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International Climate Policy is a bi-monthly 
magazine aimed at providing a clear analy-
sis of the worldwide evolution of both inter-
national and domestic climate and energy 
policies, as well as the carbon market.

For questions and comments please 
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Katie Johnson – katie.johnson@feem.it

The magazine is organized into four 
sections focused on i) international nego-
tiations and national policies, ii) European 
and international energy policy, iii) flexible 
mechanisms and developing countries, 
and iv) evaluation of the carbon price in the 
European and global markets. The infor-
mation and data presented in each section 
are not only an update of recent events, but 
also an extrapolation of the quantitative 
implications of these events, based on a 
detailed analysis of academic papers and 
published reports. Every two months the 
most important proposed or applied poli-
cies and actions are briefly introduced and 
analyzed. Each article includes boxes, figu-
res, and graphs in order to provide in-depth 
examination and data exemplifications. All 
papers and reports used in the analyses 
are cited at the end of the relevant article.
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The Republic of the Marshall 
Islands was the first country 
to ratify on February 28, 

2017, the Kigali Amendment to the 
Montreal Protocol on Substances 
that Deplete the Ozone Layer [1]. 
The move by the small island 
state does not come as a big 
surprise, especially considering 
the active role it played within the 
High Ambition Coalition (HAC) to 
secure the agreement [2]. The 
HAC formed at COP21 in Paris 
and included more than 100 long-
time separated developing and 
developed countries. It has been 
credited for its contribution in 
raising the ambition of the Paris 
Agreement [3], advocating inter 
alia for a ratchet-up mechanism 
and a firm recognition of the 1.5°C 
goal. Nevertheless, are the active 
members of the HAC as “highly 
ambitious” as their name would 
suggest? To answer this question, 
we review the intended nationally-
determined contributions (INDC) 
of nine representative members 
of the HAC: Bangladesh, Brazil, 
Colombia, the EU, The Gambia, 
the Marshall Islands, Mexico, 
Norway and the U.S. [4].

As for the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands, the question 
can be answered affirmatively. 
Its INDC is far more ambitious 
than what would be required of 
a small island developing state 
(see Table). The same applies to 
a Least Developed Country (LDC) 
such as The Gambia, which seems 
to be willing to completely skip 
the dirty phase of development. 
However, both countries have very 
low shares of global emissions 
and are highly dependent on 
international aid. In addition, it 
is not clear if The Gambia’s new 
president Barrow will continue 
the progressive climate policy 
after the turmoil characterising 
the transition of power [5].

Just as The Gambia, Bangladesh 
is a LDC faced with many 
developmental challenges and 
characterised by an extraordinarily 
high vulnerability to climate 
change [6]. Nevertheless, the 
government plans to considerably 
expand the use of coal to meet 
future energy demand. In its INDC, 
Bangladesh even seeks support 
for these projects and other 

fossil fuel infrastructure, sharply 
contrasting the pledge to strive 
for 100 percent renewable energy 
as part of the Climate Vulnerable 
Forum (CVF).

Colombia, also part of the CVF, 
has already a relatively clean 
energy electricity sector due to the 
vast utilisation of hydropower [7]. 
This characteristic is shared by its 
neighbour Brazil. Both countries 
have quite well-formulated and 
transparent INDCs and Brazil 
is one of the few developing 
countries to have a base year 
(2005) against which action can be 
assessed. However, the Brazilian 
target looks much more ambitious 
than it actually is as the base year 
was marked by particularly high 
emissions from deforestation [8]. 
Currently, deforestation rates are 
again on the rise in Brazil and a 
political and economic crisis is 
paralysing the country and its 
climate efforts [9]. In Colombia, 
deforestation is on the rise too, 
after reaching a historic peace 
agreement [10]. Additionally, 
the country – which has not yet 
ratified the Paris Agreement –, is 
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HIGH AMBITION COALITION COUNTRIES 
NEED TO WALK THE TALK!
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highly dependent on the export of 
coal and oil [11].

In a similar way, Mexico plans to 
expand hydrocarbon production 
in the Gulf of Mexico [12], 
contradicting its aspiration of 
being a leader in climate policy 
as represented by its climate 
change law. Moreover, its INDC 
represents a step backwards 
compared to the 2020 pledge, as 
the latter would have required 
much earlier peaking. In addition, 
it is not very transparent, builds 
upon the questionable inclusion 
of black carbon, and has been 
assessed to be not in line with the 
below 2°C target [8].

The latter also applies to the 
EU, indicating the tarnishing 
leadership of the Union, and to 
Norway, as it intends to fulfil its 
INDC collectively with the EU. This 
is partly due to the ineffectiveness 
of the EU Emission Trading 
Scheme – of which Norway is 
part – and the slowdown in the 
development of renewables in 
the continent. Moreover, the EU 
is in the middle of its greatest 
crisis in history after Brexit and 
vast disagreement on climate 
policy persists [13]. In contrast, 
Norway has a leading role in the 
electrification of the transport 
sector [14] and aims to become 
climate neutral by 2030 [8] despite 
its dependence on the revenues 
from oil exploration.

