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On 2 March 2022, the United Nationals
Environment Assembly adopted
Resolution 5/14 to develop an
international legally binding instrument
setting an ambitious goal to end plastic
pollution by 2040. Since then, an
Intergovernmental Negotiation Committee
(INC) has been established to draft the
Global Plastics Treaty.

The Global Plastics Treaty seeks to tackle
various plastic-related issues in
addressing plastic pollution, including
waste management, upstream transitions
to a circular economy, legacy plastic
cleanup, just transitions, and mitigating
health impacts of chemicals in plastics. It
is supposed to address the entire plastic
lifecycle, setting ambitious commitments.

A report by Minderoo Foundation, “The
Polymer Premium: A Fee on Plastic
Pollution” (Polymer Premium Report)
estimates a financial gap of $350 to $500
billion between available funding and the
costs needed to achieve the ambitious
goal of ending plastic pollution by 2040.
To address the financing gap,
governments would be required to act or
risk undermining the efforts to protect
human health and the environment.
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Key Findings

Insights from other MEAs reveal valuable strengths and limitations
that can guide the development of an effective model for
implementing the Fee mechanism

A three-pillars approach that divides the Fee implementation
mechanism into three parts (design of the Fee, the Fee in the treaty,
and Fee implementation) for inclusion of the Fee into the Global
Plastics Treaty will ensure each part’s permanent assessment,
evaluation, and exchange with the others.

Bringing the core provisions of the design into the body of the treaty,
while leaving complementary or technical points to the Annex or
decisions from the Conference of the Parties (COPs) or the Governing
Body, will enhance the possibility of fully accomplishing the Fee’s
goals and timeline. Alternative models are also presented.

The Fee will be optimized if the treaty guaranteed it was:
a. Mandatory
b. An immediate obligation to States (for establishing and collecting
the Fee on the basis of its legislative, regulatory, and administrative
measures), and, thus, mediate to primary plastic polymer producers
c. Has its own financial authority
d. Linked to the treaty’s financial mechanism
e. Specific for earmarked provisions
f. Subject to creating border control duties to non-signatory countries

There are no significant barriers to implementation of the Fee. The
suggested design and proposed model addresses and, where
necessary, corrects all potential concerns.



Relevant examples from other MEAs

Other Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) could, implicitly or explicitly, provide useful inspiration and insights for
formulating provisions on the Fee, including how the Fee relates to the financial mechanism.

Here, the following examples are presented: International Oil Pollution Compensation (IOPC Funds), Paris Rulebook, Carbon
Offsetting and Reductions Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA), OECD/G20 Minimum Income Tax, Multilateral Fund
for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, Green Climate Fund, and GEF Trust Fund. The choice was made to prioritize
mainly those focused on generating obligations to companies, whilealso seeking different structures. Table 1 synthesizes the
key characteristics of each, aiming to facilitate a direct comparison between them. 
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Strengths and Limitations of each Example

The process of designing the mechanism for
the Fee is an opportunity to incorporate the
best elements of the listed MEA’s and learn
from their limitations. This section summarizes
the existing analysis of each MEA across the
organisations and bodies involved in their
deployment as well as scientific literature.

The International Oil Pollution
Compensation Funds (IOPC) 

Based on a straightforward procedure and
consistent with the Polluter Pays Principle
(PPP), enables to ensure that funding is
available to cover transboundary
environmental costs.

However, the IOPC Fund has several
limitations. Compensation is capped at 203
million Special Drawing Rights (SDR) under the
1992 Fund Convention, with a total maximum
of 750 million SDR for parties also covered by
the Supplementary Fund Protocol.

Additionally, the Fund’s scope is limited, as it
only compensates for oil pollution damage
resulting from spills of persistent oil spills in
the territorial sea or exclusive economic zone
of a state. However, this also marks a strong
point of the Fund, as it sets out a clear
mandate for receiving funds. 

Finally, its fee is imposed and collected by
international body, which might be hard to
replicate in other contexts.

Paris Rulebook

Critics also argue that the market-based
approach may incentivize countries to lower
their climate ambitions, allowing wealthier
nations to continue high emissions while
purchasing credits from less ambitious
countries. 

Additionally, the exclusion of cross-border
carbon credits from electric power projects
and concerns over the permanence of carbon
offsets further complicate the mechanism’s
effectiveness.  The lack of support for
developing nations in benefiting from
international carbon markets also remains a
key issue. 

