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JOINT IMPLEMENTATION IN RUSSIA AND 
UKRAINE: REVIEW OF PROJECTS 
SUBMITTED TO JISC 
 
By Anna Korppoo, Fridtjof Nansen Institute1 
 
By the end of September 2007, 38 Russian and 15 Ukrainian JI projects had been 
submitted to the JISC for approval. As the countries are in competition for JI 
investors, and some of the JI project types available are similar due to the Soviet 
heritage, it is interesting to compare the two countries and offer some explanation of 
observed differences. Consequences for further market developments will also be 
addressed. 
 
This background paper reviews the Russian and Ukrainian Joint Implementation (JI) projects 
submitted to JI Supervisory Committee (JISC), especially analysing the following elements of 
the Project Design Documents (PDDs): 

• Emission reductions and project types; 
• Project participants;  
• Geographical division of projects; 
• Technologies used; and  
• Benefits available from the projects beyond the greenhouse gas reductions. 

 
The main task of this paper is to compare the Russian and Ukrainian JI project portfolios, 
provide explanations of the differences, and to establish focus areas for further research. 
 
                                                 
1 Associate Research Fellow, Fridtjof Nansen Institute, Visiting Fellow at 4CMR, University of Cambridge, 
email:anna.korppoo@fni.no, working for Climate Strategies ‘JI in CIS’ project, www.climate-strategies.org 
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Background 
 
The Marrakech Accords 
(FCCC/CP/2001/13/Add.2) established 
the two tracks of JI. Track 1 projects can 
be implemented without external 
supervision, but demand full compliance 
with the Kyoto emission targets and 
institutional requirements from both the 
seller and buyer. Track 2 projects are 
approved by the JISC, and are allowed to 
be implemented even though the buyer 
and seller have not achieved full 
compliance (for further details on the 
compliance requirements see for instance 
Korppoo et al. 2006, p.42). 
 
JISC was established in February 2006 and 
it launched the Track 2 procedure in 
October 2006. The track 2 procedure has 
been popular amongst the project 
developers as the compliance status of 
countries is under review during 2007, and 
also because JISC has established a clear  

procedure for JI projects that also 
addresses the issue of additionality. This 
adds credibility to the environmental 
standard of the projects.  
 
The PDDs analysed in this paper are 
Track 2 projects published by the JISC at 
the UN Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) website by 
the end of September 2007. These PDDs, 
except one, are waiting to be approved by 
the JISC, and therefore, some of them 
may be rejected at later stage. 
 
 
Emission reductions and project types 
 
Table 1 illustrates how the projected 
emission reductions are divided between 
project categories in Russia and Ukraine. 
First observation is that the sum of 
emission reductions expected from 
Ukraine, given the size of the Ukrainian 
economy, is quite large compared to

 
 Russia Ukraine 
Industrial energy saving & efficiency 11.06 19.02
District heating 0.91 0.82
Coal mine methane 0 16.06
Landfill gas and waste treatment 8.24 0.54
Renewable energy 0 2.95
Gas pipeline refurbishment 51.31 0
Switch to gas 8.71 0
Switch to biofuel 4.01 0
Flare gas reduction 0.87 0
Total Mt 2008-2012 85.11 39.39

Table 1 Division of the projected GHG emission reductions between the main project types 
Source: UNFCCC website 
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Graph 1 Comparison of projected emission reductions between Russia and Ukraine 
Source: UNFCCC website 
 
Russia, corresponding to 46.3% of the 
Russian total.  Second, the dominance of 
gas pipeline projects in Russia is striking 
while this project type is completely 
missing from Ukraine so far. The most 
significant category of Ukrainian projects 
are the industrial energy saving and 
efficiency projects which include resource 
savings from industrial process 
improvements. Also coal mine methane 
projects are important in Ukraine while 
none have been submitted from Russia. 
The category ‘renewable energy’ only 
includes Greenfield renewable energy 
rather than fuel switching which is 
included under category ‘switch to 

biofuel’. Graph 1 illustrates the 
comparison of the projected emission 
reductions between the countries. 
 
