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1. Introduction and context 

Between March and September 2023, the Consensus Building Institute (CBI) worked with Chile’s Climate 

Action Teams (CAT) initiative to design and implement a dialogue process focused on working with 

different stakeholders to get their views on how, and under what conditions Chile could use Article 6 of 

the Paris Agreement to increase its climate ambition, and how CAT could contribute to this.  The process 

consisted of a series of meetings with two groups. On the one hand, five meetings were held with a multi-

stakeholder group made up of participants from the public and private sectors, civil society, and academia. 

And on the other hand, three meetings were held with a group comprised of members of Indigenous 

communities, some of whom were part of the Indigenous Caucus1. The project culminated in the drafting 

of a "Decalogue", with key messages conveyed by these two groups to the country's decision-makers.  

 

This report describes the dialogue process developed with both groups and fulfills three objectives: i) it 

recounts the experience and the implemented process; ii) it summarizes the results; and iii) it provides 

CBI's insights regarding the process. We hope that the report will be useful for both CAT Chile and its 

partners, as well as for those who participated in the process, and even for interested parties in other 

countries who may want to implement a similar effort, serving as a reference to promote the use of Article 

6 in their territories.  

 

Keeping in line with these objectives, the report includes the following sections:  

1. Introduction and context 

2. Description of the process.  

3. Summary of results; and 

4. Conclusions and reflections.  

2. Process Description  

The following is a detailed description of the dialogue process. We begin by explaining how the process 

was designed and planned before starting. We then explain the methodological aspects used to promote 

the success of the process, both for the multi-stakeholder group and for the group of Indigenous 

community members. The last section describes the process of developing and validating the decalogue, 

which was the result of the participatory process.  

2.1  Design and planning phase  

 

2.1.1 Preliminary proposal and interviews with external stakeholders 

 

 
1 The Indigenous Caucus is a group of Indigenous Peoples that was organized to interact with the United Nations 
on climate change issues, such as in the context of the COPs. 
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The CBI and CAT teams began working together in March of this year. The first task was for the two 

organizations to agree on a proposal for the process objectives and scope, and then define the 

participatory methodology. During initial internal discussions, key design and planning questions 

emerged, such as:  

● Is it better to have a broader focus on Article 6, or a more limited focus on Article 6.2? Why? 

● How should we handle differences among participants in terms of their knowledge of relevant 

technical aspects (e.g., Chile's NDC, Article 6 and 6.2, etc.)? 

● How do we generate synergies between this process and the Article 6 dialogue process being 

planned by the Environment Ministry? 

● How much time will participants be willing to commit to this effort?  

● How can we achieve meaningful and adequate participation by members of Indigenous 

communities? 

 

To answer these questions, and thus help define the objectives and scope of the process, we decided to 

conduct interviews with a few key stakeholders that the CAT team already had relationships with. More 

specifically, we conducted six interviews with stakeholder from the public and private sectors, as well as 

civil society, to gather different opinions about the process proposed by CAT. During each interview, the 

team gave a brief explanation of the project, and then talked with the interviewees based on predefined 

questions (see interview protocol in the box below). 

 
CBI and the CAT team analyzed the interviews together and defined the project objectives considering the 

findings. Some of the key findings identified during the interviews were:    

● Interviewees expressed interest in the process and saw an interesting role for CAT in coordinating 

or complementing state-led initiatives. 

● Some stakeholders had little information on Article 6. Other stakeholders had a lot of information 

and preferred to enter directly into a conversation about Article 6.2. For the team, this meant that 
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the process had to be balanced between providing information to address knowledge imbalances, 

and being able to quickly get into specific topics that were more interesting to several people.  

● The interviewees faced considerable time constraints, noting that they had already participated 

in other dialogues. For the team, this meant we needed a process that was not too extensive and 

keeping the meetings short.  

● The interviewees indicated that it would be interesting to have a say in or contribute to the 

process planned by the Environment Ministry. This implied sticking to tight deadlines to finalize 

the dialogue before the Ministry began its process.  

 

Based on what the team heard in the interviews, CBI and CAT adjusted the original objectives and scope, 

and proceeded to design the process. This updated process design, along with a summary of the 

interviews, was also presented to and discussed with the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) team, who 

funded the dialogue process.  

 

2.1.2 Final design and identification of stakeholders 

 

Based on the interview process explained above, the team defined the following general objective: 

 

Convene a high-level multi-stakeholder group to build a common vision on how the instruments 

contemplated in Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (with emphasis on Article 6.2) could contribute 

to increase Chile's climate ambition, and what could be the contribution of CAT. The result is 

expected to be a statement that combines the viewpoints of the participants, revealing points of 

broad consensus and points of disagreement as to how Chile could use Article 6.2 and under what 

conditions CAT could be a useful instrument. 

 

Regarding the design of the multi-stakeholder group process, we decided to hold five meetings of two 

hours each. This was to accommodate the participants’ time constraints and, at the same time, to have 

enough time to provide key information and address the relevant topics in a logical and cumulative 

sequence. We also decided to use a hybrid format for the meetings, with some of them in person and 

some of them held virtually. The rationale was that in person meetings could help to generate a spirit of 

connection and collaboration among the participants, and since most of the participants were physically 

located in Santiago, this made it easy to hold meetings in person. The virtual sessions, on the other hand, 

were meant to help address the time constraints expressed by the participants during the interviews.  

