. Options are presented using three illustrative stages along a 

continuum between the lowest level of capacity (and highest level of flexibility used) and 

the highest level of capacity (and lowest level of flexibility used) for a developing country 

Party to report on a particular provision or element. The concept has been described in more 

detail in section 2.1.1. 
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Table 3. How to operationalise flexibility options for GHG inventories 

Tasks 

 

Flexibility options facilitating improved reporting over time depending on level of capacity for a specific element, sector, gas 

Continuum of capacity to report 

 

Setting up relevant inventory 
arrangements 

Designate a single national entity. Set up the 
institutional, legal and procedural arrangements 
needed for inventory planning, preparation and 
management over time as feasible, based on a clear 
set of planned improvements over time. 

Designate a single national entity and set up the 
most relevant institutional, legal and procedural 
arrangements for the inventory planning, preparation 
and management depending on the national 
circumstances. Provide clear information on planned 
improvements for the set-up of the remaining 
arrangements. 

Follow the requirements related to national inventory 
arrangements established in the MPGs to the extent 
feasible, set up any missing arrangements within the 
medium term and based on clear information on 
planned improvements. 

Reporting a GHG inventory with a 
specified frequency  

Reporting a national GHG inventory every two years. 
 

Reporting a national GHG inventory every two years 
initially, indicating in the improvement plan how and 
when a transition to annual reporting is planned in the 
long-term. 

Transition to reporting a national GHG inventory on an 
annual basis.  

Using the IPCC 2006 GL Guidelines 
(and any supplementary/further 
methodological guidance from the 
IPCC including the 2013 
supplements and any additional 
refinements) 

For those countries using Revised 1996 IPCC 
Guidelines, continue using the Revised 1996 IPCC 
Guidelines (and IPCC GPG, IPCC LULUCF GPG as 
appropriate) and transition to the IPCC 2006 GL 
subsequently. Report on barriers and a timeline for 
future application of the IPCC 2006 GL in the 
improvement plan 

Transition to the IPCC 2006 Guidelines and any 
supplementary/further methodological guidance from 
the IPCC including the 2013 supplements, clearly 
outlining the approach in the improvement plan. 

Continue to use the 2006 GL and any 
supplementary/further methodological guidance from 
the IPCC including the 2013 supplements. Start using 
any additional refinements as appropriate. 

Reporting on all relevant gases and 
categories  

 

 

a) Continuing to report on the categories for which 
emissions/removals were previously estimated, 
where possible 

b) Reporting at least on CO2, CH4, N2O.  
c) Giving priority to categories and gases included in 

a Party’s NDC 

a) Continuing to report on the categories for which 
emissions/removals were previously estimated, 
unless a clear category-specific justification can 
be provided. 

b) Giving priority to categories and/or gases included 
in a Party’s NDC 

c) Initially report at least on CO2, CH4, N2O. 
Transition to reporting also HFCs, PFCs, SF6, NF3 
(as appropriate). 

a) Continuing to report on the categories for which 
emissions/removals were previously estimated 

b) Reporting at least on CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, 
SF6. Transition to reporting NF3 over time. 

c) Reporting indirect CO2 and precursors (CO, NOx, 
NMVOCs, SOX) where data is available (as 
appropriate) 

d) Not estimating specific categories where a clear 
category-specific justification can be provided. 
Transition to reporting these categories over time. 
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Tasks 

 

Flexibility options facilitating improved reporting over time depending on level of capacity for a specific element, sector, gas 

Continuum of capacity to report 

 

d) Using higher thresholds (as provided by the 
MPGs), to determine whether an emissions 
source is significant.15 

e) Not estimating specific categories initially, while 
providing a clear justification.  

d) Consider reporting indirect CO2 and precursors 
(CO, NOx, NMVOCs, SOX) where data is available 
(as appropriate) 

e) Initially using higher thresholds (as provided by the 
MPGs), to determine whether an emissions 
source is significant.  

f) Not estimating specific categories where a clear 
category-specific justification can be provided. 
Report a clear improvement planning for 
transitioning to reporting these categories in the 
long-term. 

Reporting on bunker fuels Consider providing estimates for international aviation 
and international shipping emissions if data is 
available. 

Providing estimates for international aviation and 
international shipping emissions to the extent feasible. 

Providing estimates for international aviation and 
international shipping emissions using a tier 1 
approach. 

Natural disturbances Consider providing information on the identification, 
emission/removal estimation and reporting approach 
of natural disturbances (as appropriate) where data is 
available. 

Providing information on the identification, 
emission/removal estimation and reporting approach 
of natural disturbances (as appropriate) where data is 
available. 

Providing information on the identification, 
emission/removal estimation and reporting approach 
of natural disturbances to the extent feasible 

Reporting a time series ending in a 
maximum number of years before 
reporting year X 

Reporting a time series ending in N-4. Setting out in 

improvement planning how a transition to more recent 
data can be achieved subsequently.  

Reporting a time series ending in N-4 initially, 
transitioning to N-2 over time.  

Reporting a time series ending in N-3 initially, 
transitioning to N-2. 

Reporting a time series going back 
to specified starting year 

Reporting a consistent time series in line with data 
available. Setting out in improvement planning how to 

Reporting a consistent time series starting in the. 
Transitioning to reporting a consistent time series back 
to the NDC base year or to 2010 (whichever is later). 

Reporting time series from the NDC base year (if 
reported in the past) or from 2010, whichever is later. 

                                                      
15 The Guidelines for the preparation of national communications by Parties included in Annex I to the Convention, Part I: UNFCCC reporting 

guidelines on annual inventories (UNFCCC, 2000[52]) set conditions for considering an emission insignificant: “An emission should only be 

considered insignificant if the likely level of emissions is below 0.05 per cent of the national total GHG emissions,and does not exceed 500 kt CO2 

eq. The total national aggregate of estimated emissions for all gases and categories considered insignificant shall remain below 0.1 per cent of the 

national total GHG emissions.” 
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Tasks 

 

Flexibility options facilitating improved reporting over time depending on level of capacity for a specific element, sector, gas 

Continuum of capacity to report 

 

 extend the time series back to the NDC base year or 
to 2010 (whichever is later) in the long-term.  

Carrying out recalculations to ensure 
time series consistency  
 

Carrying out recalculations to the extent feasible, at 
least for the NDC base year and the last reporting 
year. 

Carrying out recalculations for the whole time series 
for key categories and at least for the NDC base year 
and the last reporting year for other categories. 

Carrying out recalculations for the whole time series 
for all categories, unless a clear justification can be 
provided of why a recalculation is not possible at the 
current point in time.  

Identification of key categories 
(including and excluding LULUCF) 

a) Carrying out a key category analysis using 
approach 1 by level. Carry out the analysis by 
trend, where data is available. 

b) Using a threshold lower than 95% for the 
identification of key categories for the time being 

a) Carrying out a key category analysis using 
approach by both level and trend. 

b) Using a threshold lower than 95% for the 
identification of key categories, reporting a clear 
timeline for moving to the threshold value of 95% 
in the improvement planning 

Carrying out a key categories analysis using approach 
1 by both level and trend. Considering carrying out an 
approach 2 analysis for level and trend if data and 
resources are available and, if doing so, to add 
additional key categories to the result of approach 1. 

Applying higher Tier methods for 
key categories as advised by the 
IPCC Guidelines used 

Applying lower Tier methods even for key categories. 
Report on barriers related to time and data prohibiting 
moving to a higher tier approach for key categories. 

Using a Tier 1 approach for single key categories, 
transitioning to Tier 2 within x years. 

Applying Tier 2 methods for all key categories (to the 
extent feasible) within x years 

Carrying out an uncertainty analysis Carrying out a qualitative uncertainty analysis. Carrying out a quantitative uncertainty analysis at 
least for the NDC base year and the last GHG 
inventory year for key categories, carrying out a 
qualitative uncertainty analysis for remaining 
categories. 

Carry out uncertainty analysis for the full GHG 
inventory, at least for the NDC base year and the last 
GHG inventory year. 

QA/QC plan  a) Develop and implement a basic QA/QC plan, 
setting out general approaches and 
responsibilities 

b) Carrying out a reference approach calculation for 
the energy sector and comparing it to the sectoral 
estimations, where data is available 

a) Develop and implement a QA/QC plan setting 
out general approaches and responsibilities as 
well as sectoral approaches and responsibilities  

b) Carrying out a reference approach calculation 
for the energy sector and comparing it to the 
sectoral estimations to the extent feasible 

a) Develop and implement a QA/QC plan setting out 
general and sectoral approaches and 
responsibilities and setting out, to the extent 
feasible, category-specific approaches and 
responsibilities for key categories 

b) Carrying out a reference approach calculation for 
the energy sector and comparing it to the sectoral 
estimations  
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Tasks 

 

Flexibility options facilitating improved reporting over time depending on level of capacity for a specific element, sector, gas 

Continuum of capacity to report 

 
Ensuring that GHG inventory data 
can be (dis)aggregated to the same 
coverage as any  non-economy-
wide NDC target  

Use the IPCC categories to the extent feasible and 
adjust scope with simplified estimation methods (e.g. 
relation between NDC scope and IPCC sectors in 
GHG at the point the NDC was developed. 

Use the IPCC categories to the extent feasible and 
adjust scope with simplified estimation methods (e.g. 
relation between NDC scope and IPCC sectors in 
GHG at the point the NDC was developed. Transition 
to an aligned approach within X years. 

Ensure that reporting categories align with NDC 
framing (as well as with current requirements on 
inventory reporting). 

Reporting a transparent national 
GHG inventory report 

a) Reporting a NIR in one of the official UN 
languages 

b) To the extent feasible and with a focus on key 
categories, reporting on methods, including their 
choice and rationale in the context of IPCC good 
practice, sources of emission factors and activity 
data used, including descriptions, assumptions, 
references and sources of information used. 

a) Reporting a NIR in one of the official UN 
languages, including an English translation, where 
possible 

b) To the extent feasible, reporting on methods, 
including their choice and rationale in the context 
of IPCC good practice, sources of emission factors 
and activity data used, including descriptions, 
assumptions, references and sources of 
information used. 

a) Reporting a NIR in one of the official UN 
languages, including an English translation 

b) Continue reporting on methods, including their 
choice and rationale in the context of IPCC good 
practice, sources of emission factors and activity 
data used, including descriptions, assumptions, 
references and sources of information used. 

Improvement plan Reporting an improvement plan (as part of a national 
transparency report, or separately), setting out the 
relevant planned improvements, including from the 
recommendations of the technical expert review to the 
extent feasible. 

Reporting an improvement plan (as part of a national 
transparency report, or separately), setting out the 
relevant planned improvements, including from the 
recommendations of the technical expert review to the 
extent feasible. 

Reporting an improvement plan (as part of a national 
transparency report, or separately), setting out the 
relevant planned improvements, including from the 
recommendations of the technical expert review to the 
extent feasible. 

Note: This table explores ways information on GHG inventories to mitigation could be reported in the light of Parties’ different capacities for different 

information elements. The information presented is not intended as direct input to the development of text for MPGs. Capacity levels are not seen as discrete 

categories, rather capacity constraints are seen as occurring on a continuum  that may vary for each informational element Parties are required to provide.  

Source: Authors  
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4.  Operationalising flexibility: Tracking progress under Article 4 of the Paris 

Agreement 

Article 13.7b of the Paris Agreement (UNFCCC, 2016[1]) stipulates that each Party shall 

regularly provide “information necessary to track progress made in implementing and 

achieving its nationally determined contribution under Article 4”. The type of information 

to be provided, its scope and level of detail are not specified further. This section focuses 

on possible options for flexibility in reporting progress towards the mitigation component 

of an NDC. 

A number of Party submissions ahead of COP23 in November 2017 highlighted that as 

NDC targets had been nationally determined, capacity considerations should not arise in 

reporting.16 This is based on the assumption that target setting has considered, among 

others, the institutional, data and methodological capacity to monitor and report on the 

actions necessary to achieve the target. If this assumption is correct, then international 

reporting could be carried out on the basis of the Party’s existing capacities. However, 

several developing country NDCs have been developed in a limited timeframe, relying 

heavily on international capacity and based on the understanding that institutional 

structures and domestic capacities necessary for implementation and monitoring progress 

towards the NDC target remained to be established or strengthened over time. Thus, in 

practice, several developing countries may not currently have the capacity to track progress 

to their targets as laid out in their NDCs (e.g. may not have sufficient data or tools), and 

will need flexibility in reporting while they establish the capacity needed to do so.  

The design of flexibility options has to consider the overarching aim of the Paris 

Agreement. This includes improvement over time, and also a contribution of Party 

transparency reports to the Global Stocktake. Thus, even with flexibility, Parties need to 

work towards reporting some level of common and comparable information.  

4.1. Information required to track progress by individual Parties 

The information required to track progress towards NDC mitigation targets depends on the 

specific formulation of the target, which varies widely (Briner and Moarif, 2017[13]). Table 

4 below presents the different forms of mitigation NDC targets, and the information 

required for tracking progress with each one. Some informational elements (such as a GHG 

emissions inventory) are relevant for all or most categories, while others (such as 

information on GDP or population) are relevant only for a few forms of mitigation NDC 

targets. 

                                                      
16 These include Japan and Australia (Government of Japan, 2017[54]) (Government of Australia, 

2017[55]) 
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Table 4. Informational elements to track progress for different types of NDC 

  Information 

specifying the 

NDC target 

National 

GHG 

inventory17 

Use of 

international 

co-operative 

approaches, if 

applicable 

Implement-

ation and 

impacts of 

mitigation 

actions 

GHG 

Projections 

("with 

measures") 

Further 

information 

Economy-wide emission 
reduction targets (tCO2-eq) 
or achievement of carbon 
neutrality  

✔✔# 

 

✔✔ ✔✔ ✔ ✔ N/A 

Non-economy-wide 
emission reduction targets 
(tCO2-eq)   

✔✔ ✔✔* 

 

✔✔ ✔ ✔* 

 

N/A 

Peaking emissions in a 
given year  

✔✔ ✔✔ ✔✔ ✔ ✔✔ N/A 

Economy-wide goals to 
reduce emissions relative to 
a BAU baseline (tCO2-eq)  

✔✔ ✔✔ ✔✔ ✔ ✔+ N/A 

Sector-specific goals 
relative to a BAU baseline 
(tCO2-eq)  

✔✔ ✔✔* 

 

✔✔ ✔ ✔* 

 

N/A 

Emissions intensity goals 
(kgCO2-eq per unit of GDP) 
or Emissions per capita 
goals (tCO2-eq per cap) 

✔✔ ✔✔ ✔✔ ✔ ✔ 

 

✔✔ 

GDP, 

population 

data 

Various non-GHG goals, 
including for non-fossil or 
renewable energy, energy 
efficiency, forest cover, etc.  