Graphs 2 and 3 illustrate the distribution 
of the emission reductions projected from 
each project category in each country. 
These Graphs show the dominance of 
methane reduction projects, 71% of the 
Russian (gas pipeline refurbishment, 
landfill and waste, and flaring) and 42% of 
the Ukrainian (coal mine methane, landfill 
gas). Also the small share of district 
heating projects in both countries is 
striking. 
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Emission reductions in Russia per project type
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Graph 2 Emission reductions per project type in Russia 
Source: UNFCCC website 
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Graph 3 Emission reductions per project type in Ukraine 
Source: UNFCCC website 
 
Table 2 shows that gas pipeline projects 
are not just large but also numerous in the 
Russian portfolio. Most of the fuel 
switching projects in Russia are switches 
to biofuel rather than to gas. Industrial 

energy saving / efficiency and coal mine 
methane projects dominate the Ukrainian 
portfolio both in terms of emission 
reductions and numbers. 
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 Russia Ukraine 
Industrial energy saving / efficiency 5 5 
District heating 3 1 
Landfill gas and waste treatment 5 2 
Gas pipeline refurbishment 13 0 
Switch to biofuel 6 0 
Switch to gas 4 0 
Flare gas reduction 2 0 
Renewable 0 1 
Coal mine methane 0 6 
TOTAL 38 15 

Table 2 Number of projects per project type 
Source: UNFCCC website 
 
 
Project participants 
 
The concentration of the Russian project 
activities in few hands is significant 
compared to Ukraine. In the Russian 
PDDs, 17 foreign actors were mentioned 
between the total of 38 projects, which 
means that many actors are involved in 
more than one project each. The 
replication of the gas pipeline leakage 
projects dominant in the Russian portfolio 
contributes to the small number of 
foreign actors as only a couple of foreign 
companies are involved in these projects. 
In the case of Ukraine, 15 foreign partners 
were involved in the total of 15 projects, 
reflecting much less concentration than in 
Russia.2  
 

                                                 
2 Only the official project partners whose contact 
details were provided in the section ‘contact 
information’ in the PDDs were accounted for 
even though also other actors, especially private 
sector actors, may be involved as consultants. 

Graph 4 shows the number of actors 
participating in JI projects per category in 
order to illustrate the diversity of actors 
involved.3 In Russia, the main actors 
involved include regional energy 
companies (again, due to the gas pipeline 
projects) and domestic and European 
private sector. The fact that there are a 
couple of Russian companies based 
overseas which count as foreign, 
contributes to the amount of foreign 
project participants in Russia.  

                                                 
3 Each individual actor is accounted for only 
once regardless of how many projects it is 
involved in. 
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Number of actors involved in the Russian and Ukrainian JI 
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Graph 4  The number of actors involved in JI projects per category 
Source: UNFCCC website 
 
 
In Ukraine, the domestic private sector is 
the most typical group of actors involved 
in JI projects followed by Japanese private 
sector actors as four of the total 15 
projects report Japanese participants. Also 
some European private sector actors are 
involved but in much smaller numbers 

than in Russia. International Financial 
Institutions (IFIs), namely the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD), the World Bank 
and the Nordic Environment Finance 
Corporation (NEFCO), are equally 
involved in both countries.    
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Importance of the involvement of different types of actors in JI 
projects
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Graph 5 Importance of the involvement of actors in JI projects per category 
The index for each actor group was calculated by dividing their number by the total number 
of projects. 
Source: UNFCCC website 
 
Graph 5 illustrates the importance of 
various actor groups in the Russian and 
Ukrainian JI markets as every occurrence 
of an actor was accounted for before 
creating the index by dividing the total of 
each category by the number of projects 
in order to make the countries 
comparable.4 The activity of the Ukrainian 
domestic sector has actually been more 
significant than that of Russia’s. Also 
Japanese and European private sector 
actors as well as IFIs have been active in 
Ukraine. In Russia the activity of public 

                                                 
4 Each actor is accounted for the number of 
projects it has participated in. 

energy bodies i.e. the public company 
Rosgazifikatsiya, and regional energy 
companies as well as the European private 
sector have become more obvious 
through the index.  
 