 

The focus of the five meetings were:   

● Meeting 1 -- Context and introduction (in person) 

● Meeting 2 -- Feasibility of using Article 6 in Chile (virtual) 

● Meeting 3 -- Safeguards I (virtual) 

● Meeting 4 -- Safeguards II (In person)  

● Meeting 5 -- Drafting of a shared statement (In person) 
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Section 2.2 explains in detail the participatory methodology used in these meetings.  

 

Regarding the selection and convening of participants for the multi-stakeholder group, the CAT team 

generated a list of approximately 40 organizations and institutions from different sectors that might be 

interested in participating and/or have an important perspective to share. We sought to ensure that the 

list of stakeholders included a variety of organizations that could provide a wide range of perspectives on 

the use of Article 6 and the role of CAT in Chile. CAT sent out an invitation to a representative from each 

organization by email and followed up individually by phone and WhatsApp.  

 

Regarding the process design for the group of members of Indigenous communities, it is important to 

note that the team took more time to define the process, since we considered it important to ensure that 

the process was appropriate and relevant for this particular group of stakeholders. To do this, the team 

met twice and sought advice from a person who already knew CAT, who had experience working with 

Indigenous stakeholders on climate change issues and who belonged to an Indigenous community in Chile. 

Although the team’s original idea was to hold two in person workshops (one with Indigenous communities 

in the north of the country and the other with Indigenous communities in the south), through these 

interviews the idea emerged to invite members of the Chilean Indigenous Caucus to participate. This 

caucus is a group of members of Indigenous communities who worked together in the context of COP252. 

These stakeholders were in different parts of the country, making it impossible to hold meetings in person. 

Therefore, in practice, the process design for this group was closely linked to the identification of 

participants. 

 

The CAT team sent an invitation to participate via WhatsApp to the Caucus members, but there was little 

response. Therefore, the CAT team made direct contact with some members of the group to inquire about 

their interest in participating in the process. These individuals agreed to participate, and recommended 

other stakeholders who might be interested. They expressed openness to participate in two virtual 

meetings on Article 6, with the possibility of agreeing to a third session. The team proposed two meetings, 

leaving open the possibility to hold a third one, if the participants considered it useful.  

 

The focus of the five meetings were: 

● Meeting 1: Context and Article 6 

● Meeting 2: Safeguards 

● Meeting 3 (to be confirmed): Safeguards and Shared Statement 

 

The team also discussed with this group the possibility of holding a meeting with members of the Maori 

community. (To date, it has not been possible to implement this exchange, as CAT Chile’s counterparts in 

New Zealand are conducting their own dialogue process, which requires further progress before 

considering coordinating an exchange with Chilean stakeholders).  

 

 
2 COP25 was led by Chile, but due to the social unrest that began in 2019, it was held in Spain. 
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The CAT team formally invited these stakeholders to participate via WhatsApp and followed up 

individually by phone and WhatsApp prior to each meeting.  

 

Implementation of the process with the multi-stakeholder group began at the end of June, and the process 

with the group of Indigenous community members began in August. Relevant aspects of the participatory 

methodology used with both groups are explained in sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.  

2.2 Participatory Methodology: multi-stakeholder group  

 

As previously mentioned, five meetings were held with the multi-stakeholder group. Below is an 

explanation of key elements of the participatory process carried out with this group, with emphasis on 

methodological aspects that supported their successful implementation. In particular, the following 

elements are highlighted: i) methodologies to generate a collaborative spirit and connect as a group; ii) 

methodologies to address different levels of technical knowledge; iii) methodologies to identify ideas and 

generate constructive dialogue and debate; iv) methodologies to capture progress. The results of the 

process are summarized further below in Chapter 3. 

 

Connecting as a group 

From the beginning, CBI considered it important to treat this dialogue process as a space where 

participants felt comfortable expressing their ideas and opinions. At the beginning of the first meeting, 

participants were invited to make the meetings spaces of trust, and three principles of participation were 

proposed to promote this:  

● Be responsible in the use of time – this point was, on the one hand, related to a commitment on 

behalf of the participants to leave space for everyone to speak, avoiding lengthy comments. And, 

on the other hand, it expressed the team’s commitment to start and end the meetings on time, 

respecting the time limits of the participants. 

● Accept different opinions - this point was related to accepting diversity, recognizing that all 

opinions are valid, even when participants disagree. 

● Be willing to be surprised - this point referred to being open to listening and learning new ideas 

and opinions, and even considering the possibility of changing one's mind based on new 

information.  

 

Participants agreed to these principles at the first meeting, and this helped lay the groundwork for a 

constructive and respectful exchange. 

 

In addition to these principles of participation, the facilitation team used various techniques to gradually 

build trust among the stakeholders and begin to generate a spirit of collaboration among them. At the 

beginning of each meeting there was time for informal conversation and getting to know each other 

better. For example, the in-person meetings included "speed dating", instances in which participants 

talked in pairs for 2-3 minutes about topics such as "what motivated me to come today" (meeting 1) or 

"how energetic am I today" (meeting 5). These conversations in pairs always went from answering the 
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question posed by the team to informal conversations that allowed participants to get to know each other 

a little better on a personal level. In the virtual meetings, chat and breakout rooms were used to replicate 

this initial informal conversation dynamic. 

