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Foreword

Responding to climate change must happen through actions on the ground. International cooperation enhances such action to mitigate, adapt and achieve climate resilient development, as we are required to do under the Paris agreement. International Cooperative Initiatives (ICIs) in the Climate Initiatives Platform (CIP) provides examples of mitigation and in some cases adaptation in transport, cities, agriculture, forestry and industry. Almost 250 initiatives driven mainly by non-state actors, including cities, regions and businesses, are currently displayed by the CIP – some of them also involving national governments. Documentation of cooperative initiatives through CIP, operated by UN Environment, gives valuable overview and recognition of action and facilitate replication. The CIP also feeds information into the wider NAZCA portal operated by the UN Climate Change secretariat.

In order to improve transparency in this area, CIP was developed from 2014 as an online platform. The development of CIP was originally funded by the Nordic Council of Ministers through its Working Group on Climate Change Negotiations (NOAK) and contributions have also been given by the Government of the Netherlands. Currently, CIP is hosted by UN Environment through the Danish Technical University (DTU) at UNEP DTU Partnership.

Over the last two years work has been undertaken to improve CIP’s functionalities and carry out an analysis of the initiatives in order to promote further action under the UNFCCC Action Agenda. UN Environment and DTU as responsible for maintaining and updating CIP were assigned the task. The report The Climate Initiatives Platform: Towards Greater Transparency in International Cooperative Climate Initiatives (ICIs) introduces an impact-monitoring framework for measuring progress with the different types of initiatives and CIP’s strategy for going forward. The report also examines the progress and impact of initiatives to date, using the developed impact-monitoring framework. Finally, it also outlines the current coverage of ICIs on CIP in the different sectors against potential GHG emissions reductions in the specific sectors.

The aim of NOAK is to contribute to an ambitious and effective implementation of the UNFCCC and its Paris Agreement, with a Nordic perspective. To this end, the group prepares studies and reports, conducts meetings, and organizes conferences supporting Nordic and international negotiators in the climate negotiations. I hope the information on ICIs through the CIP provides inspiration to stakeholders that will result in intensified efforts and thus contribute to developing low emissions climate resilient societies.

Oslo, October 2018,

Peer Stiansen

Chair of the Nordic Working Group for Global Climate Negotiations (NOAK)


Summary

If the Paris Agreement is to be implemented successfully, it is necessary that all actors step up their actions, including non-state actors such as businesses, cities, regions and investors. Enhanced transparency of non-state actors’ actions and their impacts will be a key to harvesting additional potential and catalysing further climate action by all actors in order to ratchet up the overall ambition, in line with the long-term goals of the Paris Agreement.

In response, the Climate Initiatives Platform1 was initiated by the Nordic Council of Ministers2 with the aim of providing open-source data on a category of non-state climate action with a substantial potential to reduce climate emissions: the so-called international cooperative initiatives (ICIs). CIP has since then been transferred to UN Environment and has grown into a vital transparency tool. More than 50 data points for each of around 250 ICIs are provided. It has also become the exclusive data provider for ICIs to the UNFCCC Global Climate Action portal NAZCA. In addition, CIP data are used for several climate assessments, including UN Environment’s Emissions Gap Report.

In line with the trend towards enhanced transparency shown by non-state actors, the Nordic Council of Ministers has funded the work presented in this report with the overall aim of further strengthening CIP in becoming the main space for tracking progress of ICIs.

Chapter 2–4 in this report present three salient topics for non-state actors’ climate actions, providing different perspectives on their progress and impact. Chapter 2 introduces an impact-monitoring framework for measuring progress with the different types of initiatives and CIP's strategy going forward. The framework makes it possible to compare the progress and impact across the whole range of very diverse ICIs, going beyond merely mitigation. The strategy will enable CIP to maintain its relevance in the plethora of databases for non-state actors’ actions, as well as facilitating and strengthening initiatives’ monitoring and reporting practices with the aim of enhancing their accountability. Regular self-reporting by ICIs to CIP is crucial, but is not yet a broadly implemented practice.

Chapter 3 examines the progress and impact of initiatives to date, using the developed impact-monitoring framework. An important conclusion from this exercise is that it is too early and difficult to establish whether the goals of the ICIs will be met as goals are not clearly defined or progress indicators are not (publicly) available. However, a considerable portion of a small sample of ICIs are in fact progressing towards their goals.