✔✔ N/A ✔✔18  ✔ N/A ✔✔ 

Indicators 

specific to the 

targets set 

Implementation of 
qualitative policies and 
measures  

✔✔ ✔ ✔✔ ✔✔ N/A N/A 

Source: Authors 

Legend: ✔✔ - Essential information;          ✔   - Helpful information;          N/A - Not applicable 

# Definition of carbon neutrality, where appropriate 

* Scope to be aligned with target (projections) or to be presented in a level of aggregation that can subsequently be 

aligned with target (if scope of NDC is different from that presented in a GHG inventory) 

+ The “with measures” projections do not include BAU projections which are essential to track progress towards BAU 

targets 

                                                      
17 A complete GHG inventory with all categories relevant for the national level would nevertheless 

have to be reported in line with the reporting requirements under Article 13.7a of the Paris 

Agreement. 
18 Negotiations are considering the option of non-GHG metrics for international co-operative 

approaches, final agreements however remain to be made. 
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Information about progress is meaningful only in comparison with a clearly specified NDC 

target. Depending on the type of mitigation target, relevant information might include a 

description of the NDC target, its scope with regards to sectors and gases, timeframes, 

intention to use co-operative approaches, description of accounting approaches and other 

relevant methodologies. Such information is to be provided in Parties’ NDCs as clarity, 

transparency and understanding (CTU) information. This information could also serve as 

the basis for tracking progress and could – in addition to being in Parties’ NDCs - be 

reported (or updated) during the NDC implementation period via potential “biennial 

transparency reports” under the Paris Agreement (BTRs). 

A national GHG inventory of emissions from sources and removals by sinks will be 

required to track progress for all targets expressed in terms of GHG emissions. Article 13.7a 

of the Paris Agreement requires reporting a national GHG inventory for all Parties in any 

case. Where targets are not economy-wide, the national GHG emission levels 

corresponding to the NDC target scope also need to be presented.  

Information on whether or not a Party is making use of international co-operative 

approaches under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement will be needed for most types of 

mitigation target, along with the associated level of transfers. At the time of writing this 

paper, negotiations on Article 6 have not yet progressed to a point where the information 

to be reported by Parties is discussed. It is therefore difficult at this point to determine 

whether any flexibilities will be extended to Parties that choose to engage in the exchange 

of ITMOs. In order to promote environmental integrity (as required by Article 4.13 and 

Article 6.2 of the Paris Agreement), use of flexibility provisions may need to be limited for 

such Parties.  

Information on implementation of individual mitigation actions, as well as their impacts, 

where possible, is essential for progress tracking where the NDC target is defined in terms 

of implementation of qualitative policies and measures. For GHG-related targets 

information for tracking progress would include national GHG inventory data, information 

on the use of international co-operative approaches, as well as GDP or population data, 

where appropriate. Also for these NDC targets, information on the implementation and 

impacts of mitigation measures would help underpin progress tracking, e.g. by clarifying 

why GHG emissions have developed in a certain way (whether at the national, sectoral or 

category level), or why the Party has seen increased share of electricity from renewable 

energy technologies or forest cover. Where an NDC target does not have an economy-wide 

scope, or where the NDC is framed in terms of non-GHG targets, information on mitigation 

measures might be required only with relation to specific sectors (e.g. energy, waste) or for 

specific types of measures (e.g. renewable energy, energy efficiency). 

GHG projections depicting future trends in GHG emission levels, along with information 

on implemented and planned mitigation measures, will be helpful to track progress for all 

NDCs with GHG-related targets, due to the forward-looking information they provide. 

GHG inventories cover past emission trends, and there can be a time difference of several 

years between the last GHG inventory year reported and the year the reporting takes place 

(Table 2). Adding an estimation of future GHG emission trends provides a more complete 

picture. Of course, GHG projections can include considerable uncertainty and thus need to 

be used with caution. Further uncertainty stems from the fact that, where GHG projections 

are provided by developing countries in their national reports, methods and assumptions 

have often not been presented, thus reducing transparency.  In practice, the process of 

compiling projections helps improve understanding of how mitigation measures and other 

economic, technical and social drivers might impact GHG emissions over time. Such 
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insight will not only be valuable for long-term mitigation planning (a benefit at the national 

level), but also help underpin the relevant progress indicators with qualitative information. 

Where NDC targets include the peaking of GHG emissions, projections will however be 

essential for tracking progress, to provide understanding of whether peaking is expected to 

take place in the timeframe planned. 

NDC targets including emissions intensity goals (e.g. kgCO2-eq per unit of GDP) or 

emissions per capita goals (e.g. tCO2-eq per capita) will require GDP data and population 

data respectively. Non-GHG goals will require specific indicators depending on the target 

set, e.g. shares of non-fossil or renewable energy, increases in energy efficiency or forest 

cover. These indicators help define the NDC target and should thus be part of the 

information describing the NDC to be provided under CTU or during the implementation 

period via BTRs. 

When considering inventory-related reporting needs for tracking progress towards NDCs, 

of relevance is the type of information, the coverage of the time series, and the accuracy, 

completeness and consistency of data. Information will be more valuable for progress 

tracking where time series cover years closer to the year of reporting and/or target year, so 

as to cover recent developments and provide near-term trends. The longer the time series 

is, and the more frequently data has been reported, the easier it is to identify relevant 

trends.19 Sparse data points might not provide a representative picture where GHG levels 

fluctuate significantly, for example in the LULUCF sector (Figure 4). Furthermore, 

identified trends can only be meaningful if the time series has been collected and compiled 

based on consistent methodologies and data. While both the Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines 

and the 2006 IPCC Guidelines include “consistency” as a principle for GHG inventories20 

for this exact reason, the need for consistency in methodology and data applies to any type 

of data for progress tracking, not only GHG inventory data.  

 

                                                      
19 The majority of Parties have submitted NDCs with a single target year (mostly 2030). It could be 

argued that in such a situation reporting information allowing to extract trends might be of less 

importance, as only emissions in the target year are relevant for achieving the target. However, 

trends can be of key importance for tracking progress at the global level.  

20 Additionally, the “Revision of the UNFCCC reporting guidelines on annual inventories for 

Parties included in Annex I to the Convention” (See 24/CP.19, II.B.3) (UNFCCC, 2014[56]) states 

that “the annual GHG inventory should be [...] consistent […]”. 
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Figure 4. Evolution of net CO2 emissions by sector in Brazil 

 

Source: (Government of Brazil, 2016[14]) 

4.2. Experience in reporting information required for progress tracking  

This section discusses experience with reporting the information identified in Table 4 

above. This information has not previously been used by developing countries for the 

purposes of tracking progress towards a target. While it remains to be agreed how progress 

tracking towards the NDC targets will be conducted in detail and what exact data will be 

used, assessing previous experience with reporting data likely required for progress 

tracking can help to identify potential capacity limitations. Where appropriate, 

informational elements are grouped together. 

4.2.1. Information relating to describing the NDC target in a Party’s BTR 

The latest negotiation text includes options whereby BTRs would include a “description of 

a Party’s NDC under Article 4, including updates” (UNFCCC, 2018[15]). This description 

would be useful to include in a BTR as not all targets as laid out in the NDCs are clear or 

transparent. For many countries, this may be because NDCs are the first time that Parties 

have established mitigation or adaptation targets.21 Indeed, as (Herold, Siemons and 

Herrmann, 2018[16]) shows, 33% of Parties who have submitted a business-as-usual (BAU)-

related target do not provide any BAU values or provide only a graph with no values for 

the target period or other years. 50% of Parties who have submitted a BAU-related target 

do not provide a description of methodologies and assumptions for the BAU. 

For the purposes of tracking progress, information needed to specify the NDC depends on 

the type of target, and generally includes quantifiable information on the reference point, 

implementation time frame, scope, coverage and assumptions and methodological 

approaches including those used for GHG estimating and accounting. One option is for 

                                                      
21

 A number of developing countries already have experience in communicating mitigation targets, 

e.g. in the form of the Cancun pledges. Communication of these targets was, however, not subject 

to specific requirements, e.g. which information to provide and in which format. 



COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 │ 37 
 

  
Unclassified 

Parties to provide all information related to their NDC target that would allow for their 

quantification by a third party (e.g. reference level, including quantitative value for the base 

year and period; time frames or periods for implementation, scope and coverage). This 

information —which would in substance be similar to information for CTU that is 

communicated upfront and alongside the NDC— would then also be reported via BTRs 

during the implementation period. In some cases, Parties might initially struggle to provide 

this information in the BTRs, such as where the information included in the NDC is not 

sufficiently detailed and/or where not all relevant assumptions in developing the NDC have 

been documented transparently. Under such conditions, flexibility in reporting such 

information in the BTR might allow Parties to develop or reconstruct such information to 

the necessary level of detail. 

4.2.2. Information on mitigation measures  

Current BUR guidelines list a set of information relating to mitigation measures which non-

Annex I Parties “shall provide […] to the extent possible”22. This includes qualitative 

information like name, description, objective, methodologies and assumptions, but also 

quantitative information like goals, estimated emission reductions and progress indicators.  

These reporting requirements leave much room for interpretation on the 

comprehensiveness of mitigation measures covered, the level of detail provided and the 

format of reporting. National reports therefore vary strongly in level of detail and format: 

in its 1st BUR, Mauritania provides a lower level of detail in text format with ex-ante 

impacts estimated per sector (Government of Mauritania, 2015[17]), while Colombia in its 

1st BUR provides detailed descriptions in a tabular format, and estimates impacts per 

measure for a relevant share of these (Government of Colombia, 2015[18]). This room for 

interpretation constitutes a form of discretion for developing country Parties with lower 

capacities, which might be particularly helpful for information requiring higher capacities 

and resources to report, like the estimation of impacts and costs. However, such discretion 

does not provide guidance for countries that may not know how best to report, nor help 

Parties achieve improvement over time. As such, greater specificity within future MPGs 

maybe a more suitable way forward for providing flexibility to developing country parties 

who need it in light of their capacities. 

4.2.3. Information on GHG projections 

This subsection addresses capacity limitations with regards to developing GHG projections 

depicting the development of GHG levels with mitigation measures in place. For this 

purpose the paper also considers experiences with projections in general, including BAU 

projections. 

Neither the Guidelines for the Preparation of National Communications from Parties not 

included in Annex I to the Convention Guidelines (17/CP.8) nor the BUR Guidelines 

(2/CP.17, Annex III) require the reporting of GHG projections (UNFCCC, 2003[8]; 

UNFCCC, 2012[7]). However, of the 83 non-Annex I countries with a recent national 

communication, 45 have a BAU target, of which 27 have included a BAU projection in 

their NC (and 37 in their NDC). Additionally, a number of Parties have presented “with 

measures” and “with additional measures” projections with their unconditional and their 

conditional NDC targets. A significant share of developing country Parties have used 

considerable international support in the development of their NDC, making it difficult to 

                                                      
22 See 2/CP.17, Annex III, section IV, para 12 (UNFCCC, 2012[7]) 
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judge whether the process has built capacity in-country with regards to GHG projections. 

As part of the NCs and/or BURs, 59 non-Annex I countries have reported GHG projections 

of some form on a voluntary basis. Projections vary widely in terms of level of detail 

provided: Thailand’s INDC only provides the BAU emissions for 2030, but no trajectory 

(Government of Thailand, 2015[19]). Mauritania’s INDC provides a BAU in the form of an 

interpolation between 2010 and 2030 values (Government of Mauritania, 2015[20]). 

Lebanon’s NDC provides detailed projections based on complex models like LEAP23 

(Government of Lebanon, 2015[21]). While some experience with developing emission 

projections clearly exists, including the “with measures” type, a number of developing 

country Parties have very limited experience in this area, so flexibility is likely to be an 

important part of reporting of projections in general, particularly in the near future. 

A “with measures” projection seems most relevant for tracking progress. In order to do so 

meaningfully, methodologies and assumptions need to be aligned – and be kept consistent 

– with those used for the BAU projection, including where the BAU projection is updated. 

The same applies to a “with additional measures” scenario, which is relevant for mitigation 

planning, e.g. for the updating of NDCs in line with 1/CP.21, Paragraphs 3 and 9 

(UNFCCC, 2016[1]). Experience with aligning and updating emissions scenarios is limited 

to a relatively small number of Parties, meaning that flexibility might be required with 

regards to reporting emissions projections. 

To ensure consistency between the national GHG inventory and projections, ideally the last 

available year of GHG inventory data is used as the starting point for the projections. Any 

capacity limitations related to the national GHG inventory is thus implicitly a capacity 

limitation for developing GHG projections, and would imply flexibility for GHG 

projections as well. 

4.2.4. Further information 

GDP or population information form part of certain NDC targets (e.g. those expressed in 

terms of GHG emissions intensity). Countries report historical information on GDP as well 

as population numbers as part of the chapters on national circumstances in NCs and BURs. 

However, this information is not always reported as a time series, or as time series that only 

cover a shorter timeframe. Reporting expected future levels of GDP and/or population may 

also not be straightforward, if countries do not already routinely share such information 

internationally. The question then arises how to track progress for countries where the NDC 

is framed in terms of information that is not available. 

4.3. Facilitating improved reporting on progress towards the NDC mitigation target 

in light of capacities 

This paper has identified a number of potential capacity limitations related to progress 

tracking (in addition to those for national GHG inventories, discussed in section 3. ). For 

some areas where specific capacity limitations might occur, the current discussion under 

the APA has not reached the necessary level of detail required to identify these, such as for 

co-operative approaches. Informational elements where a number of developing country 

Parties might have specific capacity limitations include: 

 Reporting information on the NDC target that can facilitate progress tracking; 

                                                      
23 www.energycommunity.org/LEAP/ 
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 Tracking and reporting relevant quantitative or qualitative indicators; 

 Providing complete information describing mitigation measures, as well as 

progress with their implementation, their impacts and costs; 

Table 5 highlights possible options for reporting of progress-related information for 

countries with different abilities to report specific information elements. Capacity levels in 

a country might differ for each informational element, e.g. a country might have higher 

capacity with regards to providing information on the impacts of mitigation measures, but 

lower capacity with regards to reporting projections.  
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Table 5. Examples of reporting options to facilitate improved reporting on progress towards the NDC over time 

Informational 
Element 

Task 

Continuum  of capacity to report 

 
Information 
specifying the 
NDC target for 
the purposes 
of progress 
tracking 
 

Calculating the BAU (if 
not presented in the 
INDC) and/or updating 
the BAU (where 
appropriate)  

Reporting non-updated information BUT 
calculating and reporting BAU where it had 
not been presented in the INDC. 

Reporting non-updated information initially, 
providing updated information over time.  

Reporting non-updated information, providing updated 
information with the following transparency report. 

 

Presenting the 
indicators (quantitative 
or qualitative) to be 
used to assess 
progress towards the 
NDC, including their 
targets and relevant 
methodologies and 
assumptions 

Using a placeholder and/or narrative 
description of the potential types of 
indicators while the indicators (incl. their 
targets) are under development. 

Presenting the most relevant indicators (and their 
targets) initially and providing a narrative 
description of the remaining indicators while they 
are under development. Transitioning to 
presenting all indicators and their targets over 
time.  

Presenting the majority of indicators (and their targets) 
initially and describing the remaining indicators 
narratively while they are under development. Presenting 
all indicators and their targets within the following biennial 
transparency report. 

Progress of 
implementation 
and impacts of 
mitigation 
actions 

Providing complete 
descriptive information 
on mitigation 
measures, e.g. scope, 
coverage, objectives, 
type of instrument, 
status, etc. 

Providing information on mitigation 
measures to the extent available, with a 
focus on the most relevant mitigation 
measures. Clearly describing in 
improvement plan how to achieve more 
complete reporting on mitigation measures 
over time. 

Providing complete information on the most 
relevant mitigation measures. Providing 
information to the extent available for the 
remaining mitigation measures. Transitioning to 
providing information on all relevant mitigation 
measures over time. 

Providing complete information for the relevant mitigation 
measures.  

 

Providing information 
on progress with 
implementation for key 
mitigation measures 
and presenting it in the 
required format (to be 
agreed) 

Report information on progress with 
implementation to the extent available and 
as consistently as possible. 