 

Another tool used was polling in real time. For the in-person meetings, the team brought keyboards that 

let participants answer questions by pushing a button and then immediately view the results. In the virtual 

meetings, zoom polling was used instead. The surveys allowed the team to ask questions about the 

perceptions and mood of the participants, providing them with anonymity and thus encouraging candor. 

In addition, the surveys included some humor and the use of Chilean expressions to help lighten the 

atmosphere. It is interesting to point out that the surveys, in addition to allowing everyone to give their 

opinion anonymously and honestly, also allowed us to immediately get to know the opinions of the group 

from a systemic point of view, which also helped to generate a feeling of working as a group. Some of the 

polls conducted can be found below in chapter 3. 

 

Finally, it is important to mention that at the beginning of each meeting, the facilitation team was careful 

to always remind participants of the progress to date and provide a summary of the previous session. This 

was done to help new participants get up to speed, recognizing that not everyone participated in all the 

meetings. It is important to acknowledge in this type of process people participate on a voluntary basis, 

so it is very common and understandable that not everyone can participate in every meeting. So, we 

considered it important to give new faces time to tune in and catch up with the rest of the participants, 

without having to feel "guilty" for not participating in all the meetings.  

 

Addressing different levels of knowledge 

As previously mentioned, this group was envisioned as a diverse group of participants from different 

sectors of the country. The invitation was intended to provide a variety of perspectives on the use of 

Article 6 and Article 6.2 in Chile, and thus help to identify both points of broad consensus and possible 

points of disagreement on the use of these instruments. Having such a diverse group naturally meant that 

some participants had more technical knowledge and information about Article 6 than others. Therefore, 

the methodology of each session sought to combine the presentation of key information, to address 

knowledge differences among participants, with opportunities for conversation and dialogue. This was 

crucial, because although sometimes information was presented that was already known to some 

stakeholders, the presentations were important to enable the participation of others. This dynamic was 

replicated in all the meetings except the last one, since that meeting was primarily aimed at agreeing on 

the group’s main messages, one of the main objectives of this process.  

 

It is important to emphasize that presenting information was not a core focus of the meetings. Rather, 

the team kept the presentations brief and focused only on key information, to prioritize and dedicate time 

to conversation and interaction among participants. Only in meeting 4, which included a key presentation 

from the Environment Ministry, did presentations take up most of the meeting. In this sense, the 

methodology really sought a balance between providing enabling information and engaging in dialogue 

to identify and share both ideas and questions.  
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It is also worth pointing out that, although the CAT team presented on some occasions, the process also 

included presentations from other stakeholders, including members of the multi-stakeholder group itself. 

For example, at the third meeting, Verra and the Swiss Embassy - organizations that participated in the 

multi-stakeholder group – presented on their experiences. At the fourth meeting, the Environment 

Ministry presented information on its progress on Article 6 and how the Ministry is addressing safeguards 

- information that was requested by some participants. The inclusion of presentations from external 

stakeholders was a useful tool to help address knowledge gaps while also providing information from a 

variety of sources and highlighting the progress and expertise of a wider range of stakeholders. This was 

a strategy the emerged as the process was underway, both helped address knowledge gaps in a dynamic 

and multifaceted way, while at the same time responding to the needs and requests for information from 

the participants themselves.  

 

Brainstorming ideas and questions 

As previously mentioned, each meeting sought to prioritize conversation and interaction among 

participants, typically using the presentation of information as an input to the conversation. Given that 

Article 6.2 has not been used before, the CAT-CBI team recognized that it was relevant to elicit comments 

and observations, as well as questions about the use of this instrument in the meetings. In almost all the 

meetings, the team opened the floor for dialogue by asking the participants to individually write down on 

post-its their impressions and questions about what was presented, and then to later discuss them in 

small groups. Afterwards, each group was asked to mention in plenary, 1-2 key ideas that they discussed. 

This methodology was useful because it allowed the team to collect all the ideas and questions noted on 

the post-its, and to identify the most important points raised during the small group conversation. This 

exercise also made it easier for the entire group to discuss what they saw as most relevant to each topic. 

 

The facilitation team considered it key to use of small groups to identify ideas and questions, both to 

promote the participation of all the participants present, and to facilitate the creation of a more intimate 

and trusting space for conversation. Often, when talking only in plenary, there are voices that dominate 

the conversation, and the participants get to know each other less. 

 

Capturing progress 

Another relevant feature of the methodology has to do with how the team captured the progress of each 

meeting. As mentioned, the team made a habit of collecting the individual impressions and questions of 

the participants. In addition, the team took notes on points raised and discussed during the plenary 

conversations. Immediately after each meeting (within 2-3 business days), the CBI team prepared a brief 

summary of the meeting, highlighting the points discussed and incorporating the presentations as 

attachments. Where relevant - as in the case of the fourth meeting, for example, where there was less 

time for discussion - a complete list of individual impressions and questions noted was also included as an 

attachment. The CAT provided comments and then a final synthesis was shared with the participants for 

their review and comments. Based on these summaries, the team also prepared a couple of slides for the 

following session, in line with the earlier point around reviewing progress at the beginning of each 

meeting.  
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2.3 Participatory methodology: members of Indigenous communities group 

 

The participatory methodology used for the group of members of Indigenous communities had several 

aspects in common with the methodology of the multi-stakeholder group, but also presented significant 

differences. The main similarities were:  

● Attempting to create a balance between presenting enabling information and promoting 

conversation and interaction among participants. 

