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Research Summary

1.1 Introduction

As countries negotiate the post-2020 climate agreement, due in December 2015, there is
growing attention to the thousands of actions that individual countries, cities, regions, private
companies, and civil society groups are taking now to mitigate and adapt to climate change.
On April 16-17 2015, the workshop “Understanding and communicating the groundswell of
climate actions” convened over 70 analysts and communication professionals at the Natural
Resources Defense Council Headquarters in New York City to tackle two main issues sur-
rounding the groundswell of climate actions: 1) how can we understand and evaluate this
groundswell of actions, and 2) how can we build a positive and pragmatic narrative around it?

To facilitate discussion around the analysis of the climate groundswell, a pre-workshop
session was held on April 16 where participants could update each other on their current and
future research. During this session, participants from a number of different sectors presented
two-page overviews of their work focusing on analysis techniques, data sources and gaps, and
initial or expected findings. This document provides a summary of the research presented as
well as copies of the research overviews.

The discussion was divided into five main categories: cities and other sub-national actors,
analysts, commitment platforms, academics, and other projects. The research summary of
each of these categories are presented in turn, followed by the relevant two-page overviews
provided by workshop participants.

1.2 Cities and other sub-national actors

The cities session began with a powerpoint presentation from Felipe Bittencourt of Way-
Carbon, who is working with the Brazilian city of Belo Horizonte to promote sustainable
development and provide data on greenhouse gas emissions. He outlined the challenges as-
sociated with providing city-level GHG data, which included aggregating a diverse array of
sources and sectors across multiple levels of government and accounting for gaps from sec-
tors where data collection is difficult (e.g. land-use). He also highlighted the challenges to
reducing GHG emissions in a city whose prosperity is growing. Belo Horizonte is exploring a
number of solutions including solar panel development, more efficient public transportation
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systems, biogas production, and tree-planting, and they are sharing these examples and best
practices with the 27 state capitals of Brazil.

Further work in South American cities is being undertaken with the Cities Footprint
Project, which is promoting the transition to low-carbon, climate resilient development in
La Paz (Bolivia), Quito (Ecuador), and Lima (Peru). The project highlights the importance
of cities taking action, as their large populations and economies have the ability to influence
other cities as well as provide examples to national governments of what actions are possible.
The Regions of Climate Action (R20) organization was unable to attend the workshop but
provided a summary of the initiatives and activities they are organizing in advance of COP21,
which include the Compact of States and Regions, R20 Women Leaders for Climate Action
Initiative, World Summit on Climate & Territories, among others outlined in their overview
on Page 9.

Finally, the joint project between the Cambridge Institute for Sustainability Leadership and
Ecofys, which tracks private sector climate initiatives, highlighted the successes and lessons
learned from their analysis of five private sector case studies.

1.3 Analysts

In the Analyst section, we heard from World Resources Institute, New Climate Economy,
Climate Works, Ecofys-UNEP, NewClimate Institute, and Germanwatch. World Resources
Institute presented their CAIT Platform for policy-relevant climate data, which focuses pri-
marily on country-level greenhouse gas emissions. They have been working on transforming
the database into a free, open-source visualization tool for comprehensive and comparable
climate and emissions data. They are looking to expand the tool to include company-level
emissions with the aim of performing a science-based assessment of whether countries’ and
businesses’ targets are in line with the two degree limit.

The New Climate Economy presented an overview of their upcoming report in June 2015.
The report will demonstrate how international collaboration among governments, businesses,
cities and civil society can drive both stronger economic growth and more ambitious climate
mitigation. Climate Works Foundation provided an overview of the Carbon Transparency
Initiative (CTI), a project that seeks to create a transparent, granular, and consistent reference
scenario to monitor trends in emissions. The CTI is based on fundamental analysis of a small
number of underlying drivers that shape emissions trends. They collaborate with a consortium
of partners to produce a list of driver metrics at the sector level for each country and highlight
the importance of having other metrics in addition to emissions for measuring success.

Ecofys and the UN Environment Programme are implementing a project to quantify the
emission reduction impact of non-state climate actions. Their aim is to enable discussion
around the important role of the groundswell of climate actions in bridging the emissions
gap through strengthening and raising the ambition of national governments. The results
will be published in June at the Bonn meeting, and further details are provided in the project
overview on Page 23. NewClimate Institute have also been focusing on quantifying the efficacy
of non-state climate actions and their relationship with national government pledges. They
are currently focusing on quantifying the potential contributions of International Cooperative
Initiatives to mitigation of GHG emissions in Germany.

Lutz Weischer from Germanwatch presented an overview of his research, which focuses on
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the qualitative assessment and categorization of climate initiatives, the potential for transfor-
mational collaboration on renewable energy, and linking climate initiatives and the UNFCCC.

1.4 Commitment Platforms

There is currently a vast amount of work going on in the area of commitment platforms. The
session included a mix of groups introducing new commitment platforms and groups evalu-
ating the effectiveness of existing platforms. The German Development Institute introduced
their platform called the Global Aggregator for Climate Action (GAFCA), which aggregates
data on climate actions by non-state actors. GAFCA gathers data on actors, organizational
characteristics and target settings, geography of implementation, and functions and outputs,
with the aim of tracking climate initiatives to evaluate whether they have fulfilled their targets.

Via video-conference, Laura Carr introduced a new platform developed by the sub-national
governments of California and Baden-Wurtemberg. They have designed a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) on subnational global leadership that brings together subnational
governments willing to commit to reducing emissions by 80 – 95%, or to 2 metric tonnes per
capita, by 2050. The signing ceremony is planned for 19 May 2015, and they are recruiting
members throughout the year.

The Natural Resources Defense Council summarized two of their research projects that
look at evaluating the robustness of climate initiatives and their accountability mechanisms.
To enable the cross-comparison of initiatives, NRDC developed a “SMARTS” (Specific, Mea-
surable, Ambitious, Resource-based, Time-bound and Scaled-up/New) criteria. They found
that while most initiatives met the first three criteria, only half were time-bound and one-
third had monitoring and evaluation frameworks in place. They conducted further research
on accountability mechanisms and provided recommendations for improving accountability.
Overviews of both project can be found on Pages 30-33.

In a class taught by Jacob Scherr, graduate students at American University School of
International Service performed a number of case studies for the NRDC evaluating a range
of commitment platforms for climate action in areas of energy, cities, forests, oceans, and
U.S. climate cooperation with developing countries. These reviewed platforms included the
Sustainable Energy for All Initiative, the Tropical Forest Alliance 2020, the Compact for
Mayors, and Our Oceans Conference. The studies assessed the organization, prospects, and
challenges for each of the platforms and provided recommendations for improvements and
best practices.

1.5 Academics

There is a diverse array of academic research being conducted on sub-national climate ini-
tiatives, ranging from improving data collection, developing new performance indicators, and
modeling emission trajectories. Thomas Hale from the Blavatnik School of Government at
Oxford University presented an overview of his research on the temporal and geographical
evolution of transnational climate initiatives. He highlighted the gaps in current research and
called for an expanded database with time series and survey data from states, cities, and
companies. This database would enable us to determine why non-state actors take action,
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how domestic politics condition non-state action, and what is the aggregate impact of these
non-state actions.

Yale presented their work on climate and energy indicators in the Environmental Perfor-
mance Index. The EPI takes a new approach to climate and energy indicators, moving away
from emissions-based indicators to those that take into account the development and eco-
nomic needs of each country and region. Further details on how the indicators are calculated
and how they compare to each other are provided on Pages 49-54.

Neil Tangri from Stanford presented his research on empirical measures for climate change
mitigation. He emphasized that the key to analyzing countries’ mitigation effort is accurately
defining a baseline “business-as-usual” trajectory for emissions. His research overview provides
a summary of current efforts and their limitations in this area, and his proposal for improvement
upon these methods.

1.6 Other Projects

In addition to the projects presented above, there were a number of other projects relating
to Paris and the groundswell, agriculture initiatives, and multi-stakeholder networks. The
Peruvian Presidency, the French Presidency, the UNFCCC Secretariat, and the UN Secretary
General co-authored the Lima-Paris Action Agenda, which emphasized the need for collabora-
tion between state and non-state actors in the lead up to Paris. As a result of the Lima “Call
to Action”, the ISO Committee for Climate Change is developing a new meta-standard to be
used by governments, industry associations, and sub-nationals as a framework for reporting
and measuring climate action. The aim of the framework will be to deliver comparability and
transparency among initiatives.

Jacob Scherr presented his paper entitled “A New Architecture for Climate Action at
Paris”. He reiterated the Action Agenda’s message stating that dealing with climate change
depends not only on a top-down vision and legal framework, but also bottom-up engagement
of citizens, leaders at every level, and structures to drive and support commitments to action.

Christine Negra discussed the role of agriculture and land use, reporting that they are a
large portion of the GHG emissions profile in many countries, and therefore hold significant
potential for emissions reduction. She noted that reducing emissions from agriculture and
land-use comes with a host of co-benefits for water supply, the economy, community welfare
etc. While these co-benefits are appealing, they are difficult to measure. She highlighted two
projects working in this sector: the Climate Bonds Initiative and the International Year of
Pulses, whose summaries can be found on Pages 63-71.

The final paper introduced the Global Solution Networks program, which aims to under-
stand the emergence and impact of multi-stakeholder networks in solving global problems.
They have analyzed hundreds of cases and have converted their research into digests, info-
graphics, and mindmaps. More information on how to access their results is provided on Page
72.
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Two-Page Overviews

The Project Overviews are included on the subsequent pages in the following order:

Cities and other sub-national actors
Cities Footprint Project
R20 Regions of Climate Action
Cambridge Institute for Sustainability Leadership and Ecofys

Analysts
World Resources Institute
New Climate Economy
Climate Works
Ecofys-UNEP
NewClimate Institute
Germanwatch

Commitment Platforms
Global Aggregator for Climate Action
Under 2 MOU
NRDC - SMARTS Analysis of Climate Commitments
NRDC - Accountability of Climate Commitments
American University - Global Climate Change Initiative
American University - Action on Oceans
American University - Sustainable Energy for All
American University - Tropical Forest Alliance
American University - Cities on the Frontline

Academics’
Thomas Hale - Blavatnik School of Government
Yale - Environmental Performance Index
Yale - Key Energy Indices
Neil Tangri - Standford

Other Projects
Lima-Paris Action Agenda
GHG Management Institute - ISO Link with INDC Reporting
Jacob Scherr - Climate Action at Paris
Christine Negra - Climate Bond Standard
Christine Negra - International Year of Pulses
Global Solution Networks
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Cities	  Footprint	  Project	  
	  
Carbon	  and	  Water	  Footprints	  in	  three	  Andean	  cities:	  La	  Paz,	  Quito	  and	  Lima	  	  
	  
The	   Cities	   Footprint	   Project	   (www.citiesfootprint.com),	   financed	   by	   CAF-‐Latin	   American	  
Development	   Bank	   and	   British	   cooperation	   CDKN-‐Climate	   and	   Development	   Knowledge	  
Network,	   is	   implemented	  by	  Bolivian	  consultancy	  Servicios	  Ambientales	  during	  2012-‐2015,	   in	  
the	  cities	  of	   La	  Paz	   (Bolivia),	  Quito	   (Ecuador)	  and	  Lima	   (Peru).	  We	  promote	   the	   transition	   to	  
low-‐carbon,	   climate-‐resilient	   development	   in	   these	   cities,	   by	   using	   the	   Carbon	   and	   Water	  
Footprints	  as	  urban	  management	  tools.	  	  
	  

	  
	  
The	  project	  has	  3	  important	  milestones:	  
	  

1. Carbon	  and	  Water	  Footprint	  assessments	  at	  the	  local	  government	  (organizational)	  and	  
the	   city	   (territorial)	   level,	   using	   internationally-‐recognized	   methodologies	   (ISO,	   GPC,	  
WF	  Assessment	  Manual)	  

2. City	   Action	   Plans	   to	   reduce	   Carbon	   and	  Water	   Footprints.	   Using	   scenario	  modeling,	  
these	   are	   sector-‐based	   project	   portfolios	   with	   cost-‐effectiveness	   analyses,	  
identification	  of	  funding	  sources,	  tech	  suppliers,	   institutional	  arrangements,	  etc.,	  that	  
seek	  to	  assist	  municipal	  governments	  setting	  carbon	  and	  water-‐related	  targets	  for	  the	  
long-‐term,	   and	   inform	  decision	  making	   for	   public	   policy	   and	   project/program	  design	  
and	  implementation.	  

3. Road	  Maps	   for	   the	   implementation	  of	  prioritized,	   strategic	  projects,	   such	  as	  efficient	  
street	   lighting,	  wastewater	   treatment	   plants,	   of	  Water	   Footprint	   offset	  mechanisms,	  
among	   many.	   These	   include	   more	   detailed	   cost-‐benefit	   analyses,	   identification	   and	  
articulation	  of	  key	  stakeholders,	  analysis	  of	  risks,	  barriers	  and	  enabling	  conditions.	  	  

	  
Pilot	   projects	   demonstrating	   the	   potential	   of	   carbon	   and	   water	   management	   are	   under	  
implementation	   in	   the	   three	   cities,	   as	   well	   as	   communication	   activities	   for	   engaging	   public,	  
private	  and	  civil	  society	  actors.	  	  
	  



	  

A	  second	  phase	  of	  the	  project,	  to	  start	  in	  2015,	  will	  include	  at	  least	  
four	  more	  cities	  of	  the	  LAC	  region:	  
	  

• Arequipa	  (Peru)	  
• Fortaleza	  (Brazil)	  
• Guayaquil	  (Ecuador)	  
• Santa	  Cruz	  (Bolivia)	  

	  
As	  a	  result	  of	  project	  implementation,	  not	  only	  have	  these	  cities	  assessed	  their	  baselines	  and	  
are	  aware	  of	  plausible	  future	  scenarios,	  and	  thus	  have	  relevant	  data	  for	  decision	  making,	  but	  
have	   actually	   reinforced	   their	   efforts	   towards	   climate	   compatible	   development,	   and	   shifted	  
their	   climate	   change	   and	   development	   agendas	   and	   discourses,	   with	   Mayors	   publicly	  
committing	   to	   reduce	   footprints	   or	   recognizing	   companies	   that	   do.	   Additionally,	   they	   have	  
become	  or	   are	   in	   the	  way	  of	   becoming,	   integrated	   to	   international	   initiatives	   and	  networks,	  
such	  as	  the	  Compact	  of	  Mayors,	  the	  CDP	  and	  carbonn	  reporting	  platforms,	  C40	  and	  others.	  	  
	  
For	  more	  information	  about	  the	  Cities	  Footprint	  Project,	  please	  contact:	  
	  
Miguel	  Rodríguez	  
Project	  M&E	  
Servicios	  Ambientales	  S.A.	  
miguel@sasa-‐bolivia.com	  
+591	  2775453	  
Los	  Tajibos	  No.	  30,	  Alto	  Auquisamaña	  
La	  Paz,	  Bolivia	  
	  
Or	  visit:	  
www.citiesfootprint.com	  
www.huelladeciudades.com	  	  
www.sasa-‐bolivia.com	  	  
	  	  



	  
The	  R20	  Regions	  of	  Climate	  Action	  (R20)	  

Activities/Initiatives	  Underway	  in	  Advance	  of	  COP21	  
Contact:	  Kristina	  Haddad;	  kristina@sgadvisors.org	  

	  
Background	  of	  R20	  	  
The	  R20	  is	  a	  non-‐profit	  organization	  founded	  in	  2010	  by	  California	  Governor	  Arnold	  Schwarzenegger	  and	  
several	  other	   leaders	  of	   sub-‐national	  or	   regional	  governments	   in	  collaboration	  with	   the	  United	  Nations.	  
The	  purpose	  of	  R20	  is	  to	  facilitate	  climate	  change	  solutions	  by	  helping	  our	  member	  regions	  to	  implement	  
low	  carbon	  economic	  development	  projects	  in	  sectors	  such	  as	  energy	  efficiency	  retrofits,	  waste	  reduction,	  
and	   renewable	   energy	   deployment.	   We	   do	   this	   by	   working	   in	   three	   primary	   aspects	   of	   development:	  
policy,	  technology,	  and	  finance.	  www.regions20.org	  
	  
Compact	  of	  States	  and	  Regions	  	  
The	  Compact	  of	  States	  and	  Regions	  represents	  a	  commitment	  by	  global	  state	  and	  regional	  government	  
networks,	  including	  nrg4SD,	  R20	  and	  The	  Climate	  Group,	  and	  CDP,	  to	  provide	  an	  annual	  assessment	  of	  the	  
commitments	  (i.e.	  GHG	  reduction	  targets)	  and	  progress	  towards	  those	  commitments	  (i.e.	  GHG	  inventory	  
data)	  made	  by	  state	  and	  regional	  governments	  around	  the	  world	  to	  support	  international	  climate	  
governance	  processes.	  	  The	  assessment	  will	  include	  two	  components	  that	  partners	  believe	  will	  provide	  
increased	  clarity	  on	  the	  current	  contributions	  being	  made	  by	  global	  state	  and	  regional	  governments:	  	  

• A	  single	  account	  of	  GHG	  reduction	  targets	  made	  by	  participating	  state	  and	  regional	  governments,	  
and	  	  	  

• Greenhouse	  gas	  (GHG)	  emissions	  data	  for	  all	  participating	  governments,	  reported	  annually	  to	  the	  
Compact	  in	  order	  to	  assess	  progress	  towards	  stated	  targets,	  and	  standardized	  in	  order	  to	  enable	  
comparability	  across	  regions.	  	  	  

While	  the	  Compact	  will	  collect	  a	  standard	  set	  of	  GHG	  data,	  it	  will	  not	  endeavor	  to	  create	  a	  common	  
methodology	  for	  collecting	  and	  reporting	  this	  data,	  instead	  recognizing	  the	  various	  methodologies	  
currently	  being	  used	  by	  participating	  governments	  around	  the	  world.	  	  

Sub	  National	  Action	  Scaled	  Up	  for	  COP	  White	  Paper	  in	  Collaboration	  with	  Yale	  University	  and	  the	  
Stanley	  Foundation	  
White	  paper	  that	  provides	  examples	  of	  a	  state/region/city	  has	  taken	  measures	  on	  cutting	  GHG	  emissions	  
that	  when	  scaled	  up	  nationally	  could	  mean	  significant	  positive	  results.	  	  The	  goal	  is	  to	  show	  that	  by	  Country	  
“X”	  doing	  what	  their	  state/region/city	  has	  done	  that	  country	  could	  easily	  achieve	  its	  fair	  share	  of	  a	  Kyoto-‐
Style	  pledge	  that	  actually	  solves	  the	  “no	  more	  than	  2	  degree	  global	  temperature	  rise”	  UNFCCC	  goal.	  	  

Ideally	  the	  paper	  will	  highlight	  a	  state/region/city	  in	  China,	  India,	  Brazil,	  South	  Africa,	  Russia	  and	  the	  U.S.	  
(5	  to	  10	  examples	  from	  all	  over	  the	  world,	  especially	  in	  the	  most-‐polluting	  countries).	  Other	  examples	  can	  
be	  included	  if	  they	  illustrate	  the	  point.	  	  The	  paper	  should	  clearly	  show	  that	  when	  these	  actions	  roll	  up	  
nationally	  they	  are	  significant	  and	  are	  already	  in	  place	  all	  over	  the	  world.	  	  The	  goal	  is	  to	  leverage	  the	  
findings	  of	  the	  white	  paper	  in	  advance	  of	  the	  COP	  to	  show	  that	  much	  work	  is	  already	  being	  done	  at	  the	  
subnational	  level	  so	  national	  governments	  are	  well	  poised	  to	  make	  stronger	  commitments.	  	  
	  
The	  COP21	  Climate	  Finance	  Advisory	  Committee	  
Under	  a	  mandate	  from	  French	  President	  Hollande	  (as	  chair	  of	  COP21)	  the	  COP21	  Climate	  Finance	  
Advisory	  Committee	  (CFAC)	  (led	  by	  the	  R20)	  is	  working	  to	  identify	  climate	  finance	  gaps	  by:	  

� Creating	  a	  comprehensive	  database	  of	  existing	  public	  and	  private	  climate	  finance	  efforts;	  
� Evaluating	  national	  GHG-‐reduction	  goals	  and	  related	  development	  projects	  (and	  attendant	  

finance)	  needed	  to	  achieve	  such	  goals;	  
� Establish	  a	  mechanism	  to	  identify	  and	  align	  (and	  match/leverage)	  donors	  &	  investors	  from	  all	  



	  
sources	  on	  realistic	  timelines	  for	  capital	  infusions	  equal	  to	  those	  national	  aspirations;	  and	  
highlight	  finance	  gaps.	  

	  
The	  CFAC	  will	  work	  to	  the	  identified	  gaps	  with:	  	  

� “Best/Fastest	  Available”	  approach	  to	  design	  new	  Funds	  &	  project	  development	  mechanisms,	  
working	  with	  innovative	  “developers”	  and	  de-‐risking	  mechanisms;	  

� Opening	  existing	  green	  funds	  to	  regional	  governments;	  
� Information	  sharing	  by	  co-‐hosting	  conferences,	  work	  groups,	  events:	  
� January	  2015	  kickoff	  meeting	  of	  the	  CFAC;	  	  
� September	  2015	  report-‐out	  and	  new	  product	  announcements	  with	  UNFCCC.	  

	  
R20	  Women	  Leaders	  for	  Climate	  Action	  Initiative	  
The	  initiative	  will	  highlight	  the	  role	  of	  women	  in	  the	  three	  sectors	  that	  are	  being	  positively	  disrupted	  by	  
the	  transition	  to	  the	  green	  economy:	  policy-‐making,	  technology	  and	  finance	  in	  the	  run	  up	  to	  COP21	  and	  
beyond.	  With	  increasing	  recognition	  that	  women	  are	  key	  to	  tackling	  climate	  change,	  the	  Women	  Leaders	  
initiative	  seeks	  to	  both	  inspire	  and	  support	  actions	  led	  by	  women	  from	  across	  the	  globe	  on	  climate	  and	  
the	  green	  economy.	  Leading	  women	  from	  all	  sectors	  of	  the	  economy	  will	  be	  involved	  in	  crafting	  a	  
roadmap	  for	  climate	  action	  for	  COP21.	  
A	  number	  of	  concrete	  initiatives	  driven	  by	  women	  (demonstration	  projects),	  will	  be	  showcased	  at	  the	  
climate	  conference	  in	  Paris.	  Thematic	  areas	  will	  include:	  	  

• Women	  and	  innovation	  in	  the	  green	  economy;	  	  	  
• Women	  and	  energy,	  and/or	  water	  and	  food	  security;	  	  	  
• Women	  taking	  action	  against	  food	  waste;	  and	  	  	  
• Women	  in	  social	  responsibility,	  sustainability	  education.	  	  	  