Chapter 4 compares the coverage of ICIs on CIP in the different sectors against the potential GHG emissions reductions in the specific sectors. Given the large potential of GHG emission reductions through ICIs, monitoring their actual impact and fulfilling their commitments will be crucial in building confidence and informing the Global Stocktake. A comparison of the ICIs with the IPCC sectors shows that they are well covered, but to various degrees, compared to the coverage needed to achieve the emission reductions in the respective sectors. Only with the assumption that all ICIs are equally ambitious in each sector, a preliminary conclusion can be drawn that agriculture, forestry, and land-use change (AFOLU) and energy are under-represented compared to the projected potential emissions reductions required from these sectors.


1. Introduction: The Proliferation of Climate Actions by Non-State Actors

The Paris Agreement presents a historical landmark in the global response to climate change and sets out the objective of limiting global warming to well below 2 °C and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels. However, the national climate change efforts to which Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) have committed themselves in the form of Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) are largely insufficient, and only cover one third of the greenhouse gas emissions reductions necessary to reach this temperature goal (UNEP 2017). There is still a significant gap between 2030 emission levels and a least-cost 2 °C pathway amounting to 11 GtCO2e or even as much as 13.5 GtCO2e, taking only unconditional NDCs into account (UNEP 2017). Global greenhouse gas emissions continue to rise, albeit at a slower rate, and even though the Parties must increase the goals of their NDCs over time, it is unlikely that the emissions reductions thus achieved will be sufficient (UNEP 2017).

Action by non-state actors (or non-Party stakeholders in UNFCCC jargon), such as businesses, investors, civil society, cities and subnational governments, has proliferated outside the UNFCCC process as part of the response to climate change (Hsu, et al. 2018). Especially in the run-up to COP 21 in Paris and in conjunction with COP 22 in Marrakesh, the last decade has seen a strong increase in non-state actors’ actions to move towards climate change mitigation and adaptation. The role of non-state actors in the response to climate change is also acknowledged in the Paris Agreement, which makes specific reference “to the importance of the engagements of all levels of government and various actors […] in addressing climate change” and welcomes “the efforts of non-Party stakeholders to scale up their climate action”.

In particular, so-called international cooperative initiatives (ICIs) have been emerging as important new actors in the climate change arena. ICIs are collaborative partnerships between non-state actors, often in cooperation with state and government actors, with the ambition to act on climate change. Alongside other non-state actors, they are increasingly recognized for their potential in raising global ambitions in the face of climate change. In 2014, the Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA), convened by the COP presidencies of Peru and France, as well as UNFCCC and the UN Secretary-General’s Climate Change Support Team, endorsed over seventy international climate initiatives across twelve themes with a view to accelerating the groundswell of climate action and keeping up the momentum generated by non-state actors. Most initiatives were launched in 2014 and 2015, since when the number of new initiatives has continuously increased, with eleven being launched in 2017.

Under the Paris Agreement, it was agreed to convene an annual high-level event from 2016 to 2020 in conjunction with the Conference of Parties (COP) in order to provide an opportunity for effective engagement by the dignitaries of Parties and international organizations, as well as those behind international cooperative initiatives and other non-Party stakeholders. In addition, two high-level champions were appointed to encourage the engagement of interested Parties and non-Party stakeholders and to further the initiatives launched as part of the Lima-Paris Action Agenda, among others. Building on the latter, the first two high-level champions to be appointed from the COP presidencies of France and Morocco launched the Global Climate Action Agenda (GCAA) and the Road Map for Global Climate Action, which led to the creation of the Marrakesh Partnership for Global Climate Action at COP 22 in 2016. The Marrakesh Partnership for Global Climate Action, focusing on immediate climate action until 2020, supports the implementation of the Paris Agreement by facilitating and catalysing collaboration between governments and non-state actors and by raising ambitions over time. The work programme of the Partnership for 2017–2018, which covers the seven thematic areas of Land Use, Oceans and Coastal Zones, Water, Human Settlements, Transport, Energy and Industry, includes a number of activities, including establishing a Climate Action Collaboration Forum and organizing high-level round tables on interaction between selected SDGs and climate action.