As for the U.S., getting a clear 
picture of what climate policy 
will look like in the Trump era is 

no easy task. The INDC drafted 
by the Obama administration 
represented a step forward 
compared to earlier contributions. 
Yet, Trump’s statements and 
the first official acts under his 
administration cast doubts on 
the fact that the targets will be 
pursued.

With the new administration in the 
U.S. it is unclear to what extent 
the HAC will continue to exist 
in its current form. At the same 
time, many of its members need 
to increase the ambition of their 
climate policy if they want to keep 
faith to the funding principles 
of the coalition they are part of. 
The INDCs of most are not in line 
with the well below 2°C target, 
let alone 1.5°C, making the need 
for more tangible efforts more 
pressing than ever.
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The year since the adoption 
of the Paris Agreement has 
shown national governments 

laggard in implementing 
programs to cut emissions in 
line with the  accord. Against this 
background, cities around the 
world are increasingly taking the 
lead in fighting climate change, 
exceeding the ambitions of their 
respective national governments. 
In 2016, 90 of the world’s 
megacities, members of C40 – a 
global network of megacity mayors 
working to fight climate change – 
reported having implemented or 
planned 10,945 climate actions 
[2]. Furthermore, C40’s latest 
study finds that mayors can deliver 
or influence just over half of the 
savings needed to put the world on 
a 1.5⁰C trajectory [2]. This shows 
that city action is indeed powerful 
and necessary, and highlights the 
ever deepening role that cities and 
subnational governments must 
play in delivering climate goals.

“Cities are on the front line of both 
the cause and effect of climate 
change,” as Somayya Ali Ibrahim, 

program manager for the Urban 
Climate Change Research Net-
work puts it [3]. They are respon-
sible for 60 to 80 percent of global 
emissions and 75 percent of nat-
ural resource consumption, and 
by 2050 will be home to two thirds 
of the human population [3]. At 
the same time, because of their 
dense networks of infrastructure 
and concentrated populations, 
they are also most vulnerable to 
the impacts of climate change, 
including heat waves, floods, and 
water shortages [4].

Nevertheless, cities are not mere-
ly highly vulnerable; they also 
hold numerous potentialities that 
can play an effective role in shift-
ing away from fossil fuels-based 
development. Cities are indeed 
better able to coordinate the ef-
forts of citizens, businesses and 
institutions, and to collaborate 
with one another [3]. Further-
more, they are not encumbered 
by lengthy legislative processes 
or entrenched politics, as national 
governments are [3]. But perhaps 
the most significant factor deter-

mining city leaders’ readiness to 
act on climate change is the fact 
that solutions to reduce emis-
sions are often “what you have 
to do anyway in a city”, according 
to Sam Adams, the former may-
or of Portland (U.S.) and director 
of the World Resources Institute 
United States [5]. Indeed actions 
to address climate change are di-
rectly related to traffic congestion, 
noise pollution, waste collection, 
and other perennial urban prob-
lems which city governments are 
charged with resolving ever more 
efficiently. According to profes-
sors Stern and Zenghelis from the 
Grantham Research Institute on 
Climate Change and the Environ-
ment at the London School of Eco-
nomics, cities taking strong action 
to reduce emissions can “simul-
taneously improve[e] resource 
efficiency, tackl[e]  waste, and re-
duc[e]  noise, congestion and pol-
lution” [4]. They further cite find-
ings by the Global Commission 
on the Economy and Climate and 
the New Climate Economy project 
that “compact, connected and co-
ordinated cities” have lower GHG 
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CITIES TAKE THE LEAD IN FIGHTING 
CLIMATE CHANGE
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emissions and are also “more 
productive, socially inclusive, re-
silient, cleaner, quieter and safer” 
[4]. 

However, as cities implement 
more pervasive and stringent 
programs, they are running into 
conflicts with national or regional 
governments, especially when the 
latter are controlled by parties op-
posed to the climate agenda. “Cit-
ies are starting to encroach past 
their boundaries on policies at a 
national level,” said Seth Schul-
tz, director of research at C40, to 
Reuters [6]. “There will be more 
and more conflicts,” he said, over 
policies to limit local air pollution 
and prepare urban areas for the 
potential impacts of natural haz-
ards [6]. 

For example, local authorities 
in Oslo want to halve the city’s 
greenhouse gas emissions with-
in 4 years by promoting “car-free 
zones”, capturing GHG emissions 
from the city’s incinerator, and 
imposing new road tolls on diesel 
cars [6]. Oslo’s efforts, and es-
pecially the diesel toll measure, 
have incurred the hostility of the 
national government, which is do-
ing everything it can to hamper the 

city’s plans [6]. Meanwhile, Sydney 
is in the midst of a dispute with 
the federal government over its 
local electricity generation initia-
tives. Last year, the city proposed 
an energy market rule change 
that would allow local businesses, 
community groups, and councils 
to sell and share the solar energy 
they generate [7]. In December of 
last year, the federal government, 
through the Australian Energy 
Market Commission, rejected the 
city’s proposal.