	  
Women’s	  Tribune	  –	  Casablanca,	  Morocco	  –	  May	  29th-‐30th,	  2015	  
This	  event	  will	  bring	  together	  prominent	  and	  trailblazing	  figures	  involved	  in	  the	  promotion	  of	  the	  role	  of	  
women	  in	  fighting	  climate	  change.	  These	  are	  persons	  who	  have	  each	  contributed	  to	  the	  combatting	  this	  
pervasive	  issue.	  The	  Tribune	  will	  also	  recognize	  the	  increasingly	  active	  and	  impactful	  roles	  and	  actions	  
women	  have	  achieved	  in	  countering	  global	  climate	  change.	  Past	  themes	  for	  the	  gatherings	  have	  included	  
women’s	  leading	  innovations	  in	  the	  green	  economy,	  societal	  sustainable	  development,	  and	  the	  guarantee	  
of	  the	  basic	  rights	  of	  human	  beings	  such	  as	  water	  and	  food.	  The	  organizations	  involved	  in	  bringing	  this	  
conference	  together	  are	  R20	  along	  with	  ICLEI,	  M6	  Foundation,	  ORU-‐FROGAR,	  FMDV,	  and	  the	  Mexico	  City	  
Pact.	  	  
	  
Mediterranean	  Civil	  Society	  Forum	  –	  Marseille,	  France	  –	  June	  4th-‐5th,	  2015	  
As	  part	  of	  the	  many	  steps	  in	  preparing	  for	  the	  annual	  COP21	  for	  the	  year	  2015,	  the	  French	  President,	  
Francois	  Hollande	  has	  given	  his	  support	  to	  this	  conference	  that	  will	  be	  held	  in	  Provence-‐Alpes	  Cote	  d’Azur	  
Region.	  It	  will	  involve	  hosting	  a	  meeting	  of	  Mediterranean	  stakeholders	  to	  highlight	  the	  need	  for	  a	  joint	  
commitment	  from	  them	  in	  order	  to	  adapt	  to	  and	  combat	  climate	  change.	  In	  addition,	  there	  will	  be	  
activities	  that	  will	  showcase	  the	  contribution	  of	  governments,	  local	  authorities,	  associations,	  enterprises,	  
and	  networks	  that	  are	  serving	  as	  catalysts	  for	  sustainable	  development.	  The	  Mediterranean	  will	  be	  a	  focal	  
point	  as	  a	  region	  that	  experiences	  a	  rise	  in	  average	  annual	  temperatures	  of	  2.2	  to	  5.1	  °C.	  Such	  a	  change	  
will	  greatly	  impact	  the	  biodiversity	  of	  aquatic	  life	  in	  the	  Mediterranean	  Sea	  for	  generations	  to	  come.	  
These	  changes	  will	  affect	  large,	  essential	  sectors	  of	  the	  regional	  economy	  such	  as	  farming,	  tourism,	  and	  
energy	  production.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  even	  more	  of	  a	  vital	  effort	  for	  places	  such	  as	  the	  Cote	  d’Azur	  Region	  to	  
increase	  cooperation	  and	  awareness	  on	  this	  issue.	  Conference	  participants	  are	  expected	  to	  range	  to	  
include	  local	  authorities,	  representatives	  from	  governments	  and	  decentralized	  State	  bodies,	  figures	  from	  
the	  business	  community,	  leaders	  in	  research,	  prominent	  teaching	  figures,	  and	  NGOs.	  	  
	  
World	  Summit	  on	  Climate	  &	  Territories	  –	  Lyon,	  France	  –	  July	  1st-‐2nd,	  2015	  



	  
In	  preparation	  for	  the	  climate	  conference	  later	  this	  year	  in	  Paris,	  the	  Rhône-‐Alpes	  Region	  will	  host	  a	  World	  
Summit	  on	  Climate	  and	  Territories	  in	  Lyon.	  This	  is	  done	  with	  the	  support	  numerous	  subnational	  
governments’	  and	  with	  others	  in	  the	  international	  community.	  French	  President	  Francois	  Hollande	  will	  be	  
participating	  in	  the	  official	  events	  held	  by	  the	  United	  Nations	  Framework	  Convention	  on	  Climate	  Change	  
(UNFCCC)	  French	  Presidency.	  This	  event	  will	  seek	  to	  further	  progress	  and	  expand	  the	  cooperation	  
between	  non-‐state	  actors,	  subnational	  governments,	  and	  local	  authorities.	  In	  addition	  to	  speeches	  from	  
prominent	  figures,	  there	  will	  be	  workshops	  led	  by	  at	  least	  one	  international	  network	  of	  local	  authorities	  
and	  another	  from	  a	  non-‐state	  actor.	  The	  planned	  workshops	  include:	  

• Forest	  
• Mobility	  and	  transportation	  
• Education	  and	  awareness	  raising	  
• Energy	  generation,	  distribution,	  and	  consumption	  
• Low-‐carbon	  economy	  and	  jobs	  
• Agriculture	  
• Decentralized	  cooperation	  and	  territorial	  partnerships	  
• Financing	  
• Adaption	  
• Territorial	  planning	  

	  
Energy	  Efficiency	  Global	  Forum	  –	  Washington	  D.C.,	  US	  –	  May	  12th-‐13th,	  2015	  
This	  conference	  will	  convene	  hundreds	  of	  figures	  ranging	  from	  groups	  such	  as	  high-‐level	  industry	  
professionals,	  members	  of	  academia,	  and	  policy-‐makers	  who	  are	  looking	  to	  create	  partnerships,	  discuss	  
the	  latest	  technologies,	  and	  develop	  best	  practice	  policies	  and	  strategies	  for	  global	  implementation	  of	  
energy	  efficiency.	  Through	  the	  activities	  and	  people	  involved,	  organizers	  expect	  the	  EE	  Global	  sessions	  to	  
offer	  essential	  insights	  from	  business,	  policy,	  and	  environmental	  leaders	  leading	  the	  global	  energy	  
efficient	  movement.	  This	  exclusive,	  invite-‐only	  forum	  will	  meet	  with	  the	  goal	  of	  integrating	  effective	  
policies	  and	  business	  practices	  that	  will	  progress	  and	  move	  the	  international	  community	  into	  more	  energy	  
efficient	  action.	  	  
	  
ORU-‐Fogar	  Summit	  of	  Regions	  –	  Sevilla,	  Spain	  –	  September	  25th,	  2015	  
The	  Organization	  of	  Regions	  United/Forum	  of	  regional	  governments	  and	  global	  associations	  of	  regions	  will	  
hold	  its	  2015	  General	  Assembly	  in	  Sevilla,	  Spain.	  This	  event	  brings	  together	  all	  facades	  of	  the	  sub-‐national	  
government	  in	  order	  to	  further	  foster	  cooperation	  amongst	  them.	  The	  ORU-‐Fogar	  was	  created	  in	  South	  
African	  in	  2007	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  “Declaration	  of	  the	  Regions	  on	  their	  participation	  in	  the	  governance	  of	  
globalization”	  which	  was	  signed	  in	  Marseille,	  France.	  This	  group	  involves	  seventeen	  networks	  from	  the	  
founding-‐Regions	  from	  all	  continents.	  Their	  main	  principles	  include	  interregional	  cooperation,	  
international	  advocacy,	  and	  to	  be	  utilized	  as	  a	  speaker	  for	  the	  different	  regions.	  	  



	   	  

	  

	  

Tracking	  and	  increasing	  the	  impact	  of	  private	  sector	  climate	  
initiatives	  

	  
Background	  

The	  University	  of	  Cambridge	  Institute	  for	  Sustainability	  Leadership	  (CISL)	  and	  Ecofys	  have	  been	  
working	  to	  track,	  highlight	  and	  support	  the	  strengthening	  of	  cooperative	  climate	  initiatives	  over	  the	  
past	  few	  years.	  Publications	  include:	  Enhancing	  Ambition	  of	  International	  Cooperative	  Initiatives	  for	  
the	  Nordic	  Council	  of	  Ministers	  and	  a	  strategy	  paper	  for	  the	  Dutch	  government.	  
	  
More	  recently,	  along	  with	  WRI,	  we	  launched	  a	  public	  database	  of	  climate	  initiatives1.	  The	  database	  
offers	  an	  online	  portal	  for	  collecting,	  sharing	  and	  tracking	  information	  about	  cooperative	  initiatives	  
and	  is	  already	  being	  used	  as	  an	  important	  tool	  to	  support	  international	  climate	  change	  efforts	  (for	  
example,	  the	  data	  is	  being	  used	  to	  feed	  into	  the	  UNFCCC’s	  NAZCA	  Portal).	  The	  database	  is	  now	  
undergoing	  its	  next	  phase	  of	  development	  –	  enhancing	  and	  verifying	  the	  data.	  	  
	  
Private	  sector	  initiative	  case	  studies	  

As	  part	  of	  a	  project	  for	  the	  German	  government,	  CISL	  and	  Ecofys	  are	  currently	  carrying	  out	  research	  
looking	  at	  the	  impact	  and	  potential	  of	  a	  small	  group	  of	  private	  sector	  cooperative	  initiatives.	  A	  series	  
of	  4	  –	  5	  case	  studies	  will	  be	  produced	  which	  will	  include	  a	  coherent	  analysis	  of	  the	  initiatives’	  current	  
and	  potential	  future	  emission	  reductions,	  their	  overlaps	  with	  national	  pledges,	  and	  barriers	  to,	  and	  
opportunities	  for,	  scaling	  up	  their	  impact.	  
	  
CISL	  will	  be	  actively	  engaging	  with	  stakeholders	  involved	  in	  these	  initiatives	  and	  a	  series	  of	  
roundtables	  are	  being	  convened	  as	  part	  of	  the	  project.	  These	  roundtables	  aim	  to	  refine	  and	  deepen	  
the	  thinking	  in	  the	  initial	  analysis,	  agree	  a	  set	  of	  recommendations	  and	  activities	  to	  scale	  up	  impact,	  
and	  to	  potentially	  even	  seed	  new	  initiatives,	  if	  appropriate.	  	  
	  
Research	  is	  already	  well	  underway	  on	  the	  initial	  selected	  group	  of	  initiatives,	  which	  are:	  	  

• Cement	  Sustainability	  Initiative	  -‐	  a	  global	  alliance	  of	  leading	  companies	  in	  the	  cement	  
industry.	  Cement	  Sustainability	  Initiative	  provides	  a	  platform	  for	  a	  shared	  understanding	  of	  
sustainability	  issues,	  developing	  and	  distributing	  practical	  tools,	  facilitating	  effective	  
stakeholder	  engagement,	  and	  providing	  sustainable	  solutions	  for	  the	  cement	  industry.	  It	  is	  
run	  by	  WBCSD.	  

• En.lighten	  -‐	  established	  to	  accelerate	  global	  market	  transformation	  to	  environmentally	  
sustainable	  lighting	  technologies.	  En.lighten	  aims	  to	  develop	  a	  coordinated	  global	  strategy	  
and	  provide	  technical	  support	  for	  the	  phase-‐out	  of	  inefficient	  lighting	  by	  2016.	  It	  is	  run	  by	  
UNEP.	  

• The	  Consumer	  Goods	  Forum	  and	  the	  Tropical	  Forest	  Alliance	  2020	  -‐	  a	  public-‐private	  
partnership	  in	  which	  partners	  take	  voluntary	  actions,	  individually	  and	  in	  combination,	  to	  
reduce	  the	  tropical	  deforestation	  associated	  with	  the	  sourcing	  of	  commodities	  such	  as	  palm	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Only	  published	  in	  Beta	  form	  at	  this	  point	  



	   	  

	  

oil,	  soy,	  beef,	  and	  paper	  and	  pulp.	  Member	  companies	  of	  the	  Consumer	  Goods	  Forum	  have	  
committed	  to	  achieving	  zero	  net	  deforestation	  by	  2020.	  This	  case	  study	  will	  also	  highlight	  
the	  work	  of	  the	  Banking	  Environment	  Initiative’s	  ‘Soft	  Commodities	  Compact’	  and	  the	  New	  
York	  Declaration	  on	  Forests.	  

• WWF	  Climate	  Savers	  –	  a	  global	  platform	  to	  engage	  business	  and	  industry	  on	  climate	  and	  
energy.	  Climate	  Savers	  aims	  to	  inspire	  change	  in	  member	  companies	  and	  encourages	  them	  
to	  transform	  themselves	  in	  low-‐carbon	  leaders	  to	  influence	  market	  or	  policy	  developments	  
by	  promoting	  their	  vision,	  solutions	  and	  achievements.	  

	  
	  



                                                                   

CAIT 
CAIT is a suite of online data and visualizations tools that support the many dimensions of 
climate policy making.  It provides free, open, user-friendly access to world-class climate data 
from a desktop, tablet or mobile device — enabling analysis whenever you need it. 
 
CAIT is one of the most trusted sources of climate data available. It is a free and open source 
for comprehensive and comparable climate and emissions data. CAIT is made up of a suite of 
tools that allow users to utilize the data to understand considerations of equity in climate 
negotiations, see transparency and available information in country climate action pledges, 
interact with historic emissions data, and dive into the methodologies behind future emissions 
projections.  CAIT allows national governments, international organizations and independent 
researchers to perform relevant analysis and promote efficient action on climate change. 

CAIT Data 
 Historic greenhouse gas emissions covering 186 countries, 50 U.S. states, 6 gases, 

multi-sectors and 160 years 
 Emission projections for major economies under baseline scenarios and how they are 

estimated 
 Climate equity data, including indicators of development, vulnerability and potential for 

climate action  
 Countries pledges, including their level of transparency, timeframe, types of mitigation 

contributions and more 
 

 



Modules 

CAIT Data Explorer (Historic and Projections) 
The Data Explorer is the cornerstone of the CAIT platform and allows for easy access, analysis 
and visualization of the latest available international greenhouse gas emissions data  for 186 
countries, 50 U.S. states, 6 gases, multi-sector, and 160 years. The data can be quickly 
visualized, shard, embedded and downloaded. It is made up of two components, an historic 
data collection and a forward facing emissions projection module and all data used can be 
downloaded it in its raw form. Each specific data view has a unique URL, so users can share 
links to specific findings with colleagues, or save and return to a particular data view later for 
further exploration. 
http://cait.wri.org/   http://cait.wri.org/projections  

 

CAIT Equity Explorer 
One of the most important steps to reaching an equitable global climate agreement is for 
countries to put forward equitable contributions. The CAIT Equity Explorer leverages the 
unparalleled power of the CAIT platform to enable users to visualize the many dimensions of 
climate equity. It gives you access across a wide array of indicators and generates radar charts 
which rank countries allowing for easy comparisons. 
http://cait.wri.org/equity  
 

 
  



CAIT Paris Contributions Map 
Tracking, measuring, and assessing countries’ proposed post-2020 climate commitments 
(known as INDCs) shortly after they are submitted to the UNFCCC is vital for ensuring they are 
as effective and ambitious as possible. The CAIT Paris Contributions Map lets users easily 
evaluate the transparency of INDCs and create visualizations based on critical information 
including timeframe, types of mitigation contributions and more.  
http://cait.wri.org/indcs  http://cait.wri.org/pledges   

 
 

Google Public Data Explorer 
The Google Public Data Explorer allows users to explore the history of carbon emissions in an 
interactive way through maps and other dynamic charts to create interactive storytelling. Delve 
into the various aspects of socio-economic development and emissions output at the same time. 
https://www.google.com/publicdata/explore?ds=cjsdgb406s3np_ 

 



Upcoming: CAIT Business 
Climate change presents new and emerging risks and opportunities to businesses in every 
industry. At the same time, major contributions from civil society are vital to limiting global 
temperature change. CAIT Business will bring together the most trusted, decision-relevant data 
collected by NGOs, governments, industry associations, and other sources in a single open 
data platform. It will provide the tools to make an informed and comprehensive appraisal of 
corporate action. This transparency will empower civil society, NGOs, the media, and public and 
private sector leaders to take action to conserve and sustainably manage resources at a pace 
that matches the changing climate 
 

CAIT Users 
CAIT’s broad reach amplifies WRI’s impact among international organizations and national 

governments. Since its release in the last year, the following influential organizations are 
confirmed to use CAIT 2.0 for their own analysis and reports:  
 

 International Organizations: FAO, UN, World Bank, IADB 
 National Governments: United States, China, UK, Australia, Canada, South Africa, 

New Zealand, Mongolia, Japan, Iran, Brazil, Georgia, Turkey, India, Uganda, Kenya, 
France, Thailand 

 Research Institutes: Yale University’s Environmental Performance Index, Seoul 

National University, Qatar university, Leiden University (Netherlands), Tsinghua 
University (China), Chinese Academy of Sciences , University of Burdwan (India) and 
numerous others world wide 

 Civil Society: CDP, WWF, Union of Concerned Scientists, TERI, IFPRI, KEI 
 Media: Guardian, Reuters, Slate, RT, National Geographic, Bloomberg 
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CATALYZING INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ON CLIMATE CHANGE AND 

ECONOMIC GROWTH: THE 2015 NEW CLIMATE ECONOMY REPORT 

Overview  

Following the successful publication of Better Growth, Better Climate: the New Climate Economy 

Report in 2014, the Global Commission on the Economy and Climate will produce a second 

report in June 2015 as a contribution to the global effort to catalyze international climate action in 

the lead-up to COP21.  

The report will demonstrate how international collaboration of various kinds among 

governments, businesses, cities and civil society can drive both stronger economic growth and 

more ambitious climate mitigation. The report is being produced in close collaboration with 

existing initiatives and relevant stakeholders.  

The report will have two parts:  

 The first part will set out an updated New Climate Economy analysis on why climate action 

(including INDCs) needs to be integrated into national economic growth and development 

plans. It will connect the 2015 climate debate to current economic arguments over lower oil 

prices and the G20 focus on infrastructure investment. It will advocate carbon pricing and a 

reduction in fossil fuel subsidies, argue that all infrastructure investment needs to be climate-

smart, and suggest how public and private finance can be mobilized for such investment. It 

will suggest that INDCs should be able to be strengthened after COP21 as economic 

conditions change and through the impacts of collaborative initiatives in key fields. 

 

 The second part will make 10 recommendations for major collaborative commitments and 

joint initiatives among governments, businesses, cities and civil society which have the 

potential both to reduce global emissions and to generate significant economic and social 

benefits. The New Climate Economy team is now consulting with a wide range of 

stakeholders on these recommendations, working closely with existing initiatives and 

international organizations. The recommendations are likely to be in the following fields:  

 

o Carbon pricing  

o Climate-smart infrastructure planning and policy 

o Financing for clean energy and energy access 

o Energy efficiency – harmonization of standards in key sectors 

o Forest financing and forest commodity supply chains 

o Climate-smart agriculture and restoration of degraded land 

o City action  

o Business action  

o Aviation and maritime sectors 

o HFCs 

o Research, development and dissemination of low carbon technologies  
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Rationale  

As part of the international climate change process under the UN Framework Convention on 

Climate Change, countries will publish their ‘Intended Nationally Determined Contributions’ 

(INDCs) in 2015. These will form the core national commitments to be included in the new 

climate agreement due to be concluded at COP21 in Paris in December 2015.  

It is widely acknowledged that the INDCs published in 2015 will likely add up, on a global basis, 

to less than is required to put the world on a plausible trajectory to holding global warming below 

2 degrees Celsius, the internationally agreed target. For this reason it has been widely 

suggested that the Paris agreement should require targets to be ratcheted on a regular (perhaps 

five year) cycle, and should allow INDCs published in 2015 themselves to be strengthened over 

time.  

One way of enabling countries to increase the ambition of their climate policies and targets is 

through international collaboration in specific fields of mitigation activity. Such collaboration can 

be between governments, or between non-state actors such as businesses and cities, or various 

kinds of public-private partnership. A number of international mitigation initiatives of these kinds 

are already in development, in areas such as energy efficiency, renewable energy, public 

transport, forest conservation, climate-smart agriculture, city and regional action, HFCs, 

methane capture and finance. Some of these initiatives made new commitments at the UN 

Climate Summit in September, and some are seeking to announce further commitments by the 

Paris COP. Many have significant mitigation potential if generalized commitments can be 

translated into action. But many also require additional policy and financing which has not yet 

been put in place. 

The purpose of the NCE report is to identify and publicize a number of international 

collaborations which can catalyse and enable higher mitigation ambition than national action 

alone, and which can also be shown to have strong economic benefits for the countries and/or 

other actors undertaking them.  

The report will be aimed at leading governments, international institutions and the wider climate-

economic community and media. It will be published in late June 2015 under the auspices of the 

Global Commission on the Economy and Climate, and will be launched by its Chair, former 

President of Mexico Felipe Calderon.  

By publishing a report highlighting the economic benefits as well as the mitigation value of such 

initiatives, NCE’s aim is twofold.  First, it is to reframe the debate on climate action around the 

core New Climate Economy narrative of ‘better growth’, showing how such action is in countries’, 

cities’ and businesses’ economic self-interest even without considering its climate benefits. 

Second, the aim is to help drive commitments to these international initiatives from relevant 

actors (governments, cities, the private sector and international institutions). In both these ways 

the project seeks to help raise the global level of ambition for the Paris COP.  

Approach  

The report will make recommendations in 10 areas. It will therefore not seek to be 

comprehensive, but will focus on collaborative initiatives with the largest mitigation potential and 

likely economic benefits, and those which illustrate different kinds of international cooperation. 
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Most of the initiatives selected will be among those already under development, and which are 

considering further commitments in Paris. The report will seek to work with those initiatives, and 

to support them in presenting their mitigation potential and economic / business case. However 

the report may also include potential initiatives which are not currently under active 

development, offering these as new and additional propositions for cooperative climate action in 

key fields.  