The importance of partnerships is further recognized by Agenda 2030 through Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 17, “Partnership for the Goals”, and its 17.16 target: “Enhancing the global partnership for sustainable development, complemented by multi-stakeholder partnerships that mobilize and share knowledge, expertise, technology and financial resources”. This is designed to support achievement of the sustainable development goals in all countries, in particular developing countries.

1.1 The Climate Initiatives Platform

Responding to the proliferation of international cooperative initiatives, Ecofys, the University of Cambridge Institute for Sustainability Leadership (CISL) and the World Resources Institute, with the support of the Nordic Council of Ministers, have established a Climate Initiatives Platform (CIP), a database collecting information on such cooperative initiatives which went online in December 2014. Containing initially 184 initiatives, the platform was expanded in the following year to incorporate a larger number of initiatives and data points. At the beginning of 2016, it was transferred to UN Environment and is now hosted and maintained by the UNEP DTU Partnership, a UN Environment Collaborating Centre.

CIP, supported by the Nordic Council of Ministers and the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management, currently hosts 244 international cooperative initiatives (ICIs) covering different sectors and geographical regions, and new initiatives are being added continuously. A number of changes have been implemented to CIP, such as updating the participant categories and adding an analysis section, in order to streamline the available information and allow it to be better visualized.

CIP’s current criteria for including an initiative are as follows:

•  An initiative must involve several non-state actors taking voluntary actions, but may also include states;

•  Such actions should have as their objectives reductions in greenhouse gas emissions or increased resilience;

•  Such actions should be international in scope or have a significant potential global impact; and

•  Such actions should have a focal point.3

CIP, alongside other data providers, such as the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) and UN Global Compact, serves as a core data partner of the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Change (NAZCA) portal. The NAZCA portal was launched at COP20 in Peru to collect and showcase commitments to undertake climate actions from a wide range of actors. The portal currently hosts 12,549 commitments to undertake climate actions from cities, regions, companies, investors and civil-society organizations. The more than seventy cooperative initiatives of the LPAA mentioned above are also included in the database. The role of NAZCA has been significantly strengthened under the Paris Agreement, and it encourages non-state actors to register their efforts on the NAZCA portal. As a data partner for the cooperative initiatives, it is crucial that CIP includes them all, even though this might require the criteria for inclusion to be interpreted generously.

1.2 2018: A Year of Enhanced Non-State Actor Climate Actions

1.2.1 Global Climate Action Summit

While countries worked diligently on finalizing the Paris Rulebook to be concluded by COP24 in Katowice, Poland, the year 2018 was also pivotal for non-state actors both to showcase and to scale up their climate actions. The Global Climate Action Summit (GCAS), which took place in September in San Francisco at the initiative of California’s governor, Jerry Brown, brought together over 4,000 participants from around the world to “take ambition to the next level” and to praise the achievements of states, regions, cities, businesses, investors and citizens alike. To increase the ambitions of non-state actors further, participants from organizations were required to make a major climate commitment in five focus areas or accept a challenge to attend the summit. For example, companies could commit themselves to one of the twelve initiatives of the We Mean Business Take Action Platform, while investors could take the Green Bond Pledge. Cities were also encouraged to increase their climate actions by developing an inclusive climate action by 2020 or by joining different declarations such as the Fossil Fuel Free Street Declaration or the Net Zero Carbon Buildings Declaration. Cities are also encouraged to join existing initiatives, for example, the Powering Past Coal Alliance or the Global 100% RE initiative.

Similar to the proliferation of initiatives in the run-up to COP21, the Global Climate Action Summit also spurred the launching of new initiatives and the strengthening and expansion of existing ones, such as the five-year Nature4Climate initiative and the 30X30 Forests, Food and Land Challenge, both launched in June 2018. A new Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Challenge, led by the Climate Group and C40 Cities to increase the adoption of electric vehicles by states, regions and cities, was launched in July, building on the EV100 initiative and a ZEV project of the Under2Coalition. The US Climate Alliance, a coalition of governors committed to reducing GHG emissions in line with the Paris Agreement and representing 40% of the American population, also announced new initiatives to which governors are encouraged to commit, including the reduction of short-lived climate pollutants and the introduction of clean transportation. The Science Based Targets initiative has seen a rapid increase in membership with 130 companies, among them companies from heavy emitting sectors such as cement, committing to science based targets in 2018 alone.