Nevertheless, cities are not 
daunted. Since late 2014, more 
than 2,500 cities have submitted 
to the United Nations plans to cut 
their carbon emissions [6].  More 
recently, the 2016 merger of the 
Compact and Covenant of Mayors 
into the Global Covenant of Mayors 
for Climate & Energy has  united 
more than 7,100 cities around the 
commitment to set climate tar-
gets that will eventually be more 
ambitious than those of their re-
spective national government’s 
Nationally Determined Contri-
butions (NDCs) [8]. In the United 
States, where the Trump admin-
istration is backtracking on cli-
mate commitments and has more 
recently moved to defund climate 
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research and action, 12 cities re-
affirmed their commitment to the 
Paris Agreement [9]. National 
governments’ action or inaction 
notwithstanding, cities are moving 
ahead and collaborating with each 
other to fight climate change.
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City Action compared against BAU and target trajectories. Excludes benefits of grid 
decarbonization. [2]
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HAS KING COAL ENTERED ITS TWILIGHT 
YEARS?

Generation of electricity and 
heat worldwide relies heavily 
on coal, the most carbon-

intensive fossil fuel. Except for 
the 1920s and 1990s, coal use in 
the world has been continuously 
increasing since the start of the 
Industrial Revolution [2]. With 
the rapid and energy-intensive 
economic growth in developing 
countries such as China and 
India, since the 2000s coal has 
replaced oil as the largest source 
of global CO2 emissions from fuel 
combustion (see graph). 

In the past few years this upward 
trend has stalled and now experts 
and the industrial community are 
speculating on whether the coal 
story has reached its peak. 

In 2015 global coal consumption 
decreased for the first time in this 
century and coal production saw 
the largest decline in absolute 
terms since 1971 [3]. The IEA said 
the new trajectory is consolidating 
and estimated coal demand in 
2016 to be below 2013 levels [2].

Major shifts lie behind this 
change: falling demand for coal in 
the United States (after the shale 
gas revolution), policy measures 
in China to cut coal capacity 
oversupply and diversify the 
energy mix, the phase out of coal 
use in several OECD countries 
(such as Denmark, France and the 
United Kingdom), and decreasing 
costs of generating electricity from 
renewable sources, which have 
made wind and solar competitive 
against coal and natural gas, 
according to the World Economic 
Forum [4].

The macro-trend is reflecting 
also in the deployment of coal 
infrastructure, according to the 
annual survey of the global coal 
plant pipeline conducted by the 
environmental groups Sierra Club, 
Greenpeace, and CoalSwarm. The 
study finds that “2016 marked a 
veritable turning point”, with a 
62 percent drop in new coal plant 
construction starts globally, a 48 
percent reduction in worldwide 
pre-construction activity, and an 
85 percent decline in new Chinese 

coal plant permits. The sharp 
drop is mainly due to clampdown 
on new coal plant projects by 
Chinese authorities and financial 
retrenchment by coal plant 
backers in India, the study says. 
Coal plant retirements in the 
European Union and the US (64 
gigawatts in the past two years, 
corresponding to nearly 120 large 
coal-fired units) also contributed 
to the global downsizing [5]. The 
major economies where new coal 
plants are still steadily built and 
planned are Japan, South Korea, 
Indonesia, Vietnam, and Turkey. 

The overall rollback does not 
mean coal is disappearing from 
the global energy mix. In its sector 
forecast for 2021, the IEA estimates 
coal will remain the preferred 
source of power generation, but 
its global share will decline from 
over 41 percent in 2013 to around 
36 percent in 2021 [2]. This is 
because the coal path strongly 
depends on the energy trends 
in China, which will remain the 
largest user of coal by far through 
the outlook period. According to 
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taken different approaches to 
modelling the most cost effective 
decarbonisation pathway, leading 
to different results in terms 
of scale of technologies and 
investments needed. 

However, the findings of IEA’s and 
IRENA’s analyses point to similar 
key conclusions, especially for the 
coal sector. For the IEA, meeting 
the goal of the Paris Agreement 
would require “an energy 
transition of exceptional scope, 
depth and speed”, leading to 
nearly 95 percent of electricity to 
be low-carbon by 2050. Under this 
scenario, the IEA estimates fossil 
fuel will remain an important 
part of the energy system but 
“coal use would decline most 
rapidly”. In IRENA’s results, most 
of the emissions reductions are 
achieved through a steep increase 
of renewable energy sources 
(from around 15 percent of the 
primary energy supply in 2015 to 
65 percent in 2050) and energy 
efficiency improvements. By 
2050 total fossil fuel use would 
be reduced by two-thirds with 
respect to the current level, and 
“the use of coal would decline the 
most”. 