In each area covered, the report will:  

 Provide analysis of the economic and social benefits of strong climate action  

 Show the mitigation potential of such action  

 Make a headline recommendation for international collaboration aimed at governments 

and leading stakeholders 

 Make supplementary recommendations for how this how can be implemented 

The report will be focused on recommendations for international collaboration, and will therefore 

not provide a comprehensive discussion of each field of climate action.   

The report will provide a calculation of the range of total mitigation potential in 2030 from 

implementation of all the recommendations.  

Outreach and communications  

The report will be published in the week of 22 June 2015, in the run-up to the UN General 

Assembly meeting on climate change on 29 June. 

Production of the report is being conducted in close collaboration, both with existing initiatives in 

the fields selected, and with the governments of France and Peru, the UN Secretary General’s 

office and the UNFCCC Secretariat, which are together coordinating the ‘solutions agenda’ for 

Paris. NCE will consult with governments, international organizations and other leading 

stakeholders on its recommendations in advance of publication.  

A major global communications programme will be conducted by NCE in support of the launch, 

and it is hoped that members of the Global Commission will seek to conduct further engagement 

with key governments and stakeholders in support of its recommendations in the months 

following.  

Project structure  

The project is being led by Michael Jacobs, Senior Adviser to the New Climate Economy and 

one of the lead authors of the Better Growth, Better Climate report. It is being conducted by the 

NCE team with the collaboration of various research partners. The report will be published by 

the Global Commission on Economy and Climate.   

Further information 

Contact Ipek Gencsu, 2015 Report Project Manager, New Climate Economy, at 

ipek.gencsu@newclimateeconomy.net  

13 April 2015 



Summary

The Carbon Transparency Initiative (CTI) is a project of 

ClimateWorks Foundation that seeks to create a transparent, 

granular, and consistent reference scenario that is based on 

current policies, decarbonization trends, and energy related 

investments. The CTI uses an ‘open source’ indicator-led 

methodology that is based on fundamental analysis of a small 

number of underlying drivers that shape emission trends. This 

allows for analysis of long-term decarbonization trends, sensitivity 

analysis based around policy and technology shifts, and 

identification of macro trends and how regional targets compare. 

The CTI reveals progress toward building a low-carbon economy. 

Partners

ClimateWorks coordinates with a consortium of organizations to 

produce the CTI, leveraging global insights and analysis of crucial data. 

CTI partners include:
• Bloomberg New Energy Finance
• Climate Action Tracker 
• Energy Foundation - China
• Energy Foundation - US
• European Climate Foundation
• International Council on Clean Transportation
• International Energy Agency
• Latin America Regional Climate Initiative
• McKinsey & Company
• World Resource Institute

Advisory partners include:
• Global Green Growth Institute
• Institute for Sustainable Development & International Relations
• The World Bank

Methodology

The CTI presents analysis on driver metric statistics by sector. It uses 

these metrics to both determine future emissions trajectories and 

benchmark current “decarbonization” performance. This allows for 

comparisons across sectors and countries.  The CTI’s first phase (July 

2014 – March 2015) includes analysis on China, the European Union, 

India, Mexico and the United States. Phase two, to be completed 

throughout 2015, includes: Brazil, Indonesia, Australia, South Korea, 

Russia, South Africa, Japan, Argentina, Turkey, and Canada. The CTI’s 

methodology is to:

• Use historical emissions trends to estimate past   

rates of decarbonization;

• Use leading indicators to forecast current rates of 

decarbonization that link today’s policies to future emissions 

while assessing the fulfillment of reduction targets.

Transparency

An annually updated dashboard will display these driver metrics, 

track their year-to-year changes, allow for cross sector and country 

comparisons, track progress toward emissions targets, and present 

select graphics illustrating some of the finer detail. An online platform 

will be hosted through ClimateWorks and consultative workshops are 

planned in China, India, Europe, and the US for 2015.

For more information about the CTI contact:

Surabi Menon, Advisory & Research Director

surabi.menon@climateworks.org

Carbon Transparency Initiative

Phase I Countries

Phase II Countries



Leading Indicator Approach

The CTI measures leading indicators or driver metrics at the sector level for each country. This approach helps to 
establish a higher degree of performance pressure and transparency to the global debate on decarbonization. 

Sector Driver Metrics Outcome Metrics

Overarching Population - scenarios included
GDP - absolute and per capita 

Carbon intensity of GDP
Emissions per capita 
Total emissions

Power Fraction of technology in mix - % of capacity
New build capacity - per technology and fuel
Capacity factor - per tech and fuel
Auxiliary consumption, transmission and distribution losses 
Carbon intensity of generation by fuel
Estimated cost of MWh

Total power sector emissions
Average carbon intensity of generation
Emissions per capita
Total electricity generated
Total electricity per capita 

Transport Size of vehicle fleet and car ownership per 1000 people
Average distance driven per vehicle/ per capita
Passenger kilometers traveled by mode
Internal combustion engine efficiency - fuel economy
Electric vehicle penetration rate - fleet % and new sales # 
Modal freight and passenger split

Total transport sector emissions
Carbon intensity - emissions per passenger km
Transport emissions per capita
Emissions gCO2e/km
Public transport penetration rate

Oil & Gas % of gas extracted, vented and/or flared
Methane leakage rates in gas processing and distribution
Crude oil refined, exported or imported
Share of conventional and unconventional production

Total emissions for Oil & Gas sector
Emissions per BOE extracted, distributed, and processed
% of emissions from upstream, midstream and downstream
Total volume extracted

Buildings Total square meter building area per capita (res. and services)
% of total energy by major usage category
% of building area by efficiency standard type (pending)
% of building area by asset class
% of direct energy use by fuel type
Electric efficiency factor 

Total emissions from buildings sector
Direct energy per square meter building area (res & serv)
Electricity per square meter building area (res & serv) 
Emissions per square meter building area ( res & serv)

Industry - iron & 
steel

% of EAF and BOF
% of coal/natural gas/renewables/oil for direct energy
Electric efficiency factor 

Total emissions from iron & steel sector
Emissions per ton generated
Emissions per capita
Total tons of steel generated

Industry - cement % of coal/ natural gas/renewables/oil for heat generation
% of Dry vs. Wet Clinker generation
% of Clinker Substitution
Electric efficiency factor 

Total emissions from cement sector
Emissions per tons generated
Emissions per capita
Total tons generated (and per capita)

Industry - chemicals % of coal/natural gas/renewables/oil for direct energy
Electric efficiency factor 

Total emissions from chemicals sector
Emissions per unit GDP generated
Added value per capita
Total economic added value of sector
Volume and % of emissions from F-gases

Industry - other % of coal/natural gas/renewables/oil for direct energy
Electric efficiency factor

Total emissions from other industry sector
% of emissions from top three highest emitting sectors
Emissions per unit GDP generated
Emissions per capita

Agriculture Number of Animals (absolute)
Meat consumption per capita
Fraction of managed manure facilities with biodigester
Efficiency of nutrient use (crop yield/N fertilizer)

Total emissions from agriculture sector
Emissions from agriculture per capita
Emissions share of livestock, fertilizer, and other
Emissions share of Methane, N20 and CO2
Emissions per Ha agricultural land

Forests Net changes in protected areas (all IUCN categories)
Total land forest & peat land area

Net emissions from forestry sector
Mean carbon content per Ha

Non-CO2
Share of diesel vehicles
Share of wood used in residential heating
Share of waste incinerated
Share of high GWP F-gases vs. alternatives
% of gas extracted vented and/or flared
Methane leakage rates in gas processing & distribution

Emissions of methane, nitric oxide and nitrogen oxide, black 
carbon, f-gases

Waste Amounts of solid waste generated per capita
% of collected waste recycled
% of collected waste incinerated
% Methane recovered from landfills

Total emissions from solid waste & wastewater sector
Emissions per capita
Emissions per ton of waste
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UNEP Project – Quantifying the effect of 
non-state action 

For discussion purposes at Groundswell workshop 16th April – not to be 
distributed further 

1. Introduction 

Ecofys are carrying out this project for UNEP to provide quantitative information for the discussion 
about how climate initiatives can catalyse non-state climate action and deliver emission reductions, 
and at the same time play an important role in bridging the emissions gap through strengthening and 
raising the ambition of national government commitments in the UNFCCC process.  The results will be 
published in June at the Bonn meeting.  This project is one of a number of on-going activities in this 
area carried out by Ecofys and linked to the work on the climate initiatives database (with Cambridge 
Institute of Sustainable Leadership and WRI).  It builds on work done in 2012 for the UNEP Gap 
Report. The aim of this project is to make a best-as-possible quantitative assessment of the total 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions mitigation impact of non-state climate action, making maximum 
use of all existing information. This will take into account overlap between initiatives and their 
additionality to national pledges will also be assessed. The focus will be on impact in 2020. 
 
The main elements of the methodology are:  
 
Preliminary screening of relevant initiatives from the Climate Initiative Database: From the long list of 
183 initiatives in the database, a short list of initiatives based on three main criteria has been 
established. 1. Degree of concrete action; 2. Targeted volume of emission reductions; and 3. 
Capacity to deliver.  This short list is further broken down into three groups: (i) Major initiatives with 
potentially high impact; (ii) Minor initiatives with small to medium impact; (iii) Initiatives that are not 
aimed at direct emission reduction. 
 
Calculation of the emission reduction impact: This is being undertaken across three categories, (a) 
Cities and regions; (b) Own emission reduction by companies (scope 1 and scope 2); (c) Sectoral 
initiatives (e.g. lighting, forestry).  The methodological details for assessing impact depend on the 
category and in some cases the specific initiative.  The emission reduction impact includes the degree 
to which the initiatives are additional to government action and the overlap between initiatives.  
 

2. Progress 

2.1 Cities and regions.  

The short list of major initiatives in this category is C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group, carbonn 
Cities Climate Registry (cCCR), Covenant of Mayors.   Business as usual emissions are calculated 
using the IEA World Energy Outlook 2014 projections to scale reported emissions in C40 cities that 
reported to CDP, and summary data on emissions from carbonn and The Covenant of Mayors.  The 
emission reductions in 2020 are calculated based on the weighted average of the commitments from 
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cities for that year.  To account for overlaps we took the initiatives in the order C40, cCCR, CoM i.e. 
cities that are in both C40 and cCCR are removed from the calculation for cCCR, cities in C40 and 
cCCR are removed from CoM.   
 

2.2 Companies 

The short list of major initiatives in this category are Business Environmental Leadership Council 
(BELC), Caring for Climate, WWF Climate Savers, Cement Sustainability Initiative (CSI) (Core & 
participating members), Ultra-Low CO2 Steelmaking (ULCOS) Core members.  Individual companies 
are mapped to these initiatives.  The base year emissions for companies will be taken from CDP 
database and scaled by projected industrial energy demand from IEA WEO 2014 (as emissions 
projections are not given) to give BAU emissions.   To calculate emission reductions, the 
commitments for a random sample of companies in each of these initiatives will be selected as an 
indication of the commitments for the participating companies.  The representative sample also 
considers an appropriate distribution across initiatives to make sure that at least 1 company per 
initiative is represented. The impact is calculated by applying the weighted average emission 
reduction commitment from the sample companies to the BAU emissions from all participating 
companies in 2020. 
 

2.3 Sectoral Initiatives 

The long list of initiatives are divided into initiatives in energy supply, agriculture and forestry, 
buildings and transport.    The following selection of initiatives will be assessed for impact before a 
final short list is decided.  The details of the methodology, including additionality and overlap,  for 
each sector are also being developed.   
 
Energy supply Buildings Transport AFOLU 

300GW/a; 
Asia Solar Energy 
Initiative (ASEI); 
CCAC Oil and Gas 
Methane 
Partnership; 
Global Gas Flaring 
Reduction 
Partnership; 
SunShot Initiative 

Building Efficiency 
Accelerator; 
Efficient 
Appliances 
Accelerator; 
Lighting Efficiency 
Accelerator; 
The Global 
Alliance for Clean 
Cook stoves; 
UNEP/GEF 
en.lighten 
initiative; 
WBCSD, Energy 
Efficiency in 
Buildings projects 

Global Fuel 
Economy Initiative 
(GFEI); 
Green Freight 
Europe (GFE); 
Low-Carbon 
Sustainable Rail 
Transport 
Challenge; 
SmartWay; 
Urban Electric 
Mobility Initiative 
(UEMI) 

Bonn Challenge; 
CCAC Agriculture 
Initiative; 
Climate, Community 
and Biodiversity 
Alliance ; 
Governorsâ€™ 
Climate and Forests 
Task Force (GCF); 
New Vision for 
Agriculture; 
The New York 
Declaration on 
Forests; 
Tropical Forest 
Alliance (TFA) 
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Current and planned activities on 
analysing the “groundswell” of climate 
action 
 

Input to the Workshop “Understanding and communicating the 
groundswell of climate actions” 
 

April 2015 
Contact: Hanna Fekete, h.fekete@newclimate.org, +49 176 96089819 

Niklas Höhne, n.hoehne@newclimate.org, +49 173 7152279 
 
 
Non-state or sub-national actions can be, but are not necessarily integrated with national efforts. An 
important question is thus how the actions of different stakeholders match and add up. Building a 
robust set of mitigation targets on the national level as well as for the individual initiatives is important 
to ensure that ambition is maximised and environmental integrity is maintained. The interest of 
NewClimate includes the assessment of individual initiatives. However we find it increasingly important 
to understand how the pieces link together. Identifying promising non-state actions, moving them into 
implementation, and then considering them when setting national goals can thus significantly increase 
the ambition of the international mitigation efforts.  
 
NewClimate Institute sees the quantification and evaluation with respect to greenhouse gases as the 
core element of its expertise. Its staff has been involved in projects quantifying the impact of national 
and sub-national policies on emissions for many years1. To apply techniques and knowledge gained 
with this work to non-state actions and the overall structure is our aim with upcoming project work. 
 
As one step in this direction, we have started a project on the quantification of potential contributions 
of International Cooperative Initiatives to mitigation of GHG emissions in Germany (for a foundation). 
The objective of that project is to quantify the potential impact of actions by International Cooperative 
Initiatives on Germany’s greenhouse gas emissions until 2030. We will analysis whether this can lead 
to more emission reductions than are currently expected in national studies. This could ultimately lead 
to a more ambitious greenhouse gas reduction target for Germany than currently proposed.  
 
We further look into other benefits of mitigation actions such as air quality, green jobs and energy 
security2. This topic is very relevant to consider when speaking about climate actions of non-state or 
sub-national governments, as the agenda of those stakeholders is often even more driven by such 
topics than that of the national governments.  
 
In previous capacities, NewClimate team members contributed to the development of the Wedging the 
Gap concept3 and the initial development of the Climate Initiatives Database4. 

                                                      
1 E.g. the Climate Action Tracker (www.climateactiontracker.org), Modelling Climate Action of Major 
Emitters (http://newclimate.org/portfolio/enhancing-ambition-in-the-major-emitting-countries/) 
2 http://newclimate.org/2015/03/27/indc-cobenefits/  
3 Blok, K.; Höhne, N.; van der Leun, K.; Harisson, N. (2012). Bridging the greenhouse gas emissions 
gap. Nature Climate Change 2, 471–474 (2012) doi:10.1038/nclimate1602 
4 http://climateinitiativesdatabase.org/index.php/Welcome  



Lutz Weischer, Germanwatch 
Research Summary for the Workshop on understanding and communicating 
the groundswell of climate actions, New York, April 16-17, 2015 

My research focuses on initiatives with the involvement of national governments ("climate 
clubs"/"frontrunner alliances").  

Qualitative assessment/categorization of initiatives 

A few aspects of my past work with WRI (see L. Weischer, J. Morgan, and M. Patel, ‘Climate 
clubs: Can small groups of countries make a big difference in addressing climate change?’ 
21:3 Review of European Community and International Environmental Law (2012), 177) 
would be relevant to the discussions at the workshop on how to analyse intiatives. We only 
considered initiatives with a relatively strong involvement of national government, so purely 
sub-national or non-state actor initiatives are not captured, but several multi-stakeholder 
initiatives are. We found that all existing initiatives we considered could be categorized as: 

- dialogue  forums, either political dialogues or technical dialogues 
- implementation groups, either groups working on national-level strategies and on 

projects. 

We did not find any existing iniatives that would have fit our definition of a transformational 
club. In many forums, the incentives are too weak to turn the more ambitious ideas contained 
in declarations and actions plans into real action. That work also considered a number of 
aspects that could be interesting to track when analysing initiatives trying to identify the more 
effective ones, including vision/purpose, strcuture/institutions and funding. 

 

My current work at Germanwatch focuses on two aspects: 

The potential for transformational clubs on renewable energy 

I have contributed to a working paper led by colleagues at the World Resources Institute 
(Cynthia Elliott and others) that analyses options for more ambitious collaboration on 
renewable energy that could take place in existing organizations and partnerships (REN21, 
IRENA etc.) and/or in newly founded initiatives. The main part of the paper discusses these 
options, but there is also a part analysing 20 existing initiatives on renewable energy. We 
assess them against a set of three qualitative criteria to determine if they have the potential 
to be "transformational". Not all initiatives need to be held to these high standards, of course, 
but criteria like these could help identify a subset of particularly bold and impactful initiatives: 

1. An ambitious vision: Club members should come together around a vision that should 
be ambitious and concrete, going significantly beyond business as usual, to guide 
their action. 

2. Clear conditions for membership: Club membership should be exclusive and open 
only to those that meet clear criteria consistent with the vision. Criteria could include 
the track record of potential members, their targets for the future, and the existence of 
strategies and policies. The criteria need to be specific and measurable.  



3. Significant benefits provided to members: The club needs to offer strong incentives 
for joining so that participants  will accept the ambitious conditions for membership. 
Therefore, the club has to create real benefits that should be attractive for all 
members and should not be available to those outside the club.  

We found that no existing initiatives meet all three criteria- and only three (International 
Energy and Climate Initiative  Energy +,  SIDS Lighthouse Initiative , Africa Clean Energy 
Corridor)meet at least one of them. 

In addition to this research, I have also been taking part in discussions with experts and 
government officials from several countries on opportunities for starting such an ambitious, 
potentially even transformational, renewable energy club. I have also begun writing a short 
piece on lessons learned from the attempt by the German government to start a renewable 
energy club in 2012 that was subsequently abandoned.  

 

Linking initiatives and the UNFCCC 

We have begun drafting a research paper that we will publish in the fall on linking initiatives 
and the UNFCCC. The paper will discuss several aspects of this theme. One central idea 
that is likely to be relevant to the discussions at the workshop is that initiatives should only be 
officially recognized by the UNFCCC if they fulfil certain criteria, including being able to 
provide estimates of their climate benefit. We are also currently thinking about several 
options how tracking and follow-up could be organized. Related to this, I have also taken the 
lead in drafting the CAN International position paper on the future of workstream 2, which 
could be developed into an ambition mechanism. 



 

 

 

Introduction 

The Global Aggregator for Climate Actions (GAFCA) aggregates data on initiatives 

by non-state and subnational actors (‘climate actions’) that address aspects of 

climate change, including mitigation and adaptation. GAFCA serves as a tool in the 

analyses of a large set of climate actions in global climate governance. GAFCA 

analyses can inform strategic interventions by international organizations, 

governments and other ‘orchestrators’ of climate action, for example to broker new 

collaborative initiatives where they do not yet exist, or to support initiatives that 

(comparatively) underperform. The initial sample of climate actions in GAFCA 

consists of 53 climate actions announced at the UN Climate Summit in September 

2014, in New York. The immediate policy relevance of tracking and analyzing this set 

of climate actions relates to the question of how the UN should follow up with climate 

actions that have been announced and launched. 

GAFCA gathers four types of data, namely on: 

 Actors 

 Organizational characteristics and target setting 

 Geography of implementation 

 Functions, outputs and  ‘Function-Output-Fits’ 

 

Actors 

The collection of data on actors renders an aggregate view of patterns of 

participation in climate actions, for instance ‘who participates in climate actions’; 

‘which type of actors lead climate actions’; ‘how many and which types of 

businesses are involved in climate action’. Such data could be used to determine 

the extent to which climate actions engage underrepresented voices in the formal 

climate regime. Patterns of participation could also indicate to which extent climate 

actions are ‘northern driven’, or led by international organizations. 

Organizational characteristics 

Organizational characteristics, for instance on ‘institutional openness’ (whether a 

climate action is open for new partners), monitoring arrangements, and staffing, 

indicate varying degrees of institutionalization. In several studies deeper 

institutionalization has been associated with greater effectiveness. Organizational 

characteristics could therefore indicate the likelihood of an action’s effectiveness, 

even when it has only been launched recently. Target-setting, moreover, indicates 

the potential of a climate action. 



Geography of implementation 

GAFCA gathers data on the countries of implementation, of climate actions that 

allow for a better understanding of the geographic focus of climate actions. In the 

context of global climate governance, this question is extremely relevant because 

the greatest financial and policy deficits to abate, and to adapt to, climate change 

are found in developing countries, in particular the least developed and low-lying 

ones. Based on data on geography of implementation, international organizations, 

governments and other orchestrators could strategically steer towards undoing 

imbalances. 

Function-Output-Fit 

GAFCA’s main dependent variable is the Function-Output-Fit (FOF). The computing 

of FOF requires (1) an explicit and well-defined range of functions; (2) explicit and 

well-defined categories of outputs; and (3) a theoretical linking between functions 

and necessary outputs. The underlying logic is that a climate action’s declared aim 

(or function) should be consistent with its outputs. For instance, a climate initiative 

declaring training as its function should be expected to produce a curricular 

programme and to organize seminars. Conversely, a training initiative that produces 

knowledge (and nothing else) may be considered ‘active’, but its output would not 

fit its declared training function. 

GAFCA distinguishes 12 functional categories, and 26 output categories. 

GAFCA – stimulating orchestration and non-state ambitions 

Through its approach to systematically match functions and outputs, large and 

varied samples of climate actions can to tracked and rendered in GAFCA. 