Report information on progress with 
implementation to the extent available and in a 
consistent format to the extent feasible. Transition 
to providing information on progress in a 
consistent format within a specified maximum 
timeframe. 

Report information on progress with implementation to 
the extent available and in a consistent format to the 
extent feasible. Transition to providing information on 
progress in a consistent format within a specified 
maximum timeframe (shorter than the timeframe used for 
countries with on “advancing” stage). 
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Informational 
Element 

Task 

Continuum  of capacity to report 

 

 

Estimating GHG 
impacts ex-ante for all 
measures (where 
appropriate) 

a) Estimating GHG impacts ex-ante where 
data is available 

b) Continue using ex-ante estimations 
developed during the NDC 
development process, if available, 
providing explanations on how the 
estimations were made 

Estimating GHG impacts ex-ante for the most 
relevant measures. Transition to estimating GHG 
impacts ex-ante for all relevant measures (or 
groups of measures, as appropriate) over time. 

Estimating GHG impacts ex-ante measures (or groups of 
measures, as appropriate) for the majority of measures. 

 Estimating costs for 
mitigation measures 

Estimating costs where information is 
available. 

Estimating costs for the most relevant mitigation 
measures. 

Estimating costs for the majority of mitigation measures. 

Projections 
(scenarios with 
mitigation 
measures) 

Compiling projections Not reporting projections Reporting simplified projections for key NDC 
sectors, transitioning to reporting adequately 
detailed projections for these sectors over time.  

Reporting projections for key NDC sectors, transitioning 
to reporting projections for the whole economy over time.  

Compiling different 
emissions scenarios, 
e.g. “with measures” 
and  “with additional 
measures”  

Where projections are essential to track 
progress to mitigation target, compile “with 
measure scenario” only. 

Where projections are reported, compiling a “with 
measures scenario”. Where it becomes apparent 
that the NDC targets might not be achieved based 
on the existing measures, report also a “with 
additional measures” scenario. 

Initially, compile a “with measures scenario” only. 
Transition to also reporting a “with additional measures” 
scenario over time. 

Reporting on 
indicators 

Reporting indicator 
data 

Report data to the extent available, using 
data from international sources, where 
suitable. Providing a clear way forward in 
the improvement plan. 

Report indicator data for the most relevant 
indicators initially. Transition to reporting indicator 
data for all indicators over time. 

Initially, report indicator data for the majority of the 
indicators. Transition to reporting data for all indicators 
over time. 

Providing a time series 
with indicator data, 
compiled using 
consistent 
methodologies, with a 
specified starting and 
ending date 

a) Reporting a time series for the years 
available 

b) Reporting a time series with gaps 
c) Indicating in improvement planning 

how to move towards a complete and 
consistent time series over time. 

a) Reporting a time series covering at least 5 
years and ending at the latest 4 years before 
the reporting year  

b) Using information available, applying gap 
filling methods as suggested by the IPCC 
2006 Guidelines Volume 1, Chapter 5 to the 
extent feasible.  

c) Transition to more complete time series with 
progress towards time series ending at N-4. 

a) Reporting a time series covering at least 5 years and 
ending at the latest 3 years before the reporting year  

b)  Transition to more complete time series with 
progress towards time series ending at N-2. 

Note: This table explores ways information on tracking progress to mitigation could be reported in the light of Parties’ different capacities for different information 

elements. The information presented is not intended as direct input to the development of text for MPGs. Capacity levels are not seen as discrete categories, rather 

capacity constraints are seen as occurring on a continuum  that may vary for each informational element Parties are required to provide. Source: Authors 
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4.4. Information required to track collective progress  

The Paris Agreement foresees not only tracking progress towards individual Parties’ NDCs, 

but also towards collective objectives, in the form of the Global Stocktake (GST).24 (Ellis 

and Vaidyula, 2017[22]) have assessed potential information requirements to the 2018 

Facilitative Dialogue. Much of the information that would need to be reported to track 

progress towards individual Parties’ NDCs would overlap with information required to 

track collective progress under the GST. This includes, among others, historical GHG 

emissions levels.  

However, individual progress tracking cannot be the only source of information for 

collective assessments of progress. Firstly, information reported by individual countries on 

some topics may not be comparable, and therefore difficult to aggregate from the national 

to the global level. This is the case for GHG projections (“with measures” and “with 

additional measures”), as methodologies and assumptions used at the national level are not 

aligned. Secondly, even where information is in theory to be reported by individual 

countries, information is either not reported, or reported in an incomplete manner, so does 

not provide a full picture when aggregated (e.g. time series reported under national GHG 

inventories or support received). Thirdly, some of the information needed to assess 

collective progress is outside the boundary of individual country NDCs, and therefore goes 

beyond what countries may collect and/or report, e.g. emissions from international bunker 

fuels.  

Summarising, the contribution of Parties’ reporting under the ETF – may not be the 

principal input to the GST, at least not initially. However, with appropriate reporting, 

flexibility arrangements and improved capacities, information under the ETF could become 

progressively more relevant and reliable for assessing collective progress in the future.  

                                                      
24 See 1/CP.21, Annex I, Art. 14.1 (UNFCCC, 2016[1]) 
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5.  Facilitating improvements over time in reporting on adaptation 

Adaptation is an extremely important component of both developed and developing 

countries’ climate response. For example, the vast majority of developing countries have 

included an adaptation component in their NDC, which usually includes information on 

adaptation-related goals, priorities and plans, and can also include a lot of detailed 

information related to a country’s vulnerability, and/or needs (see e.g. Kato and Ellis, 

2016[3] for a summary of adaptation (I)NDCs). Adaptation information is also included in 

countries’ NCs, sometimes in great detail (e.g. detailed information about current and 

projected climate impacts, risks and vulnerabilities; adaptation actions planned or 

underway). Relatively recent information on adaptation is available for 73 developing 

countries, via the 71 NCs and 10 National Adaptation Plans (NAPs) submitted to the 

UNFCCC since 2015.25 The majority of these NCs contain at least some information on 

climate impacts and vulnerability, adaptation priorities and planned adaptation actions. 

Information on technologies relevant to adaptation can also be found in countries’ 

Technology Needs Assessments (TNAs).26 

This section first provides an overview of current adaptation reporting requirements for 

developing countries, and of their experience and challenges with monitoring, evaluating 

and reporting information on adaptation.27 It then highlights the variation in different types 

of country goals and targets related to adaptation, and the challenges associated with 

tracking progress towards them. Finally, it outlines different types of capacities for specific 

information elements related to adaptation, and presents options for reporting adaptation 

responses for these elements.  

5.1. Current adaptation reporting requirements, and proposed changes under the 

Paris Agreement 

Under the current UNFCCC reporting framework, national reporting on “general 

description of steps taken or envisaged” on adaptation is a mandatory part of NCs, which 

are also a mandatory reporting tool. However, there is limited specific guidance on what 

exactly to report in NCs, and how. Further, reporting on other aspects of adaptation in NCs 

(e.g. vulnerability and adaptation assessment) is not mandatory, and reporting on adaptation 

goals and targets is not even mentioned in the NC reporting guidelines. There is thus 

already considerable leeway on what adaptation information to report, when to report it, 

and how to present this information. 

There is also considerable discretion related to reporting information on adaptation that is 

built into the Paris Agreement. This includes discretion on the scope of what is to be 

reported under Article 13.8 of the Paris Agreement and/or in an Adaptation Communication 

                                                      
25 Some countries who have recently submitted NCs have also submitted NAPs. 

26 For example, Lebanon’s TNA (Government of Lebanon, 2012[53]) included information on 

adaptation technologies relevant to address two priority sectors. 

27 The focus of this paper is on reporting by developing countries, so the focus of this section is on 

improving adaptation reporting by developing countries. This should not be taken to imply that 

developed countries cannot improve their reporting related to climate adaptation in the reports they 

communicate to the UNFCCC. 



44 │ COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 
 

  
Unclassified 

(e.g. adaptation priorities, plans, actions, support needs), choice of reporting vehicle (e.g. 

an adaptation communication, which can also be part of a NC, a NDC, a NAP or other 

documents), as well as leeway on reporting frequency. Indeed, reporting under Article 13.8 

of the Paris Agreement and on Adaptation Communications is not mandatory (both are a 

“should” provision). However, an Adaptation Communication can be part of a NC or NDC, 

which are mandatory reporting and communication types (see Table 6).  

Table 6. Coverage of adaptation in selected communication types to the UNFCCC 

Communication type Is this communication type mandatory?  Does the scope include adaptation? 

NDC* Yes, every 5y Potentially (not mandatory) 

NC Yes, (subject to support) Yes – mandatory 

BUR Yes, every 2y** No 

Adaptation Communication No (“periodically”) Yes 

National Adaptation Plan No Yes 

*Article 7.11 of the Paris Agreement explicitly indicates that an Adaptation Communication can be included 

as part of a NDC. 

** With discretion for LDCs and SIDS. 

Source: Authors 

The Paris Agreement’s ETF is to “build on and enhance the transparency arrangements 

under the UNFCCC”. This is assumed in this paper to mean that reporting of some 

adaptation-related information will continue to be mandatory in future, e.g. in NCs, if these 

reports continue to be prepared and submitted to the UNFCCC. Of course, adaptation-

related information may also be included in other reports or communications as laid out in 

the Paris Agreement.  

At present, there is limited guidance under the UNFCCC available to countries regarding 

what to report in terms of adaptation in their NCs, and no guidance on how to present any 

information on adaptation included in NDCs. Allowing for variation in reporting adaptation 

responses is essential to reflect the different adaptation needs and responses in different 

countries, as well as differences in capacity available to report on these responses. Some 

NDCs explicitly indicate adaptation-related capacity needs (e.g. Guatemala’s NDC 

highlights sectors where adaptation processes need to be strengthened) or capacity-

influenced goals (e.g. Saint Lucia’s NDC indicates that it is aiming to develop and 

implement priority adaptation measures by 2022) (Government of Guatemala, 2015[23]; 

Government of Saint Lucia, 2016[24]). 

However, the lack of structured guidance on what to report on adaptation, and how it could 

be reported has led to significant variation between countries relating to the coverage, level 

of detail, and level of measurability of adaptation-related responses reported. This holds 

true both for countries’ NCs as well as any adaptation component of NDCs, where previous 

CCXG analysis (Kato and Ellis, 2016[25]) has highlighted the variation in clarity, specificity 

and transparency of adaptation responses communicated. Further analysis for the CCXG 

(Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]) has highlighted that more detailed reporting 

guidance could help countries better focus their reporting efforts, and can also help to 

improve the consistency and comparability of data and information presented.  
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Thus, proposing voluntary, structured options for reporting of adaptation responses under 

the ETF can facilitate improved reporting over time, while accounting for diverse types of 

adaptation actions and goals. Such structured reporting options could also help countries to 

make their reporting of adaptation responses most relevant to their situation, and provide 

pointers as to where to focus and/or develop capacity. Providing such options could also 

help countries ensure that any monitoring, reporting and evaluating of adaptation carried 

out will also help to identify progress in implementation of adaptation and any adaptation-

related objectives. Indeed, there is already a good match between how some countries (e.g. 

Colombia) frame the adaptation component of their NDC and the information that they 

report in their NC (Government of Colombia, 2017[26]). However, there is a poor, or 

sometimes no match between what is reported in some countries’ NCs and their NDCs. 

There could be various causes of this mismatch, including: the different guidance available 

for these two types of document, different timeframes for action, lack of communication 

between those responsible for drafting the different documents. For example, Ghana’s 

NDC and NC includes information on adaptation in the same sectors in both documents, 

but lists different priority measures (Government of Ghana, 2015[27]; Government of 

Ghana, 2015[28]). In other cases, (e.g. Niger) there is no or only a small overlap between the 

priority adaptation measures highlighted in a NDC (with a timeframe to 2030 and beyond) 

and the sectoral adaptation actions listed in the subsequent NC (with an unspecified 

timeframe) (Government of Niger, 2016[29]; Government of Niger, 2016[30]).  

Establishing MPGs represents an opportunity to facilitate improved consistency of what 

countries report with their plans and actions in that area. This will in turn facilitate 

assessments of national progress towards specific goals. Information reported on climate 

impacts and adaptation actions is not subject to review under the Paris Agreement’s ETF. 

Any areas for improvement in reporting on adaptation-related issues will therefore be 

identified at the national level. The MPGs could also have a role in structuring where such 

information could be reported, and what it could cover.   

Information on adaptation actions by developing countries is needed internationally in 

order to inform the global stocktake (GST). In particular, if the adaptation components of 

countries’ climate responses are not clear and transparent, it will be difficult for the GST 

to use country reports when assessing the adequacy and effectiveness of support. This 

highlights the overlaps and differences in information needs for adaptation 

communications, biennial transparency reports, NCs, what is relevant for the global 

stocktake, and what countries include in their NDCs. 
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Table 7. Selected adaptation-related information needs and reporting requirements 

Information potentially needed to meet 
national and global aims 

Identified by Paris Agreement 
relating to adaptation 

communications 

Requested in 
guidelines for 

NAI 
NCs 

Relevant for 
global stocktake 

Included in 
NDCs 
(n=51) 

Climate impacts and vulnerability   Yes 
31 

(61%) 

Information on resilience   Yes 
3 

(6%) 

Information on adaptive capacity   Yes 
1 

(3%) 

Adaptation plans/strategies   
Yes (dev'g 
countries) 

51 
(100%) 

Adaptation priorities   No 
30 

(59%) 

Planned adaptation actions and 
expected results 

 (actions), 
 (results) 

 No 

Actions : 32 
(63%) 

Results : 5 
(10%) 

Implemented adaptation actions and 
their results 

  
Yes (dev'g 
countries)** 

n.a. 

Process to formulate plans and 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

system 
  No 

21 
(41%) 

National adaptation-related goals   
Yes (dev'g 
countries) 

n.a. 

Results from M&E of progress to goals   No No 
Implementation and support needs, and 

provision of support 
  Yes 

23 
(45%) 

Effectiveness of support for adaptation   Yes 
Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Effectiveness of adaptation actions   Yes 
Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Adequacy of support for adaptation   Yes 
Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Adequacy of adaptation actions   Yes 
Not explicitly 
mentioned 

Source: Adapted from (Kato and Ellis, 2016[31]): = “shall” in current NC guidelines; 

= “should”, “may”, or “encouraged to” in current guidelines;  = not explicitly mentioned. 

Note: This table analyses the NDCs of the 51 countries that include the adaptation component in their NDC 

and that have submitted a National Communication between January 2015 and August 2018. 

* Topics not explicitly mentioned by the Paris Agreement in the context of an adaptation communication are 

included in italics. 

** The global stocktake shall recognise the adaptation efforts of “developing country Parties”. 

5.2. Overview of country communications on targets/goals on adaptation  

The type of adaptation goals or actions communicated by countries varies considerably. 

For example, there is a wide variation in the coverage, form, clarity and level of details of 

the adaptation component of countries’ NDCs. There is also a wide variation in the 

reporting instrument used to communicate this information at the international level (e.g. 

NC, NDC, NAP – and sometimes TNAs). This variation is summarised for the adaptation 

components of INDCs in (Kato and Ellis, 2016[25]). 

Types of adaptation goals and actions include institutional/process-type responses, such as 

developing a NAP (e.g. Paraguay, Turkmenistan) or mainstreaming adaptation issues into 

sectoral policies (e.g. Sri Lanka) (Government of Sri Lanka, 2016[32]). Several countries 
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highlight sectoral-specific actions, e.g. “adopting sustainable agricultural practices” 

(Government of Lebanon, 2015[21]), or “adapting … water management to manage 

expected impacts of climate change” (Government of Swaziland, 2016[33]). A limited 

number of countries have specific, quantified adaptation-related goals, e.g. Colombia. 