Both IEA and IRENA point to the 
fact that the energy transition 
is challenging but possible with 
reasonable additional investments 
(0.3 percent of global GDP in 2050 
under the IEA analysis and 0.4 
according to IRENA), leading to 
benefits in terms of economic 
growth, employment and welfare 
[6]. Early action and forward-
looking strategy are crucial to 
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Coal since 1970 [3, 7]

IEA forecast, Chinese coal demand 
will decrease through 2018 with a 
slight recovery afterwards, but in 
2021 will be below 2013 levels. 

Recent energy policy shifts by 
Chinese central authorities are 
mainly driven by the will to cut air 
pollution and make the transition 
towards a cleaner and less energy 
intensive growth, in line with 
the goals set by the 13th Five-
Year Plan (13FYP). The blueprint 
includes a cap on total energy 
consumption at 5 billion tonnes 
CO2e by 2020 (equivalent to a 
15-percent reduction of energy 
use per unit of GDP), an increase 
in energy consumption from non-
fossil fuel sources to 15 percent 
and from natural gas to 10 percent 
during the 2016-2020 period, 
while the share of coal is targeted 
to fall from 64 percent in 2015 to 
58 percent.

Although coal will not be put 
out of service any time soon, the 
sector is already facing several 
challenges, such as the more 
competitive use of renewable 
energy, and the higher standards 
being implemented in several 
countries for delivering national 
climate pledges and curbing air 
pollution. 

A recent IEA/IRENA study, 
commissioned by 2017’s German 
presidency of G20, investigates 
options for an energy sector 
transition consistent with limiting 
the rise in global temperature to 
well below two degrees Celsius, 
as set out in COP21. The two 
research organizations have 

maximize benefits and reduce the 
risk of stranded assets, which - 
the IEA says - mostly lie with coal-
fired plants. 
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RISE: HOW ARE COUNTRIES PERFORMING 
ON POLICIES FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY?

The 3rd Sustainable Energy 
for All (SEforAll) Forum is 
going to take place in New 

York City, US, from April 3-5, 2017. 
The event is organized by the 
SEforAll, the UN initiative aimed 
at promoting actions toward 
universal, modern and sustainable 
energy access, and will be an 
opportunity to launch and discuss 
partnerships and ideas, as well 
as to spur investment toward 
sustainable energy and realize 
Sustainable Development Goal 7 
[2]. During the event, the results 
of the annual Global Tracking 
Framework report will be 
unveiled, providing advancements 
toward the achievement of the 
three SEforAll objectives in 
2030: universal access to energy, 
doubling both the rate of progress 
on energy efficiency, and the 
share of renewable energy in the 
global energy mix [3]. Among 
the initiatives recently emerged 
to create momentum, improve 
knowledge and promote political 
support on the issue, SEforALL 
and the World Bank launched a 
global policy scorecard called 

RISE: Regulatory Indicators 
for Sustainable Energy. RISE’s 
objective is to understand whether 
world policymakers are really 
rising to the challenge posed by 
the new global sustainable energy 
agenda and where further action 
is most needed [4]. To answer 
these questions they scored 111 
countries using 27 indicators that 
assess the existence and the quality 
of countries’ policy and regulatory 
support for each of the three 
goals of the SEforAll initiative. 
They overall found that almost 
80% of the countries analyzed 
have begun to implement some 
kind of supportive policies, 45 of 
which are already at a reasonably 
advanced stage. Predictably, 
among countries that show 
major progress are high-income 
countries, but also emerging 
economies such as Mexico, 
China, Vietnam, Chile, Malaysia, 
Thailand, Tunisia, Brazil, Egypt, 
India, Colombia, South Africa, 
Algeria and Morocco (see figure). 

 

Among the countries where 
further efforts are urgently 

needed, Sub-Saharan Africa 
emerges clearly as one of the least 
developed policy environments to 
support energy access. Despite 
some good performances in 
Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania, 
three of the countries with the 
largest energy poverty problems 
– with access rates below 20% 
and a total unserved population 
of 116 million people – countries 
of particular concern include: 
Ethiopia, Nigeria, and Sudan. 
Conversely, South Asia, with India 
and Bangladesh at the forefront, 
is emerging as a leader in the 
access agenda with an innovative 
mix of grid and off-grid solutions. 
This is not happening in around 
60% of the countries struggling to 
provide universal access to energy, 
which still have the lowest levels 
of grid-based electrification.  
Affordability per se seems not 
to be the major barrier as retail 
electricity tariffs usually are less 
than 15 cents per kilowatt-hour 
and the poorest 20% of households 
can meet basic energy needs 
spending less than 5% of the 
family’s budget in the vast majority 
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of countries. On the contrary, lack 
of capital subsidies to cover the 
high up-front costs of household 
and rural area connections is 
one the major problems along 
with the lack of performance 
standards for new connections. 
Broadly speaking, the RISE report 
highlights that an important 
problem for energy access 
expansion may be that utilities are 
not collecting enough revenue in 
order to expand the distribution 
grid and offer electricity to new 
customers. In most of countries, 
energy utilities are not able to fund 
new investments on their own and 
are not considered creditworthy. 
The challenge for policymakers 
is therefore to find solutions 
able to provide financial viability 
(e.g. establish tariffs that allows 
for full cost-recovery) without 
affecting affordability, especially 
for low-income customers 
that should not be asked to 
pay more than they can bear. 
 