The Paris Agreement's Credibility Mechanism
also brings several positive aspects to the
global carbon market. It has established an
independent Supervisory Body to oversee
carbon trading and created a centralized
registry, enhancing transparency and
accountability. This mechanism allows both
countries and private companies to work
towards their Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs) and net-zero targets.
Project developers register their projects with
the Supervisory Body, and projects must be
approved by both the host country and the
Supervisory Body before issuing UN-
recognized credits.   This creates a centralized
and coherent process. Additionally, the
mechanism provides a potential source of
climate finance for developing nations, as a
portion of the proceeds is allocated to help
cover their adaptation costs. 

Article 6.4 of the Paris Agreement has faced
criticism due to its complex administrative
nature and multiple fees. Fees such as the
OMGE (percentage of emission reduction
credits to be cancelled in order to deliver an
overall mitigation in global emissions) of 2%
and SOP (percentage of emission reduction
credits to be set aside as a share of proceeds)
of 5%, could create barriers for participation,
especially for developing countries.

Carbon Offsetting and
Reductions Scheme for
International Aviation (CORSIA)

CORSIA (Carbon Offsetting and Reduction
Scheme for International Aviation) has been
criticized for several limitations. One major
concern is that it excludes carbon emissions
from domestic flights, which constitute around
one-third of all aviation emissions. 



Furthermore, CORSIA only applies to
international flights between participating
states, with some countries, such as China,
Russia, and the U.S., either exempt or unlikely
to join due to socioeconomic or activity-based
criteria. In its initial phase until 2027,
participation is voluntary, raising concerns
about the program's efficiency and state’s
participation.  Despite being an offspring of the
Paris Agreement, which does not directly
include the aviation sector, CORSIA is less
ambitious in carbon offsetting compared to
both the Paris Agreement or EU targets. 

Furthermore, there is a risk of double counting
emissions reductions, especially if credits from
existing projects are accepted for compliance,
as these could be counted both towards
CORSIA and the Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs) of countries. However,
CORSIA's three-year review cycle allows for
flexibility and adaptation over time, which
could address some of these challenges. 
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OECD/G20 Minimum Income
Tax
The OECD global minimum tax also presents
both positive and negative aspects. On the
negative side, it tends to favor high-income
countries, as the cost of implementing the
rules is more manageable for them, while
developing countries may struggle to meet
their tax needs.x

Additionally, the minimum corporate tax rate
of 15% is considered too low to ensure fair
taxation of multinational corporations, and
weak legal provisions allow for loopholes and
carve-outs that undermine the concept of a
global minimum tax.

However, on the positive side, its Pillar 2
introduces mechanisms like the Qualified
Domestic Minimum Top-up Tax (QDMTT),
ensuring that at least 15% of a company’s
"excess profit" is taxed. This incentivizes
countries to reduce their Corporation Tax
liabilities, possibly down to zero, while still
collecting a 15% tax through the QDMTT,
without harming their competitive position.
Furthermore, Pillar 2 aims to discourage the
practice of profit-shifting to low-tax
jurisdictions. 

Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the
Montreal Protocol 
The Montreal Protocol is widely regarded as
one of the most successful multilateral
environmental agreements, establishing global
standards for compliance and raising
awareness in low- and mid-income countries
about ozone-depleting substances (ODS).

Its Multilateral Fund (MLF) provides essential
financial and technological support to assist
developing nations in phasing out ODS in line
with the Protocol's clear mandate.   The Fund
is also praised for its strong monitoring and
evaluation system ensuring transparency and
accountability, with annual financial and
progress reports, a project review process,
project guidelines, development of annual
business plans, preparation of periodic
progress reports and tracking of project delays
and finances. However, the ambitious funding
requirements necessary to continue the
efficient phase-out of ODS can be
challenging.x Despite these challenges, the
Fund plays a crucial role in global efforts to
protect the ozone layer. 

Green Climate Fund 
The Green Climate Fund (GCF) has faced
criticism for its slow decision-making and
disbursement processes, which create
significant challenges, especially for the most
vulnerable countries.  The application-based
approach it uses for allocating resources lacks
a clear strategy or formula to target funds
effectively towards countries with the greatest
vulnerability to climate impacts or climate
needs. The GCF further demonstrates
unpredictable funding allocations and a
burdensome application process, especially
for climate vulnerable countries, which creates
difficulties in accessing support.  Additionally,
its role within the broader climate finance
landscape is unclear, as it lacks a focused
strategy and instead seemingly attempts to
take on a “do it all” approach.   This, along with
ongoing challenges in mobilizing ambitious
donor contributions, further complicates its
effectiveness in addressing global climate
needs. 