● Allowing time at the beginning of each meeting for more informal discussions. 

● Pausing to recall and summarize the previous meeting, both to refresh memories and to integrate 

stakeholders who were not able to participate in each meeting. 

 

Below are some methodological aspects that were different in this case. These include: The focus of 

informal conversations; the importance of demonstrating listening and respect; and how technical 

information was addressed. 

 

Connecting as a group 

Unlike the multi-stakeholder group, in this case the participants already knew each other. Therefore, it 

was not necessary to make time for participants to get to know each other better through dynamics such 

as "speed dating". However, the team still felt it was important to take time to connect at the beginning 

and end of each meeting. This was to reinforce trust between the participants and the team, and to better 

understand the mood and reactions of the participants as the process progressed. Therefore, at the 

beginning of each meeting, the facilitation team asked each participant - including the CAT and CBI teams 

- to mention how they felt at the start of the meeting and what their expectations were. Then, at the end, 

each participant was asked to share how they felt as they were leaving the meeting. During the activity, 

the CBI team went from person to person to ensure that each participant had the opportunity to express 

him/herself. Although these conversations tended to be lengthy at times, it was a valuable tool for getting 

to know the participants and their impressions of the development of the process better. In the case of 

this group, we favored these “rounds of conversation” instead of polling, since the group was small, and 

we felt it was better for each participant to be able to comment. 

 

Active listening and respect 

The CBI-CAT team had a strong and genuine interest in demonstrating an attitude of respect and gratitude 

to the participants for their input as well as a willingness to listen and understand their insights and 

experiences. This was particularly the case because the team was composed of non-Indigenous people 

and - unlike the multi-stakeholder group – we had little knowledge of the experience and perspective of 

the participants. To help listen authentically, the team planned each meeting to included extended time 

for conversation - beginning, as previously noted, with a round for each person to comment on their mood 

and expectations, and ending with a round of comments on how each participant was leaving the meeting. 

The team also tried to summarize the participants' comments during the more substantive conversations, 

with special attention to comments related to difficult and painful experiences expressed by these 

stakeholders.  
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In addition to emailing a summary of each meeting and presenting a brief summary during each meeting, 

the team stopped during the meetings to solicit comments on the summaries provided. Based on the 

comments, the team updated the slides in real time to reflect the participants’ corrections, and then made 

the corresponding adjustments to the written summary and shared the updated version with the 

participants. This, in addition to being open to receiving comments and corrections around the use of 

language, helped to demonstrate a genuine intention to listen to and respect the participants. 

 

Addressing technical information 

From the individual conversations the CAT team held with the participants prior to the process, we 

understood that Article 6 was a fairly new topic for this group. Therefore, at the first meeting, the team 

tried to present information about CAT and Article 6 in a simple and clear manner, and then reiterated 

the most critical information during the second and third meetings. In the second meeting, in which the 

team presented information on safeguards, participants indicated that the information was dense and 

detached from the indigenous world. In response, the team stopped presenting all the information that 

had been prepared, and instead tried to reinforce some of the main ideas. Then, we focused on listening 

to the participants and trying to connect the technical information on CAT and Article 6 with what they 

were saying. The role of the CAT team, given their technical knowledge, was crucial in being able, for 

example, to mention differences between Article 6 and other instruments that the participants were 

familiar with. Consequently, they were able to identify ideas and insights that were more or less applicable 

in this case. Likewise, the team's flexibility to move away from its original meeting design and focus on 

making inferences from the conversations around conditions and safeguards to help identify key 

messages was also important. 

2.4 Drafting the “decalogue” 

 

The expected result of the process was a statement that integrated the participants’ views, and that could 

serve as an input for Chile’s decision-makers. The process design contemplated using the last meeting 

with each group to gather and agree on these key messages.  

 

In the case of the multi-stakeholder group, participants were divided into two groups to craft messages 

about the following points: i) feasibility of using Article 6 in Chile; ii) application of safeguards in the 

country; iii) role of CAT; iv) next steps; and v) other messages. Each group captured their messages on a 

flipchart, and then in plenary, both groups presented their messages. Interestingly, the two groups were 

very much in agreement, and there was no dissent among the stakeholders. The key messages generated 

during the meeting were captured in the meeting summary. 

 

In the case of the group with members of Indigenous communities, during the third meeting (which the 

participants agreed to hold), the CBI-CAT team presented a proposed set of key messages based on what 

they had heard in the two previous meetings. Therefore, the conversation focused on refining and 
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complementing the messages, working in plenary and adjusting the messages in real time. As a result, the 

group ended up with four key messages which were also reflected in the meeting summary. 

 

Later, the CAT team proposed to integrate the messages from both groups into a single document with 

ten points (a decalogue), in order to generate a document that would be easier to communicate. CAT 

made a first effort to integrate and condense the messages, and then the initial draft was refined and 

agreed upon by CAT and CBI. A proposed decalogue was then sent to all participants for comments and 

validation. A Google Form was sent by email along with the draft to gather feedback and refinements 

from the participants, and to check whether they agreed with the statement.  

3. Summary of process results  

 

This section provides a summary of the process results, including a brief summary of the main ideas or 

key messages that emerged from each meeting. The full, more detailed summaries of each meeting are 

included as an appendix to this report. 