However, more countries use qualitative indicators such as “develop, rehabilitate and 

maintain surface and groundwater resources”. 

The level of clarity of adaptation information, including adaptation goals and actions as 

laid out in Parties’ NDCs and NCs, is also very variable. For example, Ghana’s third NC 

includes a detailed list of adaptation-related “interventions”, but does not always specify 

what exactly the aims of these interventions are, or by when they are to be achieved 

(Government of Ghana, 2015[27]). Madagascar’s third NC highlights adaptation measures 

by sector and sub-sector, but it is not always clear if these are already in place or planned, 

and whether there are specific objectives associated with these measures (e.g. to 

“restructure and reorganise the vanilla-production sub-sector”) (Government of 

Madagascar, 2017[34]). The adaptation component of Burkina Faso’s NDC is an example 

of one that is clear and detailed (Government of Burkina Faso, 2015[35]). This NDC has the 

country’s strategic adaptation objectives laid out in the NDC itself, with an annex including 

a list of projects needed to meet these different objectives, their expected costs, GHG 

reductions (if any), and expected number of beneficiaries. In contrast, some other NDCs 

are not specific about the associated actions to be taken, their status (e.g. currently 

implemented or planned), how this links to country adaptation priorities etc.   

For some countries, it is therefore difficult to understand what exactly their adaptation goals 

and actions consist of, and when they are expected to be put in place. For example, one 

country’s NDC lists several priority adaptation actions, including to “promote sustainable 

agriculture”, but without giving further details of what this means or when/how it will be 

implemented.  

5.3. Overview of experience and challenges with monitoring, evaluating and 

reporting adaptation action 

Monitoring progress in adaptation is challenging for several reasons, including relating to 

(Lamhauge, Lanzi and Agrawala, 2012[36]):  

 Disentangling the effect of the adaptation component of an action, as adaptation 

actions can be integrated into broader actions;  

 Setting baselines, as the extent and timing of future climate impacts (and therefore 

the extent of adaptation needed/achieved) is unclear. 

There are long time-scales potentially involved in evaluation (e.g. it may not be possible to 

identify within a short period if flood defences designed to protect against a one in a 

hundred year flood have been effective). Further, identifying what indicator to use to track 

progress in adaptation actions is not as straightforward as for mitigation actions. Indeed, 

capacity would be needed to identify appropriate indicators to track progress – as well as 

to subsequently track and report on progress in implementation of adaptation at a national, 

and potentially international, level. Table 8 highlights variations in capacity related to 

reporting adaptation-related issues. The ease of being able to monitor progress to specific 

goals relating to reduced vulnerability, improvement in adaptive capacity or resilience also 

varies widely – even when the country’s adaptation-related goal itself is clear. For example, 

goals expressed in terms of input metrics (e.g. “creation of [X] agricultural intensification 

units”) or processes (e.g. “establish a National Development Act to facilitate the integration 
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of climate change into development planning”) will be simpler to monitor than those based 

on outcomes (e.g. “appropriate adaptation measures are integrated into national and 

sectorial development strategies”) or impacts (e.g. “reduce climate change associated risks 

and disasters”). 

Table 8: Illustrative continuum of capacity to report specific information elements related to 

adaptation 

Reporting 
options 

Continuum of capacity to report 

Type of 
capacity  

 
Information element 
Assessment of 
impacts, 
vulnerabilities, 
risks, 
resilience, 
adaptive 
capacity 

No domestic capacity  Some domestic capacity to 
provide broad assessment in 
selected areas 

Capacity and experience with 
providing assessments in 
some or all areas 

Adaptation 
goals and 
priorities 

Broad goals and priorities 
identified in selected areas 
(e.g. coasts, agriculture) 

Goals and priorities identified at 
different levels (e.g. sectoral, 
sub-national) in selected areas 

Goals and priorities identified 
at different levels (e.g. 
sectoral, sub-national) in 
selected areas, as well as 
indicators to track progress 

Adaptation 
actions1 and 
implementation 
strategy 

No over-arching strategy yet 
developed. No clear link 
between actions and how they 
fit with national goals, 
priorities.  

Adaptation strategy and 
associated actions developed. 

Adaptation strategy with clear 
timelines developed and 
implemented, clear view of 
how specific actions fit with 
the strategy 

Assessing 
progress to 
strategies, 
goals, 
individual 
actions 

No M&E system currently in 
place 

M&E system being developed, 
some results may be available 
on an ad hoc basis 

M&E system in place, results 
available on a periodic basis 

Note: 1 Includes actions, efforts, plans, strategies, policies, programmes. 

Source: Authors 

Several countries who have not reported a recent NC to the UNFCCC have included 

detailed information on adaptation in their NDC. For example, Viet Nam’s NDC highlights 

expected climate impacts and its adaptation priorities, India’s NDC highlights adaptation 

policies being implemented in different sectors, and Fiji’s NDC includes information on 

key adaptation challenges and the proposed way forward (Government of Viet Nam, 

2016[37]; Government of India, 2016[38]; Government of Fiji, 2016[39]). 

This level of detailed reporting in some NDCs, including on relevant background such as 

a country’s national circumstances, institutional processes and climate vulnerability, 

implies that some countries are already using varying reporting vehicles. Indeed, Uruguay’s 

NDC specifically indicates that the adaptation component of this NDC should be 

considered as its first AC (Government of Uruguay, 2016[40]), and Viet Nam’s NDC also 

indicates that this is an “official and important channel for conveying information and 

experience in adaptation” (Government of Viet Nam, 2016[37]). If countries continue to use 

NDCs as a means of transmitting timely adaptation-related information to the international 

community, it may be useful to include in adaptation MPGs a specific mention that if 
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countries are including adaptation in their NDC, they could consider reporting similar 

information elements there.  

There is an increasing emphasis by both developed and developing countries on monitoring 

and evaluating their adaptation responses. However, to date, most experience with 

adaptation M&E has been at the project rather than national level (Vallejo, 2017[41]). 

Experience with M&E of adaptation is sometimes highlighted in national reports to the 

UNFCCC. For example, Brazil’s 3rd NC indicates that it has recently developed a system 

to monitor and evaluate public adaptation policies (Government of Brazil, 2016[14]). Other 

countries (e.g. Madagascar, Guinea-Bissau) have indicated in their NDC that they will 

develop a M&E system, although this is not mentioned in subsequent NCs (Government of 

Madagascar, 2017[34]; Government of Madagascar, 2016[42]; Government of Guinea-

Bissau, 2015[43]; Government of Guina-Bissau, 2018[44]). However, few countries explicitly 

include specific assessments of progress to specific goals in their national reports.  

5.4. Facilitating improved reporting of adaptation in light of capacities 

Parties are free to decide if/what information on adaptation will be included in their NDC. 

The Paris Agreement also provides Parties with discretion in what adaptation-related 

information to report under Article 13.8 as well as the choice to decide if and when to 

submit an Adaptation Communication – and if so, what this communication should contain.  

Nevertheless, reporting of adaptation-related information is currently mandatory in NCs 

(for both Annex I and non-Annex I Parties). These reports are in theory to be produced 

every four years; in practice, reporting has to date been much less frequent.28 Non-Annex I 

countries are required to include in NCs “general descriptions” about the steps taken or 

envisaged to ensure adequate adaptation (UNFCCC, 2003[8]). For example, the NC 

guidelines indicate that countries are free to report “any other information they consider to 

be relevant” (UNFCCC, 2003[8]). 

Unsurprisingly, these rather general NC guidelines have been interpreted differently by 

different countries. The adaptation chapter of recent (submitted in 2015 or later) developing 

country NCs has included description and/or quantitative information on one or more of 

the following topics: 

 Climate projections (e.g. recent history and expected trends in annual surface 

temperatures, sea surface temperatures, precipitation, sea-level rise, extreme 

events, sea acidification). The associated costs of these impacts are sometimes also 

reported on. 

 Descriptions of current and/or expected trends in vulnerability (e.g. sea-level rise, 

drought, floods, water resources, glacial melt, climate variability) – at a general 

level, sectoral level, sub-national level and/or via case studies. Sometimes, 

vulnerability indicators are outlined. 

 Resilience. Some countries report on risk assessments and/or information on 

projected economic impacts of climate change at a sectoral or sub-sectoral level. 

                                                      
28 By October 2018, more than 20 years after entry into force of the UNFCCC, 76 developing 

countries had submitted only two national communications, 16 developing countries had submitted 

only one national communications, and four developing countries have not submitted any national 

communications. Sometimes these NCs were submitted more than 10 years apart. This means that 

information on adaptation is currently often not submitted in a timely manner. 
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 Sometimes, descriptions of current levels of adaptive capacity, and/or information 

on how a country has enhanced its adaptive capacity (nationally and/or by sector) 

are included.  

 Descriptions of sectoral (e.g. water resources, agricultural, forestry, coastal) or 

individual adaptation actions (implemented, planned, proposed and/or potential). 

 Institutional information relating to adaptation planning and/or mainstreaming, and 

involvement of stakeholders. 

 Outline of specific needs and concerns. 

Information on a country’s adaptation goals is not routinely presented in NCs, nor is this 

information specifically requested by the NC reporting guidelines. If reports under the Paris 

Agreement’s ETF are to report on progress in implementing adaptation, it would be useful 

to also reiterate these goals in national reports, particularly as adaptation-related goals as 

expressed in NDCs often have unclear (or missing) timeframes and/or geographical scopes 

(e.g. “develop, rehabilitate and maintain surface and groundwater resources”). Adaptation-

related information presented in countries’ recent NCs is usually qualitative. However, 11 

of the 71 NCs assessed have also included quantitative targets or indicators. The use of 

quantitative indicators can potentially facilitate subsequent assessments of progress 

towards objectives or goals. For example, one of Burkina Faso’s adaptation measures is 

that “25,000 households in 2020 are equipped with operating biodigesters in at least 10 

regions” (Government of Burkina Faso, 2015[35]).  

It is rare for NCs to report on progress to either over-arching adaptation aims, or towards 

individual adaptation actions. Nevertheless, a few recent NCs have included this. For 

example, the Solomon Islands 2nd NC (Government of Solomon Islands, 2017[45]) 

highlights progress made in adaptation policy, adaptation capacity and specific adaptation 

actions since its initial NC (made more than 10 years previously).    

Table 9 below highlights possible options for reporting of adaptation-related information 

along a continuum of ability to reporting on specific information elements (as outlined in 

Section 2 and Table 8). The capacity of an individual country may vary across different 

information elements. For example, a country may have a recent study on climate impacts 

and vulnerability, so could report at a high level of detail on this topic, and potentially also 

on its associated adaptation priorities. However, the same country may have not yet 

identified adaptation actions associated with such priorities, so would report at the 

“beginning” level for this information element.  
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Table 9. Possible reporting options to facilitate improved reporting of specific adaptation 

elements  

Reporting options Continuum of capacity to report 

 

 

Information element    

Domestic arrangements 
and methods 

A description of institutional arrangements as it relates to adaptation (e.g. national vs sub-national responsibility and 
mandates), how adaptation is mainstreamed into broader development/SDG issues 

Impacts, risks and 
vulnerability 

Very broad qualitative 
description, including 
the scope of adaptation 
assessment 

General information on national 
climate vulnerability including an 
assessment of areas that are most 
vulnerable 

Description of climate vulnerabilities and risks, 
including current and projected trends, observed 
and potential impacts, identification of areas that 
are most vulnerable, in the context of a country’s 
development priorities 

Resilience Whatever relevant 
information is available 

Broad description of current level 
of climate resilience 

Description of resilience, e.g. by sector 
(agriculture, coast, port cities etc.)  

Adaptive capacity Whatever relevant 
information is available 

Broad description of national 
adaptive capacity and how it could 
be improved 

Description of adaptive capacity by (sub-) sector 
or region, and associated variations and actions 
planned or undertaken to improve adaptive 
capacity 

Adaptation goals Indicate if there are 
national adaptation 
goals, targets, 
undertakings 

Describe the aims of the country’s 
national adaptation response, and 
what form this takes (e.g. goals, 
targets, undertakings) 

Describe the aims of the country’s national 
adaptation response, provide indicative timelines 
for implementing specific programmes/measures/ 
actions, indicate how progress towards the goals 
will be identified  

Adaptation priorities Highlight priority sectors 
and/or regions 

Describe adaptation priorities 
(sectors and/or regions) and how 
they link to development priorities 

Describe adaptation priorities and associated 
actions and explain how they address key 
vulnerabilities and risks, how they link to 
development priorities, and the potential of these 
activities to complement other national goals 

Adaptation actions1 Describe implemented 
and planned actions at 
national level 

Describe implemented and 
planned actions at national level, 
and subnational level if available 

Describe implemented and planned actions and 
associated timelines at national and subnational 
level, their contribution (if any), to adaptation 
NDC/undertaking (if any), highlighting which ones 
receive international support, and their expected 
results (if available) 

Implementation strategy Whatever relevant 
information is available 

Indicate if an implementation 
strategy is being developed 

Indicate who (e.g. which department, sub-national 
government) is responsible for implementing the 
strategy, the approach used in implementation 
strategy (e.g. how the focus, 
geographical/sectoral scope was decided, how 
the strategy is co-ordinated, identifying sequence 
for implementation)  

Results from M&E of 
progress to goals 

Broad qualitative outline 
of progress to selected 
goals in key areas 

Detailed qualitative and/or 
quantitative (where applicable) 
description of progress towards 
selected goals in key areas 

Detailed qualitative and/or quantitative (where 
applicable) description of progress towards all 
goals as formulated in the NDC 

Description of 
approaches, methods, 
tools used 

Reference to specific 
approaches, methods 
and tools 

Summary description of 
approaches, methods and tools 
used 

Summary description of approaches, methods 
and tools used, including a description of 
uncertainties and challenges 

Evaluation of adaptation 
strategies, measures, 
actions 

Whatever relevant 
information is available 

Evaluation of adaptation strategies 
and measures in priority 
sectors/areas 

Evaluation of all adaptation strategies and 
measures 

Communication of if/ how 
adaptation actions are 
integrated into national 
and sectoral planning 

Whatever relevant 
information is available 

Broad description of processes 
and/or results 

Detailed description of processes/institutions (e.g. 
institutional co-ordination, stakeholder 
engagement), how adaptation is integrated into 
sectoral/sub-national government policy 
frameworks 

Note: 1 Includes actions, efforts, plans (e.g. process to formulate and implement NAPs and sub-national plans), strategies, 

policies, priorities, programmes, and other efforts.  

Source: Authors 
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5.5. Challenges associated with identifying progress in implementation of 

adaptation  

Many countries have established adaptation-related goals and may wish to include 

information on progress in implementation of adaptation in their future reports to the 

UNFCCC. However, current reporting guidelines for non-Annex I NCs (which were agreed 

in 2002 – well before many countries had established national adaptation strategies and/or 

goals) do not include a specific aspect relating to assessing progress towards adaptation 

goals. Thus, these guidelines “encourage” countries to provide information on “and to the 

extent possible, an evaluation of, strategies and measures for adapting to climate change”.  