The Global Environment Facility (GEF) plays a
crucial role in addressing environmental
challenges, but it faces several limitations and
opportunities for improvement. On the
negative side, the total committed funds for
GEF projects remain small compared to the
ambitious goals of combating climate change,
and there is a need for more ambitious
funding.  A more systematic approach to
engaging recipient countries is essential, as
each country has unique needs and challenges
in implementing climate conventions. This
necessitates tailored strategies and clear plans
for scaling up, fostering dialogue, and
enhancing stakeholder engagement. 
Moreover, the GEF’s administrative processes
can be slow, with project approvals sometimes
taking years. On the positive side, the GEF
offers countries flexibility in choosing from
various projects and programs, partnering with
18 agencies to develop and implement
initiatives.  It also provides predictable and
transparent environmental financing, serving
as an umbrella fund that has the potential to
addresses cross-cutting issues across multiple
conventions. Involving the private sector more
actively by raising awareness and adapting to
its fast-paced nature could further enhance
GEF’s impact.
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GEF Trust Fund

Insights Gained from
the Examples 
To design a successful mechanism for the Fee,
the key lessons from the MEA’s are:

Establish an independent Supervisory
Body that enhances the possibilities of
both countries and private companies to
work towards their contributions and goals;
Set a periodical review cycle to allow for
flexibility and adaptation over time;
Have a strong monitoring and evaluation
system to ensure transparency and
accountability. Some tools that can be
used to that end are:

        o  annual financial and progress reports,
        o  a project review process,
        o  project guidelines,
        o  development of annual business plans,
        o  preparation of periodic progress reports
            and tracking of project delays and
            finances

That should be done while maintaining a
reasonable time-frame for the decision making
process.

Building on these insights from the MEAs, we
must acknowledge that the issues with plastics
are highly complex, and this should lead to the
establishment of a very broad Global Plastics
Treaty. Therefore, to ensure the success of its
financing mechanism, a tailor-made solution
must be created that strongly incorporated the
Fee into the treaty.

Three main conclusions derive from the
analysis of those examples:

There is no one solution: each financing
mechanism is shaped in its own way

All solutions have strengths and
limitations. Most negative criticism is
applicable just to the specific context of
its respective agreement, and the Fee has
been designed - and the model now
proposed - to enhance positive and avoid
negative aspects.

Each MEA requires tailor-made solutions: 
(i) to try to balance the up and downsides 
(ii) towards the most positive outcome
possible.Ensure ease of access for beneficiaries of

the fund while maintaining compliance with
the fund’s treaty goal and commitments;
Have broad enough to support the
achievement of the goals, but narrow
enough to set a clear mandate for receiving
funds and keep a focused strategy;
Allow for the coexistence of multiple
financial instruments without jeopardizing
their feasible administration;



The Fee must be designed to complement rather than replace other sources of financing. Thus, the provisions relating to the Fee are to come
alongside other fundings and other funding sources. This is consistent with the Compilation Draft Text, and earlier drafts, which also propose that the
Fee is implemented as a financing instrument to help with closing the financing gap, and not as a control measure to reduce or discourage the
demand for primary plastics.
The design refers solely to the main characteristics that the Fee should have. How to bring such design to practice through the different legal
instruments (treaty, annex to the treaty, conference of the parties, and governing body) composes pillar 2.

Proposed
Model 

The proposed model refers to the design and main provisions of the Fee and encompasses three
interconnected pillars:

Pillar 1: The design of the Fee
Pillars 2 and 3: The “How to” Mechanism, including how to: (i) integrate the Fee into the treaty; (ii)
implement the Fee.
 
This paper does not address the specificities of text and language to be adopted in the treaty for
none of the pillars.

Pillar 1: Design of the Fee 
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The Fee should not be left to a future Protocol
to the Treaty for two main reasons:

A Protocol starts a new negotiation
process, which all parties may not agree to,
creating an even greater financing gap;

It would further delay filling the financial
gap.

The provisions relating to the Fee would, then,
come in the body of the treaty and, only a
minority of them, in an annex to the treaty.
More specific and technical provisions are to
come from the Conferences of the Parties
and/or the governing body at a later stage.

This distributed approach provides security
for the Fee’s design and allows flexibility as the
Fee’s implementation evolve.

All features of the Fee’s design (table 2
and complementary provisions) should
be provided within the body of the
Global Plastics Treaty, as follows:

OBLIGATION GENERATED:
Immediate to States; Mediate
to companies

Although the fee will ultimately be charged
from the producers of primary plastic
polymers, the obligation under the treaty falls
on each of the Parties (the States), to establish
and collect the Fee using its legislative,
regulatory, and administrative measures.