As for the other two pillars of 
the SE4All and Sustainable 

RISE overall scores [4]
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Development Goal 7, the study 
found that clean energy is linked to 
countries’ income: both renewable 
sources and energy efficiency are 
often overlooked in the policy 
agenda of developing countries, 
leaving their potential unexploited. 
Some important elements of policy 
support for renewable energy 
are common across all regions 
and incomes, such as primary 
legislation for renewable energy 
and private sector ownership of 
power generation. However, the 
majority of lower middle-income 
countries lack policies supporting 
grid connection and the use of 
transmission and distribution 
networks. Even fewer are the 
interventions supporting energy 
efficiency, whose global average 
score is more than ten points 
below that for renewables. Among 
developing countries, Vietnam 
scores the highest, even though 
results are more heterogeneous 
across groups of countries. Main 
neglected areas are: sectorally-
targeted policies for large 
consumers, the public sector, and 

utilities; development of financing 
mechanisms; and adoption of 
minimum energy performance 
standards. Further regulatory 
measures are also particularly 
needed to correct the conflict of 
interest that utilities face with 
their commercial incentive to sell 
power and accrue more revenues, 
and the need to increase 
household’s energy efficiency.
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THE ADAPTATION FUND FROM KYOTO 
TO PARIS

The Adaptation Fund was es-
tablished in 2001 at COP7 
in Marrakech as a financial 

institution of the Kyoto Protocol, 
to help developing countries in 
managing the adverse impacts of 
climate change.

Fifteen years later the Adaptation 
Fund was again on the table 
of UNFCCC climate talks in 
Marrakech, this time at COP22. 
The discussions focused on 
whether the new Paris framework 
should inherit the Fund from its 
bruised and ready-for-retirement 
predecessor. At COP22 countries 
decided that the Adaptation Fund 
should serve the Paris Agreement 
but procedures and guidelines 
to make it happen are far from 
being settled. Countries and 
UNFCCC bodies (especially the 
APA, the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on the Paris Agreement) will start 
discussing the matter at the next 
intersessional climate talks in 
Bonn this May and final decisions 
are expected in 2018, together 
with the overarching rulebook to 
make the Paris deal operational.

The Adaptation Fund presents 
some key features that help 
better highlight the issues at 
stake. First, the governance. The 
majority of the 16 members of 
the Fund’s governing body (the 
Adaptation Fund Board) represent 
developing countries, with specific 
representation given to Small 
Island Developing States and 
Least Developed Country Parties 
to the Kyoto Protocol [2]. At COP22 
the Global Environment Facility 
and the World Bank were renewed 
respectively as the interim 
secretariat and the interim 
trustee until 2020 [3]. Second, the 
approach. The Adaptation Fund 
adopted a direct access model, 
a pioneering approach for that 
time which allows it to manage 
the financing in direct partnership 
with accredited institutions based 
in the developing countries 
where projects and programs are 
implemented. Apart from case-
specific difficulties, this approach 
has shown good potential 
for reducing the costs and 
complexities of accessing funds, 
better targeting local adaptation 

needs and strengthening national 
ownership and capacity building 
[4]. Later on, the direct access 
model has inspired the design of 
other climate finance institutions 
such as the Green Climate Fund, 
created by UNFCCC in 2010. 
Third, the scale. The Adaptation 
Fund finances relatively small 
projects and programmes ranging 
from less than USD1 million to 
about USD 10 million [2]. For 
comparison, more than two thirds 
of projects financed by the Green 
Climate Fund range from USD 10 
to 250 million [5]. 

Last but not least, the source of 
financing. The primary revenue 
source of the Adaptation Fund 
is a 2 percent share of proceeds 
levied from projects registered 
under Kyoto’s Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM). This peculiar 
feature is among the major 
challenges of the Fund, as the 
heavily oversupplied market of 
Certified Emission Reductions 
(CERs) has progressively shrunk 
in volume and value, with the 
price of CERs steadily floating 
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According to the 2016 Adaptation 
Finance Gap Report, developing 
countries already face an 
adaptation finance gap, with 
current adaptation costs likely 
to be at least 2 to 3 times higher 
than international public finance 
for adaptation. In the future, the 
total adaptation finance should 
be 6 to 13 times greater than 
international public finance today 
[6].