Current NC reporting guidelines for non-Annex I countries therefore cover, to some extent, 

the type of information that would need to be reported for adaptation NDCs that are framed 

in terms of developing and/or implementing specific policies. However, other adaptation 

goals (including those outlined in countries’ NDCs) are framed differently – e.g. outlining 

a country’s strategic goals related to reducing vulnerability or increasing its resilience. For 

such NDCs, there is no specific guidance on what to report to assess progress in 

implementation of adaptation. Indeed, for some forms of adaptation NDCs, assessing 

progress will not be straightforward, particularly for those targets expressed in terms of 

outcomes or impacts (as discussed above), or where a timeline for achieving or 

implementing specific measures is not provided (as is the case in the adaptation 

components of several NDCs).  

Any reporting guidelines developed will need to accommodate the diversity of different 

adaptation-related goals and responses, and indicators of progress, as outlined in different 

Party’s NDCs, national adaptation plans, and through other reports such as biennial 

transparency reports under Article 13 of the Paris Agreement. Currently-agreed reporting 

guidance on adaptation developed under the UNFCCC for parties’ NCs is not detailed or 

specific. While such guidelines give parties significant leeway to report on what they find 

most useful, a drawback of such guidelines is that they presuppose that a country has 

systems in place domestically to assess what would be useful to report on this topic, and 

then subsequently report it. Current experience would, however, indicate that non-specific 

guidance is of limited help to countries in developing transparent and relevant reports – 

especially when capacity to monitor and report on a specific element is limited. This limited 

usefulness of non-specific reporting guidance is particularly true for adaptation, where the 

topics reported in recent national reports do not always match the goals of the adaptation 

response as outlined in a country’s NDC. In such cases, more facilitative guidance, e.g. as 

part of the Article 13 MPGs, or as subsequent guidance, may be helpful. 
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6.  Facilitating improvements over time in reporting support received and 

needed 

Article 13.10 of the Paris Agreement states that “developing country Parties should provide 

information on financial, technology transfer and capacity-building support needed and 

received”. Current experience shows that country capacities can impact on ability to report 

on support received and needed. Future MPGs could helpfully direct Parties towards 

improved reporting and provide options for Parties to begin reporting and identifying where 

to improve. Article 13.9 also requests that “other Parties that provide support” should report 

information on support provided to developing country Parties. While such reporting could 

also benefit from guidance that would allow improvement over time, the topic of reporting 

on support provided is not addressed in this paper.29 

While both support received and needed are examined here, these are very different sets of 

information with very different requirements in terms of reporting processes and capacities. 

Reporting on support received requires a financial tracking system, while reporting on 

support needed requires a forward-looking understanding of objectives and a translation of 

those objectives into financial terms.  

This section first provides a brief overview of the information on support needed and 

received that is currently requested of non-Annex I Parties, as well as key insights from 

how this information has been reported to date, drawing on previous CCXG analysis. It 

then explores options for how reporting by developing country Parties could vary in line 

with different capacities, laying out an approach for understanding different capacities, and 

presenting possible reporting options for both support received and support needed.  

6.1. Experiences and challenges with reporting on support received and needed  

Within BURs, most reporting Parties have not provided clear or complete information on 

support received. In general, BURs do not explain where the information comes from, how 

any figures presented are derived, and what they include or exclude. In addition, 

particularly for countries with limited capacity, the non-specificity of current guidelines 

makes it more difficult for countries to assess what to report and what information to gather 

domestically. Further detail is available in previous CCXG work that has examined 

experience with reporting on support received and needed, covering finance, technology 

and capacity building (Ellis and Moarif, 2017[46]; Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]; 

Garrett and Moarif, 2018[5]). 

Table 10 lays out information elements related to support received or needed that are 

mentioned in the Paris Agreement, as well as in NC and BUR reporting guidelines. On 

support needed, it also indicates where this information has been mentioned by Parties in 

their NDCs, as this is the most recent source of information provided by several Parties. In 

looking across UNFCCC-related reporting, there is scope to consider how doing so on a 

more frequent basis under the Paris Agreement could complement other potential 

                                                      
29 Guidance on this topic is, however, being developed as part of Article 13 MPGs. Previous CCXG 

papers address the topic of improving reporting on support provided, including some consideration 

of how this may be adapted by “other Parties” providing support (Vallejo et al., 2017; Ellis and 

Moarif, 2017; Garrett and Moarif, 2018) 



54 │ COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 
 

  
Unclassified 

communication tools that may contain information on either support needed or received 

(e.g. adaptation communications, NCs if they are maintained, technology- or capacity 

building-specific tracking under the Technology Framework or Capacity-building 

Initiative for Transparency). Parties would need to clarify the scope and purpose of the 

information requested in the context of Article 13. Given current capacity constraints and 

decisions on the scope, purpose and format, reporting comprehensive information on 

support received and needed may be challenging to provide in the context of the ETF (Ellis 

and Moarif, 2017[46]; Garrett and Moarif, 2018[5]).30 

Parties report on support received based, among other things, on what they are able to 

monitor domestically. To report in BURs, some Parties collated information provided 

publicly by various support providers, while others initiated efforts to gather information 

from different parts of the government (Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]). For 

technology and capacity building support received, information to date has also been 

limited and difficult to distinguish from other support flows (Garrett and Moarif, 2018[5]). 

Quantified information on financial support needed has been limited and unclear to date. 

This information may stem either from a bottom-up aggregation of different projects 

seeking support, or a top-down modelled estimate of needs associated with a wider set of 

mitigation or adaptation objectives, either associated with projections or using marginal 

abatement cost curves for mitigation (Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]). Within 

BURs, an explanation of the method used has been limited to date, and where a country 

may use both it is unclear how they relate to each other. Given that many Parties have 

reported on some support needs in the context of their NDCs, transparency around these 

estimates could be a useful area for Parties to focus their reporting going forward.31 For 

technology and capacity building support needs, information has been broad or generic, 

except for cases where a Party has undertaken a technology needs assessment (Garrett and 

Moarif, 2018[5]). 

                                                      
30 For countries that receive high volumes of international support across a range of climate action 

areas, reporting comprehensively may be both time-consuming and resource-intensive, and result in 

a volume of information too large to easily communicate and process if submitted in report format. 

If moving toward comprehensive reporting is of interest to Parties, developing a database system for 

reporting and communication is likely more appropriate.  

31 This is for two reasons. Firstly, more specific information may help countries attract climate 

finance for a given measure. Financial needs expressed as large numbers with lack of clarity on how 

these relate to known costs, clear plans, and specific measures may be more difficult to turn into 

actionable financing opportunities. Secondly, in order to assess progress towards conditional targets, 

information will be needed on the conditions attached and whether/to what extent they were met.  
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Table 10. Support-related information referenced in selected UNFCCC documents 

Relevant support-related 
information 

Mentioned in 
Paris 

Agreement 

Mentioned in current 
guidelines 

Included in NDCs 
(support needed)a 

Useful for global 
stocktake? 

  NC BUR   

Specifying support needed and 
received for mitigation and 
adaptation  

 (both 
activities to 

be supported) 

 
(adaptation 
specified) 

 Some Yes 

Support needed 

Financial, technology and 
capacity building support needed 

   Majority; variation 
in terms of 
quantification and 
detail 

Yes, if comparable 

Constraints and gaps associated 
with needs 

   Majority; overview Yes, for sharing 
lessons 

Proposed projects for financing    Few Unclear; unlikely to be 
comprehensive 

Domestic vs. international support 
needs 

   Some Unclear 

Support received 

Financial, technology and 
capacity building support received 

   N/A Yes, if comparable 

From multilateral sources     Yes 

From developed countries     Yes 

From other countries b    Yes 

For reporting purposes 
specifically 

 (Art. 11.1 
on CB) 

   Unclear 

Resources provided by Party 
itself for climate change activities 

   Some (planned) Yes, from perspective 
of Art. 2.1c 

Use, impact and estimated results 
of support received 

  In 
relation to 
tech only 

 N/A Unclear; may be best 
covered under mit. 
and adapt. actions 

Implementation of capacity-
building plans, policies, actions or 

measures to implement Paris 
Agreement 

    Yes, from perspective 
of assessing 
progress; if 
comparable 

Activities relating to technology 
development, transfer and 

enabling environments 

    Yes, from perspective 
of assessing 
progress; if 
comparable 

Activities related to achieving 
Parties’ climate change objectives 

more broadly 

    Yes, from perspective 
of assessing 
progress; if 
comparable 

Note: Indicates language in Paris Agreement or guideline text, where = “shall”; = “should”, “may”, 

“encouraged” or mentioned but not specified;  = not explicitly mentioned. NC = national communication; 

BUR = biennial update report; CB = capacity building. (a) Majority: over 50%; some: 25-50%; few: less than 

25%. (b) “other Parties that provide support” are encouraged to report this information; those receiving support 

from such countries could also report it.  

Source: Authors based on Decision 2/CP.17 (UNFCCC, 2012[7]); Decision 17/CP.8 (UNFCCC, 2003[8]); 

Decision 1/CP.21 (UNFCCC, 2016[1]); (Biru and Thwaites, 2015[47]) 
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Experience with current reporting does point to several areas where transparency is limited 

and could potentially be affected by capacity constraints:  

 Collecting information on support received presents various challenges; domestic 

systems for tracking support may be limited and take time to establish. 

 Expanding coverage of support received from more sources (e.g. including private) 

to more actors (e.g. including non-governmental) may not match the structure and 

capabilities of domestic monitoring systems, and may require significant resources. 

 Distinguishing between types of support (finance, technology, capacity building) 

in practice may be time and resource intensive. This type of distinction may not 

always match the way support is assessed, monitored and allocated domestically, 

and may require additional efforts to provide. Note this is also applicable to 

developed countries providing support. Even where countries have higher capacity, 

the trade-off between the effort needed to distinguish between types of support and 

the importance of this information may mean resources to monitor information on 

support may be prioritised and allocated in other ways. 

 Parties have often reported qualitative information on gaps and associated support 

needs (see Table 10), but quantitative information with transparency on its source 

and meaning remains limited; in some cases there may be capacity constraints 

associated with transparently determining capacity needs. 

One implication of lessons from current experience is the importance of domestic 

monitoring systems; a country that places importance in understanding where resources are 

needed and where they are flowing can more easily report this information. In some cases, 

analyses on financing needs may be calculated by external third parties, but are not 

transparently explained by reporting Parties. This may be because there is a lack of 

understanding, or a lack of comfort with the calculation. In either case, a Party being able 

to perform or manage such analyses directly should facilitate comprehension and therefore 

clearer reporting.  

A second implication is that clarity on the scope, purpose and format of reporting is 

important, given the challenges of reporting increasingly disaggregated and comprehensive 

information. If Parties desire such a system, it will require more time and resources and 

may best fit outside the enhanced transparency system. There remains a lack of clarity on 

how Parties will treat different types of support, with current options for MPGs presenting 

these separately (UNFCCC, 2018[15]). The challenges associated with such reporting may 

help future MPGs remain more practical and adaptable; options for reporting technology 

and capacity-building support are presented in more detail in Garrett and Moarif (2018[4]). 

6.2. Options for improving reporting on support 

Given the significant gaps in estimating, tracking and reporting climate-related support 

needed and received, guidelines on what information would be relevant to report could be 

useful for certain developing country Parties. While not applying to a mandatory reporting 

requirement, better guidelines could provide clarity on what more transparent and complete 

information on support received and needed could look like. Facilitative guidelines could 

also help Parties understand how they could work towards achieving more transparent and 

complete reporting of information relevant to implementing the Paris Agreement. Even 

though Parties may not be able to provide this information in a complete manner today, 

guidelines would help Parties prioritise areas of improvement, and understand what to work 
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towards. This has been the case with current reporting by Annex I Parties in different areas; 

though all continue to identify areas of improvement for reporting, the guidelines help 

direct resources and prioritise action.  

In order to encourage improvements, Parties could consider how future MPGs could: focus 

the scope of reporting to what is relevant under the Paris Agreement; frame support 

received and needs in terms of actions a Party has undertaken or wishes to undertake; 

prioritise areas of improvement for reporting; or agree on a consistent timeframe to report 

information on financial support received. As indicated in Section 2, some information will 

remain unaffected by capacity constraints, and it would be useful for Parties to report on 

these aspects. This includes an explanation of the systems a Party currently has in place to 

gather information on support received, though the content will vary for each Party, as well 

as explanations regarding choices made to include or exclude reporting of certain 

information, and terms that do not have internationally agreed definitions. Parties should 

also provide clear references to methodologies used to quantify support and sources of 

information. There may also be other categories of information on which Parties can clarify 

the approaches taken, which may or may not be due to capacity constraints per se.32 

6.2.1. Capacities: understanding starting points 

As for other information reported under the Paris Agreement’s ETF, Parties will have 

different capacities related to reporting on support received and needed. In addition, 

capacities may vary across different information elements related to support; some may 

have sound systems for monitoring financial support received, but not for other types of 

support nor for estimating support needs. Where a Party will seek to improve its domestic 

systems and reporting abilities will depend on its own prioritisation exercise, in line with 

national circumstances and overarching policy considerations.  

When presenting ways Parties might report in relation to capacities, illustrative starting 

points and their potential evolution along a continuum have been identified as they relate 

to reporting information on either support received or needed. As outlined in Section 2, 

these different stages are illustrative, and are relevant only in relation to the type of 

information being provided. Table 11 provides a soft benchmark for the types of 

information associated with different stages of reporting on support needed and received, 

which in many cases may relate to different capacity constraints. A single country may 

have varying capacities across different information elements. Nevertheless, a country with 

a sound financial monitoring system but a weak monitoring system to track implementation 

of climate actions may still find it difficult to report information relevant to support 

received for the purposes of the Paris Agreement. Since capacity improvements are likely 

to reflect national priorities, MPGs under Article 13 could also be used by Parties as they 

prioritise capacity development to better report a given set of information.  

What a country reports will not only be related to its reporting capacity, but also to its 

national circumstances. For example, a small country that is prioritising selected sectors in 

its climate response may put forward a small number of actions to meet its NDC objectives. 

However, a larger country with an economy-wide NDC may need to report a wider range 

of actions planned or taken. Since national circumstances are generally explained in reports 

                                                      
32 Such as those listed in sections F1 and F2 of APA-SBSTA-SBI.2018.Informal.2.Add.6 

(UNFCCC, 2018[15])  
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to the UNFCCC, information reported on support received and needed are likely to be 

appropriately contextualised as a result.  

Even countries with higher capacities will have variations in their domestic systems and 

processes, such as whether their financial monitoring systems are stand alone or integrated 

into broader budgetary processes, whether needs tend to be estimated top-down or bottom-

up, and the scope and coverage of actions and associated support that is monitored (e.g. 

whether it includes sub-national or non-governmental, whether it focuses primarily on 

adaptation or mitigation or both). Broad agreement on reporting certain information 

elements under the Paris Agreement, and explanations that enable clarity regarding these 

variations, should both help Parties report in a transparent manner and prioritise certain 

capacity developments.  