As an outcome of the GCAS, more than 60 national and subnational governments as well as multinational businesses committed to the ZEV Challenge. The C40 driven initiative Deadline 2020 was reaffirmed by mayors from over 70 cities. In addition, a number of new initiatives were formed, among other the Sign Up Declaration, a new alliance of companies to harness the power of emerging technologies, which was signed by twenty-one companies at GCAS. The Global Climate Action Summit concluded with a “Call to Action” urging national governments to join forces with non-state actors and to increase their climate ambition.

Prior to the GCAS, UNFCCC’s NAZCA portal was relaunched, having undergone a transformation so as to provide deeper insights into the progress and impact of non-state actors’ actions and to show tangible evidence of the acceleration of Global Climate Actions. The more than 500 commitments of the GCAS will be registered on the new Climate Action Portal.

1.2.2 Talanoa Dialogue

Another major step taken in 2018 by non-state actors and state actors alike was the so-called Facilitative Dialogue, called the Talanoa Dialogue by the UNFCCC, which is led by the two high-level champions of the current and incoming COP presidencies. Launched at COP23, the aim of the Talanoa Dialogue was to take stock of collective progress towards the temperature goals of the Paris Agreement and to inform the next round of nationally determined contributions (NDCs) due by 2020. In line with the idea of Talanoa, a Fijian word describing an inclusive, participatory and transparent dialogue, the two champions invited the active participation of non-Party stakeholders in the process and encouraged them to provide analytical and policy-relevant inputs through an online platform with a view to understanding the potential for stepping up climate actions. Before the 2018 May negotiations, 220 inputs were provided through the Talanoa Dialogue platform, of which 205 came from non-Party stakeholders. Inputs by mixed partnerships and coalitions amounted to 15% of total submissions, their inputs mainly highlighting initiatives and actions taken on the ground. Inputs on mitigation initiatives and actions by non-Party stakeholders often focus on specific sectors, especially energy (renewable and clean energy), transport (electric and urban transport), buildings and land-use. Partnerships and coalitions also seek to motivate large-scale changes in interaction with the rest of the economy and through their supply chains, among others. Large businesses, for example, often organize themselves in alliances and networks to utilize their purchasing power in fostering the introduction of renewable energy and electric vehicles, while alliances of investors seek to set new standards for climate risk reporting. Among the many cooperative initiatives to provide inputs were the Global Alliance for Building and Construction, Mobilise Your City, the Partnership on Sustainable Low Carbon Transport (SLoCaT), the Paris Process on Mobility and Climate (PPMC), the We Mean Business Coalition and the Climate Group through its RE100 initiative. Talanoa Dialogue events were also held at the Global Climate Action Summit in September.

The processes and events of 2018, which will culminate in COP24 from 3 to 14 December in Katowice, presented a significant opportunity to spur the momentum of non-state actors’ climate actions and to determine how non-state actors can support and enhance the goals of climate actions of their national counterparts. Enhanced transparency of non-state actors’ actions and their impacts will be a key to harvesting additional potential and catalysing further climate action by all actors in order to ratchet up the overall ambition, in line with the long-term goals of the Paris Agreement.

1.2.3 Enhancing the Transparency of Non-State Actors and the Role of CIP

Responding to the call for greater transparency in respect of non-state actors’ climate actions, different organizations and initiatives have developed ways of tracking and accounting for these actions. For instance, under the Initiative for Climate Action Transparency, a consortium of various organizations has developed guidelines to facilitate the integration of the impacts of non-state and specifically subnational actions into national GHG projections and mitigation assessments. The Marrakesh Partnership also strongly emphasises the tracking of progress and the impact of the commitments of its actors and initiatives. The first two Champions of the Partnership stated specifically that they intend “to help non-party stakeholders achieve the recognition they seek” while acknowledging that they “owe it to the integrity of the UNFCCC process to make sure that these initiatives and coalitions achieve the targets they set for themselves”. As included in the partnership’s work plan for 2017–2018, the impact of its initiatives will be tracked through the revised NAZCA Global Climate Action portal. The Partnership’s second reporting and tracking vehicle is its annual Yearbook of Global Climate Action. The Yearbook for 2017 concluded, among other things, that reporting on global climate actions by non-state actors is improving and that climate actions under the Marrakesh Partnership are expanding and diversifying, with initiatives increasingly addressing adaptation, as well as a trend emerging towards broader geographical implementation, especially in low-income countries. The majority of initiatives engage in knowledge dissemination and production, followed by strengthening institutions and policy-planning. While the Partnership aims to support the transparency of the actions taken under its initiatives, the various coalitions and initiatives remain fully responsible for the development of road maps in order to increase their success and the reporting of progress on achieving their commitments and plans.