RETAINED AND
REDISTRIBUTED SHARES:
Percentiles and beneficiaries /
eligibility criteria

The recommendation is to set the 90-10%
ratio for retained and redistributed shares
already in the body of the treaty. Low- and
mid-income countries as beneficiaries should
be secured already in the body of the treaty.

Alternatively, the approach of the Draft
Compilation Text (1 July 2024) could be
adopted. It includes a straightforward
provision (para 9) imposing an obligation on
Parties to establish the Fee on polymer
producers; and mandating the governing body,
at its first session, to develop the modalities
and procedures, including to redistribute
revenue to the Financial Mechanism. Hence,
the elements such as the fee level and the
retained/redistributed share would not be set
in the treaty but determined at a later stage.

The Fee must be mandatory for each party of
the treaty to guarantee – together with the
choice of a charge per tonne produced – a
level playing field for all polymer producers, as
well securing a predictable financing to fill the
financial gap for developing countries to meet
the treaty’s goals.
Exemption for small producing countries can
be considered.
Voluntary additional payments can be
allowed.

Pillar 2: Addressing the
Fee in the Treaty
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RELATIONSHIP WITH NON-
SIGNATORY COUNTRIES: use
of border control duties
To level the playing field and prevent free
riding from non-signatory countries, charges
could be applied to polymer and plastic
products imported into a signatory country
when originating from a non-signatory
country.

OWN FINANCIAL AUTHORITY
The Fee revenue would be allocated to a newly
established dedicated fund.
It may be reassessed by a COP of the Plastic
Treaty to join another fund, such as GEF, after
2040 (or later depending on the delay past
2026) and if the other fund is positively
evaluated and remains mandatory after the
pilot phase.
The Fee is to remain mandatory and with a
fixed value. Voluntary contribution to own or
other administrative authorities can exist as
complementary to the fee.

and LINKAGE WITH THE
FINANCIAL MECHANISM
The newly established dedicated fund could
come together with a voluntary trust fund
and/or an existing fund, similar to the United
Nations agreement on biodiversity beyond
national jurisdiction (BBNJ Agreement). The
Fee revenue could be linked to the financial
mechanism, whatever the format of the
mechanism.

EARMARKING PROVISIONS
The provision is to ensure that the Fee’s
revenue is effectively used to address the
unique costs of ending plastic pollution, in an
inclusive and fair manner. A similar earmarking
provision is included in OP9bis of the
Compilation Draft Text, and in Article 52.6 of
the BBNJ Agreement.
However, governance and distribution of Fee
revenue is not to be defined in the treaty, but
by the governing body afterwards. 

 Annex to the Treaty
The Annex of the Global Plastics Treaty may
develop a simplified procedure for
amendments. The following provisions could
be brought into the Annex to ensure the Fee’s
core is preserved, while some flexibility is
allowed:

RETAINED AND DISTRIBUTED
SHARES

EARMARKING PROVISIONS

Alternatively to the preferred option above, in
which those provisions are brought in the body
of the treaty, and on the terms specified
above.

SOME DEFINITIONS

Such as of “primary” polymer production.
Alternatively, the governing body could be the
one to define what constitutes “primary”
polymer production.
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to the Model



RETAINED VERSUS
REDISTRIBUTED SHARES
Another option is to have the governing body
determine the share of revenue retained by
the Party imposing the Fee (retained share)
and the share that must be redistributed
through the Financial Mechanism (retained
share) could be higher for developing
countries. This approach could also allow the
division between retained and redistributed
shares to vary over time more easily. In either
way, the existence of the division between a
retained and a redistributed share must be
foreseen in the body of the treaty.

GOVERNANCE AND
DISTRIBUTION OF FEE
REVENUES
Governance and distribution could be tailored
to ensure that the redistributed Fee revenue is
used for its intended purpose. This is
important not only from a general good
governance perspective, but also for
transparency and traceability. This approach
could also include processes and criteria for
allocation into each of the activities in the
earmarking provisions.

Periodic Review and
Assessment: 

Periodic review and assessment should be
considered and led by the COPs and  
Governing Body to ensure the treaty's ongoing
effectiveness and relevance. 

The COPs and the Governing Body should
determine the periodical re-assessment and be
responsible for the review. 

The Review should serve the purpose of
periodic assessment and adjustments.
However, those bodies could also serve as
alternatives to the preferred model presented
above, as follows: 

MODALITIES AND
PROCEDURES
Such as a minimum level for developing
country. Parties, fee level and basis, and
transparency.
The governing body could also ecomodulate
the Fee level, depending on the type of
polymer(s).
Parties could agree to regularly notify the
governing body on their Fee procedures and
collection, and their use of Fee revenue while
exchanging best practices.