3.1 Results of the multi-stakeholder group 

 

3.1.1 Meeting #1: Context, CAT and introduction to the process 

 

On June 30, the first meeting was held with the multi-stakeholder group. It was attended by 17 

stakeholders. At the beginning of the meeting, a keypad poll was conducted to understand how well the 

participants knew CAT. 33% of the attendees said they were not aware of the initiatives or scopes of CAT. 

53% stated that they had general knowledge, while the remaining 13% acknowledged a more in-depth 

knowledge3.  

 

 

 
3 Translated poll: How well do I know Climate Action Teams? A) I know a lot!; B) I know something; C) I don’t know 
anything. 
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The CAT team presented on CAT and Article 6, and then gathered questions and insights from the 

participants. The key points discussed were:   

● Chile already has a very ambitious NDC; it should be open to being a partner country. 

● The State needs more capacity to use Article 6. 

● It is important to learn from the experiences of other countries. 

● CAT should include regional stakeholders and Indigenous Peoples. 

● The State should be the ones responsible for negotiating international agreements. However, CAT 

can play various roles to support, communicate, and promote the use of Article 6. 

● This kind of space for dialogue and group work is not very common; it is appreciated. 

 

At the end of the meeting, a new survey was conducted4: 

 

 
 

At the end of the session, only 15% of the attendees expressed maintaining some doubts regarding the 

purpose and objectives of CAT. The remaining 85% expressed their clarity regarding the initiative. 

 

3.1.2 Meeting #2: Feasibility of using Article 6 in Chile 

 

The second meeting was held on July 14, with 20 participants. CAT gave a brief presentation on 

international experiences with Article 6, with emphasis on why it has still not been used. The Global 

Change Center of the Catholic University presented the results of a study conducted jointly with CAT on 

alternatives to reduce GHGs beyond the NDC in Chile. After the presentations, participants broke into 

groups and discussed their questions and insights from the presentations, and then discussed the 

feasibility of using Article 6 in Chile. The most relevant points raised were: 

● It is feasible to achieve an NDC+ scenario, but it seems very challenging, slow, and complex. 

● How can additional reductions be financed? In which sectors, other than energy? 

 
4 Translated poll: Is it clearer now what CAT is? A) Crystal clear; B) Quite clear; C) More or less; D) I still don’t 
understand. 
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● Article 6 should be seen as a complement to other tools and measures to reduce emissions. 

● Key challenges for using Article 6 are: clearer institutional and regulatory definitions; securing 

finance; capacity building; signing international agreements; and complying with environmental 

criteria.  

 

 3.1.3 Meeting #3: Safeguards under Article 6 

 

The third meeting was held on July 28, with 15 attendees. After some time for informal discussion in small 

groups, participants responded to a survey, in which 77% indicated that the challenges to using Article 6 

in Chile are manageable with collaboration5. 

 

 
 

Representatives from Verra and the Swiss Embassy made presentations about experiences with 

safeguards implementation. After asking clarifying questions, participants discussed what questions they 

have about the use of safeguards in general and their application at the national level. Key questions that 

arose included: 

● Can safeguards be defined by project, project type or bilateral agreement? 

● How can a balance be achieved between safeguarding and avoiding overburdening projects? 

● How can safeguards be linked to local territories and communities? 

● How can citizen participation and transparency be ensured in the implementation of projects and 

safeguards? 

● How will the safeguards be implemented in Chile? 

 

A final poll was conducted before closing, in which 50% of the participants indicated that they clearly 

understood what safeguards are, and 50% indicated that they understood only more or less6. 

 

 
5 Translated poll: After the last meeting, to what extent can the challenges to using Article 6 in Chile be addressed? 
A) Easily addressed!; B) They can be address if there is collaboration; C) It looks tough. 
6 Translated poll: Am I clear on what safeguards are? A) Crystal clear; B) More or less; C) I still don’t understand. 
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3.1.4 Meeting #4: Safeguards under Article 6 (part 2) 

 

The fourth meeting was held on August 11, with 13 attendees. The CAT team reinforced the concept of 

safeguards and then applied a poll to gauge the participants’ level of understanding. 64% indicated that 

they clearly understood what they are, while 36% indicated that they understood more or less7. 

 

 
 

Related to the above, another poll was launched to find out how participants saw the challenge of 

implementing safeguards. 82% of participants indicated that addressing safeguards in Chile is a big but 

essential job8: 

 

 
7 Translated poll: Now do I understand more clearly what safeguards are? A) Absolutely; B) More or less; C) I still 
don’t understand!  
8 Translated poll: How do I see the challenge of applying safeguards in Chile? A) Easily addressed; B) It’s a big but 
key job; C) I doubt it will work; D) I’m confused. 
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Representatives from the Environment Ministry and the Municipality of Renca offered presentations 

about the use of safeguards in Chile. The presentation by the Environment Ministry also addressed the 

government’s progress in implementing Article 6. Participants asked clarifying questions, and then briefly 

discussed in groups the impressions and questions that arose from the presentations. Key questions and 

insights shared by each group included: 

● Timelines for developing and implementing safeguards are key. They must respond to private 

sector investment deadlines, and also allow for strong public participation processes. 

● Safeguards could be applied at the territorial rather than project level. 

● How will citizen participation processes work, and how will effective oversight of projects and 

safeguards be ensured? 