Subsequent analyses could inform more strategic efforts to orchestrate non-state 

actions in a fundamentally fragmented climate governance environment. Moreover, 

the publication of GAFCA effectiveness analyses could stimulate the transparency 

and effectiveness orientation of climate actions, eventually inspiring an upward 

cycle of non-state and subnational climate ambitions. 

 

More information: sander.chan@die-gdi.de 
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Subnational	  Global	  Climate	  Leadership	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  
“Under	  2	  MOU”	  

Background	  and	  Frequently	  Asked	  Questions	  
	  

Executive	  Summary	  
California	  and	  Baden-‐Württemberg	  are	  working	  in	  partnership	  to	  advance	  a	  Memorandum	  of	  
Understanding	  (MOU)	  on	  Subnational	  Global	  Climate	  Leadership	  that	  will	  bring	  together	  ambitious	  
states	  and	  regions	  willing	  to	  make	  a	  number	  of	  key	  commitments	  to	  help	  galvanize	  action	  at	  the	  
Conference	  of	  the	  Parties	  (COP)	  in	  Paris	  this	  December.	  Central	  to	  the	  agreement	  is	  that	  all	  signatories	  
agree	  to	  reduce	  their	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  80	  to	  95%,	  or	  limit	  to	  2	  metric	  tons	  CO2-‐equivalent	  per	  
capita,	  by	  2050.	  California	  and	  Baden-‐Württemberg	  are	  in	  the	  process	  of	  actively	  identifying	  partners	  to	  
become	  Founding	  Signatories	  of	  the	  initiative.	  
	  
Background	  and	  Purpose	  
According	  to	  the	  United	  Nations	  Development	  Program	  (UNDP),	  50	  to	  80%	  of	  the	  mitigation	  and	  
adaptation	  actions	  necessary	  to	  tackle	  climate	  change	  will	  be	  implemented	  at	  the	  subnational	  or	  local	  
levels	  of	  governance.	  Subnational	  governments	  are	  particularly	  well	  placed	  to	  address	  climate	  change	  
for	  a	  number	  of	  reasons,	  including:	  

• They	  are	  often	  responsible	  for	  the	  development	  and	  implementation	  of	  policies	  that	  have	  the	  
most	  impact	  on	  climate	  change,	  including	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  air	  quality;	  transportation;	  energy	  and	  
energy	  efficiency;	  the	  built	  environment;	  natural	  lands;	  technology	  innovation,	  development,	  
and	  transfer;	  and	  others	  that	  have	  direct	  implications	  for	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  levels;	  

• Subnational	  governments	  often	  serve	  as	  the	  laboratories	  for	  policy	  innovations	  which	  are	  then	  
adopted	  at	  the	  national	  and	  even	  international	  level;	  and	  

• Subnational	  governments	  provide	  the	  critical	  link	  in	  the	  vertical	  integration	  of	  climate	  policies	  
between	  national	  and	  local	  governments.	  

	  
What	  does	  the	  MOU	  entail?	  
The	  Subnational	  Global	  Climate	  Leadership	  MOU	  will	  bring	  together	  ambitious	  subnational	  governments	  
willing	  to	  make	  a	  number	  of	  key	  commitments,	  including	  reducing	  emissions	  80	  to	  95%,	  or	  to	  2	  metric	  
tons	  or	  less	  per	  capita,	  by	  2050.	  Signatories	  will	  also	  commit	  to	  establishing	  midterm	  targets;	  increasing	  
energy	  efficiency	  and	  renewable	  energy;	  coordinating	  on	  a	  number	  of	  issues	  from	  transportation	  to	  
short-‐lived	  climate	  pollutants;	  and	  working	  towards	  consistent	  monitoring,	  reporting,	  and	  verification	  of	  
their	  emissions.	  All	  signatories	  will	  submit	  an	  appendix	  to	  the	  MOU	  that	  will	  outline	  their	  unique	  set	  of	  
actions	  and	  plans	  to	  reach	  their	  goals.	  
	  
FAQs	  
Why	  is	  it	  sometimes	  called	  the	  “Under	  2	  MOU”?	  
The	  MOU	  nickname	  refers	  to	  the	  2050	  per	  capita	  goal	  and	  to	  the	  goal	  of	  limiting	  warming	  to	  below	  2	  
degrees	  Celsius,	  which	  Intergovernmental	  Panel	  on	  Climate	  Change	  (IPCC)	  scientists	  say	  is	  needed	  to	  
avoid	  dangerous	  climate	  change.	  
	  
How	  is	  this	  different	  from	  other	  initiatives,	  such	  as	  the	  Climate	  Group’s	  Compact	  of	  States	  and	  
Regions?	  
The	  Climate	  Group	  and	  its	  partners	  are	  leading	  an	  important	  initiative	  in	  the	  Compact	  of	  States	  and	  
Regions.	  We	  are	  working	  closely	  with	  the	  Climate	  Group	  and	  others	  to	  ensure	  complementarity	  
between	  this	  MOU	  and	  the	  Compact	  of	  States	  and	  Regions,	  as	  well	  as	  R20’s	  Paris	  Declaration.	  We	  see	  
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that	  the	  Under	  2	  MOU	  builds	  on	  the	  important	  foundation	  established	  by	  the	  Compact,	  creating	  a	  
mechanism	  for	  those	  that	  are	  interested	  in	  and	  able	  to	  move	  further	  to	  make	  a	  collective	  commitment	  
that	  will	  help	  drive	  ambition	  in	  Paris	  and	  beyond.	  We	  are	  coordinating	  closely	  with	  R20,	  C40,	  ICLEI	  and	  
others	  to	  ensure	  this	  effort	  is	  complementary	  to	  existing	  ones,	  and	  have	  mentioned	  a	  number	  of	  other	  
related	  agreements	  and	  initiatives	  in	  the	  body	  of	  the	  language	  of	  the	  MOU.	  
	  
Where	  did	  the	  idea	  come	  from?	  
This	  effort	  stemmed	  from	  an	  initial	  partnership	  between	  California	  and	  Baden-‐Württemberg	  and	  has	  
developed	  with	  support	  from	  the	  Climate	  Group,	  R20,	  ICLEI	  and	  others.	  It	  was	  socialized	  with	  many	  
governments	  at	  the	  New	  York	  Climate	  Summit	  in	  September	  2014	  and	  is	  already	  gaining	  significant	  
momentum.	  	  
	  
How	  do	  interested	  jurisdictions	  sign	  up?	  
Interested	  jurisdictions	  should	  submit	  a	  letter	  expressing	  their	  intent	  to	  sign	  on	  to	  the	  MOU.	  	  
Jurisdictions	  interested	  in	  being	  Founding	  Signatories	  should	  provide	  this	  letter	  by	  Friday,	  May	  1,	  in	  
advance	  of	  the	  official	  launch	  of	  the	  MOU	  in	  mid-‐May.	  	  We	  are	  aiming	  for	  an	  official	  launch	  date	  for	  the	  
MOU	  of	  May	  18,	  following	  the	  initial	  March	  31	  deadline	  for	  Parties	  to	  submit	  their	  Intended	  Nationally	  
Determined	  Contributions	  (INDCs)	  to	  the	  United	  Nations	  Framework	  Convention	  on	  Climate	  Change	  
(UNFCCC)	  secretariat.	  Following	  the	  launch	  of	  the	  MOU,	  a	  signing	  ceremony	  for	  Founding	  Signatories	  is	  
being	  planned	  for	  May	  19.	  	  We	  plan	  to	  continue	  recruitment	  throughout	  the	  year	  with	  a	  milestone	  
announcement	  at	  the	  Paris	  COP	  in	  December.	  
	  
If	  a	  jurisdiction	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  Founding	  Member	  but	  won’t	  be	  able	  to	  compile	  an	  appendix	  by	  May	  1	  
what	  should	  it	  do?	  
Submission	  of	  the	  appendix	  alongside	  the	  letter	  of	  intent	  to	  sign	  is	  strongly	  preferred.	  	  However,	  
consideration	  will	  be	  given	  to	  jurisdictions	  that	  want	  to	  participate	  but	  need	  more	  time	  to	  complete	  
their	  appendix.	  In	  particular,	  consideration	  will	  be	  given	  to	  jurisdictions	  with	  capacity	  building	  needs	  that	  
may	  require	  support	  to	  develop	  their	  appendices.	  Each	  case	  will	  be	  considered	  on	  an	  individual	  basis.	  	  
Jurisdictions	  that	  want	  to	  participate	  but	  that	  face	  real	  impediments	  to	  the	  development	  and	  submission	  
of	  an	  appendix	  on	  or	  before	  May	  1	  should	  indicate	  the	  date	  by	  which	  their	  appendix	  will	  be	  completed	  
in	  their	  letter	  of	  intent	  to	  sign.	  All	  appendices	  should	  be	  completed	  no	  later	  than	  November	  1,	  2015.	  
Jurisdictions	  that	  do	  not	  submit	  their	  appendices	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion	  may	  be	  removed	  from	  the	  
agreement.	  
	  
	  
	  
For	  more	  information	  about	  the	  Subnational	  Global	  Climate	  Leadership	  MOU,	  please	  contact	  
Laura	  Carr	  at	  laura.carr@opr.ca.gov.	  
	  
	  



Megan	  Majd	  
mmajd@nrdc.org	  

 

 
SMARTS	  Analysis	  of	  UN	  Climate	  Summit	  Commitments	  

	  
UN	  Secretary-‐General	  Ban	  Ki-‐moon	  invited	  world	  leaders	  from	  all	  levels	  of	  government,	  finance,	  business,	  and	  

civil	  society	  to	  a	  historic	  Climate	  Summit	  on	  23	  September,	  2014	  with	  the	  goal	  of	  galvanizing	  climate	  action.	  He	  asked	  
these	  leaders	  to	  bring	  bold	  initiatives	  and	  commitments	  to	  the	  Summit	  that	  will	  reduce	  emissions,	  strengthen	  climate	  
resilience,	  and	  mobilize	  political	  will	  for	  a	  meaningful	  climate	  agreement	  in	  2015.	  With	  such	  diverse	  leaders	  making	  
commitments,	  comparability	  across	  sectors	  presents	  a	  challenge,	  yet	  certain	  initiatives	  were	  notably	  stronger	  than	  
others.	  In	  an	  effort	  to	  enable	  some	  degree	  of	  cross-‐comparison	  among	  initiatives,	  NRDC	  has	  undertaken	  a	  ranking	  of	  
multi-‐stakeholder	  initiatives	  based	  on	  criteria	  we	  considered	  indicative	  of	  the	  “robustness”	  of	  initiatives	  based	  on	  a	  
SMARTS	  scale	  (Specific,	  Measurable,	  Ambitious,	  Resource-‐Based,	  Time-‐Bound,	  and	  Scaled-‐Up/New).	  The	  higher	  
initiatives	  rank	  on	  the	  scale,	  the	  more	  robust	  they	  are	  considered.	  	  

Through	  this	  comparison,	  we	  found	  that	  many	  of	  the	  multi-‐stakeholder	  commitments	  were	  rated	  positively	  
under	  five	  of	  the	  criteria.	  In	  general,	  most	  initiatives	  were	  specific,	  measurable,	  ambitious,	  resource-‐based,	  and	  scaled-‐
up/new;	  however,	  only	  about	  half	  of	  commitments	  were	  time-‐bound	  and	  34%	  had	  a	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  
framework	  in	  place.	  This	  insight	  is	  important	  because	  it	  shows	  that	  while	  many	  of	  the	  commitments	  sound	  impressive,	  a	  
large	  majority	  lacked	  an	  explicit	  framework	  to	  accountably	  implement	  their	  respective	  commitments.	  

This	  analysis	  details	  the	  methodologies	  used	  in	  conducting	  this	  research.	  It	  goes	  on	  to	  explain	  the	  key	  findings	  of	  
the	  research	  and	  list	  specific	  examples	  of	  both	  strong	  and	  weak	  commitments.	  Finally,	  the	  report	  gives	  specific	  
recommendations	  to	  make	  the	  existing	  commitments	  stronger	  moving	  forward	  and	  to	  inform	  future	  initiatives	  in	  the	  
lead	  up	  to	  COP21	  in	  Paris	  and	  beyond.	  	  
	  
Understanding	  the	  SMARTS	  Criteria	  
The	  SMARTS	  criteria	  are	  a	  set	  of	  specific	  ranking	  categories	  often	  utilized	  in	  project	  management	  and	  performance	  
evaluations.	  	  Instead	  of	  vague	  commitments,	  the	  SMARTS	  criteria	  sets	  trajectories	  that	  will	  provide	  structure,	  work	  
toward	  an	  objective,	  and	  estimate	  the	  attainability	  of	  the	  goal.	  The	  criteria	  are	  used	  in	  this	  report	  to	  rank	  35	  initiatives	  
and	  are	  represented	  as	  follows:	  
	  

• Specific:	  details	  what	  needs	  to	  be	  done	  and	  by	  whom	  
• Measurable:	  achievements	  or	  progress	  can	  be	  measured	  (quantitatively	  or	  qualitatively)	  
• Ambitious:	  aims	  to	  achieve	  high	  aspirations	  
• Resource-‐Based:	  specifies	  resources	  designated	  to	  achieve	  the	  goal	  
• Time-‐Bound:	  establishes	  a	  timeline	  to	  meet	  the	  end	  goal	  
• Scaled-‐Up/New:	  builds	  significantly	  on	  an	  existing	  initiative	  or	  creates	  a	  new	  one	  

Findings	  

	  
Table	  1	  Break	  down	  of	  the	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  mechanisms	  of	  the	  35	  initiatives	  analyzed	  



	  
Table	  1.	  	  Break	  down	  of	  the	  35	  multi-‐stakeholder	  commitments	  analyzed	  from	  the	  Climate	  Summit	  that	  meet	  the	  SMARTS	  

criteria,	  somewhat	  meet	  it,	  and	  do	  not	  meet	  it.	  
	  

Overall,	  we	  found	  that	  most	  of	  the	  commitments	  were	  specific,	  measurable,	  ambitious,	  resource-‐based,	  and	  
scaled-‐up/new.	  However,	  only	  about	  half	  of	  the	  initiatives	  were	  time	  bound	  and	  34%	  had	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  
mechanisms	  explicitly	  stated	  in	  their	  commitment	  language.	  

One	  example	  is	  the	  commitment	  made	  by	  Walmart,	  McDonald’s	  and	  Kellogg	  Company	  to	  reduce	  deforestation	  
by	  increasing	  the	  amount	  of	  food	  in	  their	  supply	  chains	  that	  is	  produced	  with	  climate-‐smart	  approaches.	  While	  that	  
commitment	  seems	  ambitious	  for	  these	  major	  companies,	  there	  are	  no	  apparently	  effective	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  
mechanism	  in	  place	  and	  no	  clear	  metric	  to	  evaluate	  their	  success.	  

On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  Small	  Island	  Developing	  States	  (SIDS)	  Lighthouse	  Initiative	  is	  an	  example	  of	  a	  robust	  
commitment.	  The	  initiative	  solicits	  $500	  million	  of	  financing	  within	  5	  years,	  deploys	  over	  100	  megawatts	  renewable	  
capacity,	  and	  plans	  to	  make	  clean	  energy	  accessible	  to	  4.7	  million	  people	  living	  in	  SIDS	  globally.	  The	  goals	  of	  the	  SIDS	  
Lighthouse	  Initiative	  are	  not	  only	  specific	  and	  ambitious,	  but	  they	  have	  a	  clear	  deadline	  and	  are	  housed	  within	  the	  
International	  Renewable	  Energy	  Agency,	  IRENA.	  This	  third	  party	  will	  annually	  assess	  the	  progress	  of	  this	  commitment	  
and	  will	  organize	  a	  high-‐level	  meeting	  in	  2018	  to	  determine	  whether	  the	  initiative	  is	  on	  track.	  
	  
Recommendations	  

The	  challenges	  that	  many	  of	  these	  initiatives	  face	  is	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  solid	  framework	  to	  implement	  their	  
commitments.	  Most	  do	  not	  have	  the	  necessary	  frameworks	  to	  hold	  the	  partners	  together	  and	  accountable	  to	  what	  they	  
said	  they	  would	  do	  moving	  forward.	  Without	  some	  entity	  to	  coordinate	  the	  various	  actors,	  there	  is	  little	  incentive	  for	  
follow	  through	  and	  a	  real	  risk	  that	  the	  significant	  promise	  of	  many	  initiatives	  may	  fail	  to	  be	  realized.	  

Another	  important	  piece	  to	  the	  framework	  is	  a	  mechanism	  for	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation.	  Without	  embedding	  a	  
means	  to	  maintain	  accountability	  in	  the	  initiative	  itself,	  it	  is	  unlikely	  that	  the	  commitments	  will	  grow	  to	  their	  full	  
potential.	  

Moving	  forward,	  we	  offer	  the	  following	  specific	  recommendations	  to	  improve	  the	  robustness	  of	  initiatives:	  
• First,	  each	  initiative	  should	  have	  a	  multi-‐stakeholder	  coordinating	  entity	  to	  coordinate	  the	  various	  actors	  that	  

are	  a	  part	  of	  the	  initiative.	  This	  can	  take	  the	  form	  of	  a	  secretariat,	  a	  governing	  body,	  or	  something	  similar	  
• Second,	  there	  should	  be	  an	  institutional	  home	  for	  follow	  up	  

o This	  home	  is	  where	  follow	  up	  meetings	  would	  be	  convened,	  tracked,	  and	  coordinated	  
o And	  there	  would	  be	  incentives	  to	  join	  these	  meetings,	  such	  as	  access	  to	  resources	  or	  partners	  

• We	  should	  strengthen	  existing	  platforms	  that	  track	  commitments	  such	  as	  CDP,	  Carbonn	  and	  the	  Climate	  
Initiatives	  Database	  by	  embedding	  commitment	  dashboards	  like	  Aloha	  +	  in	  terms	  of	  real	  time	  tracking	  of	  
commitment	  progress.	  These	  platforms	  could	  feed	  up	  to	  NAZCA	  which	  would	  facilitate	  broader	  awareness	  



	  

Accountability	  within	  the	  Ecosystem	  of	  Climate	  Commitments	  	  
Jeffrey	  Zwerner,	  Milbank	  Fellow	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  jzwerner@nrdc.org	  
	   Through	  high-‐visibility	  events	   such	  as	   the	  2014	  UN	  Climate	  Summit,	   climate	   initiatives	  and	  commitments	  
made	  by	   sub-‐national	   and	  non-‐state	   actors	   help	   galvanize	   a	   society-‐wide	   response	   to	   the	   climate	   challenge	   and	  
demonstrate	  momentum	  for	  leaders	  at	  all	  levels	  to	  undertake	  enhanced	  action.	  
	   However,	   many	   commitments	   often	   lack	   effective	   accountability	   mechanisms.	   	   Enhanced	   accountability	  
frameworks	   can	   ensure	   commitment-‐makers	   are	   supported	   to	   deliver	   on	   their	   promises	   and	   prove	   that	   their	  
commitments	  are	  not	  only	  words.	   Fledgling	   initiatives	  and	  commitment	  platforms	  may	   feel	  anxious	  of	  alienating	  
potential	   partners	   or	   causing	   commitment-‐makers	   to	   scale	  down	  ambition.	  However,	   an	   effective	   accountability	  
framework	  enhances	  credibility	  from	  broad	   initiatives	  to	  specific	  projects	  and	  can	  open	  avenues	  to	  financing	  and	  
other	  resources,	  and	  further	  galvanize	  public	  and	  private	  climate	  action.	  	  
	   Climate	  commitments	  are	  by	  nature	  diverse	  and	  efforts	  to	  provide	  accountability	  mechanisms	  must	  be	  as	  
‘open-‐source’	   and	   heterogeneous	   as	   the	   commitments	   they	   seek	   to	   improve.	   The	   Natural	   Resources	   Defense	  
Council	   has	   undertaken	   a	   survey	   of	   platforms	   for	   commitments	   and	   partnerships	   involving	   a	   broad	   spectrum	  of	  
stakeholders	   in	  both	  the	  climate	  change	  and	  sustainable	  development	  realms,	  and	  synthesized	  fundamental	  best	  
practices	   for	   accountability.	   We	   recommend	   that	   stakeholders	   making	   commitments,	   initiatives	   soliciting	  
commitments,	  and	  platforms	  registering	  commitments	  to	  foster:	  
o SMARTS	   commitments	   -‐	   Specific,	   Measureable,	   Ambitious,	   Resource-‐based,	   Timebound,	   and	   Significantly	  

Scaled	  up	  or	  New	  
o Network-‐building,	  peer	  assistance,	  and	  peer	  comparison	  to	  encourage	  a	  ‘race	  to	  the	  top’	  
o Formal	  (often	  independent	  or	  third-‐party)	  monitoring,	  review,	  and	  evaluation	  programs	  
o Transparency	  and	  engagement	  of	  civil	  society	  
o Resources	  to	  facilitate	  accountability,	  often	  from	  a	  UN	  or	  government	  source	  

Best	  Practices	  in	  Accountability	  
	   Every	  Woman	  Every	  Child	  (EWEC),	  a	  UN-‐backed	  multi-‐stakeholder	  partnership	  to	  improve	  the	  health	  and	  
well-‐being	   of	   vulnerable	   women	   and	   children,	   and	   the	   Clinton	   Global	   Initiative	   (CGI),	   a	   privately	   organized	  
commitment	  platform,	  are	  consistently	  praised	  for	  cultivating	  accountability	  in	  the	  commitments	  they	  promulgate.	  
EWEC	   and	   CGI	   coordinate	   with	   diverse	   stakeholder	   groups	   and	   only	   accept	   SMARTS	   commitments	   in	   order	   to	  
effect	   established	   benchmarks.	   Each	   provides	   monitoring,	   review,	   and	   verification	   services	   to	   commitment-‐
makers	  from	  initial	  commitment	  design	  through	  fulfillment.	  CGI	  networks	  partners	  within	  thematic	  ‘action	  groups’	  
for	  peer	  assistance	  to	  implement	  commitments,	  while	  EWEC	  transparently	  showcases	  commitment	  progress	  to	  an	  
engaged	  civil	  society	  and	  maintains	  a	  relationship	  with	  the	  UN	  and	  rigor	  through	  an	  independent	  Expert	  Review	  
Group.	  
	   UN-‐affiliated	  sustainable	  development	  commitment	  platforms	  register	  commitments	  with	  the	  SD	  in	  Action	  
Registry,	   which	   has	   an	   emerging	   institutional	   home	   at	   the	   UN’s	   High	   Level	   Political	   Forum	   on	   Sustainable	  
Development.	  The	  formal	  linking	  of	  these	  commitments	  to	  the	  UN	  process	  grants	  legitimacy	  and	  resources	  (often	  
to	  facilitate	  accountability),	  which	  in	  turn	  induce	  credibility	  and	  financing	  and	  inspire	  additional	  action.	  

