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The role and structure of coal commissions 
- Best practices from around the world Alexandra Krumm
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Stakeholder Commissions in phase-out processes
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• Stakeholder commission as political tool to govern timely and just phase-out: Stakeholder commissions are 

increasingly being set up to discuss coal phase-out pathways (e.g. Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Germany)

 Stakeholder commission as useful political tool to govern timely and just phase-outs?

How to govern a timely and just phase-out of fossil regimes? 

Chile Germany Canada Czech Republic



The German ‘Coal Commission’, officially ‘Commission 
on Growth, Structural Change and Employment’
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Germany: Political context in 2018

• Powerful incumbent (pro coal) actors (unions, coal regions, utilities, 

municipalities)

• Economic situation turning against old and inefficient power plants, increasing 

share of renewables

• Increasing societal awareness and political pressure to achieve emission 

reduction targets and low energy prices

 Awareness that continuation of status quo very unlikely while overall

insecurity of future pathway with largely divergent interests 

 Decision to implement stakeholder commission in coalition agreement 2018 

(CDU/CSU,SPD) 

Development of coal and renewable energy share employment depicted by 
bars and share of electricity production in Germany from 1980 to 2017 

depicted by lines.

Source: Oei et al. (2020)



The German ‘Coal Commission’, officially ‘Commission 
on Growth, Structural Change and Employment’
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Overview of Coal Commission

Final recommendations agreed upon by 27 (out of 
28) members on January 25, 2019
• One person representing the Lusatian coal 

region voted against the outcome as her 
demands to guarantee the safeguarding of 
villages in Lusatia from potential destruction was 
not included in the final report.



The German ‘Coal Commission’, officially ‘Commission 
on Growth, Structural Change and Employment’
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How did the Commission achieved to breach the stalemate, 
and how were the final recommendations formed?

Collaborative Governance Framework (CGF). 
Source: Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh (2012)

• The Commission's collaborative environment 
overcame contestations by building trust and 
understanding among actors.

• Financial incentives were used to align economic 
interests with the coal phase-out, feasible due to 
Germany's economic strength.

• A broad stakeholder representation in the 
Commission facilitated balanced recommendations, 
despite some criticisms of inclusivity.

• The collaboration was driven by a unique context 
where consensus was seen as the most beneficial 
strategy, although later laws deviated from these 
initial recommendations.



Comparison of “Coal Commissions” 
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Key similarities and differences of four “Coal Commissions”

• Similar Duration: about six months (except CZR, extended due to COVID-19 and the need for more data)

• Commission Mandates: scope of mandates varied widely

• Co-chairing Approach: Common across commissions but controversial in GER  due to perceived partiality.

• Stakeholder Engagement: high-level dialogue GER, CZE, and CHL; more directly engagement of workers & citizens in CAN

• Gender & Minority Inclusion: gender balance and First Nations involvement in CAN; other commissions less than 30% 
female participation

• Compensation Plans: All commissions proposed compensations for affected workers, regions, and companies

• Implementation of Recommendations: No clear rules for legislating recommendations; CZE and GER amended the 
proposed phase-out timelines post-commission

• Post-Commission Negotiations: bilateral talks post-commission for compensation details in GER and CHL



Stakeholder Commissions in phase-out processes
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Are commissions a useful tool to govern timely and just 
phase-outs?

-

• Commissions foster social dialogue and inclusive deliberation, leading to broadly accepted policy proposals 
for just transitions and structural change.

• Commissions alone may not ensure phase-out dates align with the Paris Agreement; political leadership and 
ambitious emission targets are crucial.

• Outcomes hinge on member selection, with government-picked panels often reflecting the directing 
ministry's aims and potentially altering recommendations before becoming law.

• To enhance commission processes, measures to level out inequalities are necessary, as well as adaptive 
mechanisms for rapidly changing market and policy environments.

• Commissions may be perceived as tools for governments to outsource tough decisions and diffuse 
responsibility, but they can still aid in legitimizing phase-out decisions through increased public debate and 
support 



Stakeholder Commissions in phase-out processes
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Key recommendations for the organization of future phase-
out processes

A clear mandate to be complied with, setting ambitious targets in line with the Paris agreement. Rules 
on how to and a timeline until when recommendations are implemented as legislation should be 
planned for from the outset.

Members should also represent several stakeholders that are affected by the decisions but have been 
overlooked in the past, including younger/future generations and taxpayers as well as representatives 
of regions most affected from the climate crisis, and should include a fair gender balance as well as 
representation of minorities.