SOME DEFINITIONS
Such as of “primary” polymer production.
Alternatively, the governing body could be the
one to define what constitutes “primary”
polymer production. As an alternative to
bringing it in the Annex.
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Table 3: National funding sources
Table retrieved from UNEP/PP/INC.5/5, 17 October 2024, p. 3-4
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Pillar 3: Implementing the Fee

 At the National Level - funding sources
The first step that ensures implementation of the Fee is to find the appropriate way to incorporate
it into national provisions. Different funding sources are available, all of which meet at the national
level. This was also agreed and summarized during the Bangkok meetings:



Considering that each producing country would impose the Fee, based on its own legislative,
regulatory, and administrative system, the national particularities and regulatory/governance mix
would be taken into account when establishing the Fee. It is feasible to integrate them, and
different possibilities are available. For how to integrate it in the broader financing strategy, it is
further detailed in the report “Funding the Implementation of the Plastics Treaty – The Central
Role of the Plastic Pollution Fee”. An example of a national analysis that can be done is offered in
the report “How to Incorporate a Plastic Pollution Fee into Brazilian Law?” 
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Channel Fee Revenue to Low- and Mid-Income Countries
The second essential step in ensuring appropriate implementation is to guarantee that the fee is
adequately distributed to the beneficiaries.

Pillar 3: Implementing the Fee

 At the National Level - national legislation and governance
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Summary of How to Incorporate the
Fee Into the UN Global Plastics Treaty



o  Some should not even be considered to
concern trade, such as IOPC Funds, GEF,
GCF, and OECD Minimum Tax, because
they do notdirectly regulate trade.
Furthermore, no actions were (yet) brought
under the WTO regime for indirect trade
impacts. 
Although their goals are very different to
those of the Fee, the charging mechanism
is very similar.
For CORSIA and Paris Agreement 6.4, there
is the additional aspect that carbon
permits are not seen as goods under the
WTO regime.

Furthermore, the Fee is fully consistent with
World Trade Organization (WTO) Law, for
various reasons, such as:

So far, no action under an international
environmental agreement and affecting
trade has been challenged in the GATT-
WTO system.

Compatibility of all the provisions of the
example MEAs brought in this report were
also analyzed and none posed a threat of
non-consistency:

Potential Implementation Barriers 

No significant barriers to
implementation are identified. 

The mains sources of concern acknowledged
throughout the negotiation process and
learned from other experiences are addressed
here and explained, namely, transposition into
national law and compliance with both
contributions to the fee and with the financed
objectives.
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A measure (like a fee) is only inconsistent
with WTO law if: (i) the measure violates a
basic WTO obligation (like non-
discrimination); and (ii) cannot be justified
under an exception for measures pursuing
health and environmental objectives (like
the general exception). The Fee is not
discriminatory and, in any event, justified.

WTO law would also allow Parties to the
treaty to impose border control duties, as
suggested here for the Treaty.

Compatibility with the
World Trade
Organization Regime
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o  The Montreal Protocol is the MEA
example here that directly restricts trade.
It is notable the high number of
signatories, which diminishes the potential
for conflicts related to it, thus probably
contributing to the fact that no claims
related to the Montreal Protocol were
brought before the WTO. . However, the
trade restrictions imposed by its Article 4
are included in the exceptions of Article XX
of the WTO-GATT Rules.