Geographical distribution of projects 
 
As shown in Graph 6, in Russia JI 
projects are mainly located on the 
European side of the Ural mountains. 
That leaves Siberia and the Far Eastern 
regions with only few projects. Moscow 
area has attracted quite a few projects, 
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Graph 6 Location of JI projects in Russia 
Source: Paula Korppoo 
 

 
 
Graph 7 Location of JI projects in 
Ukraine 
Source: Paula Korppoo 
 
however, there is no specific centralisation 
to the region. Perhaps projects are less 
likely to be additional in this region where 
more investments than average are 
available. Local expertise on JI issues may 
be a success factor in hosting JI projects 
as for instance Archangelsk region, where 
an office of the Centre for Ecological 
Investments (bought by CAMCO in 2006) 
is located, had a large number of projects.  
The replication of the gas distribution 
pipeline project contributes to the even 

division of the projects throughout the 
European part of the country. 
 
In Ukraine, majority of the JI projects are 
concentrated in the Donetsk region as 
illustrated in Graph 7. Two of the other 
five projects are located on the Crimean 
peninsula. Donetsk region is the 
traditional area of heavy industry in the 
country explaining some of this 
centralisation. 
 

Technologies under JI 

 
The most common technologies applied 
to JI projects are boiler conversions or 
replacements, pipeline refurbishments and 
landfill gas collection technologies. Table 
3 illustrates three categories of 
technologies based on the level of change 
at the project site, namely 1) change of an 
existing industrial process, 2) update of an 
existing industrial process, and 3) new 
activity, either in an existing site or a 
‘Greenfield’ project. An example of the 
first one could be the change of a cement 
manufacturing process from wet kiln to 
dry kiln technology. The second one is 
typically a refurbishment or replacement 
of a boiler, or renovation of an existing 
gas pipeline. An example of the third case 
is a wind turbine which is in most cases 
installed at an empty site, an extension of 
a gas or heat pipeline linking two existing 
sites, or the introduction of coal mine 
methane or landfill gas collection. 
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 Russia  Ukraine 

% of emissions  projects emissions  projects 
Change of industrial process 5.1 7.9 19.5 13.3 
Update of existing industrial process 80.4 68.4 30.8 26.7 
Greenfield or new activity in old site 14.5 23.7 49.6 60.0 
Table 3 Share of projects (based on emissions and number of projects) per level of change. 
 
As shown in Table 3, updating existing 
industrial processes was the dominant 
project type in Russia both in terms of 
emission reductions and the number of 
projects. Projects were more evenly 
divided between the categories in Ukraine, 
however, new activities in old site is the 
most important category, especially in 
terms of the number of projects. 
 
In Russia, only 35% of the projects report 
using foreign technology while using 
domestic suppliers is common. However, 
19% of projects do not report the origin 
of the technology some of which may be 
foreign. The importance of JI to 
technology transfer in Russia is thus 
uncertain. Only slightly over 50% of the 
Russian projects could be regarded as not 
being common practice as defined by the 
CDM Executive Board Additionality Tool 
(EB 29), and just over a quarter of the 
projects had planned to provide training 
to the local staff.  
 
In Ukraine, using foreign technology new 
to the country was common throughout 
the projects as over 70% of the projects 

involved foreign technology, and as a 
result, JI seems to contribute to 
technology transfer. All projects included 
the introduction of technology which was 
not considered as common practice. A bit 
over a third of the projects provided 
training for the locals.  
 
Replication of a project format and 
technology is common in Russia, 
especially pipeline refurbishment projects 
but also landfill gas projects are replicated. 
In Ukraine, replication has occurred in the 
case of coal mine methane projects. Also 
some bundling of projects has occurred in 
Russia in the case of small boiler 
refurbishments i.e. the investor has 
collected several small boilers to refurbish 
under the same project to generate a larger 
emission reduction. There is also one 
project in Russia which has been officially 
submitted as a small scale project as 
defined by the JISC. 
 