 

Finally, participants responded to a final poll to capture their feelings at the end of the meeting9: 

 

 
 

 
9 Translated poll: How am I leaving the meeting? A) Inspired!; B) Good; C) Worried; D) Lost. 
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While 36% of participants indicated feeling inspired and 27% feeling good, 36% indicated feeling worried. 

On this last point, one participant noted that it is a good indicator that so many participants leave feeling 

concerned, since it reflects that they understood the magnitude of the challenge presented by the 

safeguards issue. 

 

3.1.5 Meeting #5: Safeguards and key messages 

 

On August 25, the fifth meeting of the Climate Dialogue was held with the participation of 11 stakeholders. 

After some connecting exercises and informal conversation, participants reviewed the results of the 

previous meeting. They discussed in groups the challenges for implementing safeguards in Chile and the 

elements that should be safeguarded. The key points that arose included: 

● It is essential to give clear signals in the short term. 

● It is important to think about funding to strengthen capacities in territories. 

● Gradualness is an important principle. 

● Oversight and audits are required to ensure compliance with safeguards. 

 

In closing the conversation on safeguards, the participants answered another survey, in which the majority 

indicated that the challenge of implementing safeguards in Chile is manageable but with collaboration10: 

 

 
 

Participants were then divided into groups and worked in plenary to agree on 12 key messages for 

decision-makers. These messages were:  

 

Possibility of using Article 6 in Chile 

● It is feasible to use Article 6 (i.e., to reach an NDC+ scenario and create the necessary regulations 

and institutional norms). To do so, there is a lack of bilateral and/or multilateral agreements, and 

 
10 Translated poll: Now how do I see the challenge of applying safeguards in Chile? A) Possible with collaboration; 
B) We have to keep talking; C) It looks tough. 
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a lack of capacity building. There is also a need to advance in procedures and political agreements, 

particularly for 6.2 and 6.4. 

 

Implementation of safeguards in the country 

● The institutional and regulatory framework to implement safeguards already exists. What is 

needed is a sectoral and territorial approach. 

● A funding mechanism (e.g., a "fee") is needed to promote the development of projects and for 

effective management and oversight. 

● As agreements are reached (what, how, where), expectations are set, and this creates certainty.  

● Having an Environmental Qualification Resolution (RCA) does not imply having a social license for 

a given project or initiative. Obtaining the social license involves applying best practices of citizen 

participation and oversight, for example, based on relevant aspects of current certification 

schemes, such as the CDM and Voluntary Carbon Market (e.g., third-party audits). 

 

CAT’s role 

● CAT can play a variety of roles to support implementation, including: 

● Helping to move resources and political willingness to move toward the NDC+ scenario. 

● Contributing ideas to the public debate 

● Playing a technical role, for example, by assisting in the definition of specific sectors and 

areas for the development of initiatives under Art. 6.2 and the generation of ITMOs. 

● Building and promoting the capacity of different stakeholders (public, private, civil 

society, others). 

● Facilitate articulation between different stakeholders. 

● Bring new participants into the conversation (with support from other organizations). 

 

Next steps  

● It is necessary to define the sectors for the application of Article 6 (and Art. 6.2) and/or create a 

positive list detailing the initiatives/projects/sectors eligible for the generation of ITMOs. 

● The standard of citizen participation must be raised, closing a gap in this matter that is certainly 

not insignificant. Specifically, the citizen participation procedure for the use of Article 6 should at 

least consider the best practices of current certification programs and high national and 

international standards. 

 

Other messages 

● The team at the Environment Ministry (MMA) is small in relation to the magnitude of the 

challenge. A dedicated staff is needed to implement the mechanism. 

● The MMA should share its progress in the development of the Art. 6 use policy more broadly.  

● This group could continue to be active and contribute to provide input to the process of defining 

the policy for Art. 6 use that is being developed by the MMA. 

● It is important to move forward, but without reinventing the wheel, i.e., basing actions on existing 

mechanisms and standards, but taking care to apply best practices. At the initiative level (Art. 6.2), 

we can learn by doing, to move towards more robust mechanisms and standards. 
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Finally, a closing circle was held, in which each person was invited to express how they felt about this 

dialogue process. Participants expressed their satisfaction and gratitude for the process, and a desire to 

stay connected. Next steps were announced, in particular CAT-CBI's commitment to share the key 

messages with participants to allow them the opportunity to validate and refine the shared statement. 

3.2 Results from the members of Indigenous communities group 

 

3.2.1 Meeting #1: Context, CAT and introduction to the process 

 

On August 10, the first meeting was held with members of Indigenous communities with 7 participants. 

During the initial presentation round, participants emphasized that this dialogue should not be 

interpreted as an indigenous consultation. The CAT team emphatically clarified that in no case was it 

expected to be interpreted in that way. 

 

The CAT team made a presentation on Article 6 and CAT. Participants then expressed their thoughts and 

questions based on the presentation. The key points that arose included: 

● It is essential to respect and promote the rights of Indigenous peoples. 

● There is concern that this may be yet another example of efforts to advance the "greater good" 

but at the cost of Indigenous communities. 

● Indigenous science must be included in the work. 

● The obligation to repair damages already incurred remains unfulfilled. 

● How much will these policies respect the special relationship that Indigenous peoples have with 

their lands and territories? 