References
[1] United Nations Environment Assembly of the United Nations Environment Programme ‘5/14. End Plastic Pollution: Towards a Legally
Binding Instrument’ (2 March 2022) UNEP/EA.5/Res.14
[2] Charles D & Cumming P (2024), The Polymer Premium: A Fee on Plastic Pollution, Minderoo Foundation
[3] p 46; https://iopcfunds.org/compensation/. 
[4] Article 4(4)(a) International Convention on the Establishment of an International Fund for Compensation for Oil Pollution Damage, 1992
(1992 Fund Convention); Article 4(2)(a) Protocol of 2003 to the 1992 Fund Convention (Supplementary Fund Protocol). 
[5] Article 2 of the 1992 International Convention on Civil Liability for Oil Pollution Damage (CLC); Article 3 of the 1992 Fund Convention;
Xingguo Cao and Yen-Chiang Chang, 2022, p 4
[6] Article 2 of the 1992 International Convention on Civil Liability for Oil Pollution Damage (CLC); Article 3 of the 1992 Fund Convention
[7] Anna Aberg, Antony Froggat, Rebecca Peters, Raising climate ambition at COP26, 16 November 2021, available at:
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2021/10/raising-climate-ambition-cop26/04-advancing-paris-rulebook; Kelley Kizzier, Kelly Levin, Mandy
Rambharos, What You Need to Know About Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, 2 December 2019, available at:
https://www.wri.org/insights/what-you-need-know-about-article-6-paris-agreement; Majid Asadnabizadeh, Did the Glasgow COP26
negotiations meet or miss Article 6 (carbon markets) of the Paris Agreement? A systematic review of the literature, Politics and Policy, 2024,
757, 763. 
[8] Andrei Marcu, Roundtable on Climate Change and Sustainable Transition ERCST, 2021, p 11, available at: https://ercst.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/11/20211122-COP26-Art6-final.pdf; Charles E. Di Leva, Scott Vaughan, The Paris Agreement’s New Article 6 Rules, 13
December 2021, available at: https://www.iisd.org/articles/paris-agreement-article-6-rules. 
[9] Di Leva and Vaughan, 2021 https://www.iisd.org/articles/paris-agreement-article-6-rules; Anna Aberg, Antony Froggat, Rebecca Peters,
Raising climate ambition at COP26, 16 November 2021, available at: https://www.chathamhouse.org/2021/10/raising-climate-ambition-
cop26/04-advancing-paris-rulebook. 
[10] Di Leva and Vaughan, 2021, https://www.iisd.org/articles/paris-agreement-article-6-rules. 
[11] Di Leva and Vaughan, 2021, https://www.iisd.org/articles/paris-agreement-article-6-rules. 
[12] Article 2, FCCC/PA/CMA/2021/L.19, CMA.3, 13 November 2021; https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/bodies/constituted-
bodies/article-64-supervisory-body
[13]Gilles Dufrasne, FAQ: Deciphering Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, 10 December 2021, available at:
https://carbonmarketwatch.org/2021/12/10/faq-deciphering-article-6-of-the-paris-agreement/. 
[14] Article 6.6 Paris Agreement; https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/article-64-mechanism. 
[15] Nr. 5 of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Assembly Resolution A39-3 establishing the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction
Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA) and consolidated version A41-22; Satair, CORSIA: Effective carbon offsetting scheme or
greenwashing?, 2 November 2023, available at: https://www.satair.com/blog/knowledge-hub/corsia-effective-carbon-offsetting-scheme-or-
greenwashing; Assessment of ICAO's global market-based measure (CORSIA) pursuant to Article 28b and for studying cost pass-through
pursuant to Article 3d of the EU ETS Directive, September 2020, p 39, available at: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-
detail/-/publication/471ca3b9-7cca-11ec-8c40-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
[16] Satair, CORSIA: Effective carbon offsetting scheme or greenwashing?, 2 November 2023, available at:
https://www.satair.com/blog/knowledge-hub/corsia-effective-carbon-offsetting-scheme-or-greenwashing; Corsia: worst option for the
climate, Briefing on assessment of ICAO’s offsetting scheme, March 2021, p 1, available at: https://ecodes.org/images/que-
hacemos/01.Cambio_Climatico/Incidencia_politicas/Movilidad/Aviacion/Briefing_Corsia_EU_assessement_2021.pdf
[17] Nr. 9(a-c) of International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Assembly Resolution A39-3 establishing the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction
Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA) and consolidated version A41-22
[18] Assessment of ICAO's global market-based measure (CORSIA) pursuant to Article 28b and for studying cost pass-through pursuant to
Article 3d of the EU ETS Directive, September 2020, p 44, available at: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/471ca3b9-
7cca-11ec-8c40-01aa75ed71a1/language-en; Corsia: worst option for the climate, Briefing on assessment of ICAO’s offsetting scheme, March
2021, p 3, available at: https://ecodes.org/images/que-
hacemos/01.Cambio_Climatico/Incidencia_politicas/Movilidad/Aviacion/Briefing_Corsia_EU_assessement_2021.pdf; CORSIA FAQ 1.3,
available at: https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Pages/CORSIA-FAQs.aspx
[19] Corsia: worst option for the climate, Briefing on assessment of ICAO’s offsetting scheme, March 2021, pp 4 and 5, available at:
https://ecodes.org/images/que-
hacemos/01.Cambio_Climatico/Incidencia_politicas/Movilidad/Aviacion/Briefing_Corsia_EU_assessement_2021.pdf
[20] Paragraph 9(g) of ICAO, “Resolution A40-19: Consolidated Statement of Continuing ICAO Policies and Practices Related to
Environmental Protection Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA)
[21] Luke Holland, OECD tax reforms risk violating human rights law, UN experts warn in special intervention, Tax Justice Network, 11 January
2024, available at: https://taxjustice.net/press/oecd-tax-reforms-risk-violating-human-rights-law-un-experts-warn-in-special-intervention/;
Tove Ryding, Eurodad: OECD tax deal is unfair and fails to solve the problem, 8 October 2021, available at:
https://www.eurodad.org/eurodad_oecd_tax_deal_is_unfair_and_fails_to_solve_the_problem ; A/78/235, Promotion of inclusive and effective
international tax cooperation at the United Nations, Report of the Secretary General, 26 July 2023, available at:
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/4019360?v=pdf#files; Emma Agyeman, OECD and UN tussle for control over international tax affairs,
Financial Times, 29 August 2023, available at: https://www.ft.com/content/e05b0767-cab5-44de-9fbf-af5ce841a026
[22] Tove Maria Ryding, Eurodad: OECD tax deal is unfair and fails to solve the problem, 8 October 2021, available at:
https://www.eurodad.org/eurodad_oecd_tax_deal_is_unfair_and_fails_to_solve_the_problem; Spencer Feingold, Global minimum corporate
tax deal 'dramatically weakened' by loopholes, report warns, World Economic Forum, 25 October 2023, available at:
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2023/10/loopholes-weaken-minimum-global-corporate-15-percent-tax-eu/; Alan Cole, The Fatal Flaw of
Pillar Two, Tax Foundation, 27 February 2024, available at: https://taxfoundation.org/blog/pillar-two-flaw/
[23] Tove Maria Ryding, Eurodad: OECD tax deal is unfair and fails to solve the problem, 8 October 2021, available at:
https://www.eurodad.org/eurodad_oecd_tax_deal_is_unfair_and_fails_to_solve_the_problem 
[24] Michael Devereux, John Vella, and Heydon Wardell-Burrus, Pillar 2: Rule Order, Incentives, and Tax Competition, Oxford University
Centre for Business Taxation Policy Brief, 14 January 2022, p 3, available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4009002
[25] Simon Torkington, What does the OECD global minimum tax mean for global cooperation?, World Economic Forum, 2 February 2024,
available at: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2024/02/oecd-minimum-tax-rate/.