Table 12 and Table 13 provide examples for how these stages may relate to different 

reporting choices. These illustrative stages could reflect how Parties might gauge their 

capacities for reporting different information elements along a continuum, rather than 

suggest well-defined categories. In practice, if reporting guidelines suggest a common 

tabular format for reporting information on financial support received, for each type of 

information requested a Party could begin by taking stock of what information it has and 

can obtain. It could then assess any constraints to providing that information, and consider 

different options for trying to report as completely as possible while aiming to report as 

frequently as possible. 
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Table 11. Illustrative stages of capacity for support-related reporting 

   Continuum of capacity to report 

Information element 

 

Action, i.e. 
reason why 
support needed 

Planned action 
for which 
support needed 

 Action defined only at very high level, 
e.g. broad target for mitigation and/or 
adaptation  

 OR Limited concrete actions identified 
for implementation of NDC and/or 
adaptation plan, time periods may be 
unclear or undefined 

 Many actions identified to 
meet both mitigation and 
adaptation goals, over 
specified time periods though 
these may be inconsistent 

 Near complete suite of actions 
targeting mitigation and 
adaptation identified, over clear 
time periods, e.g. NDC time 
period and shorter (2-3 years) 

 Estimated impact of planned 
action(s) available 

Support needs Finance needs  Finance needs not quantified 

 General estimate for overall high level 
targets 

 Finance needs quantified for 
several actions 

 Finance needs quantified by 
action, both domestic and 
international, over clear time 
periods  

Technology 
needs 

 Indication that certain technology types 
needed, but no specific technologies or 
processes identified 

 TNA process done in past 
but may not be consistent 
with NDC or adaptation 
plans; needs for certain 
actions identified, associated 
finance may be known in 
certain areas only 

 TNA process in line with NDC 
and/or adaptation plan 
completed; associated cost 
may be included in financial 
needs 

 
Capacity needs  Capacities identified at a general level  Capacity needs identified for 

certain actions, or broadly 
across sets of actions in 
certain sectors or areas, 
associated finance may be 
known in certain areas only 

 Capacity needs identified by 
action; associated cost may be 
included in financial needs 

Action, i.e. use 
of support, 
impacts and 
results where 
feasible 

Action for which 
support was 
used 

 Limited specific actions related to NDC 
and/or adaptation plan documented  

 Monitoring system coverage 
limited (e.g. only mitigation), 
institutional framework 
recently established, 
indicators tracked may not 
include resources used 

 Monitoring framework able to 
track actions implemented to 
meet NDC and adaptation plan; 
understanding of resources 
associated with actions 

Support 
received 

Finance  Limited types of flows (e.g. only public 
loans), sectors and coverage (e.g. only 
energy, only national govt.) and time 
periods (e.g. only aggregated over many 
years, or only available for 1 year) 

 Beginning of a monitoring 
system, able to track certain 
flows for certain uses; 
coverage may be limited and 
time periods inconsistent 
across types of flows 

 Monitoring system in place to 
identify range of flows that 
support climate action and 
where they are directed 
domestically, covering more 
than only the central 
government, on an annual 
basis  

Technology  No system to assess to what extent 
technology support included in financial 
flows 

 Limited sectors and coverage 

 Not always clear whether 
technology support included 
in finance; some project 
information available 
associated with 
implementing NDC and/or 
adaptation plan 

 Monitoring framework for 
actions and finance allows 
identification of technology-
related support received 
(financial and/or in-kind) 

 
Capacity 
building (CB) 

 No system to assess to what extent CB 
support included in financial flows 

 Limited sectors and coverage 

 Not always clear whether 
capacity support included in 
finance; some project 
information available 
associated with 
implementing mitigation 
and/or adaptation actions 

 Monitoring framework for 
actions and finance allows 
identification of capacity-related 
support received (financial 
and/or in-kind) 

Source: Authors, based on information in (Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]), (Ellis and Moarif, 

2017[46]), (Garrett and Moarif, 2018[5]). 
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6.2.2. Options for reporting on support received 

Besides the specific information elements listed in Table 12, there may be different options 

for countries in terms of the level of disaggregation or aggregation they are able to provide 

for different information categories. Garrett and Moarif (2018) suggested that one way of 

more consistently reporting relevant information on technology and capacity-building 

support received is for countries to focus reporting on climate actions undertaken, and list 

as many information elements related to support received to implement those actions. This 

is quite different than the manner in which countries providing support report such 

information, which tends to be reported on an annual basis for overall financial flows by 

type of flow and recipient country, or by project or activity in the case of technology and 

capacity-building support. Countries with a greater ability to track finance received may 

also be able to report flows on an annual basis, with clarity on sources, recipients, and an 

indication of usage (potentially using cross-referencing with reporting on mitigation and 

adaptation actions). Some information categories in Table 12 do not vary by type of 

capacity; as outlined in Section 2, certain types of information may also not be affected by 

capacity, particularly those related to providing clarity on definitions and methodologies 

used, as well as decisions made on what to include or exclude from reporting.  

The options listed in Table 12 are not comprehensive or exhaustive, they are more akin to 

examples. The extent to which countries have higher or lower capacities to provide certain 

types of information may vary according to the type of information. For example, a country 

may have a quite complete understanding of different types of climate-relevant financial 

flows, but only in certain sectors and only for its national government. A country may also 

prioritise putting in place a system to track financial support received, while having less 

capacity or interest in collating qualitative information on non-financial technology and 

capacity-building support received. For example, South Africa’s BUR contains information 

on financial support received by activity over a multi-year period, along with details on the 

type of financial flow and donors, but contains only a very general description of 

technology and capacity-building support.  

In the context of MPGs for reporting under the enhanced transparency framework, 

countries could begin by examining the information categories requested – which may or 

may not precisely match the examples in Table 12 (further examples of potential 

information categories are included in section F of (UNFCCC, 2018[15])). For each type of 

information, a country could begin by assessing what information it has available in relation 

to each category, and consider what information it could provide based on what is available 

and what processes can be used to gather this information. As discussed in Section 2, such 

an assessment will not only help a Party determine what it can report, but also to assess 

where it would like to develop or strengthen capacities to improve monitoring and reporting 

in the future. Understanding a given Party’s priorities regarding where it would like to 

improve reporting (and associated domestic monitoring) would be highly useful 

information for the international climate community.  
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Table 12. Possible reporting stages for specific information elements on support received  

 Continuum of capacity to report 

Information 
element 

 

Available 
data 

What information on support received is tracked in the country, what data is available 

Domestic 
arrangements 
and methods 

Sources of information; processes such as verification, link to budgetary planning, etc; processes to agree on classifications and definitions for tracking climate-relevant support 
received, including sectors, types of activities, types of instruments etc.; domestic institutions where support flows are received. 

Up-front explanation where partial information included, e.g. only certain types of activities included, only certain flows or sources, only funds or activities with a given status.   

Action area 
(e.g. 
mitigation, 
adaptation, 
cross-cutting) 

Emphasis on mitigation or adaptation, depending on available 
information  

Mitigation and adaptation, though 
perhaps not equally depending on 
available information 

Quasi complete coverage of both mitigation and adaptation, 
reflecting their relative importance within national climate 
objectives 

Sectoral 
coverage 
(where 
support 
received) 

 

Emphasis on limited number of key sectors 

Coverage of most sectors relevant to 
achieving NDC and adaptation plan 

Coverage of all sectors relevant to achieving NDC and 
adaptation plan 

Type of 
financial flow 
or instrument 

 

Whatever information available Aim to cover main types of finance flows 
received relevant to climate, e.g. grants, 
loans, equity 

Coverage of all types of relevant financial flows, with move 
towards greater comprehensiveness, including on mobilised 
private finance 

Use of consistent terminology to refer to financial instruments and financial flows, or transparent explanation of terms; if not all flows included due to choice, explanation of choice. 

Status of 
financial flow 

Specify whether flow is committed, disbursed (by donor), or spent (disbursed within the country). If not using common terminology, then specify definitions used/explanation of terms. 
Explain any choices around limited reporting if only flows with a certain status are reported and not others. 

Source International public support, multilateral and bilateral, only developed 
countries 

International public support, multilateral 
and bilateral, from all key countries 

International public support, multilateral and bilateral, from all 
key countries; some relevant and substantial private support 
flows, some assessment of mobilised finance 

Scope 
(institution, 
geography) 

Whatever information available National government National and sub-national government; non-governmental 
recipients 

Time period Whatever information available Covering at least the years since 
previous reporting period, or since start 
of NDC or adaptation plan 

On an annual basis if possible, covering years since previous 
reporting period, or since start of NDC or adaptation plan 
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 Continuum of capacity to report 

Information 
element 

 

Available 
data 

What information on support received is tracked in the country, what data is available 

Amount 
received (for 
climate-
related 
actions) 

Total nominal value of support received, domestic currency or USD Total nominal value of support received, 
domestic currency and USD  

Total nominal value of support received, domestic currency and 
USD with clear conversion rate 

Use, impact 
and results 

Whatever information available Information on the actions support has 
been used for, known impacts and/or 
results of selected supported actions 

Information on the actions support has been used for, by 
relevant sector and action area, with known impacts and results 
of supported actions, ideally by project or sector, over clear 
time period  

Technology 
and capacity-
building 
components 

Qualitative indication of whether finance included technology or capacity 
building 

Indication of financial amounts used for 
technology and capacity building within 
overall flows 

Indication of share of finance flows used for technology or 
capacity building  

Non-financial 
support 

Description of technology and capacity-building support provided in non-
financial terms 

Description of technology and capacity-
building support provided in non-
financial terms, linked to actions 
implemented with such support 

Description of technology and capacity-building support 
provided in non-financial terms, linked to actions implemented 
with such support 

Source: Adapted from (Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]) and (Garrett and Moarif, 2018[5]). 

Note: Many of the information elements listed are similar to those found in tables used by Annex I Parties for reporting on financial support provided. While it may 

be rational to track similar information categories, reporting on support received will be very difficult to “match” or “cross check” with information on support 

provided (Ellis and Moarif, 2017[46]); expecting this function from the Enhanced Transparency Framework may therefore be unrealistic. 



COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 │ 63 
 

  
Unclassified 

 

6.2.3. Options for reporting on support needed 

As mentioned, reporting on support needed differs from reporting on support received; 

rather than being known information , support needed is an estimate of the amount and type 

of support deemed necessary to implement and achieve a given policy or objective, often 

requiring some level of analysis. As mentioned, this estimate can be done in various ways 

(top down or bottom up), and can therefore be reported in different ways. The variety of 

ways in which this was done underlines that Parties may choose to estimate this information 

differently, in line with different priorities and national policy planning structures. An 

important challenge to date has been a lack of transparent reporting, no matter how 

countries have chosen to estimate this information. There may also be capacity issues 

related to providing this information, which may involve tools to conduct cost analyses, or 

projections that would include cost estimates. If starting from a high-level cost estimate, a 

Party may then need human resources to understand and break down this estimate into more 

operational parts, and to then understand the financing landscape to indicate the share 

needed from international sources. 

Table 13 provides some examples of how reporting on support needed could vary in line 

with capacities, noting that other options and choices related to countries’ national 

circumstances, policy choices and priorities, will also impact what Parties report. Within 

the context of different national choices however, capacity issues may primarily affect the 

scope and level of specificity of information that Parties can provide. 

As with reporting on support received, a given Party may have capacities that vary across 

different types of information. It may have robust estimates of international support needs, 

but only in a certain sector or for a specific set of policies. It may be able to provide 

quantitative estimates of financial amounts either in a generic way or with a lot of 

specificity. For example, in its NDC submission, Namibia provides a total funding volume 

for its mitigation and adaptation NDCs without reference to where these figures come from, 

while South Africa provides an estimate for different mitigation and adaptation activities 

and refers to economic modelling carried out by the government as the source of the figures 

(Government of Namibia, 2016[48]) (Government of South Africa, 2016[49]). Reporting 

figures without explanation is not a particularly useful practice; if for some reason a Party 

is unable to explain the source of reported figures, understanding why would be useful 

information in the context of the ETF. 
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Table 13. Possible reporting stages for specific information elements on support needed  

Continuum of capacity to report 

Information element 

 

Available data Assessments of support needs related to NDCs and adaptation plans that are available, with brief 
explanation of how these were conducted. If done by third-parties, should be considered valid or 
relevant by the government. 

Domestic 
arrangements and 
methods 

As relevant, e.g. in case there are entities within government that have specific responsibility for 
planning and conducting cost-related assessments. 

Action area (where 
support needed) 

Emphasis on mitigation or 
adaptation, depending on 
information availability 

Mitigation and adaptation, 
though perhaps not equally 
depending on information 
availability 

More equal coverage of 
mitigation and adaptation 

Sectoral coverage 
(where support 
needed) 

Emphasis on limited number of key 
sectors 

Coverage of most sectors 
relevant to achieving NDC 
and adaptation plan 

Coverage of all sectors 
relevant to achieving NDC 
and adaptation plan 

 

Qualitative description of needs in 
terms of capacities, tools, 
technologies related to NDC or 
adaptation plan 

Quantitative estimate of 
overall financial amounts 
associated with 
implementing NDC and 
adaptation plan 

Quantitative estimate of 
financial amounts associated 
with implementing policies to 
achieve NDC and adaptation 
plan, with clear currency and 
conversion 

Specificity of 
information on support 
needed 

 

Total estimate of costs associated 
with different policies, potentially 
including costs of projects already 
submitted to support providers 

Estimates of costs for 
implementing actions 
related to achieving NDC or 
adaptation plan 

Estimates of support needed 
from international sources for 
implementing actions, 
distinguished from overall 
costs estimates  

 General list of capacities and 
technologies as identified in 
previous policy documents, may 
no longer be directly linked to NDC 
or recent adaptation plan 

Listing of capacities and 
technologies relevant to 
achieving NDC and 
adaptation plan objectives 

Indication of specific 
capacities and/or 
technologies associated with 
implementation of measures 
to achieve objectives of NDC 
and adaptation plan 

Time period As contained in available 
information 

Covering the NDC 
implementation 

Covering the NDC 
implementation period and a 
shorter time frame (e.g. 2-3 
years), up until the next 
report 

Explanation of figures 
presented 

Reference to documents 
containing quantified estimates, 
though these may not explain the 
assessments themselves if done 
externally with limited Party 
involvement 

Reference to documents 
that explain basis for 
deriving quantified cost 
estimates (e.g. modelling 
exercise, cost curves, 
estimates based on 
historical costs)  

Reference to documents that 
explain the basis for deriving 
quantified cost estimates; 
explanation of basis for 
determining support needed 
from international sources  

Source: Adapted from (Vallejo, Moarif and Halimanjaya, 2017[6]) and (Garrett and Moarif, 2018[5]) 
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7.  Conclusions  

The Paris Agreement establishes a framework for countries to improve their monitoring 

and reporting of climate actions and for MPGs to enable this. In particular, paragraph 92a 

of the Paris Decision notes “the importance of facilitating improved reporting and 

transparency over time”. In addition, Articles 13.2 and 13.3 of the Paris Agreement also 

stipulate that the transparency framework “shall provide flexibility … to those developing 

country Parties that need it in the light of their capacities” and that it “shall build on and 

enhance the transparency arrangements under the Convention”. The notions of flexibility 

and of improvement over time are therefore both integral to the Paris Agreement’s ETF.  

The Paris Agreement allows for “flexibility for those developing country Parties that need 

it in the light of their capacities” in the implementation of its transparency provisions (i.e. 

under Article 13), including in the scope, frequency and level of detail of reporting 

(Paragraph 89 of Decision 1/CP.21). The Paris Agreement also requires (“shall”) Parties 

(except LDCs and SIDS)  to report on GHG inventories and on information necessary to 

track progress to their NDCs (Article 13.7 of the Paris Agreement) on a biennial basis 

(Paragraph 90 of Decision 1/CP.21). Flexibility may be a way to facilitate improvements 

in mandatory reporting requirements over time. In addition, non-mandatory information 

requested under Article 13 may also benefit from MPGs that facilitate improved reporting 

and maximum participation in the transparency system.  