● How much autonomy and influence will the Indigenous communities have? 

● How will the information be chosen for these policies? 

● What is the benefit for the Indigenous communities? 

 

3.2.2 Meeting #2: Safeguards 

 

On August 22, the second meeting was held with members of Indigenous communities with 5 participants. 

The CAT team reviewed the information about Article 6 and CAT and mentioned how these mechanisms 

could eventually generate both direct and indirect benefits. Afterwards, the participants discussed and 

reacted to the presentation and the following key points emerged: 

● The information is dense and detached from the indigenous world. 

● Respecting and promoting the rights of Indigenous peoples means fully respecting international 

agreements on human rights. 

● It is key to protect the cultural and natural heritage and that begins with respect. Continuing to 

generate damage is of great concern. 

● In general, the benefits do not remain within the affected territories. 
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3.2.3 Meeting #3: Key Messages 

 

On September 7, the third meeting was held with members of Indigenous communities with 6 

participants. The coordinating team presented a proposal of key messages to convey, based on what was 

heard in the previous meetings. The participants fine-tuned the messages, and the consensus were the 

following messages: 

 

● Agreements and initiatives under Article 6 must have a human and Indigenous peoples’ rights-

based approach, in line with international standards, such as the American Declaration in the 

Rights of Indigenous Peoples, including the right to free, prior, and informed consent. It is 

necessary to ask before installing projects in order to have accurate information, including 

ancestral knowledge and indigenous science and to ensure a mechanism that distributes some of 

the benefits to the intervened territory. The Chilean State must comply with its duty as guarantor 

of these rights; failure to do so should result in economic sanctions involved, such as not 

purchasing reductions or not finalizing the agreement between countries.  

 

● The agreements under Article 6 must safeguard the natural and cultural heritage, both tangible 

and intangible, by preventing further damage. The repair of damage caused under their 

instruments and state policies is still pending. 

 
● It is necessary to clarify in advance how the compensation mechanisms will work and encourage 

Indigenous communities to take control of their economic development by promoting the 

organizations of Indigenous Peoples and their representative institutions linked to these matters. 

 
● Compliance with all safeguards must be verified constantly with the participation of third parties 

and based on incident indicators. 

4. Conclusions: CBI’s insight on the process 

 

Below are some of CBI’s reflections on the process we implemented. We took into consideration aspects 

that worked well and those that could be done differently, thinking in particular about the possibility to 

carry out similar processes in the future. 

 

● The methodology allowed us to achieve the process’ objective and affirmed the role of CAT. The main 

objective of the process was to convene a diverse group to create a common vision around how and 

under what conditions Chile could use Article 6 and 6.2 in particular, and how CAT could contribute. 

As can be seen in the summary of results, these questions were indeed answered. A set of key 

messages on these points were then reflected in a shared statement. In this sense, we consider the 

process to have been successful. In addition, we believe it is very positive to consider a closing event, 
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to be held in October, as a final milestone and an opportunity for conversation and reflection around 

the messages generated with key stakeholders. 

 

In addition to achieving this objective, it is important to highlight that, in CBI's opinion, having 

convened this process and worked with different participants to generate key messages on the use of 

Article 6 in Chile affirmed CAT as a key player in this space, with important roles to play, both in 

connecting stakeholders and in providing technical support. For us, this is a positive indicator of the 

process. It also speaks to the importance of CAT continuing to host processes and events and 

implementing other multi-stakeholder efforts such as pilots and initiatives, in order to both continue 

pushing for progress with Article 6 and continue consolidating its own leading role in this space. 

 

● The design phase was long, but essential. The efforts made to define the process objectives, scope 

and design were described in section 2.1. This effort sought to ensure that the process would fit with 

the objectives of CAT and its partners, as well as the interests, timing, and level of knowledge of the 

participants. It is important to acknowledge that this preliminary design and planning phase took 

about three months in implement, which may seem rather long. However, we believe it was worth 

the time, as it helped us to provide a valuable and viable process for both the participants and the 

organizers. It was also very important to take additional time to identify members of Indigenous 

communities who might have an interest in participating, and to build a flexible and appropriate 

process with them. 

 

● Convening and participation. When CBI and CAT began planning the process, we envisioned a group 

of 25-30 people in the multi-stakeholder group, and several people also in workshops with Indigenous 

community members. In the end, participation in the multi-stakeholder group ranged from a 

maximum of 20 people (meeting 2) to a minimum of 11 people (meeting 5), with the last meeting 

being the least attended. In the group of Indigenous community members, there were between 5 and 

7 participants at each meeting. If we look only at the number of participants, the turnout can be 

interpreted as weak. However, it is important to evaluate the quality of participation and highlight 

the fact that in each group there was a core of participants who stayed consistently involved and 

showed a strong interest in participating in this voluntary process. In addition, we found that, within 

each group, the participants who attended continuously generated a spirit of teamwork and 

collaboration, emphasizing that a group of diverse stakeholders had a shared interest in making the 

use of Article 6.2 viable in Chile. Even though the number of participants was not as high as originally 

hoped, we believe it was successful in the sense that it generated social capital that, with the help of 

CAT in its connecting role, can be maintained over time and continue to support the work on Article 

6 and other issues related to climate change. For us, this is another indicator of the success of the 

process. 