18

https://iopcfunds.org/compensation/


19

[26] Andrew Pfluger, Why the Montreal Protocol is Not a Template for Multilateral Environmental Agreements: An Examination on Why China
and India Ratified, Middle States Geographer, 2010, p 96, available at: https://msaag.aag.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/11-MSG-2010-
Pfluger.pdf ; Gabrielle Dreyfus, Max Wei, Nihar Shah and Kristen Taddonio, Ambitious Replenishment of the Multilateral Fund for
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol Delivers High Impact Climate Benefits at Low Cost, October 2023, p 2; Australian Multilateral
Assessment, Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (MLF), March 2012, p 5. 
[27] Australian Multilateral Assessment, Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (MLF), March 2012, pp 7 and 8;
Lauren Kelly, The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol Addressing Challenges of Globalization: An Independent
Evaluation of the World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs, p xi, Nr. 10, available at: https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?
repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a8b93098aa0712e542dcca9f9b7b7a8d12033f36
[28] Australian Multilateral Assessment, Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (MLF), March 2012, p 7; Lauren
Kelly, The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol Addressing Challenges of Globalization: An Independent
Evaluation of the World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs, p xiii, Nr. 15, available at: https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?
repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=a8b93098aa0712e542dcca9f9b7b7a8d12033f36
[29] Decision XVI/37: Outstanding contributions to the Multilateral Fund; Gabrielle Dreyfus, Max Wei, Nihar Shah and Kristen Taddonio,
Ambitious Replenishment of the Multilateral Fund for Implementation of the Montreal Protocol Delivers High Impact Climate Benefits at Low
Cost, October 2023, p6. 
[30] Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund Final Report Volume I, Independent Evaluation Unit, page xix and 61, February
2023, available at: https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/230406-spr-final-report-top-web-isbn.pdf; Nancy Lee,
Clemence Landers, Samuel Matthews, Concessional Climate Finance Is the MDB Architecture Working?, page 31, March 2023, available at:
https://www.cgdev.org/sites/default/files/concessional-climate-finance-mdb-architecture-working.pdf; Georgia Hammersley, Melanie Pill,
Roland Rajah, Revitalising the Green Climate Fund, 6 September 2023, available at: https://www.lowyinstitute.org/publications/revitalising-
green-climate-fund; Georgia Hammersley, Replenishing the Green Climate Fund, 28 June 2023, available at:
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/replenishing-green-climate-fund
[31] Matthias Garschagen and Deep Doshi, ”Does funds-based adaptation finance reach the most vulnerable countries?” (March 2022) Global
Environmental Change, 1, 6; Lee, Landers and Matthews, https://www.cgdev.org/sites/default/files/concessional-climate-finance-mdb-
architecture-working.pdf; Hammersley, https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/replenishing-green-climate-fund
[32] Hammersley, Pill and Rajah, https://www.lowyinstitute.org/publications/revitalising-green-climate-fund; Georgia Hammersley,
Replenishing the Green Climate Fund, 28 June 2023, available at: https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/replenishing-green-climate-
fund; Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund Final Report Volume I, Independent Evaluation Unit, page 61, February 2023,
available at: https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/230406-spr-final-report-top-web-isbn.pdf; 
[33] Hammersley, https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/replenishing-green-climate-fund; Lee, Landers and Matthews, pages 13, 14
and 18, https://www.cgdev.org/sites/default/files/concessional-climate-finance-mdb-architecture-working.pdf. 
[34] Lee, Landers and Matthews, page 29 https://www.cgdev.org/sites/default/files/concessional-climate-finance-mdb-architecture-
working.pdf.  
[35] Saleem H. Ali, The Global Environment Facility (GEF) aspires for greater impact, 21 August 2023, available at:
https://www.forbes.com/sites/saleemali/2023/08/21/the-global-environment-facility-gef-aspires-for-greater-impact/; Empire Hechime
Nyekwere, International Environment Financing: A Review of the Global Environment Facility, Groningen Journal of International Law,
December 2017, p 288; https://www.thegef.org/who-we-are/funding/gef-8-replenishment; GEF/C.62/03, Summary of Negotiations of the
Eighth Replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund, 15 June 2022, p4, No 16, available at:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2022-
06/EN_GEF_C.62_03_Summary%20of%20Negotiations%20of%20the%208th%20Replenishment%20of%20the%20GEF%20Trust%20Fund_.pd
f. 
[36] GEF/A.7/06, Seventh Overall Performance Study of the GEF, Working Toward a Greener Global Recovery, 18 July 2023, p xi, available at:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-07/GEF_A.7_06_IEO_Report.pdf. 
[37] GEF/A.7/06, Seventh Overall Performance Study of the GEF, Working Toward a Greener Global Recovery, 18 July 2023, p xiv, available at:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-07/GEF_A.7_06_IEO_Report.pdf. 
[38] GEF/A.7/06, Seventh Overall Performance Study of the GEF, Working Toward a Greener Global Recovery, 18 July 2023, p xx, available at:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-07/GEF_A.7_06_IEO_Report.pdf. 
[39] The World Bank, the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), the United Nations
Environment Program (UNEP), the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization, the United
Nations Industrial Development Organization, the African Development Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, the Inter-American Development Bank, the International Fund for Agricultural Development, the World
Wildlife Fund, the Conservation International, the West African Development Bank (WADB), the Brazilian Biodiversity Fund, the Foreign
Economic Cooperation Office, Ministry of Environmental Protection of China (FECO), the Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBSA), the
Development Bank of Latin America and the International Union for Conservation of Nature; 
GEF/C.64/10, 64th GEF Council Meeting June 2023, Assessing the Strength of the GEF Partnership: Coverage by GEF Agencies, Nr. 7 p 2,
available at: https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/2023-
06/EN_GEF_C.64_10_Assessing%20the%20Strength%20of%20the%20GEF%20Partnership%20-%20Coverage%20by%20Agencies.pdf;
Empire Hechime Nyekwere, International Environment Financing: A Review of the Global
Environment Facility, Groningen Journal of International Law, December 2017, p 280. 
[40] GEF/A.7/06, Seventh Overall Performance Study of the GEF, Working Toward a Greener Global Recovery, 18 July 2023, p xiv, available at:
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-07/GEF_A.7_06_IEO_Report.pdf. 
[41] Compilation of draft text of the international legally binding instrument on plastic pollution, including in the marine environment
(UNEP/PP/INC.5/4, 1 July 2024) (here).
[42] Zero Draft Text, Part III, para 9 (UNEP/PP/INC.3/4, 4 September 2023) (here); and Revised Zero Draft, Part III, para 9 (UNEP/PP/INC.4/3, 28
December 2023) (here).
[43] Luisa Cortat Simonetti Goncalves and Alessandra Cao, How to Incorporate a Plastic Pollution Fee into Brazilian Law?, July 2024. 
[44] World Trade Organization, The environment: a specific concern, https://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/whatis_e/tif_e/bey2_e.htm
[45] Aaron Cosbey, Andrei Marcu, The Paris Agreements Article 6 and the WTO: Points of Convergence, 27 April 2020, available at:
https://www.cigionline.org/articles/paris-agreements-article-6-and-wto-points-convergence/