The next few years will be 
crucial for the Adaptation Fund 
to redesign its financing process 
and successfully navigate the 
transition from the Kyoto system 
to the new Paris framework. 
Several options to meet the 
Fund’s financing needs have 
been recently examined by 
the NewClimate Institute and 
Germanwatch, considering among 
others the potential revenues 
from international aviation 
emission offsets, voluntary carbon 
markets, national emission 
trading schemes or carbon taxes. 
According to the study, all the 
options can be pursued without 
substantial technical limitations, 
but the lack of political willingness 
can compromise the feasibility of 
some scenarios [7]. 

In fact the future of the Adaptation 
Fund also depends on thorny 
diplomatic balances. For instance, 
developing countries have 
strongly defended the higher 
level of autonomy in managing 
resources acknowledged through 
the Fund, as well as its possibility 
of directing finance to smaller 
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below EUR 1 per tonne since 2013 
(from EUR20/t in 2008). In the 
past years, the resulting revenue 
crunch has been partially covered 
by contributions from donor 
countries. For instance, in 2016 
the Fund achieved and surpassed 
its resource mobilization target 
of USD80 million thanks to 
contributions by Germany, 
Sweden, Belgium and Italy. By 
combining CDM revenues and 
donors contributions, the Fund 
succeeded in committing over 
USD350 million in 55 adaptation 
and resilience projects in several 
developing countries since 2010 
(see map).  

Nonetheless, uncertainties 
over how the Fund will provide 
adequate funding in the next years 
remain, as donor contributions 
are limited and unpredictable, 
while the CDM market is likely 
to stay at the current level until 
replaced by the yet-to-be-defined 
market mechanism of the Paris 
Agreement (ex. Art 6). At the 
latest meeting in Marrakech, 
the Conference of Parties to 
the Kyoto Protocol expressed 
concern about “issues related to 
the sustainability, adequacy and 
predictability of funding for the 
Adaptation Fund based on the 
current uncertainty on the prices 
of certified emission reductions” 
and highlighted a funding gap of 
USD 3 million for projects in the 
active pipeline [3].

On the other side, the need 
for adaptation and resilience 
measures is urgent and growing. 

Adaptation Fund Projects: Total Amount Approved as of March 2017 [2]

projects which often fall outside 
the working range of bigger 
climate finance institutions [8]. On 
the other side, the proliferation of 
financial bodies with similar goals 
and competing for resources may 
turn out to be counterproductive. 
At the latest meeting in Bonn in 
mid-March, the Adaptation Fund 
Board disclosed being aware of 
this potential threat, announcing 
concrete steps to enhance 
complementarity and coherence 
between the Adaptation Fund and 
Green Climate Fund [2]. Finally, 
it is still unclear how the U-turn 
of the new US administration on 
national and international climate 
policy will impact the shaping of 
the Paris framework, and of its 
relative instruments. 
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MONITORING PROGRESS OF THE SENDAI 
FRAMEWORK FOR DISASTER RISK 

For the first time in 10 years, 
the Global Platform for Di-
saster Risk Reduction - the 

most important international fo-
rum dedicated to the theme - will 
be held outside the UNISDR Ge-
neva headquarters. The Mexican 
government is ready to welcome 
the 5,000 expected participants 
in Cancun, where the 2017 edi-
tion will be hosted from May 22 to 
26 [2]. The Global Platform rep-
resents the first opportunity for 
the international community to 
meet after the adoption in 2015 of 
the Sendai Framework for Disas-
ter Risk Reduction (SFDRR) and 
to review progress towards its im-
plementation. 

One of the key issues to be dis-
cussed in Cancun is how prog-
ress towards fulfilling the global 
targets of the SFDRR will actu-
ally be measured. Taking the pe-
riod 2005-2015 as a baseline and 
looking up to 2030, the 7 targets 
aim to substantially reduce glob-
al disaster mortality (A), number 
of affected people (B); direct di-
saster economic loss in relation 

Elisa Calliari
to global gross domestic product 
(GDP) (C); and disaster damage 
to critical infrastructure and dis-
ruption of basic services (D). At 
the same time, they seek to in-
crease the number of countries 
with national and local disaster 
risk reduction strategies by 2020 
(E) and enhance international co-
operation to developing countries 
through adequate and sustainable 
support (F) [2]. 

On February 2nd the UN 
General Assembly endorsed the 
recommendations of the Open-
ended intergovernmental expert 
working group on indicators and 
terminology relating to disaster 
risk reduction (OIEWG) [4], which 
identify a set of 38 indicators 
to measure global progress 
in the implementation of the 
framework. The table offers an 
overview of the qualitative and 
quantitative indicators developed 
for targets A to F. Because 
of space reasons, compound 
indicators are presented instead 
of individual ones - when available 
- and the 8 indicators of target 

F are thematically grouped. It 
is important to note that the 
indicators were developed to 
be consistent with the work of 
Inter-Agency and Expert Group 
on Sustainable Development Goal 
Indicators, which has proposed 
using some of the Sendai 
indicators for measuring specific 
targets of SDGs 1 (End poverty in 
all its forms everywhere), 11 (Make 
cities and human settlements 
inclusive, safe, resilient and 
sustainable) and 13 (Take urgent 
action to combat climate change 
and its impacts) [5].