CIP has the potential to play a central role in the process of increasing the transparency of collaborative initiatives. Currently, other databases for non-state actors such as CDP and the carbonn Climate Registry collect information on the commitments and actions of individual actors such as cities, businesses and investors. CIP, on the other hand, serves as a platform for partnerships, coalitions and other constellations consisting of various kinds of actors determined to achieve a common goal. While UNFCCC’s NAZCA portal also contains initiatives, it only hosts a selection of those cooperative initiatives that show a clear commitment across sixteen thematic areas, including the LPAA initiatives. The total number of initiatives listed on NAZCA is 83,4 compared currently to 244 on CIP.5 Few initiatives are added to the NAZCA portal while CIP includes initiatives continuously. On CIP more than fifty data points are provided for each initiative, including information on goals, activities, geographical scope and participants. Moreover, CIP utilizes a wiki model that allows direct input by the initiatives, which means that they can edit and update their information at any time. The aim is to create a sense of ownership for the initiatives and thereby encourage self-reporting. Input provided undergoes a quality check by the hosts of CIP before it is published on the website. Given the continuing proliferation of new initiatives – as seen, for instance, in conjunction with the Global Climate Action Summit – and the need for transparency regarding the initiatives’ actions, the importance of CIP as a platform for these initiatives becomes apparent. In line with the trend towards the enhanced transparency shown by non-state actors, the Nordic Council of Ministers has funded the work presented in this report with the overall aim of strengthening CIP in becoming the main space for tracking progress with international cooperative initiatives (ICIs).

Chapter 2–4 in this report present three salient topics for non-state actors’ climate actions, providing different perspectives on their progress and impact. Chapter 2 introduces an impact-monitoring framework for measuring progress with the different types of initiatives and CIP’s strategy going forward. The strategy will enable CIP to maintain its relevance in the plethora of databases for non-state actors’ actions, as well as facilitating and strengthening initiatives’ monitoring and reporting practices with the aim of enhancing their accountability.

Chapter 3 examines the progress and impact of initiatives to date, using the developed impact-monitoring framework. Chapter 4 compares the coverage of ICIs on CIP in the different sectors against the potential GHG emissions reductions in the specific sectors. Given the large potential of GHG emission reductions through cooperative initiatives in the order of a few GtCO2e (UNEP 2016; 2017), monitoring their actual impact and fulfilling their commitments will be crucial in building confidence and informing the Global Stocktake.

All annexes of this report are available on the CIP webpage at www.climateinitiativesplatform.org.


2. CIP’s Strategy on Tracking Progress

2.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to describe an impact-monitoring framework for the initiatives on CIP. The first section outlines the current monitoring system and describes the survey and literature review that has been conducted in order to explore the potential for improvement. The second section presents the new impact-monitoring framework and describes the factors taken into account in its development. To test the usability of the impact-monitoring framework, it is applied to the 77 cooperative initiatives on NAZCA.6 The chapter closes with a discussion of the potential role of the indicator framework for CIP and outlines the measures needed to ensure its success.

2.2 Current Monitoring System and Exploration of Potential for Improvement

The current monitoring system on CIP consists of the Monitoring and Impact section, which covers ten different data points for textual input, including Roadmap and Work Plan and Progress made by the initiative, among others. This section was originally developed under Ecofys as part of the overall development of the platform and has been altered since.

The majority of inputs in the Monitoring and Impact section were gathered through a questionnaire conducted in 2016. A few initiatives have also provided direct inputs on their respective pages on CIP. The text-based approach of the monitoring and impact section, together with the possibility of comprehensive descriptions, allows the specifics of each initiative to be captured, but it also makes it difficult to aggregate the impact of initiatives and thus obtain a clear picture of their progress.