	   Finally,	  the	  Environmental	  Performance	  Index	  and	  the	  Climate	  Action	  Tracker,	  which	  analyze	  country-‐level	  
commitments	  and	  actions	  on	  climate	  and	  the	  environment,	  provide	  a	  standardized	   framework	   for	  effective	  peer	  
comparison	   to	   facilitate	   comprehension	   by	   civil	   society	   and	   encourage	   a	   race	   to	   the	   top.	   This	   technique	   has	  
promise	  for	  a	  similar	  effect	  among	  non-‐state	  and	  sub-‐national	  climate	  actors.	  

Climate	  Commitment	  Platforms	  
	   Cities	  and	  Regions	  have	  organized	  through	  several	  network	  groups	  including	  ICLEI,	  C40,	  UCLG,	  and	  R20	  to	  
share	  and	  track	  climate	  actions.	  C40	  and	  R20	  encourage	  partners	  to	  disclose	  emissions	   to	  the	  Carbon	  Disclosure	  
Project	  (CDP),	  while	  ICLEI	  registers	  commitments	  and	  offers	  review,	  evaluation,	  and	  auditing	  services.	  ICLEI,	  C40,	  
and	  other	  city-‐focused	  groups	  encourage	  or	  require	  membership	  in	  the	  carbonn	  Climate	  Registry	  (cCR),	  a	  leading	  
reporting	   platform	   for	   climate	   actions.	   cCR	   offers	   transparency	   by	   showcasing	   commitments	   and	   actions	   and	  
assessing	  performance.	  Increased	  harmonization	  of	  reporting	  standards	  among	  these	  groups,	  such	  as	  through	  the	  
Global	  Protocol	  for	  Community-‐Scale	  GHG	  emissions,	  can	  foster	  peer	  comparison	  and	  more	  robust	  accountability.



	   Corporations	  and	  private	  organizations	  operate	  in	  and	  across	  many	  sectors	  and	  industries.	  Groups	  which	  
accept	   and	   tracks	   private	   climate	   commitments	   include	   the	   UN	   Global	   Compact’s	   Caring	   for	   Climate	   program	  
which	  hosts	  a	   forum	  to	  accept	  commitments	  at	  each	  COP	  and	  the	  Corporate	  Eco	  Forum.	  The	  Caring	   for	  Climate	  
Program	  requires	  annual	   reporting	   and	   forbids	  misuse	  of	   stakeholders’	  Global	  Compact	  affiliation	   (i.e.	  no	  green-‐
washing),	   while	   the	   Eco-‐Forum	   encourages	   standards-‐based	   reporting	   on	   sustainability	   alongside	   the	   typical	  
corporate	   financial	   reporting.	   Companies	   and	   Investors	  may	   also	   report	   to	  CDP	  and	   the	   Low	  Carbon	   Investment	  
Registry.	   There	   is	   room	   for	   improvement	   in	   encouraging	   SMARTS	   corporate	   commitments,	   peer	   comparison,	  
transparency,	  and	  independent	  review.	  

	   Cooperative	   initiatives	   and	   multi-‐stakeholder	   partnerships	   inherently	   convene	   stakeholders	   across	  
sectors,	  and	  can	  be	  ill-‐suited	  for	  reporting	  to	  platforms	  which	  target	  specific	  stakeholders	  such	  as	  regions,	  cities,	  or	  
corporations.	  The	  Climate	  Initiatives	  Database	  shows	  promise	  in	  the	  heterogeneity	  of	  programs	  it	  showcases	  and	  
its	   emerging	   wiki-‐style	   functionality	   could	   serve	   as	   a	   useful	   forum	   for	   engaging	   civil	   society	   and	   tracking	   the	  
progress	  of	   initiatives.	  The	  Non-‐State	  Actor	  Zone	   for	  Climate	  Action	   (NAZCA)	  platform	  aggregates	  commitments	  
from	  a	  wide	  array	  of	  diverse	  stakeholders,	  partners	  with	  accountable	  registries	   like	  CDP	  and	  cCR,	  and	  provides	  a	  
useful	  taxonomy	  of	  actors	  by	  industry	  and	  by	  theme/purpose	  to	  facilitate	  peer	  comparison.	   	  

	   	  
Recommendations	  

	   There	   is	   tremendous	   promise	   among	   existing	   climate	   commitment	   platforms	   to	   showcase	   and	   catalyze	  
greater	   climate	   action.	   Providing	   for	   enhanced	   accountability	   can	   only	   improve	   the	   effectiveness	   of	   these	   tools.	  
There	  is	  notable	  room	  for	  improving	  accountability	  structures	  for	  corporate	  commitments,	  as	  well	  as	  those	  pledged	  
by	   multi-‐stakeholder	   initiatives.	   In	   promoting	   or	   accepting	   climate	   commitments,	   platforms,	   initiatives,	   and	  
governments	  (including	  the	  COP	  presidency)	  should	  seek	  to	  promulgate	  these	  accountability	  recommendations.	  

	   Commitment	  platforms	  and	  orchestrators	  should	  require	  commitment	  to	  be	  structured	  SMARTS	  from	  the	  
start	  because	  if	  there	  is	  not	  a	  strong	  benchmark	  when	  commitments	  are	  initially	  pledged,	  then	  all	  other	  aspects	  of	  
accountability	  become	  much	  more	  challenging.	  Platforms	  should	  also	  support	  more	  opportunities	  for	  network-‐
building	  and	  transparent	  review	  and	  evaluation,	  especially	  peer	  comparison.	  Platforms	  with	  formal	  mandates	  
such	  as	  NAZCA	  should	  bring	  UN	  or	  other	  international	  resources	  to	  bear	  in	  order	  to	  facilitate	  coordination	  and	  
effectiveness	  of	  climate	  commitment	  accountability	  frameworks.	  	  

Make	  SMARTS	  commitments	  

Submit	  to	  monitoring	  and	  
review	  

Require	  SMARTS	  commitments	  
	  

Provide	  monitoring,	  review,	  and	  
evaluation	  services	  
	  

Facilitate	  network-‐building	  

Facilitate	  network-‐building	  and	  
peer	  comparison	  
	  

Provide	  and	  distribute	  resources	  
	  

Link	  to	  formal	  UN	  processes	  



 

 

United States Cooperation with Developing Countries on Climate Change 
A Case Study for the Natural Resources Defense Council 
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As negotiations for a new climate change agreement to be reached in Paris this December intensify, developing 
countries are calling for increased climate assistance with a goal of reaching $100 billion per year by 2020. In 
order to achieve and sustain such substantial growth in assistance from by the United States and other developed 
countries, both the public and businesses need to be confident that such cooperation is well-managed and 
effective. We undertook extensive research, including interviews with government officials and experts, to try to 
assess the management and impact of current U.S. cooperation with developing countries with a deeper look at 
Indonesia.  

Global Climate Change Initiative 

In 2010, President Obama launched the Global Climate Change Initiative (GCCI) to coordinate climate change 
assistance by the various U.S. federal agencies – led by the Agency for International Development, the 
Department of State, and the Department of Treasury. According to the White House, this “Presidential 
International Development Initiative” prioritizes “investments in game-changing innovations and research, 
the capacity of host countries, and strong mechanisms to hold both ourselves and our partners 
accountable for achieving sustainable outcomes.” The U.S. government provides assistance to more than 50 
countries through multilateral and bilateral funds, programs, and projects for clean energy, building adaptable 
and resilient societies, and reduction of deforestation. The U.S. provided $7.5 billion in climate finance to 
developing countries during the period 2010-2012. The $7.5 billion consists of more than $4.7 billion of 
Congressionally-appropriated assistance and more than $2.7 from U.S. development finance and export credit 
agencies.  

Table 1: U.S. Fast Start Finance by Channel (in US$ millions) 

 
**Source: Department of State, “Meeting the Fast Start Commitment” (FY2012). Table includes funding that 
was directed towards activities designed to specifically achieve climate-related objectives and activities that 

provided climate co-benefits. 
FY2012 is the most recent year for which full reporting for U.S. climate financing is available. The State 
Department and other government agencies have made significant efforts to improve the tracking of climate 
finance. The Congressional Research Service reports that the United States has provided on average 
approximately $859 million per year during FY2010-FY2014. However, unlike some other Presidential 
International Development Initiatives, the GCCI does not maintain a publicly-accessible registry or database 
of U.S. projects nor does it produce an annual report on its activities. Information on these initiatives, 
including finance tracking, is therefore difficult to find and review.  

Some of the GCCI agencies do have websites with some information on their projects. One of the better sites is 
the one for the EC-LEDS project launched by the State Department and AID in 2010. “Through the EC-LEDS 
program, the U.S. supports more than 20 partner countries [including Mexico, Colombia, Vietnam, Bangladesh, 
and Indonesia] in the design and implementation of low emission development strategies (LEDS)”. The EC-



 
 
 

LEDS program builds on existing country programs, plans, and policies, providing targeted technical 
assistance that supports the unique national development goals of each partner. Websites and fact sheets 
refer EC-LEDS as the U.S. Government’s “flagship” for its cooperation with developing countries.  Yet 
there was very little information available on the progress on the program, no documentation, or 
evaluation reports.   

U.S.-Indonesia Cooperation on Climate Change 

Indonesia is the sixth largest emitter of greenhouse gases with deforestation a major source, according to WRI. In 
2010, President Obama and former Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono agreed that climate change 
requires a multifaceted approach and engagement on a variety of levels. The US then supported the 
establishment of the Indonesia Climate Change Center (ICCC), a national hub for climate policy research and 
knowledge sharing, and launched the International Forestry and Climate Support (IFACS) program. Indonesia 
entered into a $600 million compact with the Millennium Challenge Corporation, half of which is designated to 
Green Prosperity Project initiatives aimed at reducing reliance on fossil fuels and shifting livelihoods away from 
deforestation. Under the Tropical Forest Conservation Act of 1998, nearly $60 million dollars in “debt for 
nature” swaps have redirected Indonesian debt into forest conservation. The US Government officials we 
interviewed considered these programs to be substantial successes, but we were unable to obtain any 
detailed reviews or evaluations of them. 

The U.S. Ambassador to Indonesia, Robert O. Blake explained to us that he and his team brainstormed in late 
2013 on new ways to address climate change beyond the projects noted above. They decided to focus on the 
palm oil industry, which is one of Indonesia’s largest emitters due to deforestation associated with the expansion 
of their plantations. The Ambassador met with CEOs from the palm oil industry and persuaded companies 
representing 80% of global palm oil production to commit to immediately cease deforestation on high carbon 
stocks and all peatland. This is an example of the key role that top US diplomatic personnel in country can 
make in putting climate change higher on the agenda in key countries and making progress in driving 
policy changes.  
 

Findings and Recommendations 
We found that the U.S. climate cooperation could be strengthened through increased transparency and 
greater accountability.  While recognizing the political realities in the international negotiations to meet the 
demand for increased support for developing countries, steps must be taken to assure that U.S. assistance will 
produce real results on the ground. There need to be metrics for this assistance beyond number of dollars 
spent, such as policy changes and investments to address both mitigation and adaptation. Our study of 
Indonesia illustrated the importance of the engagement of U.S. officials in partner countries to the 
potential success of such cooperation.  It is clear that a “one-size-fits-all” approach will not suffice. There 
needs to be active engagement of U.S. diplomats and assistance officials to tailor cooperation for each 
country and to generate the necessary political will.  

We propose three recommendations we believe to be critical to the success and transparency of U.S. climate 
finance moving forward: 

1. Annual reporting to highlight tangible accomplishments and real progress: Currently, there is no 
official results reporting on U.S. climate financing across the world. The GCCI would be well served by 
an annual report such as those published by the US Government’s Feed the Future and the Global Health 
Initiatives. 

2. Pick up the pace of developing and implementing country-specific plans to increase program 
effectiveness:  Take into account political will, local priorities, and developmental needs to create 
programs that generate real mitigation and adaptation. 

3. Increase interagency coordination to make the GCCI more operational: Each U.S. agency addresses 
climate change based on its mission and institutional priorities. This necessitates a strategic framework 
and a high degree of collaboration in order to accomplish the priorities set forth by the GCCI. 



Commitment Platforms for Action on Oceans 
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The planet’s oceans are under mounting pressure from acidification, pollution, warming, overfishing, and 
habitat destruction.  Almost a half century of treaties, agreements, and negotiations have helped, but it is 
clear that more action is needed to slow the depletion and degradation of the oceans. In response, a series 
of non-globally-negotiated commitment platforms have emerged. These platforms engage governments, 
international organizations, civil society stakeholders, and the private sector to turn commitments into 
meaningful actions that contribute to global goals on climate and sustainable development. This study 
examines the successes and struggles of three ocean commitment platforms and makes recommendations 
to strengthen current and future ones. 
 

Our Ocean Conference (OOC)  
 

In June 2014 Sec. State John Kerry convened the Our Ocean Conference that brought together high level 
officials, experts, scientists, advocates, and business people from 90 countries to announce new and 
reaffirmed commitments on three key themes: (1) Sustainable Fisheries; (2) Marine Pollution; and (3) 
Ocean Acidification.  A total of 31 commitments were announced totaling $1.8 billion, including a $1 
billion commitment made by Norway for climate change mitigation and adaptation assistance and a $460 
million commitment by the Global Environment Facility for marine biodiversity.  The US, UK, 
Bahamas, Palau, and Kiribati pledged to protect over 3 million km2, doubling the size of marine 
protected areas as of 2010.  
      
Secretary Kerry stressed that the way forward would require us “to think about how we all follow 
up on this [...] so that we’re really holding each other accountable to this effort going forward.” The 
U.S. State Dept. published the list of commitments in a press release and has contacted the commitment 
makers to follow up on progress, however the results of those inquiries have not been made public. The 
Chilean Foreign Ministry will host the next conference on October 5-6, 2015 and the State Department 
has been working with the Chileans to include plans to discuss accountability and transparency.   
 

Global Ocean Acidification Observation Network (GOA-ON) 
 

At the UN RIO+20 conference in 2012 scientists from the world’s leading ocean chemistry institutions 
partnered with nations, NGOs, and intergovernmental organizations to announce plans to create the first 
global network to monitor ocean acidification (OA) with the initial pledge of $1 million from the U.S. 
Government.  The Network is intended to coordinate efforts to bridge the significant gap in our 
understanding of OA, its local effects, and to identify important thresholds and tipping points.  Three 
years later, GOA-ON has grown to 147 members, including governmental, private, and academic 
institutions. 
 
Network members are very concerned by the insufficient number of observation sites. There are less 
than 150 existing and planned observation sites to survey the world’s 361 million sq. km. of ocean 
surface. The “Friends of the GOA-ON” fund, announced at the Our Ocean Conference, could become an 
important source of funding for capacity building in developing countries that would increase the reach of 
the observational network, but progress towards reaching the initial goal of $1 million has been slow due 
to continuing discussions over its grant-making criteria. 

 



The Global Partnership for Oceans (GPO) 
 

The GPO was created to catalyze knowledge and finance in support of projects addressing multiple 
threats to ocean health. The platform was officially launched in 2012 at the World Oceans Summit by 
then-World Bank (WB) President Robert Zoellick. He remarked that in order “to make our oceans 
healthy and productive again, we need greater cooperative and integrated action around the globe, 
so that our efforts add up to more than the sum of their parts.” The GPO quickly grew to include 155 
members including UNEP, USAID, The Nature Conservancy, Conservation International, and WWF. 
 
Just months after the GPO was announced, Mr. Zoellick stepped down and the bank began a restructuring 
period. The creation of a 38-page framework document took over a year to complete and the funding 
essential for the implementation of GPO projects never materialized. Ultimately, the GPO never led to 
any commitments. In early 2015 the WB withdrew from the GPO in order to focus on its own 
sustainable fisheries fund. The WB stated that “instead of a singular platform, we now need coalitions of 
committed actors to take action on our common goals.”  The GPO experience is important, because it 
illustrates the problems of engaging the full range of stakeholders on the full gamut of ocean challenges.   
Additionally, the departure of Mr. Zoellick left the GPO without the high-level leadership support that is 
essential for steering such complex platforms. 
 

Key Attributes for Commitment Platforms 
 

We believe that strong ocean commitment platforms could stimulate more action to meet the globally-
negotiated goals and targets in numerous treaties and agreements to protect the oceans. Our hope is to 
learn about the progress and problems of these ocean actions platforms and highlight successful attributes 
that can be applied to current and future ones. We liken the attributes of strong commitment platforms to 
those required of any ship at sea: 
 
A Captain – Platforms require high level political support in order to garner interest and commitments 
from key actors who impact the oceans. When one leader moves on, it is critically important that another 
step-in to take this role and ensure a continuity of effort. 
 
A Home Port – Platforms must establish portals where commitments can be collected and monitored.  A 
central hub for information about commitments and commitment-makers enables members to check on 
one another and enables the public to access and assess progress of commitments. 
 
Fuel – Platforms need a reliable source of funding and sufficient staffing to operate effectively. The 
purpose of these platforms is to turn commitments into meaningful actions, which requires resources. 
Without sufficient funding these platforms either never leave the dock or are simply adrift at sea. 
 
Make Course Corrections – Platforms must recognize that even the best plans often require deviation 
once implemented.  Rather than tirelessly developing comprehensive processes that ultimately bog them 
down, platforms need operational frameworks that enable them to adapt to ever-changing threats and 
circumstances. 
 
A Maximum Load – Bringing too many issues and actors into a single platform can cause it to capsize. 
Narrowing the scope and recognizing the governance challenges associated with large numbers of 
stakeholders from a variety of sectors can help assure that a platform can thrive over time.  
 
To receive a copy of the final report, please email: Tony.L.Gregg@gmail.com; CarlitoTurner@gmail.com 
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A Case Study for the Natural Resources Defense Council 
 

In 2012, UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon launched the Sustainable Energy for All (SE4ALL) 
Initiative to address the urgent interconnected challenges of energy poverty and climate change. 
Some 1.3 billion people worldwide do not have electricity, and 2.6 billion still rely on burning wood, 
dung and other biomass for cooking and heating their homes, with adverse impacts on their health.  At 
the same time, the growing combustion of fossil fuels is warming the planet and disrupting the 
climate. At the outset of SE4ALL, Ban Ki-moon called for “the development of a Global Action Agenda 
on the basis of which all stakeholders can make concrete commitments and offer processes for 
shared learning and accountability- to enable participants to communicate about successes 
and failures and to ensure that commitments are kept and progress is tracked in an open and 
transparent way.”1 
SE4ALL has three main objectives with a target date of 2030: 

1. Ensure universal access to modern energy services. 
2. Double the global rate of improvement in energy efficiency. 
3. Double the share of renewable energy in the global matrix from 18% to 36%. 

SE4ALL is innovative in its engagement of the full range of stakeholders, including national 
governments, international agencies, corporations, and non-governmental organizations. Over the last 
three years, SE4ALL has grown to embrace dozens of networks addressing the various dimensions of 
the sustainable energy challenge.  Recently, it was decided to move the secretariat function for the 
initiative from the UN to a new SE4ALL Partnership, and a search for a new Executive Director is 
underway. This case study involved extensive research, including interviews with a dozen individuals 
associated with the Initiative, and seeks to elucidate SE4ALL’s evolution and efficacy and to provide 
some recommendations for its strengthening. 
 
Progress and Challenges 
National Government Commitments 

To date, 85 developing countries have joined the initiative and pledged to undertake a process 
leading to action and investment on sustainable energy. At least 45 of these have undertaken the first 
step by undergoing Rapid Analysis and Gap Assessments (RAGAs), often with the assistance of 
regional development banks. RAGAs are an analysis of a country’s energy production and potential for 
transformation. Unfortunately, the RAGAs are not accessible through the website, and some countries 
have refused to have their documents published. The RAGAs we reviewed did not follow a common 
format and varied substantially in depth and quality.  Additionally, little information is available about 
the follow-up steps to the assessments.  Investment forums have taken place in some countries, such 
as Bangladesh, but there is little to no information available as to what action has resulted from these 
processes. 
 
Commitment Registry 

The SE4ALL website includes a registry of 165 individual commitments, largely made by the 
private sector actors.  However, many of the listed commitments lack specificity of funding, partnering 
organizations, time frame, and contact information. There has also been no apparent effort to track 
these commitments and a number of the commitment makers we interviewed said that there was no 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Statement retrieved at 
http://www.se4all.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/SG_Sustainable_Energy_for_All_vision.pdf  



follow-up from SE4ALL.  Furthermore, the commitment registry is full of broken links, making it 
impossible to search.   

 
Increasing Financing for Sustainable Energy 

The Finance Committee of SE4ALL’s Advisory Board estimates that a yearly investment of $45 
billion towards energy access, $320 billion in renewable energy, and a further $390 billion in energy 
efficiency is necessary if the targets are to be reached by 2030. The SE4ALL Initiative says that one of 
its major accomplishments has been to increase the funding of sustainable energy, a point echoed by 
a number of our interviewees. However, the evidence we found is mixed. Some of the funding 
commitments were indeed new or expanded.   The Bank of America, whose Chair Charles O. Holliday 
is also chair of the SE4All Executive Committee, made a new commitment of US$70 billion in funding 
towards low-carbon business initiatives over 16 years.  In many other cases, reported financing 
pledges were only business-as-usual. One private sector interviewee stated that his company would 
have proceeded with its commitment regardless of involvement with the initiative, and contacts at the 
regional development banks stated that the funding target their institutions committed to are the same 
as the average amount they spend on energy-related projects every year.   
 