“The Sendai indicators are very 
important in that they provide, for 
the first time, a basic structure for 
an international system to record 
disaster losses and set minimum 
standards that can be implemented 
by any country. They move away 
from a restrictive conceptualization 
of disaster impact, considering only 
direct physical losses and damages, 
and widen the perspective so to 
include, for instance, the disruption 
of basic services like education 
and health. Moreover, States 
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are encouraged to commence or 
further enhance the collection of 
data disaggregated by income, 
sex, age and disability, which is for 
sure a novelty”, explains Dr. Zaidi, 
Rapporteur of the Working Group 
developing technical guidance for 
the indicators. 

Yet, there is still room for 
improvement, especially in terms 
of providing more clarity around 
key definitions. This is crucial for 
having consistent national data to 
aggregate and thus for monitoring 
progress against the global 
targets. At the same time, more 
guidance is needed to assist those 
countries that lack historical 
disaster loss records and for which 
retrospectively constructing the 
2005-2015 baseline might prove 
to be challenging. 

To this aim, the UNISDR launched 
from February 22nd to April 5th 
the Sendai Framework Data 
Readiness Review to allow 
countries to determine existing 
data gaps. On the basis of the 

inputs received, a global data 
readiness report will be released 
at the Global Platform along 
with further technical guidance 
concerning baseline data. A 
“global partnership for disaster-
related data for sustainable 
development” will also be 
inaugurated, allowing a variety 
of stakeholders to contribute in 
providing relevant information. 
The objective is to start reporting 
against the indicators from 
January 2018, using the online 
Sendai Framework Monitor also 
to be launched in Cancun [6]. 
Progress in implementing the 
Sendai Framework will then 
be reviewed biennially by the 
UNISDR. 

The Sendai global targets and related indicators
Target Description Indicators

A
Substantially reduce global disaster mortality by 2030, 
aiming to lower average per 100,000 global mortality 
between 2020-2030 compared with 2005-2015

A-1 (compound) Number of deaths and missing persons 
attributed to disasters, per 100,000 population.

B

Substantially reduce the number of affected people 
globally by 2030, aiming to lower the average global 
figure per 100,000 between 2020-2030 compared with 
2005-2015.

B-1 (compound) Number of directly affected people attributed to 
disasters, per 100,000 population.

C Reduce direct disaster economic loss in relation to 
global gross domestic product (GDP) by 2030.

C-1 (compound) Direct economic loss attributed to disasters in 
relation to global gross domestic product.

D

Substantially reduce disaster damage to critical 
infrastructure and disruption of basic services, among 
them health and educational facilities, including 
through developing their resilience by 2030

D-1 (compound) Damage to critical infrastructure attributed to 
disasters.
D-5 (compound) Number of disruptions to basic services 
attributed to disasters.

E
Substantially increase the number of countries with 
national and local disaster risk reduction strategies 
by 2020

E-1 Number of countries that adopt and implement national 
disaster risk reduction strategies in line with the Sendai 
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030.
E-2 Percentage of local governments that adopt and implement 
local disaster risk reduction strategies in line with national 
strategies.

F

Substantially enhance international cooperation 
to developing countries through adequate and 
sustainable support to complement their national 
actions for implementation of this framework by 2030

Total official international support for national disaster risk 
reduction actions (F-1); transfer and exchange of disaster risk 
reduction related technology (F-4); and disaster risk reduction 
capacity-building (F-6).   

Total official international support (ODA plus other official 
flows) for national disaster risk reduction actions provided by 
multilateral agencies (F-2) and (F-3) bilaterally.

Number of international, regional and bilateral programmes 
and initiatives for the transfer and exchange of science, 
technology and innovation in disaster risk reduction (F-5); for 
disaster risk reduction-related capacity building (F-7); and 
international, regional and bilateral initiatives to strengthen 
the disaster risk reduction-related statistical capacity (F-8) in 
developing countries.

http://www.unisdr.org/conferences/2017/globalplatform/en/about
http://www.unisdr.org/conferences/2017/globalplatform/en/about
http://www.unisdr.org/files/43291_sendaiframeworkfordrren.pdf
http://www.unisdr.org/files/43291_sendaiframeworkfordrren.pdf
http://www.preventionweb.net/files/50683_oiewgreportenglish.pdf
http://www.preventionweb.net/files/50683_oiewgreportenglish.pdf
http://www.preventionweb.net/files/50683_oiewgreportenglish.pdf
http://www.preventionweb.net/files/50683_oiewgreportenglish.pdf
http://undocs.org/E/CN.3/2017/2
http://undocs.org/E/CN.3/2017/2
http://undocs.org/E/CN.3/2017/2
http://www.preventionweb.net/drr-framework/sendai-framework-monitor/
http://www.preventionweb.net/drr-framework/sendai-framework-monitor/


TH
E 

CA
R

B
O

N
 M

AR
K

ET

- 16 -

CARBON MARKETS 
FEBRUARY 2017 – MARCH 2017

The EUA benchmark contract 
Dec-17 opened the month 
slightly above €5 (at €5.36) 

and moved in a narrow corridor 
(€4.90-5.40) throughout the whole 
month, among expectations on the 
Parliamentary activities. February 
was, indeed, a very busy month in 
terms of EU policy development.