Benefits available 

 
There are various benefits available from 
JI projects submitted, including economic, 
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Project type Local and social benefits 
Industrial energy saving & efficiency Improved local air quality, improved working 

environment in the case of updated industrial processes, 
reduced dust emissions from industrial process, improving 
the competitiveness of the host company that can increase 
job security 

District heating Warmer houses, more reliable supply of heat over winter, 
reduction of energy costs, reduction of water 
consumption, tariff stability 

Coal mine methane Safer working conditions for the mine staff, new jobs 
Landfill gas and waste treatment Reduction of odours from landfills and water treatment 

plants, reduction of overflows from water treatment 
facilities 

Renewable energy Additional jobs, freeing land areas that have been used for 
storing wood waste 

Gas pipeline refurbishment Reduction of indoor leaks of gas, elimination of asbestos 
as a repair material 

Fuel switching Improvement of local air quality as a result of switching 
from combusting coal to another fuel, safer working 
conditions due to updates of combustion technology 

Flare gas reduction None 
 Table 4 Local and social benefits from JI projects in Russia and Ukraine 
Source: UNFCCC website 
 
social, environmental and local 
advantages. The PDDs reported various 
local and social benefits which are 
collected in Table 4. 
 
The value of ERUs projected to be 
generated by the projects to date on the 
prices of €6, €8 and €10 per tonne are 
shown in Table 5. Different option prices 
have been provided as the prices of ERUs 
agreed between the project participants is 
confidential, and as a result, no first hand 
data is available. On the selected prices, 
the revenue from the Russian projects 
would be some 510-850 Mln EUR, and 
from the Ukrainian projects some 236-394 
Mln EUR during 2008-2012. Additional 

investments and favourable loans in the 
project itself have accompanied the 
revenue from selling the ERUs to be 
generated by the project in the case of 
some JI projects. 
 
 Russia Ukraine 
€6/t CO2e 510.7 236.3 
€8/t CO2e 680.9 315.1 
€10/t CO2e 851.1 393.9 
Table 5 Revenue from the sales of 
projected ERUs on selected prices, Mln 
EUR. 
 
Environmental benefits include not only 
GHG emission reductions but also energy 
savings. The current Russian JI portfolio 
is projected to generate an energy-saving 
of some 207 PJ over the first commitment 
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period including fossil fuels saved by 
improving energy efficiency, refurbishing 
the gas pipelines, switching to local wood 
waste as well as increased electricity 
generation due to improved processes.5 
The Ukrainian PDDs did not provide 
adequate data for calculating the projected 
energy savings.  
 

Discussion: How do the Russian and 

Ukrainian JI portfolios differ? 

 

Even though the Russian current JI 
pipeline is more than double the size of 
the Ukrainian, Ukraine has attracted a 
significant amount of JI investments. The 
fact that Ukraine has attracted projects 
worth 46.3% of the emission reductions 
compared to the projects submitted from 
Russia is significant as the Ukrainian GDP 
was 13.4%, total final energy consumption 
19.9% and GHG emissions 19.2% 
compared to the Russian figures in 2004 
(IEA database). This is likely to reflect the 
importance of the Ukrainian readiness to 
approve JI projects since 2006, compared 
to the continuing institutional problems 
experienced in Russia (Korppoo and Moe 
2007). 
 
The most important initial project 
categories differ between the countries. 

                                                 
5 Some of the PDDs are unclear about the 
amount of energy saved, and as many figures 
given were approximate. In addition, all the 
figures are projections of the project scenario. As 
a result, the figures should be regarded as 
indicative only. 