There are differences regarding reporting on adaptation between the Paris Agreement and 

the current reporting framework under the UNFCCC. Under the current framework, 

reporting on adaptation is mandatory (via NCs). However, Article 13.8 of the Paris 

Agreement does not make reporting on adaptation mandatory, and there is not yet 

consensus on whether the biennial transparency reports under the ETF will eventually 

supersede NCs (as well as superseding BRs and BURs). The development of modalities, 

procedures and guidelines (MPGs) for reporting is an opportunity to iron out these 

inconsistencies and areas of uncertainty. 

In examining options for how developing country Parties could report flexibly in line with 

their capacities, some key insights from current experience with reporting by non-Annex I 

countries include: 

 Reporting guidance for both NCs and BURs is usually quite general, not completely 

overlapping, and sometimes inconsistent. This lack of detail and consistency in 

guidance does not facilitate the communication of reports that are transparent, 

accurate, complete, consistent and timely – particularly from countries with limited 

reporting capacity. In addition, where reporting guidance has not been recently 

updated (e.g. NC guidelines for non-Annex I Parties date from 2002), this guidance 

can be increasingly disconnected from countries’ climate objectives and actions, 

making the guidance less relevant and useful to Parties. 

 There have been considerable improvements in country reporting of information, 

both in terms of content and frequency. Indeed, the content often goes significantly 

beyond what is required in reporting guidelines. In terms of uptake, by end October 

2018, 96 (out of 154) non-Annex I countries have communicated at least one 

national report to the UNFCCC since January 2015. 107 of these 126 reports 

include a GHG inventory with time series over multiple years, and 59 include 

information on business-as-usual GHG emissions projections.  
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 There are still many developing countries who do not communicate regular national 

reports to the UNFCCC. Indeed, 58 non-Annex I countries (including several 

countries that are neither LDCs nor SIDS) have reported neither a NC nor a BUR 

since 2015. Inventory information remains incomplete, with data sometimes not 

containing time series and frequently being quite out of date (on average, seven 

years prior to the submission date in the case of NCs – and often older, particularly 

for SIDS and LDCs).  

 Information to track progress towards both mitigation objectives can be vague and 

incomplete, despite BUR guidelines specifically requesting information on 

“progress of implementation” of mitigation actions.  

 Guidance for reporting on adaptation actions, as well as on support received and 

needed, is less specific than for mitigation. Reporting in these areas remains highly 

variable, generally incomplete and often not transparent.  

 The capacity of developing countries to report information varies considerably both 

within and between countries. For example, some countries may be at an early stage 

in calculating emissions from some sources, but have high-quality emissions data 

for others. 

Information that may be needed to track progress to several types of targets and goals 

contained in NDCs is not currently requested in existing reporting guidelines for non-

Annex I NCs or BURs; Parties have therefore limited experience in reporting on those 

informational elements. These include information related to mitigation targets such as 

BAU emission projections, GDP levels, forest area, as well as information needed to track 

progress on implementation of adaptation-related goals. Thus, in order to track progress on 

mitigation and report on progress in implementation of adaptation actions, countries may 

need to increase the coverage of information monitored and reported over time. Developing 

MPGs provides an opportunity to enhance current guidelines in a way that will enable 

countries to report information needed to consider progress in implementation and 

achievement of the NDCs.  

Flexibility as envisaged by Article 13.2 of the Paris Agreement could be operationalised in 

many ways. One such manner of doing so may be through structured guidance which 

suggests ways of reporting specific information elements for different stages of capacity. 

Such guidance could be relevant to countries with varying capacity to report those 

elements, help countries focus their data collection and/or reporting efforts, and thus 

facilitate improvements in reporting over time. Alternatively, providing open-ended 

guidance for voluntary (“should”) reporting on support and adaptation, could also allow 

Parties to report in line with their capacities. However, a drawback of non-specific 

guidelines is that they presuppose that a country has systems in place domestically to assess 

what would be useful to report on this topic, and then subsequently report it. Reporting 

guidance that leads to more structured and consistent reporting will also be useful in 

assessing collective (as well as individual country) progress in the context of the global 

stocktake. 

Parties will continue to report information in a variety of ways under a future enhanced 

transparency framework, including because of differences in form and coverage of NDCs 

that will affect what needs to be reported in order to track progress made in implementing 

and achieving the NDC. However, flexibility in reporting is specifically needed because of 

differences in capacities that can affect reporting. These capacity constraints can 

encompass a wide range of issues. For example, resource constraints may mean that there 
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is insufficient human capacity available in a country to undertake a specific task (e.g. a 

forestry inventory) in a given timeframe. Capacity issues can also lead to institutional gaps, 

e.g. lack of a legal framework needed to collect specific data, lack of a system to collect 

information on climate finance received. Countries may also face technical capacity issues, 

e.g. lack of modelling tools, inadequate emission factors, or limited knowledge of a specific 

topic.  

Given these capacity constraints, it is important to ensure that the flexibility provision under 

Article 13 of the Paris Agreement allows countries to report what they can, even if not all 

information can initially be reported to the same level of completeness or consistency. This 

will allow for more timely submission of data and information that is available.  

It will therefore also be important for countries to identify when their capacity constraints 

affect:  

 how they can report information related to their national climate responses, 

including on tracking progress towards and/or implementation of national goals and 

targets,  

 what information relevant to tracking progress to their NDC they are not able to 

report,  

 what improvements in reporting they would like to make over time.  

Parties could report this information, as well as information on what capacities they would 

need to ensure improved reporting as part of their national reports. In theory, such 

information could also be reported alongside (but separately from) regular national reports 

under the ETF. 

This paper has identified flexible reporting options for several information elements on 

GHG inventories and information necessary to track progress to mitigation targets, as well 

as options for improving reporting of adaptation and support received and needed over time 

(Table 14). For each individual reporting element, the document identifies possible ways 

of reporting for countries with a range of capacities related to that particular element. Faced 

with a particular requirement or request for a specific information element, such as in the 

form of a common tabular format, each Party could gauge how it could report in line with 

its particular capacity. Such “options” could better support Parties as they improve 

reporting of that specific information element over time. While all Parties are to improve 

reporting over time, this paper focuses on reporting by developing country Parties that may 

find it challenging to report information required or requested due to capacity constraints. 
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Table 14. Summary of issues covered by the reporting options highlighted in this paper 

Topic    GHG inventories Tracking progress 
in mitigation Adaptation Support 

received 
Support 
needed 

Informational 
element for 
which flexible 
reporting 
options are 
provided 

Frequency of 
GHG inventory 
compilation 

Information 
specifying the 
NDC target for the 
purposes of 
progress tracking 

Impacts and 
vulnerability 

Action area 
(where 
support was 
received) 

Action area 
(where 
support is 
needed) 

Reporting of 
gases and 
categories 

Progress in 
implementation 
and impacts of 
mitigation actions 

Resilience Sectoral 
coverage 
(where 
support was 
received) 

Sectoral 
coverage 
(where 
support is 
needed) 

Vintage of data 
reported 

Reporting of 
emission 
projections 

Adaptive capacity Type of 
financial flow 
or instrument 

Specificity of 
information 
on support 
needed 

Time series Reporting of GDP 
or population 
information (where 
part of NDC 
target) 

Adaptation goals Status of 
financial flow 

Time period 

Methodological 
consistency 

Co-operative 
approaches 

Adaptation priorities Source Explanation 
of figures 
presented 

Methodological 
tiers applied for 
key source 
categories 

Non-GHG targets Adaptation actions Scope 
(institution, 
geography) 

 

Uncertainty 
analysis 

 
Implementation 
strategy 

Time period 
 

Specific IPCC 
guidelines to be 
used 

 
Results from M&E 
of progress to goals 

Amount 
received for 
climate-
related 
actions 

 

  
Description of 
approaches, 
methods, tools used 

Use, impact 
and results 

 

  
Evaluation of 
adaptation 
strategies, 
measures, actions 

Technology 
and capacity-
building 
components 

 

   
Communication of 
if/how adaptation 
actions are 
integrated into 
national and 
sectoral planning 

Non-financial 
support 

 

Source: Authors 

This paper highlights options for flexible reporting based on different stages on a 

continuum of capacity and ability to report on specific types of information, such as forestry 

emissions/removals, adaptation vulnerabilities, geographical or sectoral coverage of 

support received. This is because countries may have well-developed capacities in some 

areas but less so in others. As such, future MPGs for reporting under the ETF will need to 

take a nuanced approach to flexibility in the light of capacities. Remaining sensitive to 
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capacity needs also means that MPGs will need to be responsive to changes and be able to 

evolve over time.   

The approach taken in this paper rests on an assumption of good will. In particular, that 

clear, specific and flexible reporting guidelines under the Paris Agreement will be helpful 

for Parties who wish to improve reporting for national or international purposes, whether 

for information that is mandatory or voluntary to report. The majority of Parties are 

assumed to fall in this category.  

Operationalising flexibility for reporting on GHG inventories and on information 

necessary to track progress towards mitigation targets 

The inherent discretion in the approach to setting targets and goals (which is nationally-

determined) has led to a wide range of different target types for mitigation. Thus, 

information needed to track progress towards one type of target is not necessarily needed 

to track progress towards another.   

National GHG inventories are where current reporting guidance is most specific. Capacity 

within developing countries with regards to the compilation of national GHG inventories 

varies widely. A number of countries have shown strong improvements over time: since 

January 2015, 57 non-Annex I countries now use the IPCC 2006 guidelines to develop 

some or all of their emissions inventory and 12 non-Annex I countries have submitted 

standalone inventories in addition to the GHG inventory summaries in their NCs and BURs. 

IPCC GHG inventory guidelines incorporate the principle of improvement over time and 

thus were developed to accommodate different capacity levels in the calculation of GHG 

emissions, e.g. through the level of methodological “tier” used to calculate emission levels. 

This paper has identified further options for flexible reporting of GHG inventories over 

time in the light of a country’s capacity. These include providing for reduced scope of 

reporting, shorter time series reporting, and reducing the threshold for the identification of 

key categories (i.e. so that fewer emission categories would need to be calculated using a 

Tier 2 approach).  

There is very limited experience to date in developing countries with the process of 

reporting progress towards mitigation targets (including those related to REDD+). Which 

informational elements are required to track progress towards mitigation targets depends 

on the form and coverage of the NDC targets. Where NDC targets are expressed in terms 

of absolute GHG emissions, or related to the implementation of specific policies and 

measures, some relevant informational elements (e.g. GHG inventories, implementation 

and impact of mitigation actions) are already included as mandatory items in current NC 

and BR/BUR reporting guidelines. Other elements will be relevant for some countries’ 

mitigation target types. These include GHG projections and non GHG-related target 

indicators (for example, where a country’s target is framed using indicators such as area of 

forest cover or proportion of electricity from renewable sources). Reporting such items has 

not been mandatory in the past, and has thus not been reported, or less frequently. This 

paper therefore identifies options to improve reporting over time depending on capacity 

with regards to reporting frequency, scope and methodological complexity. This ensures 

that any relevant information available is reported in the context of the Party’s NDC 

mitigation target, while presenting a clear path of improvement over time.  
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Improving reporting over time for adaptation  

There is already much leeway built in to country reporting of adaptation under the 

UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement. This includes allowing for variations in: 

 Content: reporting “general descriptions” of adaptation actions and measures taken 

or envisaged is already mandatory in NCs. The coverage of other issues (e.g. 

vulnerability, adaptation priorities, institutional aspects, assessment methods etc.) 

is non-mandatory. 

 Reporting vehicle: the Paris Agreement specifically indicates that a country’s 

Adaptation Communication (which is not mandatory) can be submitted as part of 

or in conjunction with other communications or documents, including a NC, NDC 

or NAP.  

 Reporting frequency: the flexibility in reporting vehicle also leads to flexibility in 

reporting frequency. The frequency of NDC submissions is specified (Article 4.9), 

mandatory and not subject to specific conditions. The Paris Decision also highlights 

that LDCs and SIDS can submit information “at their discretion”. 

One way that the transparency framework of the Paris Agreement could “build on and 

enhance” current transparency arrangements would be by providing structured but non-

mandatory guidance on how to report different adaptation-related elements in future. Such 

guidance could also include how to report adaptation-related actions, objectives or goals in 

a way that allows a third party to understand what precisely they entail, when they are 

expected to be put in place and what progress has been made in implementing or achieving 

such goals to date. At present, there is often no clarity on the scope, status and timeline of 

adaptation-related measures included in Party NDCs. Information that would improve the 

understanding of adaptation objectives, whether communicated within NDCs or other 

channels, is currently being discussed. The provision of such information would facilitate 

identifying progress in adaptation-related objectives.  

This paper highlights examples of options to facilitate improved reporting over time for 

specific adaptation elements, varying with a country’s capacity to report on these individual 

elements. For example, when reporting on climate vulnerability specifically, a country that 

is beginning to report in this area could provide a very broad qualitative description and 

highlight the scope of the assessment. A country that has already advanced somewhat with 

monitoring this issue domestically could provide further information on national climate 

vulnerability – including an assessment of areas that are most vulnerable. And a country 

that is able to report at a higher level of quality could provide a description that includes 

areas that are most vulnerable, highlighting how this fits in the context of a country’s 

development priorities. 

Improving reporting over time for support received and needed 

Reporting information on support received and needed is not mandatory under Article 13 

of the Paris Agreement. Nevertheless, this is an area of interest for Parties – including those 

with NDCs that are conditional on the receipt of international climate finance. More 

specific reporting guidelines could better facilitate increasingly complete reporting, which 

has not been the case to date. For example, a country may have a good understanding of 

different types of climate-relevant financial flows received by its national government – 

but not by sub-national governments or non-government actors. Such gaps in understanding 
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can be due to capacity challenges that can limit the completeness, consistency and level of 

detail of information reported.  

In understanding where reporting capacities lie for different information elements, Parties 

could have various options for how to approach requests for information that is clear, 

complete and transparent, though it may not be information they are able to provide at 

present. This includes beginning with information that is available, and slowly moving 

towards providing greater coverage of sectors and measures for which support has been 

received or is needed, clearer links to implementation of NDCs and/or adaptation plans, 

more consistent and frequent coverage in terms of time periods, and greater specificity 

regarding both financial and non-financial forms of support. The extent to which countries’ 

capacities impact whether they can or cannot provide certain types of information may 

vary.  

Areas for further consideration 

The ideas presented in this paper are one way of beginning to work through options for 

flexibility in reporting under the Paris Agreement’s ETF, for developing country Parties 

that need it in the light of their capacities. In thinking through each specific information 

element or option, several further issues arise that are out of the scope of this analysis, but 

are outlined below. 

A key new feature of the transparency framework under the Paris Agreement is that it also 

aims to provide information useful to assess collective progress as part of the Global 

Stocktake. However, information provided under the Paris Agreement can only be usefully 

aggregated if it is timely, complete, comparable, consistent, accurate and transparent. It is 

unclear whether data and information available from country reports (from the ETF, or 

transparency reports under the Convention) by the first Global Stocktake in 2023 will 

provide sufficient information to be aggregated to inform a global assessment. This is 

because of data constraints, currently limited experience with monitoring and reporting in 

many countries, leeway provided for in reporting of content relating to adaptation and 

support, and the flexible reporting schedule accorded to LDCs and SIDS in the Paris 

Decision. How to best use information from the ETF for Global Stocktake exercises going 

forward is something Parties may need to consider more explicitly in the future.  

Previous analysis has highlighted the importance of technical assessment processes to 

improving reporting capacities e.g. (Briner and Moarif, 2017[13]; Dagnet et al., 2017[50]). 