A survey of self-reporting and a literature review preceded the development of the monitoring system and provided the necessary information for it.

2.2.1 Review of Other Databases and their Monitoring Systems

A literature review of other existing databases to collect documentation on initiatives was conducted in order to identify potential methods and approaches applicable to CIP and the development of an impact-monitoring framework.

Widerberg and Stipple’s (2016) review of five different databases of cooperative initiatives became the point of departure. The five reviewed databases are UNFCCC’s NAZCA database and UNFCCC’s Portal on Cooperative Initiatives, the Transnational Climate Change Governance Initiatives (TCCGI), created by a group of researchers, the Global Aggregator for Climate Action (GAFCA), created by researchers at the London School of Economics and the German Development Institute, and finally CIP itself.

Since 2014, NAZCA has served as an online platform for commitments from both individual non-state actors and cooperative initiatives. With its goal of building momentum in support of a universal climate agreement at COP21 in 2015, NAZCA showcases the multiplicity and diversity of initiatives. The progress of the ICIs is not tracked, nor is there a system for doing so. The online database, Portal on Cooperative Initiatives (PCI), also launched by the UNFCCC in 2014, also hosted categorized data on initiatives but lacked progress-tracking functionality. However, PCI has since ended, and the database is no longer accessible. The Transnational Climate Change Governance Initiatives (TCCGI) database was an academic project initiated by a network of scholars to analyse the nature of non-state climate action, which resulted in a book in 2014. Being a one-off project, progress tracking of initiatives was also not included here.

The last database, the Global Aggregator for Climate Change (GAFCA), was also developed through academic research collaboration in 2015. This is an analytical tool with which to gather, organize and assess the effectiveness of initiatives. GAFCA uses a method called “Function-Output-Fit” with twelve identified functions of initiatives linked to 26 concrete, tangible outputs. If an initiative produces an output, the box is ticked and the output is considered fulfilled; however, neither the quantity nor the quality of the given output is assessed.

There are strong similarities between the GAFCA method and the monitoring-impact framework developed in this project, with several identical indicators. Upon development of the impact-monitoring framework, the GAFCA method was revisited to improve and inspire the framework and its related indicators further. Moreover, an important feature common to both frameworks is the aim to capture the impacts of initiatives beyond mere GHG mitigation. The GAFCA Function-Output-Fit method was also applied by the Marrakesh Partnership in analysing a number of initiatives, as covered in its Yearbook of Global Climate Action for 2017.

2.2.2 Survey on Self-Reporting

In the beginning of 2018, as part of this project, a survey7 containing 26 questions was conducted among all 224 initiatives, being registered on CIP from 15 January 2018. The aim of the survey was to identify the initiative’s current monitoring and reporting practices and determine how self-reporting of the initiatives to CIP can be improved. In total, answers were received concerning 57 initiatives of different sizes and different sectoral focus areas, including the Science Based Targets Initiative, the Bonn Challenge and the Urban Electric Mobility Initiative.

The survey showed that the majority of initiatives do track the progress of their work, mostly on an annual basis, and using both qualitative and quantitative indicators. However, quantitative indicators such as GHG emission reductions and the number of commitments and active members are in the majority. Most initiatives also already report their progress, mainly by publishing their reports on their websites or by distributing them to their members. Reasons for not tracking the progress made by some initiatives include, among others, a lack of human and financial resources, a lack of suitable progress indicators and the complexity of the tracking process, if, for instance, individual member have different goals.

Many of the fields in the Monitoring & Impact section on CIP were regarded as relevant or very relevant, though it was found that some fields could be reworded or refined. The Roadmap and Workplan field, for example, was regarded as overly detailed by one initiative. Another initiative stated that it is unclear what to include in the field Tracking adaptation progress (quantitative). Self-reporting to CIP was indicated as useful, as it allows those doing the reporting to administer their own information, but a number of initiatives indicated that a regular reminder to report would be beneficial. The purpose and benefits of reporting to CIP were questioned by one initiative, a view that may be shared by other initiatives as well. The first reason for this is that CIP’s niche is not yet clearly established and its value added is not clear to them. Other reasons for this view may be that initiatives do not have an interest in reporting, as reporting was never part of the agreed framework in the initiative, that reporting may reveal a lack or absence of progress, or that reporting is difficult or impossible due to unclear targets and baselines. Hsu et al. 2018 state that just 48 out of 220 ICIs in CIP have quantifiable goals.