Transition towards a “Network of Networks” 
 SE4ALL apparently has shifted its focus towards the creation of a host of new networked 
“communities” of stakeholders working on specific energy issues. They are labeled ‘High Impact 
Opportunities (HIOs)’ and the Initiative now lists 50 of them. The website currently features six HIOs- 
Clean Energy Mini-grids, Phase-out of Gas Flaring from Oil Production, and Universal Adoption of 
Clean Cooking Solutions. A number of these HIOs build upon other networks. Some have rather 
robust websites, such as Clean Cooking HIO, which provides country profiles, market research, 
streamlined information on technology, and an investment portal.  
 
 
Recommendations 
1. SE4ALL needs to provide updated status reports on each of the countries that have joined the 

Initiative. Governments should be encouraged to prepare national agendas and host investment 
forums. SE4ALL should document what policy changes and investments have been made in each 
country. SE4ALL also needs to refocus its attention on its commitment registry. Fixing the registry 
so that it is navigable should be an immediate priority and moving forward, all listed commitments 
should require more specified information.  

2. SE4ALL needs to focus more attention on financing investments in sustainable energy. SE4ALL 
needs to create a system to track increased funding and investments country-by-country in 
energy access, efficiency, and renewables. SE4ALL should attract new cross-industry investment 
by providing more adding value to private sector partnerships and easing the participation 
process. One suggestion is to develop or connect with a pre-existing investment portal, such as 
Sustainia, in which potential funders can easily be connected to relevant projects. 

3. SE4ALL should review its initial vision and rationalize a structure. The connection between 
national government commitments, individual commitments, HIOs and other working groups 
need to be made clearer, and all overlap in activity and subject area should be addressed.  
Organizational sprawl must be reduced to create a cohesive, operational initiative.   

 
 
 

For a copy of our final report, please contact us at 
leahcarriere@gmail.com or hardeman.stephan@gmail.com 



An Analysis of the Tropical Forest Alliance 2020 

 

A Case Study for the Natural Resources Defense Council 

Elizabeth Cole and Julia Teebken, American University MA Candidates 2015 

 

In June 2012, the creation of the Tropical Forest Alliance 2020 was announced at the UN Rio+20 

conference in Brazil. The Alliance has brought together major multinational corporations, governments, 

and environmental non-governmental organizations to work together to achieve zero net deforestation by 

2020 in the supply chains for four major commodities: beef, palm oil, pulp and paper, and soy. These 

commodities account for about $1.4 trillion in global trade and are major drivers of deforestation in a 

number of tropical forest countries. Overall, emissions from deforestation and agriculture account to 25% 

of global greenhouse gas emissions.
1
 Through the TFA 2020, different stakeholders are sharing 

information and making commitments and action plans, either individually or in partnerships. We have 

undertaken extensive research, including 34 interviews with TFA members and outside experts, to assess 

the progress made by the TFA over the last, almost, three years. Based on our analysis we offer a number 

of recommendations to strengthen this important initiative. 

Organization of the TFA 2020 

The TFA 2020 is still a relatively young organization. Much effort has been devoted to organizing the 

Alliance and recruiting new members. It has attracted the participation of major consumer goods 

companies including McDonald's, Nestle, and Unilever. The Governments of Norway, the Netherlands, 

UK and U.S. have joined along with just two tropical forest countries: Indonesia and Liberia. Later on 

NGOs were welcomed to become members of the Alliance, and there are now 24 NGO members, 

including the Rainforest Alliance, the World Resources Institute (WRI), and World Wide Fund for 

Nature (WWF). 

The Meridian Institute staff served as the interim secretariat for the Alliance since its initiation. In January 

2015, the World Economic Forum (WEF) became the new home for the secretariat. This will be a 

three year contract to drive progress for TFA; thus, their first task is recruiting TFA’s first Executive 

Director. The TFA 2020 has also created three major geographic work groups: Africa, Indonesia, and 

South America; the WEF hopes to hire regional directors to be based in Indonesia, West Africa, and 

Colombia. There are also two other work groups on palm oil and South America forest codes. TFA held a 

small workshop in Cali in November 2014 on addressing deforestation in Colombia from various 

commodities.  

The TFA has not developed overall strategies for meeting the 2020 zero net-deforestation goals for 

any of the commodities. It has not required or encouraged individual members to register their own 

commitments; nor are there any mechanisms to review or assess progress towards the overall goals. 

The TFA’s website is very superficial and provides almost no information about its members and activities.  

 

                                                
1
 International Panel on Climate Change, Working Group 3, Fifth Assessment Report 2014, Chapter 5: Agriculture, Forestry 

and Other Land Use (AFOLU), available at: http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg3/, accessed April 9, 2015  



Progress on Indonesian Palm Oil 

To date, the TFA 2020 has focused on palm oil production in Indonesia, a subject of concern of many 

NGOs for years. Deforestation due to new industrial palm oil plantations accounts for up to 80% of 

Indonesia’s total GHG emissions and makes the country one of the largest GHG emitters worldwide 

today.
2 

In June 2013, the TFA 2020 organized a large workshop in Jakarta, which brought Indonesia’s 

major palm oil producers to the table. At the September 2014 UN Climate Summit in New York, the major 

Indonesian palm oil producers including Asian Agri, Golden Agri Resources, and Wilmar - supported by 

the Indonesian Chamber of Commerce KADIN - issued the Indonesia Palm Oil Pledge. The companies 

promised to adopt and promote solutions for deforestation-free and sustainable palm oil. Golden Agri 

Resources and Wilmar also joined the New York Declaration on Forests issued at the Summit, which 

included a pledge to halve forest loss by 2020 and end deforestation by 2030.  

Recommendations 

Some of or our interviewees were hopeful about the prospects for the TFA 2020, but many were 

disappointed and frustrated. Some did go as far to say that the TFA is little more than “greenwashing”. If 

the TFA is to make progress towards their goal of zero net deforestation by 2020, several changes need to 

be made. 

First, there needs to be a greater push for developing and implementing actions plans. We recognize that 

supply chains are very complicated with middlemen and smallholders. The TFA 2020 secretariat needs to 

emphasize the urgency of the matter: there are only five years left to reach the 2020 target. Thus, the action 

plans need to be aggressive, with timelines and quantitative goals. 

Second, the TFA 2020 should create a registry of commitments, that would not only provide greater 

transparency and accountability, but would also serve as a useful mechanism for sharing information 

among companies, governments and NGOs working to curb deforestation. 

Third, the TFA 2020 should introduce a reporting mechanism that would require members to submit 

updates on their progress on an annual or semiannual basis. Some of the TFA 2020 members, such as Coca 

Cola and Nestle, already post on their websites their own action plans and updates for their own supply-

chain efforts. Thus, for the purposes of TFA’s mission of sharing information, it would be valuable to bring 

these work plans together in one central place.  

Fourth, the TFA 2020 should recognize the importance of third-party verification and encourage its 

private sector companies to step up collaboration with NGOs in implementing their commitments. The 

WRI’s Global Forest Watch Program, which uses satellite imagery to monitor forest degradation 

worldwide, is an encouraging example of what NGOs can contribute. .  

Finally, the TFA 2020 should seek greater conceptual clarity and consensus on the meaning of the “zero 

net deforestation” goal.  

For copies of the full report, please contact: Elizabeth Cole (lcole1719@gmail.com), or Julia Teebken 

(juteebken@googlemail.com). 

                                                
2
 For more information see the Rainforest Action Network: Palm Oil Fact Sheet, available at: 

http://www.ran.org/palm_oil_fact_sheet, accessed April 9, 2015 



CITIES	  ON	  THE	  FRONTLINE:	  TAKING	  ACTION	  TO	  COMBAT	  
CLIMATE	  CHANGE	  

A	  Case	  Study	  for	  the	  Natural	  Resources	  Defense	  Council	  
Nausheen	  Iqbal	  and	  Allie	  Keihn,	  American	  University	  School	  of	  International	  Service	  

	  
Home	  to	  more	  than	  half	  of	  the	  world’s	  people,	  cities	  today	  produce	  about	  70%	  of	  greenhouse	  

gas	  emissions	  (GHGs),	  consume	  over	  two-‐thirds	  of	  global	  energy	  and	  are	  particularly	  vulnerable	  to	  
floods,	  rising	  sea	  levels,	  and	  other	  effects	  of	  climate	  change.	  	  Additionally,	  city	  governments	  have	  
power	  over	  transportation,	  construction,	  and	  sanitation,	  which	  are	  all	  major	  GHG	  sources,	  and	  are	  seen	  
as	  more	  nimble,	  flexible,	  and	  effective	  than	  national	  governments.	  	  	  As	  cities	  have	  emerged	  as	  major	  
players	  on	  climate	  change,	  there	  has	  been	  a	  corresponding	  rise	  in	  new	  national,	  regional	  and	  global	  
city	  networks.	  In	  this	  study	  we	  examined	  the	  Compact	  of	  Mayors:	  a	  declaration	  signed	  by	  three	  of	  the	  
largest	  city	  networks	  -‐	  ICLEI	  –	  Local	  Governments	  for	  Sustainability,	  C40	  Cities	  Climate	  Leadership	  
Group	  (C40)	  and	  United	  Cities	  and	  Local	  Governments	  (UCLG)	  –	  and	  an	  unprecedented	  joint	  effort	  to	  
facilitate	  cooperation	  and	  obtain	  climate	  action	  commitments	  from	  cities.	  
	  
THE	  COMPACT	  OF	  MAYORS	  

Signed	  at	  the	  September	  2014	  UN	  Climate	  Summit,	  the	  Compact	  seeks	  to	  encourage	  cities	  to	  1)	  
set	  emissions	  targets;	  2)	  register	  and	  report	  their	  commitments	  and	  climate	  data	  using	  a	  common	  set	  
of	  measurement	  standards	  called	  the	  Global	  Protocol	  for	  Community-‐scale	  GHGs	  (GPC);	  and	  3)	  adopt	  
minimum,	  standard	  and	  transparent	  reporting	  on	  mitigation	  and	  adaptation	  plans.	  In	  addition,	  their	  
data	  must	  be	  reported	  to	  the	  Carbonn	  Registry,	  designated	  the	  central	  repository	  for	  the	  Compact.	  So	  
far	  228	  cities	  are	  considered	  “Compact	  compliant”	  and	  a	  further	  20	  Latin	  American	  cities	  have	  
pledged	  to	  become	  so	  in	  the	  next	  year.	  	  The	  Carbon	  Disclosure	  Project	  (CDP)	  is	  sending	  out	  a	  
questionnaire	  to	  207	  cities	  to	  ascertain	  whether	  they	  are,	  or	  intend	  to	  become,	  Compact	  compliant.	  	  

	  
	  
ICLEI	  –	  Local	  Governments	  for	  Sustainability	  
ICLEI	  was	  founded	  in	  1990	  and	  currently	  its	  members	  include	  “12	  megacities,	  100	  super-‐cities	  

and	  urban	  regions,	  450	  large	  cities,	  and	  450	  small	  and	  medium-‐sized	  cities	  and	  towns	  in	  84	  countries.”	  	  
ICLEI’s	  climate	  activities	  include:	  1)	  its	  political	  work	  such	  as	  getting	  commitments	  from	  cities	  who	  
joined	  the	  2010	  “Mexico	  City	  Pact”;	  2)	  its	  capacity	  building	  projects	  such	  as	  Urban-‐LEDS	  in	  enhancing	  
the	  transition	  to	  low	  emission	  urban	  development	  in	  emerging	  economies;	  and	  3)	  recognizing	  and	  
rewarding	  cities	  for	  inspiring	  actions	  on	  climate	  change	  such	  as	  the	  Earth	  Hour	  City	  Challenge.	  	  
	  

Carbonn	  Climate	  Registry	  
The	  Carbonn	  Climate	  Registry	  (cCR)	  is	  the	  main	  registry	  for	  the	  Compact	  of	  Mayors	  and	  ICLEI.	  

The	  ICLEI	  Secretariat	  in	  Bonn	  administers	  cCR	  and	  currently	  539	  cities	  are	  using	  cCR	  to	  publicly	  
report	  annual	  GHG	  emissions,	  GHG	  reduction	  commitments,	  and	  mitigation	  or	  adaptation	  
actions.	  Cities	  can	  show	  what	  plans	  are	  in	  progress,	  completed	  or	  in	  need	  of	  funds.	  Due	  to	  relaxed	  
requirements,	  there	  is	  a	  wide	  variance	  in	  the	  quality	  of	  reporting	  to	  the	  cCR.	  	  Some	  cities	  do	  not	  even	  



provide	  information	  on	  their	  targets	  or	  actions,	  only	  their	  current	  emissions	  inventories.	  	  Others	  such	  
as	  Vancouver	  are	  rather	  expansive,	  with	  information	  on	  116	  actions	  the	  city	  is	  undertaking	  to	  address	  
climate	  change.	  	  Cities	  are	  also	  not	  required	  to	  report	  annually	  and	  many	  do	  not	  update	  their	  reports	  
on	  a	  regular	  basis.	  

	  
C40	  Cities	  Climate	  Leadership	  Group	  
Founded	  in	  2005,	  C40	  is	  a	  global	  network	  of	  75	  cities	  dedicated	  to	  reducing	  GHGs	  and	  creating	  

sustainable	  infrastructure	  in	  seven	  initiative	  areas,	  which	  include	  transportation,	  adaptation	  and	  
water,	  and	  energy.	  Membership	  is	  by	  invitation	  only	  to	  cities	  and	  mayors	  that	  have	  an	  excellent	  track	  
record	  of	  passing	  and	  enforcing	  climate	  friendly	  policies	  and	  confers	  prestige	  on	  its	  members.	  C40	  
supports	  cities	  by	  offering	  technical	  expertise	  and	  measuring	  tools	  for	  GHG	  emissions	  as	  well	  as	  
connecting	  cities	  on	  topics	  of	  common	  interest	  such	  as	  solid	  waste	  management.	  	  Thus,	  cities	  
looking	  to	  implement	  a	  bus	  rapid	  transit	  system	  or	  accelerating	  the	  uptake	  of	  district	  heating	  and	  
cooling	  systems	  can	  actively	  exchange	  information	  on	  challenges,	  best	  practices	  and	  implementation	  
advice.	  

	  	  
CONCLUSIONS	  &	  RECOMMENDATIONS	  
Harmonize	  and	  Consolidate	  Measurement	  and	  Reporting	  	  

Cities	  around	  the	  world	  are	  at	  different	  stages	  in	  becoming	  climate	  smart	  and	  benefit	  from	  
access	  to	  a	  diverse	  range	  of	  networks	  that	  meet	  their	  specific	  needs.	  	  Thus,	  diversity	  of	  city	  networks	  
can	  be	  of	  real	  value.	  However,	  the	  proliferation	  in	  city	  networks	  has	  created	  substantial	  burdens	  
for	  cities	  as	  they	  are	  asked	  to	  annually	  report	  the	  same	  data,	  but	  use	  different	  protocols,	  resulting	  in	  
public	  datasets	  that	  are	  incomparable.	  Also,	  networks	  end	  up	  competing	  with	  each	  other	  for	  funding	  
and	  memberships	  of	  “prestigious”	  cities.	  	  Our	  recommendation	  is	  that	  the	  harmonization	  and	  
consolidation	  called	  for	  by	  the	  Compact,	  which	  includes	  using	  the	  GPC	  for	  measuring	  GHG	  emissions	  
and	  using	  Carbonn	  as	  the	  central	  reporting	  registry,	  should	  be	  operationalized	  as	  soon	  as	  possible	  
with	  technical	  trainings	  for	  city	  staff	  and	  implementation	  of	  software	  that	  streamlines	  the	  reporting	  
process.	  	  	  
Improve	  Transparency	  
	   Each	  network	  and	  platform	  needs	  to	  be	  much	  more	  transparent,	  especially	  in	  regards	  to	  
making	  contact	  information	  for	  themselves	  and	  their	  members	  easily	  accessible	  on	  their	  
website.	  	  We	  were	  unable	  to	  find	  any	  contact	  information	  on	  commitment	  makers	  in	  order	  to	  follow	  
up	  on	  their	  climate	  action	  plans	  and	  our	  inquiries	  to	  the	  general	  email	  addresses	  were	  never	  returned.	  
Encourage	  Greater	  Accountability	  for	  Commitments	  	  
	   Since	  cities	  are	  becoming	  more	  recognized	  as	  critical	  actors	  in	  addressing	  climate	  change,	  there	  
should	  be	  much	  greater	  attention	  towards	  ensuring	  that	  they	  are	  implementing	  their	  promises	  to	  take	  
action.	  	  We	  found	  that	  the	  city	  networks	  were	  reluctant	  to	  create	  formal	  accountability	  mechanisms	  for	  
their	  members.	  	  It	  might	  be	  more	  productive	  at	  this	  time	  to	  focus	  instead	  on	  awards	  and	  financial	  
incentives	  to	  encourage	  cities	  to	  fulfill	  their	  pledges.	  	  	  An	  interesting	  model	  is	  the	  WWF	  Earth	  Hour	  
City	  Challenge,	  where	  cities	  upload	  their	  data	  to	  Carbonn	  and	  a	  third-‐party	  firm	  verifies	  it	  before	  one	  
city	  is	  awarded	  the	  Earth	  Hour	  Capital	  Award	  and	  gets	  local	  and	  international	  recognition	  for	  inspiring	  
climate	  actions	  as	  well	  as	  formal	  verification	  of	  its	  data.	  
Close	  the	  Finance	  Gap	  

Getting	  finance	  for	  climate	  actions	  down	  to	  the	  local	  level	  is	  a	  major	  concern.	  	  Our	  
recommendation	  is	  that	  city	  networks	  advise	  international	  development	  banks,	  philanthropies,	  
and	  other	  major	  donors	  to	  use	  the	  standards	  set	  by	  the	  Compact	  as	  a	  basis	  for	  funding	  climate	  
actions	  in	  cities	  that	  become	  Compact	  compliant.	  	  We	  would	  encourage	  city	  networks	  to	  marshal	  the	  
resources	  of	  the	  new	  Cities	  Climate	  Finance	  Leadership	  Alliance	  in	  order	  to	  close	  the	  investment	  gap	  
and	  channel	  funding	  directly	  to	  cities.	  

	  
For	  the	  complete	  report	  on	  cities	  please	  contact	  Nausheen	  Iqbal	  (ni9147a@american.edu)	  or	  Allie	  Keihn	  
(akeihn@yahoo.com)	  
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What is the role of transnational climate governance in the emerging climate regime? 

Dr. Thomas Hale, Blavatnik School of Government, Oxford University 

 

Countries have struggled to agree a treaty capable of shifting the world to a low emissions pathway. 
Unexpectedly, we have seen a huge range of action from cities, companies, provinces, regions, civil 
society groups, and other sub- and non-state actors. According to my own research, around 14,000 of these 
organizations have participated in cross border climate initiatives of some kind (Roger, Hale, and 
Andonova 2014). IR scholars term these “transnational” initiatives because they cross national borders but 
are not traditional “international” relations between sovereign states. Transnational climate governance 
(TCG) has attracted growing attention from scholars (Hale and Roger 2013; Bulkeley, Hale et al. 2014), as 
has transnational governance in other issue areas (Hale and Held 2011). Many more sub- and non-state 
actors may have taken action “unilaterally,” meaning that the true extent of the groundswell of bottom up 
climate action remains unknown.  

Our understanding of this phenomenon has grown quickly in recent years, but significant gaps remain, in 
large part because of data limitations. The crucial question of why sub- and non-state actors create and join 
TCG, and why TCG initiatives have proliferated to such an extent over the last two decades, remains 
unanswerable without a richer and more comprehensive picture of sub- and non-state climate action. I 
propose to create a new database to fill this gap.  Like my previous work, and like the new UN NAZCA 
portal, the proposed database would capture the universe of transnational climate initiatives and record the 
cities, companies, and other actors that participate in them. But it would also offer two key improvements 
over these sources.  

First, the database would map the evolution of TCG initiatives and their participants over time. We know 
that the number of TCG initiatives has grown over time, albeit unevenly (see figure 3). We also know the 
total picture of sub- and non-state actors’ participation in TCG (see figure 4). But these existing sources 
present only an aggregate snapshot of TCG participants. To understand how TCG has spread around the 
world, we need to be able to measure which new participants, from which countries, join which initiatives 
in a given year. Collecting these data will allow us to turn a cross sectional dataset into a time series 
dataset, vastly expanding the analytic possibilities. For example, time series data would allow us to say 
which of the causal mechanisms the literature has identified have been most important in driving the 
growth of TCG. Have connections to transnational networks been the key driver? What role has 
socialization and competition played? Or are sub- and non-state actors mostly responding to their 
individual micro-incentives? What role have the domestic contexts in which sub- and non-state actors are 
embedded played? Without knowing the answers to these questions, we remain unable to predict how 
TCG may or may not continue to expand in the future.  
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Figure 1: Growth of TCG initiatives over time (source: Hale and Roger 2013) 

 
 
Figure 2: Aggregate participation in TCG (source: Roger, Hale, and Andonova 2014) 

 

Second, we need to have a better understanding of climate actions that sub- and non-state actors take that 
are not necessarily linked to TCG initiatives. Existing research has looked almost entirely at sub- and non-
state climate action that occurs as part of TCG initiatives, that is, actions that have some kind of 
international linkage. But anecdotal evidence suggests that much action by cities, companies, and other 
actors occurs largely independent of TCG initiatives. To properly assess the groundswell of bottom up 
climate action, we need to count these “unilateral” actions as well. Doing so also gives us causal leverage 
to analyze why sub- and non-state actors sometimes act through TCG initiatives, and why they sometimes 
“go it alone.”   

It is of course infeasible to survey the climate action (or inaction) of every single city and company in the 
world. Instead, I propose to conduct a “baseline” survey of climate action by sub-national governments in 
the two largest emitters, the United States and China, and in the 500 largest global corporations. The US 
sample will include all 50 states and the District of Columbia, as well as all the 295 cities and counties 
with over100,000 inhabitants. The Chinese sample would include all 34 provinces and the 247 cities and 
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counties with over 150,000 inhabitants. The companies database would include the Global Fortune 500.  