 

Regarding this point, we acknowledge that there were some key stakeholders who did not participate 

in the process. For example, several NGOs and some organizations from the energy sector (a key 

sector for the use of Article 6.2 in Chile) were invited but chose not to participate. While their absence 

could simply be due to lack of time or scheduling problems, there could also be other reasons behind 
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their decision not to participate; for example, lack of knowledge of Article 6, or a negative perception 

of the use of market-based instruments. As a recommendation, it might be useful for CAT to try to 

contact these stakeholders again, to better understand why they did not participate and, as 

appropriate, build bridges with these stakeholders through individual meetings or other channels. 

 

● The Importance of Flexibility. As is often the case in participatory processes, there were times when 

the facilitation team faced challenges in implementing the methodology as it was designed. Our 

strategy when faced with these situations was to be flexible to respond to the needs of the group. For 

example, during the third meeting of the multi-stakeholder group, some participants expressed a 

strong interest in hearing directly from the Environment Ministry regarding its progress in developing 

the institutional and regulatory framework to enable the use of Article 6. Although this presentation 

was not included in the initial plan, the CAT team coordinated a presentation from the Ministry to 

respond to this request, which was done in meeting four. The presentation ran for a significant portion 

of that meeting, but since it was information that was both wanted by and important for the 

participants, the team decided to give it the necessary time and move part of the safeguards 

conversation to meeting 5. Another example was at the second meeting with members of Indigenous 

communities, where participants indicated that the information prepared on Article 6 and safeguards 

was very dense and difficult to understand. So, instead of insisting on a detailed presentation on the 

topic, we stopped sharing information and opened an open conversation in which we could listen to 

the participants and connect the information on Article 6 to the points they were making. 

 

We offer these examples to underline the importance of making the participatory methodology 

flexible to respond to the needs of the group. While the preparation and planning of each meeting is 

extremely important - in fact, for each meeting we had a detailed agenda that we agreed on in 

advance with the CAT team - it is also important to be able to adapt in real time, as the process 

progresses. Otherwise, there is a risk of generating frustration for participants and discouraging their 

participation. 

 

● Final Product. During the process design stage, the final product was defined as "a statement 

integrating the views of the participants, revealing the points of broad consensus and also the points 

of disagreement, regarding how Chile could use Article 6.2 and under what conditions CAT could be a 

useful instrument". To achieve this, as mentioned above, each group worked to generate consensus 

messages (there was no disagreement in any of the groups). Following this exercise, the CAT team 

proposed generating a document that would integrate the messages of both groups and reduce the 

messages to ten to facilitate their communication to the Environment Ministry and other stakeholders 

outside the group. At CBI, we thought it would be interesting to have a "decalogue" that could 

facilitate external communication, recognizing and emphasizing that the final product could adapt 

according to the progress of the process. That said, in retrospect we believe that it would have been 

better to define more clearly from the outset which final product would be most useful for CAT and 

for the participants, and to which target audiences it would be directed. This would both provide 

greater clarity to the participants regarding the final product and help develop a participatory 

methodology that would better support the development of the final product selected. In this case, 
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for example, we could have worked with both groups to define only ten messages, instead of 

subsequently combining and editing the messages generated by the participants to be only ten. 

 

In connection with this point, it is interesting to note that although a final product was meant to reveal 

the points of consensus and disagreement, there was no disagreement at the time of preparing the 

key messages for each group. Having said that, when validating the decalogue with the participants 

and confirming their adherence to the document, some participants chose not to adhere 

institutionally. Of these participants, some indicated that they were not authorized to "sign" a 

document on behalf of their institution. One participant specified that they preferred not to adhere 

as they did not fully understand the implications of mentioning free, prior, and informed consent as a 

safeguard in the document. All of the above leads us to three additional observations about the final 

product and the process of validating it:  

○ First, by condensing the messages into a single decalogue, at least one point emerged 

that was not addressed and agreed on by the two groups together, and this affected 

adherence to the decalogue.  

○ Second, and in connection with the previous point, this situation points to the need in 

future participatory efforts to dedicate more time to the process of validation and 

adherence to the final document. This, in order to allow sufficient time to address points 

of disagreement and unclear points that arise during the review and approval of the final 

document. In our case, if we had had more time to validate the document before finishing 

the process, perhaps we could have better addressed the doubt that arose about free, 

prior, and informed consent. 

○ Third, it reinforces our previous observation that it would have been better to have been 

clearer about the final product from the beginning. We could have made it clearer to the 

participants that at the end of the process we would seek their adherence to the 

document on behalf of their institutions, so that they would work with this objective in 

mind. We have the impression that this was unclear to the participants, and therefore 

some chose not to join rather than raise their disagreements during the actual 

participatory process.  

 

● CAT-CBI’s close working relationship. Finally, we would like to highlight the close work carried out 

between the CAT and CBI teams. From the beginning, the design and implementation of the process 

was approached as a challenge to be addressed together as a team. We combined CAT's extensive 

technical knowledge and networks with CBI's experience and expertise in implementing participatory 

processes and building agreements. The team we put together was pleasant, committed, and 

efficient, and we greatly appreciate the opportunity to support CAT in this initiative. 

Annexes 

Those interested in reviewing the summaries and agendas of each of the meetings can find those 

materials in this folder in Google Drive. 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1wf2H-eEYuj0txIzsKoi5Sj4vdO2OHCMU?usp=drive_link
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