Power imbalances between members should be corrected for as much as possible and decision 
structures and institutional processes be made transparent, while providing opportunities for 
confidential deliberations.



Thank you for your attention!

Alexandra Krumm

Alexandra.krumm@uni-flensburg.de
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Germany Canada Czech Republic Chile

Time frame 06/2018 – 01/2019 04/2018 – 12/2018 07/2019 – 12/2020 06/2018 – 01/2019

Mandate

 Date and pathway for phasing out coal mining and 
power generation. 

 Providing economic and social perspectives for a JT in 
affected regions.

 Creating a broad societal consensus surrounding 
energy- and climate policy-driven structural change.

 Providing knowledge, options and recommendations on JT 
pathways for workers and communities. Coal phase-out by 
2030 was already agreed.

 Engaging with stakeholder groups.

 Mandate tailored to regional needs excluding issues of 
national relevance.

 Proposal for coal phase-out date.

 Identification of measures to transition power
supply.

 Quantification of costs and impacts of structural
change in the regions.

 Evaluation of social, economic, and environmental
effects of the phase-out and/or conversion of coal-
fired plants.

Focus  Coal phase-out pathway and JT.  JT  Coal phase-out pathway.  Coal phase-out pathway and JT.

Members

 31 members (4 chairs)

 Members from coal regions, energy sector, unions, 
environmental NGOs, industry, science, and 
administration.

 Meetings often included ~100 people with advisors and 
other participants.

 10 women, 21 men.

 11 members (2 chairs)

 Members from the labour movement, county councillor, 
public energy utility, environmentalist, sustainable 
development expert, workforce development expert.

 Focus on gender balance and First Nations involvement.

 4 women, 7 men.

 19 members (2 chairs)

 Members from key ministries and offices, unions 
and industrial associations, non-profit 
organisations, regions, the Chamber of Deputies 
and academics.

 1 woman, 18 men.

 21 members (2 chairs)

 Members from coal companies, public institutions, 
industry association, consumer associations, 
academics, NGOs, civil society associations, 
municipality, international agency, and the national 
electrical coordinator.

 ~1/3 of participants in commission sessions woman 
(average attendance 44 people).

Mode of 
operation

 Two working groups:

 structural policy & support for coal regions,

 energy and climate policy aspects.

 Important decisions made behind closed doors in 
smaller subgroups. 

 More time for fact-finding than for discussions.

 1 member not supporting agreement.

 Directly involving affected citizens and communities, with 
many community visits and town hall meetings, and (local) 
expert hearings.

 High transparency through clear mandate, rules of 
procedure and adequate facilitation.

 No final formal vote on recommendations.

 Three working groups

 set a timetable for reducing coal use in 
the context of the energy mix and climate 
protection.

 setting parameters for possible 
downsizing and legislative issues.

 identifying social and economic impacts.

 4 members not supporting agreement.

 Five studies were performed to analyse social, 
environmental, and economic aspects of a phase-
out. 

 No final formal vote on recommendations.

Main outputs

 Coal phase-out 2035-2038 and phase-out trajectory. No 
new coal power plants.

 €40 billion funding over 20 years dedicated to coal 
regions in transition.

 Compensation for utilities.

 Industry compensation in case of rising electricity 
prices.

 Social impacts to be reduced through measures 
targeting coal workers (e.g. early retirement, 
retraining).

 10 recommendations based on seven JT principles.

 Demands for financial support.

 JT plan to be implemented by ministry.

 Social impacts to be reduced through measures such as 
locally organised transition centres, pension bridging, 
comprehensive program for retraining and educating 
workers.

 Coal phase-out 2038.

 Periodic review of coal phase-out decisions at least 
every 5 years.

 Found a lack of necessary data to quantify potential 
economic and social impacts of a coal phase-out on 
the regions, households and firms, and therefore 
asks for a continuation of the commission.

 Closure of 19% of coal plants within five years, 
closure of remaining units by 2040.

 No new coal power plants without CCS.

 Recommendations for community engagement, 
labour market policies, and to create a Just 
Transition Strategy.

 Compensations for operators.

 Agreements to explore the conversion of existing 
plants to other uses.

Regional 
concentration

 Coal industry concentrated in three regions across four 
federal states. Employment concentrated in rural, 
economically disadvantaged regions. 

 In 2020 ~20,000 direct jobs.

 Coal industry concentrated in four provinces and 
employment concentrated in rural, economically 
disadvantaged regions. 

 In 2018 ~11,000 direct jobs.