The gas pipeline refurbishment projects 
absolutely dominate the Russian JI 
market. They are easily replicable, and the 
actors involved have done so on a large 
scale across many regions. The 
involvement of Rosgazifikatsiya has 
probably been an important driver to 
these projects as well as potentially lower 
transaction costs due to the replication. 
There are no similar projects in Ukraine to 
date, however, there might be a similar 
potential for replication as the Soviet gas 
distribution network was the same 
throughout the country. Coal mine 
methane is an important project category 
in Ukraine which is absent from the 
Russian JI portfolio so far. Industrial 
energy saving and efficiency is a 
significant project category for both of the 
countries.  The number of district heating 
projects is small, which could be a 
negative trend from a local development 
point of view. Methane emission 
reductions from various project categories 
vastly dominate the projects in both 
countries.  
 
The categories of technologies applied by 
the projects also differ between the 
countries as updating existing industrial 
processes dominates in Russia while 
Greenfield and new activities on old sites 
is the most important category in Ukraine. 
JI seems to have a more significant impact 
on technology transfer in Ukraine where 
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the majority of projects apply foreign 
technology than in Russia where domestic 
technologies seem to dominate. This can 
be partly explained by the fact that Russia 
is a larger economy, and therefore, has a 
more diverse domestic supply of 
technologies.  
 
In Russia there is a smaller amount of 
foreign actors involved in project 
implementation per project than in 
Ukraine. The Japanese interest in 
Ukrainian projects is much stronger than 
in Russian projects. The Japanese 
government has chosen Ukraine as an 
official target country for Japanese JI 
investments (Yamagata 2005), and the 
large corporations tend to go along with 
the government support, especially in 
markets which they are less familiar with. 
The lack of, first, Russian ratification of 
the Kyoto Protocol, and more recently, JI 
approval procedures, has definitely had a 
significant influence on the Japanese 
policy. The institutional problems were 
regarded as the main problems by 
Japanese stakeholders when it comes to JI 
projects in Russia (Korppoo & Ikeda 
2006, p.131). As a result, it seems that 
Russia has missed most Japanese 
investments which would have been 
available as demonstrated by the 
Ukrainian example.  
 
There are significant benefits in sight 

already from these portfolios which may 
still grow, including revenue flows, energy 
saving, local environmental and social 
benefits. The geographical distribution of 
projects differs between the countries. In 
Russia they (and related benefits) are more 
evenly distributed than in Ukraine where 
they are very concentrated in the Donetsk 
region. The importance of the gas pipeline 
refurbishment projects is likely to 
contribute to the more even distribution 
of the projects in Russia as replicating the 
project requires spreading the activities 
over a number of regions.  
 
Conclusion 

 
The most important reasons why the 
Russian and Ukrainian JI portfolios to 
date differ from each other fairly 
significantly (especially taking into account 
the common industrial and technological 
system established under the Soviet rule) 
include the institutional differences of JI 
project approval and its impact on the 
attractiveness of the countries as JI project 
hosts. The Russian administration is yet to 
approve the first JI project and the 
difficulties with the establishment of the 
project approval system have been 
reported (see for instance Korppoo and 
Moe 2007). The Ukrainian government 
has successfully established a domestic 
institutional system and to date approved 
several JI projects (PointCarbon 16 
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August 2007), however, according to 
some project developers the project 
approval has been slow. Also the 
differences of the project potentials, the 
threshold of projects available in different 
sectors as well as national policies 
encouraging specific projects may have an 
impact.  
 
As this background paper is based on the 
UNFCCC database on submitted JI 
projects only, many questions remain 
unanswered and require further analysis. 
These questions include: 
• Are there specific reasons for the 

Japanese interest in the Ukrainian JI 
projects? 

• Is the distribution of project types in 
the portfolios going to become 
more similar over time, for instance 
will gas pipeline projects appear also 
in Ukraine and coal mine methane 
projects in Russia? 

• Why are projects geographically so 
concentrated in Ukraine? 

• Is the difference of the JI approval 
system as dramatic between the 
countries as it seems based on the 
fact that Ukraine has approved 
projects while Russia has not? Or 
are institutional problems similar to 
those common in Russia likely to be 
identified also in the Ukrainian JI 
approval system?  

• For how long are the project 

portfolios going to grow? Are they 
likely to grow in similar pace?  

• When is the window of opportunity 
going to close for the first 
commitment period of the Kyoto 
Protocol? 
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