An expanded database of this nature, including both time series and baseline data, would be the most 
comprehensive overview of the universe of climate action ever produced. It would create a public resource 
for use by other academics and policymakers, available in perpetuity at the Oxford Research Database 
Service. It would also allow me and my team to produce several studies aimed at publication in leading IR 
journals: 

1. Why do sub/non-state actors take climate action? The vast new dataset would allow us to 
rigorously test the various causal mechanisms advanced in the literature as never before. By 
including both action in TCG initiatives and action outside them, we would be able to test the full 
range of sub/non-state climate action (at least for key countries) for the first time. I propose to 
produce one overview journal article looking at the entire universe of action, and then two 
additional articles looking at dynamics specific to cities and companies, respectively.  

2. How do domestic politics condition sub/non-state climate action? While this topic has been the 
subject of earlier work, the previous study could not look at how changes in domestic politics 
conditioned participation in TCG. The cross temporal analysis the proposed database would allow 
would allow us to draw far stronger conclusions on the relationship between domestic politics and 
TCG. Additional articles on China and the United States could be added as well, drawing on the 
baseline datasets.  

3. What is the aggregate impact of sub/non-state climate action? Finally, mapping the full universe of 
sub/non-state climate action will allow for a more accurate assessment of its impact on climate 
mitigation and adaptation. We will be able for the first time to evalutate the significance of the 
groundswell of sub/non-state action than has been possible thus far.   
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Climate and Energy Indicators in the Environmental Performance Index 
April 2015 

 
In 2007 UN Secretary-General Ban Ki Moon called climate change “the defining issue of our 
era.” Since then global greenhouse gas emissions have increased and accelerated. Our 
understanding of the underlying science of climate change has improved vastly, but the data and 
indicators we used to measure and track policy response to it has lagged. Most of the climate data 
are based on levels of primary CO2 emissions, due to the near linear relationship between carbon 
dioxide and global temperature rise. However, although emissions-based indicators may be a 
proxy for climate change performance, they are also a proxy for level of economic development. 
Countries such as Mozambique and the Democratic Republic of Congo may not emit much in 
comparison to the United States, but that has little to do with outright climate policy than 
economic underdevelopment. 
The 2014 EPI takes a new approach to climate and energy.  
 
In past iterations of the EPI, the primary goal was to develop indicators that, when statistically 
transformed and normalized, allowed for absolute comparability among countries. The 2014 EPI 
acknowledges that generally applying the same targets to every country provides little insight into 
policy. We agree with international climate frameworks like the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) that emphasize the significant differences between 
developed and developing countries. For the first time, the EPI scores countries using emissions-
based measures that account for differences in economic development. 
 
In doing so, the 2014 EPI aims to provide a blueprint for climate and energy indicators that do not 
hold countries with different needs and capacities to a monolithic set of metrics. It introduces a 
tiered set of expectations. Wealthier nations are gauged according to reduced emissions per unit 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (carbon intensity) from 2000 to 2010. Countries within this tier 
include Annex I parties to the UNFCCC who have taken on emission reduction commitments, a 
group that includes the European Union, as well as other wealthy countries who have pledged 
mitigation actions through the Copenhagen Accord, including the United States, Japan, and 
Canada. The United States, for example, has committed to reduce emissions by 17 percent of 2005 
levels by the year 2020. This indicator is an effort to measure the progress of that commitment, 
which is by no means legally binding or guaranteed. 
 
Denmark, whose government has framed a commitment to reduce emissions to 40 percent of 1990 
levels by 2020, is performing particularly well in this category. Its goal is to phase out fossil fuels 
by 2050. Yet, like its northern European neighbors, Denmark has already made impressive cuts in 
both household and industrial carbon emissions, largely through efficiency and renewables 
initiatives. The country has clearly demonstrated a policy commitment to substantially reduce 
carbon emissions. 
 
Middle-income countries whose economies are still developing are expected to slow the rate at 
which the carbon intensity of their economy increases. These countries, including China, India, 
and Brazil, are judged against a benchmark of a slowed rate of carbon intensity increase. Although 
ideally they will begin to move toward absolute emission reductions (as in the case of wealthier 
countries), the tension between industrial growth and populations still mired in poverty makes it 
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necessary for these countries to continue to grow their economies. The expectation is that they do 
this as sustainably as possible. For now, the EPI rewards countries that are doing their best to curb 
the rate of growth in emissions. 
 
China, for example, is the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases and one of the top energy-
consuming countries. It tends to receive heavy criticism for these distinctions. Still, GDP per 
person in China is very low, with almost 400 million people living on less than US$2 a day. 
Despite high economic expansion averaging greater than 10 percent annual growth in GDP, China 
reported a 20-percent decrease in carbon intensity between 2005 and 2010. At the 2009 UN 
Copenhagen Climate Summit, China committed to reduce carbon intensity an additional 40 to 45 
percent of 2005 levels by 2020. Trends in carbon intensity reduction from the past decade 
demonstrate China’s policy achievements.  
 
As low as China’s GDP may be, a whole tier of countries ranked in the EPI is even poorer, with a 
GNI per capita less than US$1,035. These LDCs have, in past iterations of the EPI, dominated the 
rankings, largely due to low economic development. But because of the less significant 
contribution of LDCs to overall climate emissions, the 2014 EPI does not score these countries on 
the Climate and Energy category. Their priority should be building their economies, albeit as 
sustainably as possible, while developing robust energy infrastructures that ensure access to 
cleaner forms of energy for their people. In terms of climate change, these countries’ primary 
concerns are vulnerability and adaptation to climate change. 
 
Many countries with high proportions of populations lacking access to electricity currently rely on 
higher-polluting, less sustainable forms of fuel, including biomass like animal dung, wood, and 
charcoal. Switching to less-polluting, non-solid fuels has both climate impacts and household air 
pollution impacts. Furthermore, increasing access to electricity provides a range of social and 
economic benefits for citizens. The 2014 EPI website provides an indicator of Access to 
Electricity for LDCs, but it does not include the measure when calculating the aggregated score for 
these countries.  
 
Recognizing these disparate policy goals, the 2014 EPI treats national levels of development as a 
central determinant of how countries’ performance on the Climate and Energy trend indicators are 
weighted. They are sensitive to countries’ differing policy obligations and take into consideration 
both economic and industrial development. Scores for three of the indicators include weightings 
tied to Gross National Income (GNI) per capita, as determined by the World Bank’s country 
classifications. 
 

• For wealthy countries (GNI per capita greater than US$12,616), scores are primarily 
comprised of an indicator measuring the Trend in Carbon Intensity, as the burden of 
climate mitigation lies firmly with them. 

• For middle-income countries (GNP per capita between US$1,036 and US$12,615),the 
primary measure is the rate at which their carbon intensity growth has slowed. These 
countries must develop while gradually moving toward more sustainable energy sectors. 

• Least Developed Countries (LDCs) are not scored on emissions indicators, since they have 
historically contributed less significant amounts of carbon dioxide (CO2) to the 
atmosphere. Emissions are not as important as transitioning people to more sustainable 
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forms of energy. Therefore, no score is given to LDCs for Climate and Energy. Instead, an 
indicator of Access to Electricity is presented but not calculated in the EPI score. 
 

A third indicator in this category is the Trend in CO2 Emissions per kilowatt hour (kWh) of 
electricity produced, determined for most countries as a trend from 2000 to 2010. For those 
countries that already perform at the lowest levels of carbon intensity per kWh of electricity 
produced, a score is calculated as an absolute level of CO2 emissions per kWh of electricity and 
heat produced, divided by the total amount of electricity and heat production. 
 
Table 1. Top 10 performers on each of the 2014 EPI’s Climate and Energy Indicators  
Trend in Carbon 
Intensity 

Change of Trend in 
Carbon Intensity 

Trend in CO2 
emissions per 
kWh electricity 
generation  

Access to Electricity 

Russia Nigeria Iceland Kyrgyzstan 
Singapore Papua New Guinea Albania Tajikistan 
Slovakia Congo Paraguay Nepal 
Estonia Jamaica Switzerland Guinea-Bissau 
Portugal Bolivia Norway Bangladesh 
Spain Gabon Portugal Comoros 
Sweden Albania Moldova Afghanistan 
Czech Republic Azerbaijan Qatar Zimbabwe 
Poland China Spain Haiti 
Croatia Egypt Armenia Eritrea 
 
 
Table 2. Bottom 10 performers on each of the 2014 EPI’s Climate and Energy Indicators 
Trend in Carbon 
Intensity 

Change of Trend in 
Carbon Intensity 

Trend in CO2 
emissions per 
kWh electricity 
generation  

Access to Electricity 

Bahrain Botswana Cuba Madagascar 
Israel Mongolia Chile Burkina Faso 
Trinidad and Tobago Libya Argentina Sierra Leone 
Uruguay St. Lucia Bolivia Rwanda 
UAE Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines Uruguay 
Central African 
Republic 

Antigua and Barbuda Belize Ghana Malawi 
Barbados Guyana Botswana Niger 
Oman Grenada Gabon Burundi 
Bahamas Namibia Congo Chad 
Brunei Palau Peru Liberia 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Infographic explaining how the 2014 EPI indicators are calculated. 
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Comparison of Key Energy Indices  
	  

	   	   	  

 International 
Energy Scorecard 

Energy 
Sustainability 
Index 

Low Carbon 
Economy Index 

CAIT Equity 
Explorer 

The Global Energy 
Architecture 
Performance Index 
Report 

Climate Change 
Performance Index 

The Global Green 
Economy Index 

Environmental 
Protection Index - 
Climate and 
Energy Indicator 

Scope International (16 
largest world 
economies) 

International (129 
countries) 

International (G20 
countries) 

International (186 
countries) 

International (125 
countries) 

International (61 
countries) 

International (60 
countries, 70 cities) 

International (178 
countries) 

Last Released 2014 2014 2014 2014 2015 2014 2014 2014 

Intended Audience Government, 
private sector, civil 
society 

Government, 
analysts, private 
sector, civil society 

Government, civil 
society 

Government, 
private sector, civil 
society 

Government, 
researchers, 
investors 

Government, civil 
society 

Government, 
businesses and 
investors 

Government, 
private sector, civil 
society 

Overview Compares energy 
efficiency 
achievements 
across the policy, 
building, industry, 
and transportation 
sectors. 

Ranks countries’ 
ability to meet 
current and future 
demand for energy 
security, equity, and 
environmental 
sustainability. 

Tracks the rate at 
which countries are 
decarbonizing their 
economies. 

Visualizes the 
complexity of global 
disparities in 
relation to GHG 
emissions, world 
economies, and 
mitigation. 

Ranks countries 
based on how their 
energy system 
addresses 
economic growth 
and development, 
environmental 
sustainability, and 
energy security and 
access. 

Compares 
countries’ progress 
on their climate 
protection goals by 
ranking countries 
against each other 
and their targets. 

Ranks countries on 
their efforts to 
incorporate 
environmentally 
sustainable 
practices into their 
economies, and on 
the international 
perception of these 
efforts. 

Assesses mitigation 
actions and access 
to energy relative to 
a country’s level of 
economic 
development. 

Potential 
Application 

Identify 
opportunities for 
increasing energy 
efficiency within 
national economies. 
Recognize 
international leaders 
and best practices 
in energy efficiency. 

Encourage 
stakeholders to 
consider energy 
policy holistically. 
Identify gaps and 
trade-offs between 
countries' current 
mix of energy 
security, equity, and 
sustainability 
policies. 

Guide national 
policymaking. Spur 
international 
agreement on 
climate change. 
Encourage 
investment in 
renewable energy 
sources. 

Inform policymakers 
in global climate 
negotiations. 
Provide a context 
for citizens to hold 
governments 
accountable for 
climate action. 

Allow policymakers 
to benchmark their 
policies with the end 
objective of 
achieving a 
transition to the new 
energy architecture. 

Guide national 
policymaking. Spur 
international 
agreements on 
climate change. 
Support renewables 
investments. 

Leverage 
international 
perception of green 
investment 
opportunities to 
prompt countries 
seeking to improve 
their environmental 
performance. 

Guide national 
policymaking. 
Enable countries to 
benchmark their 
climate and energy 
performance 
against nations with 
similar levels of 
economic 
development. 

Developer(s) American Council 
for an Energy 
Efficient Economy 

World Energy 
Council and Oliver 
Wyman 

PricewaterhouseCo
opers LLP 

World Resources 
Institute 

World Economic 
Forum in 
collaboration with 
Accenture 

Germanwatch, 
Climate Action 
Network - Europe 

Dual Citizen (US-
based consulting 
firm) 

Yale Center for 
Environmental Law 
and Policy 

Top Five Germany, Italy, 
European Union, 
China, France 

Switzerland, 
Denmark, Sweden, 
Austria, United 
Kingdom 

Australia, United 
Kingdom, Italy, 
China, South Africa 

No holistic ranking. Switzerland, 
Norway, France, 
New Zealand, Spain 

Denmark, Sweden, 
Portugal, 
Switzerland, 
Germany 

Sweden, Norway, 
Costa Rica, 
Germany, Denmark 
(in terms of 
performance) 

Papua New Guinea, 
Singapore, Albania, 
Spain, Azerbaijan 

Bottom Five South Korea, United 
States, Russia, 
Brazil, Mexico 

Moldova, Senegal, 
Yemen, Benin, 
Zimbabwe 

France, United 
States, India, 
Germany, Brazil 

No holistic ranking. Cambodia, Ethiopia, 
Tanzania, Mongolia, 
Yemen 

Turkey, Canada, 
Kazakhstan, Islamic 
Republic of Iran, 
Saudi Arabia 

Poland, Senegal, 
Qatar, Vietnam, 
Mongolia (in terms 
of performance) 

Belize, Palau, 
Guyana, Namibia, 
Bahamas 
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Unique 
Approaches or 
Insights 

Each category 
considered had at 
least one perfect 
score, despite a low 
overall average 
across categories. 

"Balancing" score 
accounts for how 
countries manage 
the "trilemma" of 
security, equity, and 
environmental 
needs. 

Specifies country 
decarbonization 
targets needed to 
halt global warming 
at 2 degrees 
Celsius. 

Consideration of 
adaptation as an 
equity priority. 

Report provides 
policymakers with 
key insights into 
how their energy 
systems can be 
improved. 

Incorporates expert 
opinion to 
complement 
quantitative metrics. 

Explicit, detailed 
comparison of the 
performance and 
perception of 
country and city 
sustainability 
performances. 

Displays change in 
trend in each 
climate and energy 
indicator over the 
past 10 years. 

Questions or Next 
Steps 

This index could be 
expanded to 
consider energy 
efficiency in smaller 
economies. 

A consideration of 
different standards 
and impacts for 
economies and 
countries of 
different sizes. 

Margins of error 
built into estimating 
the size of global 
and country 
economies over 
next 100 years. 

A lack of holistic 
rankings prompts 
thoughtful 
exploration of the 
data, but may miss 
opportunity to 
highlight overall 
leaders and 
laggards. 

Clarification of 
potential biases 
from data sources. 
Reevaluate the 
equal significance 
each indicator is 
given in the final 
score, or justify their 
equivalence. 

An ability to animate 
the data beyond the 
report might help 
readers compare 
the different metrics 
this index draws on. 

Cities are selected 
by picking the 
largest city in each 
country the index 
considers; there is 
room to refine the 
basis on which 
cities are chosen 
and compared. 

Rankings reflect 
countries' relative 
abilities to reduce 
carbon emissions, 
rather than their 
ability to achieve 
key globally-agreed 
upon targets. 

	  



Neil Tangri <tangri@stanford.edu> 

 

Empirical Measures for Climate Change Mitigation 

 

As UNFCCC Parties prepare and submit their INDCs, third party analysts will attempt to 

compare dissimilar plans to establish comparability of mitigation effort. Such analyses vary 

widely depending on the relative importance given to equity, national capacity, historical 

responsibility, and cost effectiveness (Höhne et al., 2014). A major weakness of these analyses is 

the question of baseline emissions. In order to quantify a country’s mitigation, its proposed plan 

of emissions must be deducted from a baseline – generally considered to be a “no policy,” 

business-as-usual prediction of emissions (Søbygaard & Larsen, 2013). However, such 

predictions vary widely and the choice of baseline strongly influences the resulting estimation of 

mitigation effort (Figure 1). 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Select baseline emissions trajectories from Integrated Assessment Models (black lines) 

and a mitigation pathway representative of INDCs (red line) for OECD 1990 countries. The blue 

arrow represents mitigation measured against the most conservative baseline and the yellow 

arrow uncertainty in mitigation due to model spread. Data source: AR5 Scenario Database 

(Version 1.0.1) https://secure.iiasa.ac.at/web-apps/ene/AR5DB 

 

 

 

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

16000

18000

20000

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

M
t 

C
O

2
/y

ea
r

Emissions Baselines and Mitigation Uncertainty



Tangri Research Statement 

 

Integrated assessment models (IAMs) are the usual tool of choice to predict emissions 

trajectories over time as well as the economic consequences of those pathways (Søbygaard & 

Larsen, 2013). However, IAMs suffer from several weaknesses, ranging from technical to 

epistemological (Stern 2013). As a result, the numbers derived may be off by an order of 

magnitude or more (Moore & Diaz, 2015). IAMs have been criticized as creating “a perception 

of knowledge and precision, but that perception is illusory and misleading.” (Pindyck 2013). The 

resulting baselines are highly dependent on input parameters and thus subjective, diminishing 

their usefulness in negotiations. Moreover, IAM results, while available for major emitters, are 

often not available for many smaller and less developed countries. Nevertheless, IAMs continue 

to be widely used as no ready or superior substitute is available.  

 

I propose to address this issue by empirically deriving national baselines. For example, 

population growth is a major driver of GHG emissions and changes slowly on a multidecadal 

timescale. It can therefore be used as an objective predictor of a nation’s baseline emissions path. 

I will test various predictors for each country and expect to find a tailored set of predictors for 

each country which both significantly constrains emissions growth and can be predicted into the 

future under a variety of climate conditions with high confidence. This will allow proposed 

INDC mitigation paths to be compared against “apples-to-apples” baselines.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

      
 

Lima-Paris Action Agenda 
 

The purpose of this paper, co-authored by the COP20/CMP10 Peruvian Presidency, the incoming 
COP21/CMP11 French Presidency, the UNFCCC Secretariat and the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, is to complement the Lima-Paris Action Agenda declaration of December 13th, 
2014.  It contextualizes and provides further details to implement the declaration and support 
the UNFCCC process. 
 

Vision for a success in Paris  
Our vision of a success in Paris at COP21 is to give credibility to the transition towards resilient 
and low GHG societies, compatible with an increase in average surface temperatures limited to 
1.5° to 2°C compared to their pre-industrial level, and supported by adequate means of 
implementation.  
   
To respond to this vision, the new legal agreement for the post-2020 climate regime under the 
UNFCCC will have to be applicable to all, equitable and ambitious, and tackle mitigation and 
adaptation in a transparent and verifiable way, as well as provide adequate means of 
implementation: finance, technology and capacity building.  
 
Ambitious Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (iNDCs) from Parties to the UNFCCC, 
shared well in advance of Paris, will be a crucial step towards a success in Paris, as they will 
demonstrate strong commitment to our common objective.    
 
Pre 2020 and long-term finance will have to be mobilised through public sources and private 
investors, international financial institutions and innovative financial instruments to drive this 
transition and provide for low carbon and resilient activities. 
 
The Action Agenda, which involves both state and non-state actors (cities, regions and other sub-
national entities, international organizations, civil society, indigenous peoples, women, youth, 
academic institutions, as well as businesses) in partnerships that go beyond traditional 
institutional frameworks, can accelerate action and support reaching an ambitious agreement 
under the UNFCCC. 
 
To that end, the Action Agenda needs to be built on concrete cooperative initiatives, ambitious 
enough to tackle the challenge, supported by clear roadmaps for implementation. Progress made 
through the Action Agenda by COP21 can strongly contribute to:  
- Demonstrating that previous commitments are fulfilled; 
- Sending a loud and clear signal that the transition to low GHG and climate resilient 

economies is not only feasible, both technically and economically, but also already 
underway; 

- Highlighting the multiple advantages of a collaborative agenda and the co-benefits attached 
to it, notably strengthening sustainable development and fighting poverty; 

- Facilitating the implementation of Parties’ intended Nationally Determined Contributions 
(iNDCs); 

- Enabling even greater ambition after Paris, both in the pre-2020 and post-2020 periods, in 
the fields of mitigation and adaptation. 

 



 

The Lima-Paris Action Agenda 
The Lima-Paris Action Agenda is a joint undertaking of the Peruvian and French COP 
presidencies, the Office of the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the UNFCCC 
Secretariat. It is aimed at strengthening climate action throughout 2015 and beyond. The spirit 
is similar to the one that drove the preparation of the UN Climate Summit which took place in 
September 2014, and we will build on its momentum. We will provide support to existing 
initiatives, help mobilize new partners and contribute to the visibility of their actions and 
commitments, throughout 2015 and in Paris in December.  
 
We are convinced that such cooperative initiatives by state and non-state actors can provide 
solutions, dynamism and positive momentum to the UNFCCC process. 
 
A common vision is key to enabling initiatives to leverage maximum action.  In our view, each 
initiative or action area under the Lima-Paris Action Agenda should, between now and Paris, 
focus on: 
- Building a tailor-made narrative that outlines both operational and credible short term 

targets and indicative long term goals, and demonstrates that key partners are gathered 
around a shared vision and an action plan to help scale-up transformation in each strategic 
area.  

- Demonstrating its relevance and credibility, by being science based, monitoring progress and 
results and displaying, the fulfilment of previous commitments. In particular, initiatives 
launched at the Climate Summit 2014 should demonstrate progress; 

- Paying due attention to the North-South balance and the need for inclusiveness, in terms of 
other relevant stakeholders or initiatives to integrate. 

 
 

Milestones 
During COP21, we will respond to the Lima Call for Climate Action by convening a High Level 
Meeting on Climate Action. The progress of the Lima-Paris Action Agenda will be showcased and 
synthesized during this meeting.  
 
The results of the technical examination of opportunities with high mitigation potential carried 
out under the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action will also be summarized during this meeting. 
 