In particular, the vote on February 
15th, when the European 
Parliament plenary approved 
the proposal to reform the EU’s 
emissions trading system starting 
2021, showed only an intra-day 
volatility as the deal was long 
overdue and expected by the 
market.

On the contrary, the Council of 
environmental ministers’ decision 
on February 28th, which included 
the cancellation of a larger amount 
of allowances from the Market 
Stability Reserve (MSR), led to 
a heavy price reaction on the 
following days. On March 1st, the 
benchmark contract rose over 12%, 
hitting a two-month high just below 
€6, before immediately retracing 
by more than 7% the day after [2]. 

Marinella Davide 
Overall, both Parliament and the 
Council have found a relatively 
ambitious position regarding the 
Post-2020 reform. Both intend to 
double the MSR intake rate to 24 
percent of allowances (compared 
to the 12 percent proposed by the 
European Commission). Analysts 
expect this position to have a 
chance to survive the trilogues, 
which are set to start soon. In 
addition, both agreed also that 
starting from 2024, allowances 
held in the MSR for more than 
three years, above a ceiling of 
650 million, should be cancelled, 
Reuters reports [3].

During the rest of the period the 
bearish signal was limited by 
a demand that was unusually 
higher than supply until on March 
24th, when EU carbon prices 
sank to their lowest level in two 
months after mounting supply 
pressures prompted a breach of 
a longstanding technical level.  
 
Also the Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) saw some 
progress on the policy side as, 

on February 23rd, the Executive 
Board adopted a comprehensive 
package of standards and 
procedures, aimed to considerably 
improve the use of the mechanism 
in the future [4]. In particular, after 
a difficult process which lasted 
about two years, the Board revised 
the existing CDM regulation with 
the objective of streamlining 
and simplifying them for both 
single CDM project activities and 
Programme of activities. The 
Board also decided to undertake 
two steps to further promote 
the use of the CDM for voluntary 
purposes through the cancellation 
of Certified Emission Reduction 
units (CERs): i) the online 
voluntary cancellation platform 
will be improved in terms of user-
friendliness and accessibility 
in order to reach a broader 
public; and ii) the Board chose to 
engage with the tourism industry, 
that could use the voluntary 
cancellation platform as a tool to 
help ensuring the sustainability of 
their activities. According to the 
UNFCCC, a new procedure will be 
implemented to provide, among 
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Front-year EUA and CER prices, 2017 (weekly closure) [2]

other things, a greater flexibility in 
terms of payment of accreditation 
fees.

The news did not have a major 
impact on the secondary CERs 
that continued to be traded at 
€0.28 until the end of March when 
it dropped to €0.26. 

References 
[1] Image: Rafael Matsunaga (2007), Sao 
Paulo Stock Exchange. 
[2] Carbon Pulse (2017), EU ETS section. 
[3] Reuters (2017, March 3rd), EU nations 
thrash out deal on carbon market reform. 
[4] UNFCCC (2017), UN’s Clean 
Development Mechanism Improved - Can 
Be Used to Make Tourism Sector More 
Sustainable. Press release, Feb 23.
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http://carbon-pulse.com/category/eu-ets/
http://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-eu-carbon-idUKKBN16718Q
http://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-eu-carbon-idUKKBN16718Q
http://newsroom.unfccc.int/climate-action/cdm-board-adopts-full-package-of-simplified-procedures-to-increase-efficiency/
http://newsroom.unfccc.int/climate-action/cdm-board-adopts-full-package-of-simplified-procedures-to-increase-efficiency/
http://newsroom.unfccc.int/climate-action/cdm-board-adopts-full-package-of-simplified-procedures-to-increase-efficiency/
http://newsroom.unfccc.int/climate-action/cdm-board-adopts-full-package-of-simplified-procedures-to-increase-efficiency/


The International Center for Climate Governance (ICCG) was founded in 
2009 as a joint initiative of the Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei (FEEM) and 
the Fondazione Giorgio Cini. The ICCG is now an internationally renowned 
center whose activities focus on the design of climate policy and related 
governance issues.

The ICCG’s mission is to disseminate scientifically-based, socio-economic 
research in the fields of climate change mitigation and adaptation to 
policymakers, business leaders, academics and the general public. It 
seeks to achieve this at the local, national and international levels through 
interdisciplinary activities as well as through the production of climate and 
energy policy analyses and definitions of optimal governance models for 
climate change management.

www.iccgov.org
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