Enhancing the effectiveness of review procedures under the Paris Agreement is explored 

in accompanying analysis (Vaidyula and Rocha, 2018[51]). However, some areas of 

information to be communicated under the ETF – including adaptation and support 

received and needed – will not undergo review. The role of clear and specific MPGs for 

reporting in these areas may therefore be particularly important, as Parties may not benefit 

from the discussion and feedback generally involved in review exercises under the 

UNFCCC to date.  

Improving reporting in order to be able to track progress to goals and targets in NDCs is 

also made challenging by the nature of NDCs themselves. The types of goals and targets 

contained in NDCs vary, and are not always straightforward or easy to understand. 

Nevertheless, understanding which targets and actions a Party will track progress against 

will impact how such progress is reported, as could having an NDC that is conditional on 

provision of support. Reporting improvements under the ETF (e.g. relating to NDC 

description in BTRs) may also play a role in clarifying NDCs.  



72 │ COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 
 

  
Unclassified 

Parties have made significant strides in negotiating MPGs for the Paris Agreement’s ETF 

under Article 13, and hopefully will continue to do so through COP24. Landing on the best 

way to reflect flexibility for those developing country Parties that need it in light of their 

capacities will be an essential part of these MPGs. This paper examines recent experience 

with reporting, and uses this experience to outline ways of reporting both required and 

requested information in light of a range of capacities. It does so to provide a grounded 

understanding of capacities to report, and how these can evolve and be strengthened over 

time – one of the hoped-for outcomes of the Paris Agreement’s ETF. 
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Annex A. Information from Party submissions on the topic of flexibility 

2. Parties’ submissions before COP23 and SB48 reflect a wide range of options for 

the operationalisation of flexibility. Some are expressed specifically with regards to 

tracking progress, others relate to reporting under the ETF in general, but have relevance 

for tracking progress.  

3. Table 15 presents a number of flexibility options addressed in Party’s submissions. 

One reason for these suggestions covering such broad ground is that the scope of reporting 

on progress remains to be agreed. Parties’ views differ on which information should be 

reported as a rule and of course, different information might require different types of 

flexibilities.  

Table 15 Examples of flexibility options from Parties’ submission to APA item  

Party Suggestions on flexibility with relevance for progress tracking 

Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay Developing country Parties may opt not to report on certain elements, explaining 
the reasons for not doing so in the light of their capacities. 

Australia All Parties should report projections, but building the relevant capacity will take 
time and thus those developing country Parties that need flexibility in light of their 
capacities, provide a with measures projection to at least the end point of their 
NDC 

Environmental Integrity Group Providing flexibility in the completion of the reporting tables and in the estimation 
of effects of mitigation policies and measures. 

European Union Flexibility related to individual provisions within the scope of reporting, the 
frequency and the level of detail of reporting, e.g. on mitigation actions. 

Japan All Parties should strive to report projections, starting from the most recent 
inventory year to the target year of their NDC, those Parties that need flexibility in 
the light of their capacities should at least include with measures projections 
covering sectors and gases included in their NDCs.  

AOSIS Including provisions/formats designed to facilitate improved reporting and 
transparency over time 

Source: Party submissions to APA. 
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Annex B. Information on GHG inventory compilation and reporting practices from developing country Parties 

since 2015 

Table  B.1. National Communications 

Includes all the National Communications published between January 2015 and October 2018. If a country has submitted more than one NC within this timeframe, only the 

latest report has been considered. 

Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Albania   2016 2009 7 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; NOx; 
SO2; 

NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

Andorra   2018 2013 5 2006 GL No 
info 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; SF6 

NOx; SO2 YES YES YES YES 

Antigua and 
Barbuda 

SIDS 2016 2006 10 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

NMVOC YES NO NO NO 

Argentina   2015 2012 3 Both T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Armenia   2015 2010 5 Both T1 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N20; HFCs 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Azerbaijan   2015 2012 3 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

PFCs 

CO; NOx; 
NMVOC 

YES YES (qual) YES YES 

Bahamas SIDS 2015 2000 15 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NMVOC NO NO YES NO 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Barbados SIDS 2018 2010 8 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

NO YES (qual) YES YES 

Belize SIDS 2016 2009 7 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

NO NO YES NO 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

  2017 2013 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SOx; 

YES YES YES YES 

Brazil   2016 2010 6 Both T1; 
T2; 
T3 

2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

NO YES YES NO 

Brunei 
Darussalam 

  2017 2014 3 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- Not 
specified 

-- YES NO YES YES 

Burkina Faso LDC 2015 2007 8 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; NOx;  
NMVOC 

NO NO YES YES 

Cambodia LDC 2016 2000 16 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx, CO, 
NMVOC, 

SOx 

YES YES (qual) NO NO 

Cameroon   2016 2000 16 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx, CO, 
NMVOC, 

SOx 

NO NO NO NO 

Cape Verde   2018 2010 8 Both T1 Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC 

NO YES YES NO 

Central African 
Republic 

LDC 2015 2010 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx, CO, 
NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

Chile   2016 2013 3 2006 GL No 
info 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Colombia   2017 2012 5 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

SF6 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Côte d'Ivoire   2017 2012 5 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Cuba SIDS 2015 2002 13 Both T1; 
T2 

Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; NOx; 
NMVOC; 

SOx 

YES YES (qual) YES YES 

Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo 

LDC 2015 2010 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; 
T2 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- Not 
specified 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Dominican 
Republic 

SIDS 2017 2010 7 Both T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

NO NO YES NO 

Ecuador   2017 2012 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

YES YES YES NO 

Egypt   2016 2005 11 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 -- -- Not 
specified 

NOx NO NO YES NO 

El Salvador   2018 2014 4 Both T1; 
T2 

Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

-- YES YES* YES NO 

Ethiopia LDC 2016 2013 3 Both T1; 
T2 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Georgia   2016 2011 5 Both T1; 
T2 

Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Ghana   2015 2012 3 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; PFCs 

 
YES YES YES YES 

Guatemala   2016 2005 11 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; CO 

NO NO YES NO 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Guinea LDC 2018 2000 18 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; 
NMVOC;  

CO 

NO NO NO NO 

Guinea-Bissau SIDS; LDC 2018 2010 8 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG Not 
specified 

-- NO NO NO NO 

Indonesia   2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; PFCs 

CO; NOx; 
NMVOC; 

SOx 

YES YES YES YES 

Iraq   2017 1997 20 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

-- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; SO2; 
NMVOC; 

NOx 

NO YES (qual) NO NO 

Israel   2018 2015 3 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; SO2;  
NOx 

NO NO YES YES 

Kenya   2015 2010 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; 
T2 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

NMVOC; 
CO; SO2; 

NOx 

YES YES YES NO 

Kyrgyzstan   2017 2010 7 Both T1 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; NOx; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Lebanon   2016 2012 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; 
T2 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; SO2; 
NMVOC; 

NOx 

YES NO YES YES 

Madagascar LDC 2017 2010 7 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; SO2; 
NMVOC; 

NOx 

YES NO YES YES 

Malaysia   2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Maldives SIDS 2016 2011 5 2006 GL T1 -- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- YES YES (qual) YES YES 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Mali LDC 2018 2012 6 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

unclear CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

NO NO YES YES 

Marshall 
Islands 

SIDS 2015 2010 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 -- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; SO2;  
NOx 

YES YES (qual) YES NO 

Mauritius SIDS 2017 2013 4 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Micronesia SIDS 2015 2000 15 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2; 

NO NO NO NO 

Mongolia   2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO; 
SO2 

NO NO YES YES 

Montenegro   2015 2011 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; 
T2 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

YES YES YES YES 

Morocco   2016 2012 4 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

NO NO YES NO 

Namibia   2015 2010 5 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

YES YES YES YES 

Nauru SIDS 2015 2000 15 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 -- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

NO YES (qual) YES YES 

Nepal LDC 2015 2001 14 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

YES YES (qual) YES YES 

Nicaragua   2018 2010 8 Both T1; 
T2 

2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES NO 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Niger LDC 2017 2008 9 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

NO NO YES YES 

Niue SIDS 2016 2009 7 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 -- -- UNCLEAR -- NO NO YES YES 

Palestine   2016 2013 3 2006 GL No 
info 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Panama   2018 2010 8 2006 GL T1 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- YES* YES YES NO 

Papua New 
Guinea 

SIDS 2015 2000 15 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- UNCLEAR NMVOC; 
SO2 

NO NO NO NO 

Paraguay   2017 2012 5 Both T1 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

YES YES YES NO 

Peru   2016 2012 4 2006 GL T1 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- YES YES YES NO 

Republic of 
Moldova 

  2018 2015 3 Both T1; 
T2 

Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO;  
SO2; 

NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

Saint Kitts and 
Nevis 

SIDS 2016 2008 8 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

-- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; 

NOx; CO NO NO YES YES 

Saint Lucia SIDS 2017 2010 7 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

NMVOC; 
CO; NOx; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Saint Vincent 
and the 
Grenadines 

SIDS 2016 2004 12 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

NMVOC; 
CO; NOx 

NO YES (qual) YES NO 

Saudi Arabia   2016 2010 6 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- NO YES (qual) NO NO 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
used 

Guidelines 
for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines 

for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Senegal LDC 2016 2005 11 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NMVOC; 
CO; NOx; 

SO2 

NO YES YES YES 

Serbia   2017 2014 3 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Sierra Leone LDC 2018 2005 13 2006 GL T1 -- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NMVOC; 
CO; NOx; 

SO2 

NO NO YES YES 

Solomon 
Islands 

SIDS 2017 2010 7 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 -- -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NMVOC; 
CO; NOx; 

SO2 

YES YES YES NO 

South Africa   2018 2012 6 2006 GL T1; 
T2; 
T3 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

PFCs 

-- NO NO YES YES 

Suriname SIDS 2016 2008 8 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- YES YES NO NO 

Swaziland   2016 2010 6 Both T1; 
T2 

Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO;; 
SO2;  

NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

Thailand   2018 2013 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; 
T2 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Togo LDC 2015 2005 10 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

Turkmenistan   2016 2010 6 Both T1; 
T2 

Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Tuvalu SIDS; LDC 2018 2014 4 Both T1 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

SO2 

NO YES NO NO 
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Country  Classification Date of 
submission 

Latest year 
of 

inventory 
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Vintage 
of data 
(N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

Tier 
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Guidelines 
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LULUCF 

Other 
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for 
LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
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Gases 
included 
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Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

United Arab 
Emirates 

  2018 2014 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; PFCs 

-- NO YES (qual) NO NO 

United 
Republic of 
Tanzania 

LDC 2015 2005 10 2006 GL T1 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

NOx NO NO NO NO 

Uruguay   2017 2012 5 Both T1 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; SO2; 
NMVOC 

NO NO NO NO 

Uzbekistan   2017 2012 5 Both T1 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

CO;  NOx; 
SO2; 

NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

Vanuatu SIDS; LDC 2016 2000 16 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- NO YES (qual) YES YES 

Venezuela   2018 2010 8 2006 GL T1; 
T2 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; NOx YES YES NO NO 

Yemen LDC 2018 2010 8 1996 
Revised GL 

No 
info 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

NO YES YES NO 

Zimbabwe   2017 2006 11 Both T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO;  NOx; 
SO2; 

NMVOC 

YES YES YES YES 

 
  



82 │ COM/ENV/EPOC/IEA/SLT(2018)3 
 

  

Unclassified 

Table  B.2. Biennial Update Reports 

Note: Includes all the Biennial Update Reports published between January 2015 and October 2018. If a country has submitted more than one BUR within this timeframe, only 

the latest report has been considered. 

  Classifi
cation 

Date of 
submission 

Latest 
year of 

inventory 
reported 

Vintage of 
data (N-Y) 

Guidelines 
for inventory 
as a whole 

 Tier 
used  

Guideline
s for 

LULUCF 

Other 
guidelines for 

LULUCF 

Gases 
included 
(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Andorra   2017 2013 4 2006 GL No info 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES  

Argentina   2017 2014 3 2006 GL T1 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES  

Armenia   2017 2014 3 2006 GL T1 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES  

Azerbaijan   2015 2010 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

-- NO YES YES YES  

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

  2017 2014 3 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES  

Brazil   2017 2012 5 Both T1; T2; 
T3 

2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

NOx; CO; 
NMVOC; 

NO NO YES NO 

Chile   2017 2013 4 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES  

China   2017 2012 5 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; T2; 
T3 

1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES NO 

Colombia   2015 2012 3 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; T2 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

-- YES (qual) YES NO 

Costa Rica   2015 2012 3 2006 GL T1; T2; 
T3 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES NO -- 
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  Classifi
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Date of 
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LULUCF 
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(direct 
GHGs) 

Gases 
included 
(indirect 
GHGs) 

Key 
Categories 
Analysis 

Uncertainty 
Assessment 

Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Côte d'Ivoire   2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Ecuador   2016 2010 6 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES NO -- 

El Salvador   2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES (qual) NO -- 

Georgia   2016 2013 3 Both T1; T2 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Ghana   2018 2016 2 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 

India   2016 2010 6 Both T1; T2 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- NO NO YES YES 

Indonesia   2016 2012 4 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; PFCs 

CO; NOx YES YES YES YES 

Israel   2016 2013 3 Not 
Specified 

No info Not 
Specified  

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; NOx; 
SO2 

NO NO YES YES 

Jamaica SIDS 2016 2012 4 2006 GL T1; T2; 
T3 

2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Jordan   2017 2012 5 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

NMVOC YES YES YES NO 

Lebanon   2017 2013 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; T2 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- YES NO YES YES 

Malaysia   2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 
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  Classifi
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Date of 
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data (N-Y) 
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included 
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Time 
Series 

Of 5 
consecutive 

years or 
more? 

Mauritania LDC 2016 2012 4 2006 GL Tier 1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Mexico   2015 2013 2 Both No info 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- NO NO YES YES 

Mongolia   2017 2014 3 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; NOx YES YES YES YES 

Montenegro   2016 2013 3 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 

Morocco   2016 2012 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES NO YES NO 

Namibia   2016 2012 4 Both T1; T2 Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Nigeria   2018 2015 3 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Paraguay   2015 2011 4 1996 
Revised GL 

No info 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

NO NO YES NO 

Republic of 
Korea 

  2017 2014 3 Both No info Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- NO NO YES YES 

Republic of 
Moldova 

  2016 2013 3 Both not 
availabl

e 

not 
available 

not available CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Saudi Arabia   2018 2012 6 1996 
Revised GL 

No info 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

-- NO YES (qual) NO -- 
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Of 5 
consecutive 
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Serbia   2016 2013 3 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- NO YES YES NO 

Singapore   2016 2012 4 Both T1; T2 2006 GL 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

-- YES YES YES YES 

South Africa   2017 2012 5 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

PFCs 

-- NO NO YES YES 

Thailand   2017 2013 4 1996 
Revised GL 

T1; T2 1996 
Revised 

GL 

-- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

The Former 
Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia 

  2018 2014 4 2006 GL T1; T2 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Togo LDC 2017 2013 4 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES YES 

Tunisia   2016 2012 4 2006 GL T1 2006 GL -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 

SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES NO 

Uruguay   2017 2014 3 Both T1 Both -- CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs; 
PFCs; SF6 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES NO YES NO 

Viet Nam   2017 2013 4 Both T1; T2 Both 2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O; HFCs 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
NOx; SO2 

YES YES YES NO 

Yemen LDC 2018 2012 6 1996 
Revised GL 

No info 1996 
Revised 

GL 

2003 GPG CO2; CH4; 
N2O 

CO; 
NMVOC; 
SO2; NOx 

NO NO YES NO 
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