The High Level Meeting will build on the momentum created by the events that several 
stakeholders and networks will be organizing on the road to Paris and during COP21. We 
encourage organizers of such events to consider structuring their work and actions with a view 
to contributing to the Lima-Paris Action Agenda. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lima “Call to Action” 
14. Agrees that the information to be provided by Parties communicating their intended nationally determined contributions, 
in order to facilitate clarity, transparency and understanding, may include, as appropriate, inter alia, quantifiable 
information on the reference point (including, as appropriate, a base year), time frames and/or periods for 
implementation, scope and coverage, planning processes, assumptions and methodological approaches including 
those for estimating and accounting for anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions and, as appropriate, removals, 
and how the Party considers that its intended nationally determined contribution is fair and ambitious, in light of its national 
circumstances, and how it contributes towards achieving the objective of the Convention as set out in its Article 2. 

GHG 
Reports (e.g. 
for INDCs) 

1 

1 

2 

3 

ISO 14080 Framework Standard describes a generic framework and specifies principles and guidance, considering GHG 
policies and specific conditions for a user of this standard to develop and implement a framework and rules for evaluating, 
developing and maintaining GHG methodologies. A framework for a system of GHG methodologies can support countries 
and other stakeholders (e.g. industry associations) to develop GHG methodologies in order to help implement low 
emissions development strategies. Such a framework can improve efficiency in the development and the use of GHG 
methodologies. The framework reflects policy and program strategies and objectives of the country and other stakeholders 
in order to establish 
-the scope of GHG management activities for which GHG methodologies will be adopted or developed 
-the general criteria and rules to organize  the system of GHG methodologies and the relationships among the GHG 
methodologies 
-the general form, contents and quality for GHG methodologies 
-country / program commitment with regard to mitigation if applicable 
-governance agreement between GHG methodology owners if applicable 

ISO 14080 
Framework 
Standard 

Framework, 
processes, and 
criteria defined 
by GHG Meth 
manager (e.g. 
country) 

ISO GHG 
Standards 
(e.g. ISO 
14064-1 and 
ISO14064-2) 
 

Policy and 
Program 
Strategies and 
Objectives 

Existing GHG 
Methodologies 
(e.g. IPCC, 
CDM inter alia) 

New GHG 
Methodology 

Selected or 
Adapted GHG 
Methodology 

System of GHG Methodologies 
Maintained with Credibility 
Consistency and Compatibility  

(i.e. clarity and transparency) 

UNFCCC general terms inform INDCs and associated GHG MRV methodologies (management, mitigation, 
adaptation) 
 

A GHG MRV methodology manager maintains a system of GHG methodologies of international consistency, 
credibility and comparability in order to provide “clarity and transparency” of GHG reports to UNFCCC 
 

Potential for ISO 14080 general structure and requirements to inform UNFCCC general terms 

Figure adapted from ISO 14080  

1 

2 
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International standard for climate bonds to catalyse investment

Assurance/Integrity/ 
Transparency
Assessing environmental integrity is 
hard work. An authoritative standard 
eases decision-making and focuses 
attention on credible climate change 
solution opportunities. The easier it is 
to use the faster the market will grow.

The International Climate Bonds 
Standards and Certification Scheme 
assures investors that their funds are 
being used to help deliver a low-
carbon economy. 

It allows investors and governments 
to easily prioritise climate bonds with 
confidence that the funds are being 
used to deliver a low carbon economy.

Certification is available for:
Project bonds•	
Corporate bonds (asset-linked)•	
Portfolio bonds•	
Asset-backed securities•	
Sovereign (programmatic) bonds.•	

Criteria for renewable energy, 
infrastructure, bio-energy, IT and 
broadband, real estate, and forest 
bonds are being released.

The Standard is an environmental 
standard. It does not substitute for 
financial or other due-diligence.



The Climate Bonds Standard and 
Certification Scheme is coordinated 
through the work of dedicated 
working groups, overseen by a Board 
representing institutional investors 
and environmental NGOs.

Members of the Climate Bond 
Standards Board are the California 
State Teachers’ Retirement System 
(CalSTRS); the Natural Resources 
Defense Council; the State Treasurer 
of California; the (Australian) Investor 
Group on Climate Change; the Carbon 
Disclosure Project; and the (US) 
Investor Network on Climate Risk.

A Low Carbon Economy Reference 
Group advises on investments needed 
to achieve a rapid transition to a low-
carbon economy.

Technical Working Groups made 
up of participants from scientific 
communities, industry and NGOs 
develop certification eligibility criteria 
for each project type.

An Industry Working Group consults 
on structure and content, verification 
processes and practical diffusion. 
Members include representatives 
from: Standard & Poor’s, Aviva 
Investors, the IFC (a part of the 
World Bank Group), KPMG, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, DNV and 
Calvert Funds Management.

“We are looking for investment-grade returns that also 
address climate change. The Climate Bond Standard will allow 
us to know that investment opportunities put before us will be 
the right ones to build a Low Carbon Economy.” 
— Jack Ehnes, CEO of California Teachers Retirement System 

Oversee implementation of standard  •	
development work
Supervision of working groups•	
Development of prospective standard •	
criteria & clauses

Advise on scope of low carbon economy •	
and eligible project types
Recommend technical working groups •	

Climate Bond 
Standards Board

Create set of technical low carbon •	
eligibility criteria for each project type

Technical 
Working Group

Low Carbon 
Economy 
Reference Group

Industry 
Working Group

Funding Logistics ISEAL 
Compliance

Public 
Consultation

Contracting

Review of suggested criteria and assurance •	
model from an industry perspective

Climate Bonds Secretariat: Research, Coordination and Administration

The Climate Bonds Standards Board



“Governments and investors around the world have a prime 
opportunity to transition to a sustainable, low-carbon 
economic growth path with the investment and employment 
benefits that entails. Climate Bond Standards offer a ready-
made tool to assist this transition, in California and around 
the world.” 
— Bill Lockyer, California State Treasurer

3 reasons why climate bond 
standards are important

Climate - Banking crises come 
and go. There were banking 
crises in England in 1836, 1839, 
1847, 1857 and 1866 - they 
didn’t stop England being the 
most powerful economy of 
the day. There have also been 
climate crises in the past.  E.g. 
55.8 million years ago in the 
Paleocene-Ecocene Thermal 
Maximum, a large increase 
in atmospheric CO2 caused 
the planet to warm up by 6°C, 
leading to loss of 50% life on 
the planet. 6°C is the projected 
temperature increase under 
current emission trajectories.

Bonds - Bonds are one of the 
oldest financial products. They 
have been used to finance 
road building, railways and 
cities. Their need for long-term 
stable cash flows also suit the 
performance structures of 
renewable energy and energy 
efficiency projects.

Standards - The cost of 
capital is crucial to the 
competitiveness of renewable 
energy, due to the high capital, 
low running cost nature of 
renewables. The aim of the 
standard is to ultimately reduce 
that cost of capital. Many 
mainstream investors would 
like to invest in sustainable 
products but require assurance 
as to their integrity; a standard 
and certification of the 
bond can provide this and 
support liquidity by creating a 
recognizable universe of low 
carbon product. Governments 
can also use a standard and 
certification mark to target 
public funds, guarantees or 
insurance into de-risking 
investments.

Bond issuer starts by …

1. Issuer links low carbon assets to 
proposed bond
2. Issuer contracts approved third party 
verifier of the Climate Bond Standard to 
verify the proposed bond

Bond Issuer decides to proceed …

5. Issuer submits application for Climate 
Bond certification to Climate Bonds 
Standard Board and Secretariat including 
verification statement and application fee.

… Verifier then …

3. Verifier checks compliance with Climate 
Bond Standard.
4. Provides verification statement to 
issuer.

… Climate Bond Standards Board reviews

6. Climate Bonds Standards Board and 
Secretariat review application
7. Bond issued with Certification mark or 
rejected

Organisations participating in the Industry Working Group include:

How it works



Corporate bond  
‘linked’ to asset(s)

Sovereign bond

Bonds

Project  
development bond

Portfolio bond

Covered bond

What sorts of bonds will be 
certified?
The Standard allows for certification 
of bonds backed by or linked to low 
carbon assets. This includes: project 
development bonds; corporate bonds 
linked to a pool of loans to compliant 
assets, or to the physical assets 
themselves; and bonds issued by 
securitization vehicles of individual 
loans to finance physical assets or 
equity investments in physical assets. 

Key provisions of the Standards
- Assurance around use of proceeds.
- Eligible low carbon physical assets. 
E.g. wind farms, manufacturing, 
related infrastructure.
- Traceability of funds.

Costs
To apply for certification costs one-
tenth of a basis point (per annum) of 
the value of the bond. Bond issuers 
will also have to commission a third 
party review of their compliance with 
the Standard. 

Benefits of certification
- Reach new investors.
- Signal your support for climate 
change solution investments.
- Remove cost to investor of 
environmental due diligence.

Ring-fence value of 
assets to intermal 
cost centre 

Structures

Special purpose 
vehicle owns the 
asset

Securitisation 
vehicle of loans and/
or assets

Dual recourse

Commercial Bank
Issues bond against 
balance sheet, linked to 
portfolio of project loans

Utility/Manufacturer
Issues bond against 
balance sheet, linked to 
facility or wind farms

Government
Proceeeds of bond ring-
fenced to a qualifying 
program

Examples

Project Developer
Issues bond to finance 
construction and 
operation of wind farms 

Aggregator
Issues bond to re-
finance pool of wind 
farms or wind loans

www.climatebonds.net 
The Climate Bonds Initiative is a London-based, 
investor-focused not-for-profit, promoting large-
scale investments for the global transition to a 
low-carbon economy.



Pulses - 2016
ProPosed Theme AreAs

InTernATIonAl YeAr of

INTERNATIONAL PULSE TRADE &
INDUSTRIES CONFEDERATION

CONFéDéRATION INTERNATIONALE DU COmmERCE
ET DES INDUSTRIES DES LégUmES SEC



HealtH, NutritioN
& Food iNNovatioN

tHeme area 1:

•	 Malnutrition	(under	and	over	nutrition)	is	
the	gravest	single	threat	to	global	public	
health	-	(WHO).	

•	 1.5	billion	overweight,	including	43	
million	children	under	5.	

•	 3.9	million	children/year	die	from	
undernutrition	(nutrient	deficiencies	
including	lack	of	iron).	

•	 In	S.	Central	Asia	and	E.	Africa,	1/2	of	
children	have	growth	retardation	due	to	
protein-energy	malnutrition.	

•	 Pulses	=	nutritional	value	(iron	and	
protein)	+	low	cost.

•	 Partner	with	governments,	international	bodies	&	private	sector	to	promote	pulses	to	address	
health	and	nutrition	issues.	

•	 Influence	policy	makers,	international	bodies,	the	food	sector	and	researchers	to	include	pulses	in	
policy	development,	public	health	initiatives	and	research.	

•	 Engage	the	food	sector	to	develop	innovative	and	nutrient	dense	food	products	with	pulse	
ingredients	to	address	over	and	under	nutrition.	

•	 Engage	researchers	to	address	key	research	gaps.	

•	 Educate	consumers	about	the	health	and	nutritional	benefits.

ProPosed InITIATIves

International	Pulse	
Health	&	Nutrition	
Research	Society

Health	&	Nutrition
Research	Roadmap

Public	Health	Policy	
Communication	Strategy

Consumer	Focused
Messaging	Guidelines	for	Pulses

International	Pulse	
Nutrition	&	Health	

Research	Symposium
reseArch 
evenTs

PublIcATIons

communIcATIons 
& mArkeTIng

2016

ProPosed objecTIves

The	International	Year	of	Pulses	(IYOP)	2016	will	be	the	greatest	opportunity	in	a	century
to	give	pulses	such	as	chickpeas,	dry	beans,	lentils	and	peas		-	the	healthiest	grain	foods	in	the	

world	-	the	attention	they	deserve.
I	am	delighted	to	invite	you	to	participate	with	us	as	we	work	with	the	Food	and
Agriculture	Organisation	of	the	United	Nations	(FAO)	to	make	it	a	resounding

success.	This	brochure	sets	out	some	preliminary	ideas	of	theme	areas	for	IYOP	activity
that	we	will	be	taking	as	suggestions	to	the	FAO	for	approval.

If	you	have	some	exciting	ideas	or	would	like	to	be	involved	in	any	way	at	all	way	with
IYOP	2016,	or	for	further	information	please	contact

Executive	Director	Gavin	Gibson	at	Email:	ggibson@pulseaus.com.au

A mEssAgE from
cIcIls PresIdenT hAkAn bAhcecI

InTernATIonAl YeAr of Pulses 2016
prEliminAry suggEstEd idEAs for Activity thEmE ArEAs

to bE tAkEn to thE fAo for ApprovAl 



market access & stability
•	 Trade	barrier	costs	are	borne	by	farmers,	processors,	exporters,	importers	and	consumers.

ProPosed InITIATIves

Study	impact	of	trade	
disruptions	to	food	

security

Sustainable
	Agricultural	Initiative	

Platform	ProjectEngage	International	
Plant	Protection	&	Codex	

Processes

Symposium	On
Pulse	Sustainability

Develop	and	
Communicate	Strategy

Develop	and
Communicate	Strategy

reseArch

reseArch

engAge

engAge

communIcATIons 

communIcATIons 

2016

2016

eNviroNmeNtal sustaiNability
•	 One	of	the	FAO’s	Millennium	Development	Goals	is	to	“Ensure	Environmental	Sustainability”	

through	natural	resource	management	and	the	sustainable	use	of	land,	water	and	biodiversity.	

•	 Pulse	crops	increase	the	productivity	and	water	use	efficiency	of	cropping	systems	as	well	as	
biodiversity.	

•	 Using	pulse	crops	in	rotation	means	reduced	fertilizer	costs/needs	and	decreased	greenhouse	gas	
emissions.

•	 Increase	awareness	of	the	contributions	pulse	production	makes	to	the	sustainability	of	global	
agriculture	among	consumers,	food	industry	and	governments.	

•	 Increase	in	pulse	consumption	worldwide.

ProPosed InITIATIves

ProPosed objecTIves

•	 Project	with	Sustainable	Agriculture	Initiative	Platform	on	the	role	pulses	play	in	sustainability.	

•	 Symposium	on	pulse	crop	contributions	to	sustainability	of	global	agriculture.	

•	 Coordinated	activities	with	International	Year	of	Soils	–	2015.

tHeme area 2:

•	 Creating	greater	efficiencies	and	benefits	all	along	the	value	chain.	

•	 Work	with	governments	and	international	bodies	to	improve	the	regulatory	framework	in	
which	trade	occurs,	to	enhance	food	security,	reduce	price	volatility	and	enhance	the	return	to	
growers.

ProPosed objecTIves

tHeme area 3:



ProPosed InITIATIves

Breeding	and	Agronomy	
Research	Strategy

Food	Security	and	Pulses	
Symposium

Production,	Agronomy	&
Genetics	Symposium

reseArch

engAge &
communIcATIons

2016

ProPosed iyoP tHeme area activities

heAlTh, nuTrITIon & food InnovATIon

mArkeT Access & sTAbIlITY

envIronmenTAl susTAInAbIlITY

ProducTIon & food securITY

•	 Establish	working	
group,	objectives	and	
activities	

•	 Workshops	on	beans	
and	cholesterol	
lowering;	lentils	and	
blood	sugar	control	
held

•	 Establish	working	
group,	objectives	and	
activities

•	 Establish	working	
groups,	objectives	
and	activities

•	 Establish	working	
groups,	objectives	
and	activities

•	 Participate	in	Codex	
Committee	on	
Pesticide	Residues	
(CCPR)	meeting	

•	 Report	linking	
predictability	of	trade	
to	food	security

•	 World	Congress	
on	Conservation	
Agriculture	

•	 Sustainable	Food	
Laboratory	Annual	
Summit

•	 Strategy	session	held	
at	International	Food	
Legumes	Research	
Conference	

•	 Report	on	pulses	as	
a	solution	to	food	
security

•	 Coordinated	activities	
with	International	
Year	of	Soils	

•	 Pulse	specific	project	
with	SAI	Platform	

•	 Symposium	on	‘Pulse	
Crop	Contributions	
to	Sustainability	of	
Global	Agriculture’	

•	 Proceedings	from	
International	Food	
Legumes	Research	
Conference	published

•	 Publication	of	report	
with	Sustainable	
Agriculture	Initiative	
Platform	

•	 Proceedings	
from	‘Pulse	Crop	
Contributions	to	
Sustainability	of	
Global	Agriculture’	

•	 International	
Symposium	on	variety	
development	&	
agronomy	

•	 International	
Symposium	on	pulses	
and	food	security

•	 CCPR	meeting	

•	 International	Plant	
Protection	Convention	
(IPPC)	meeting

•	 Strategy	for	
reduced	Codex	
MRL	harmonization	
timelines	Strategy	
announced	for	zero	
threshold	tolerances

•	 Pulse	Innovation	
Partnership	(PIP)	
Business	Plan	
finalized

•	 International	Pulse	
Health	and	Nutrition	
Research	Symposium	

•	 PIP	product	
development	work

•	 Proceedings	from	
Research	Symposium	
published	

•	 Research	strategy	
announced	

•	 PIP	food	products	
launched

2013 » 2014 » 2015 » 2016 »

» 
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tHeme area 4:

ProductioN & Food security
•	 Two	core	goals	of	FAO	are	to	“help	eliminate	hunger,	food	insecurity	and	malnutrition”	and	to	

“make	agriculture	more	productive”.	

•	 1.02	billion	people	are	chronically	deprived	of	adequate	food	or	are	“food	insecure”.	

•	 Pulses	improve	productivity	of	farming	systems,	through	reduced	nitrogen	requirements	and	
improved	soil	health.

•	 Improve	pulse	crop	productivity.	

•	 Increase	global	pulse	production.	

•	 Increased	pulse	production	by	small	land	holders/women	farmers	to	improve	food	security	in	high	
risk	areas.	

•	 Coordinate	scientific	efforts	aimed	at	mapping	pulse	crop	genomes.

ProPosed objecTIves
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gsnetworks.org @GlobalSN Joan Bigham, Executive Director, joan@gsnetworks.org

Are the world’s problems just too tough to solve?
Or can we leverage new models, making the impossible…POSSIBLE?

In 2013 Don Tapscott launched the Global Solution Networks (GSN) program to understand the emergence

and impact of multi-stakeholder networks in solving global problems. The initiative completed 40 projects by

March 2015 and is now moving beyond research to action.

FILLING THE KNOWLEDGE GAP

Our team of global experts analyzed hundreds of cases and published 2,000 pages of research and insights for

policy makers and future network leaders. What did we learn?

• 4 drivers are at work, making new networks not just possible, but powerful.

• Networks have 4 common characteristics – they consist of diverse stakeholders, address a

global problem, are self-organized and self-governing, and they exploit the digital revolution.

• They come in 10 distinct types, each with extraordinary power to bring about specific positive

change.

• They are having greater impact, scaling faster, and providing better solutions than traditional

hierarchical models.

Collaborating with our sponsors and partners, we converted our major research results into digests,

infographics, and mindmaps to optimize access to key ideas and cases. And now we have introduced an initial

4 issue-specific content-rich HUBS on gsnetworks.org to connect people around the world working on

common issues.

PUTTING GSN TOOLS IN THE HANDS OF PEOPLE WORKING TO SOLVE PROBLEMS

In 2015 we will deliver a progression of educational and practice tools to stakeholders who can apply the

GSN model. With the right tools in the hands of the right people, everyone wins.

OUR SPONSORS

Accenture, Cisco, Google, Government of Ontario, HP, Industry Canada, Liberty Global, MasterCard,

Qualcomm, RBC, Rockefeller Foundation, SAP, Scotiabank, Seagate, Skoll Foundation, Telus,

US Department of State

Employment &
Prosperity

Climate & Planet
Stewardship

Health & Human
Security

Cities



Join us on the GSN Climate Hub - a resource for sharing, scaling and connecting to GSNs
addressing climate change and stewardship of our planet for future generations.

The GSN program has identified 10 types of global solution networks, and dozens

of Climate networks among those types:

Advocacy Networks:

350.org

Asian Cities Climate Change
Resilience Network

Ceres

Climate Reality Project

ClimateWorks

Earth Day

Go Fossil Free

Natural Resources Def. Council

Rainforest Action Network

The Prince of Wale's Corporate
Leaders Group

Governance Networks:

Forest Stewardship Council

Knowledge Networks:

AfriCAN Climate

Climasphere

Climate & Development
Knowledge Network

Climate Central

Climate Exchange Network of
Africa

Global e-Sustainability Initiative

Institute for Social and
Environmental Transition

International Climate Reduction
and Offset Alliance

Petridish.org

Regional Environment Center

Southern Africa Climate Change
Network

Stockholm Environmental
Institute

Sustainability Consortium

Sustainia

Urban Climate Change Research
Network

USAID

World Resources Institute

Networked Institutions:

C40Cities

Climate Action Network
International

Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change

Partnership on Sustainable
Low Carbon Transport

Sustainable Low Carbon
Transfer

WIPO Green

Operational & Delivery

Networks:

Carbon Capture and Storage
Association

Carbon Cities Climate Registry

Carbon Trust

Carbonn Climate Registry

Caribbean Community Climate
Change Centre

Climate-KIC

GHG Management Institute

Global Alliance for Clean
Cookstoves

Global Sustainable Electricity
Partnership

International Council for Local
Environmental Impact

Local Governments for
Sustainability

Nature Conservancy

Renewable Energy and Energy
Efficient Partnership

SootSwap

Sustainable Energy for All

The Gold Standard

World Wildlife Fund

Platforms:

Atlas of Community-Based
Monitoring

CARRI's Community Resilience
System

InSTEDD's GeoChat and
Resource Map

Kenya Climate Innovation
Center

Claris LPB

Luum

Open Source Ecology Network

REDD + Partners

Regatta-UNEP

Policy Networks:

Evergreen Our Urban Future

SEAN-CC, Southeast Asian Network on
Climate Change

World Business Council for Sustainable
Development

Standards Networks:

Climate Disclosure Standards Board

Extractive Industries Transparency
Initiative

Global Footprint Network

Global Reporting Initiative

US Green Building Council

Watchdog Networks:

Carbon Disclosure Project

Carbontracker.org

Digital Coast NOAA

Driving Sustainable Economies

Friends of the Earth International

Global Forest Watch

Greenpeace

Marine Stewardship Council

Project Noah

U of MD Earth Engine Partners