 Employment partially concentrated in three rural 
and economically disadvantaged regions.

 In 2018 ~ 21,600 direct jobs.

 A small number of municipalities affected by shut 
down.

 In 2018 ~ 4,000 direct jobs.

Compensation 
payments

 Many stakeholder interests were met through financial 
support, e.g., through compensation, infrastructure 
funding, or transitional payments.

 Recommending provision of funding for infrastructure, 
regional structural support and for affected workers.

 Compensation payments for coal corporations and 
regions discussed, but no concrete amount agreed 
on yet.

 Compensation for power plant operators via a 
strategic reserve and for conversion of power 
plants. No payments to regions agreed on.

Implementation 
law

 Two laws ~1 year after, but several points changed 
compared to commission’s proposal.

 Just Transition Act still pending.  Still pending.  Two bills on coal phase-out and climate change still 
under negotiation.

Likely exit
 2030 (earlier than commission agreement; discussed by 

new national government)
 2030  2033 (discussed by government, earlier than 

commission agreement).
 Earlier than 2040.



Lola Nacke | Chalmers University

7 February 2024 | CINTRAN webinar

Accelerating ambitious and just coal phase-outs - 

Lessons from compensation policies
Lola Nacke, Jessica Jewell, Vadim Vinichenko, Avi Jakhmola, Aleh Cherp. Socio-political cost of accelerating coal phase-out. In 
review. 
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💰

“we know very well that if we don't have 
credible just transition policies […] we will 
not be able to convince our population to 
be […] part of the transition. We have to 
mobilise funds…we have to mobilise 
ideas”  
(Timmermans 2021)
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domestic or international sources 
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• We systematically study all 
countries that phase out coal: 

• Do they pay compensation from 
domestic or international sources 
(EU or JETP)?

• How much is paid? Who benefits 
from compensation?

• Do they phase out coal faster?
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Do countries with compensation have more ambitious coal phase-out?

Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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Nr of countries 
(without coal mining)

Coal capacity  
GWe

Avoided 
emissions  
Gt CO2

Phase-out & 
compensation 23 (3) 258

5.8 
(4.7-7.7)

Phase-out, no 
compensation 20 (11) 51 0.7

India 243
26 

(21-30)

China 1,053
60 

(42-69)
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Do countries with compensation have more ambitious coal phase-out?

Source: Nacke et al (preprint)

http://www.polet.network


2024-02-07www.polet.network

Nr of countries 
(without coal mining)

Coal capacity  
GWe

Avoided 
emissions  
Gt CO2

Phase-out & 
compensation 23 (3) 258

5.8 
(4.7-7.7)

Phase-out, no 
compensation 20 (11) 51 0.7

India 243
26 

(21-30)

China 1,053
60 

(42-69)

Greece
Canada

Netherlands

Poland

Czechia

Italy

Indonesia

South Korea
Vietnam

Germany

Ukraine

Chile

UKKazakhstan

PhilippinesIsrael

0

500

1000

1500

0 10 20 30 40
Coal capacity (GW)

Av
oi

de
d 

em
is

si
on

s
   

  (
M

t C
O

2)

Compensation
0
10

50

Compensation
No
Yes
Yes (not quantifiable)

Five countries with most
ambitious coal phase-out
and largest fleets

6

Do countries with compensation have more ambitious coal phase-out?

Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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Avoided emissions: 
• Reference scenario: coal power plants operate until end of 

expected* lifetime 
• Coal phase-out policy: coal power plants operate until coal 

phase-out date 

• High avoided emissions = Phase-out policy is more 
ambitious 

*National average historical lifetime and standard deviation 
(Jewell et al 2019; Vinichenko et al 2023)
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Does compensation enable faster, more ambitious phase-out?

Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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How much does it cost to phase-out coal?
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Who benefits from coal phase-out compensation?

Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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Who benefits from coal phase-out compensation?

Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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Who benefits from the EU JTF?

Source: https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/funds/jtf/21-27
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Who benefits from the EU JTF?
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What can we learn from compensation policies for coal phase-out?

16Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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1. Countries with financial compensation tend to have more ambitious coal phase-outs
2. The cost for coal phase-out per ton of avoided emissions is comparable to the cost 

of emitting one ton of carbon under the EU ETS
3. Most compensation is received by countries and regions heavily dependent on coal

• Further questions:  
• Will this funding be effective? How will it be used, and how will regions and countries 

that receive it fare in the long term? 
• Will there be more compensation to other major coal consumers in the Global South 

- and how much will this cost?

16Source: Nacke et al (preprint)
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