Overall the survey was felt to be a useful exercise in understanding the monitoring and reporting efforts of initiatives and in providing an entry point into the monitoring framework developed as part of this project.

While the survey demonstrated that most initiatives do have arrangements for monitoring and do track progress, it also affirmed that no standard way of monitoring exists and that accordingly progress indicators vary greatly. The use of various indicators by the initiatives, reflecting their very different nature and goals, impedes aggregating their collective impact. In addition, while many initiatives8 do report their progress, they mostly do so on their individual websites and/or internally, not on a central data depository, which also makes it difficult to determine the progress of the various initiatives. It was due to this insight that the impact-monitoring framework was developed.

2.3 Factors Considered in Developing the Impact-Monitoring Framework

The new impact-monitoring framework will monitor progress through a set of indicators. Each indicator is tied to an activity, which is in turn tied to a function of an initiative. The classification system of function and activity, and more specifically the main activities and side activities, of any given initiative, is already accessible on CIP and therefore provides an obvious entry point for the development of indicators. However, the lack of a clear definition of the different functions and activities on CIP so far, which allows for individual interpretation, has strongly hindered the development of a standardized categorization for the initiatives. As the user-friendliness of the platform, including a clear explanation of the different concepts, is a precondition to incite the self-reporting of initiatives, definitions have been developed for each function, activity and indicator, and they will be published on the website for easy accessibility. The definitions are made available in Annex II.

In developing the set of indicators, a number of factors have been taken into account:

•  Aggregability vs. individuality:

–  The indicators should be quantitative and thereby aggregable, allowing the impacts of different initiatives to be combined with the same indicator. Therefore, clear and precise indicators have been chosen to ensure that the different initiatives understand them in the same way;

–  Balancing aggregability with the very different types of initiatives, the chosen indicators are sufficiently broad to allow progress with a large variety of ICIs on the database to be monitored.

•  User-friendliness:

–  For CIP as a wiki-based platform, the indicators have been developed under the assumption that self-reporting will be fundamental to the process of tracking progress. The data necessary to track the progress of initiatives according to the specific indicators is to be provided by the initiatives themselves. To facilitate progress monitoring, an important consideration has been the availability of data within the initiatives. In order to avoid onerous and cumbersome data collection and reporting by the initiatives, the user-friendliness of the monitoring system has been given a high priority;

–  Each initiative will only report on the indicators tied to its own chosen activities and functions. Thus, while the impact-monitoring framework presented below, with its five functions, thirteen activities and 48 indicators, may seem daunting, a reporting initiative would only see the indicators that are relevant to itself.

•  Impact of initiatives:

–  The reduction of greenhouse gas emissions is included as an indicator for only two of the five functions. As the type and activities of initiatives vary greatly, the initiative’s impacts will also differ, not only being bound to GHG emissions reductions. While many initiatives might have an indirect impact on emissions reductions, only the actual implementation initiatives, as well as in some cases the political dialogue – policy impact, will lead directly to emissions reductions. With respect to implementation, the technical operational implementation initiatives have already achieved emissions reductions (ex-post) or are in the process of implementing measures to achieve them, while the goal-setting initiatives pledge to achieve emissions reductions in the future (ex-ante).

2.4 The Impact-Monitoring Framework

Table 1: The impact-monitoring framework based on a function-activity-indicator approach









	Activity

	Indicator

	Unit






	Political dialogue

	

	




	Advocacy

	Meetings/encounters with decision-makers

	#




	 

	Publications calling for action on specific issues

	#




	Awareness raising and outreach

	Media tracking

	#




	 

	Website visits

	#




	 

	Campaigns held

	#




	 

	Events attended and/or organized

	#




	Policy planning and recommendations

	Policy recommendations published

	#




	 

	Presentations held

	#




	 

	Provision of professional advice to decision-makers

	#




	 

	New or enhanced public policies and policy instruments

	#




	 

	Policy impact – Mitigation

	MtCO2e/yr




	 

	Policy impact – Adaptation

	#




	 

	Stakeholders endorsing a policy

	#




	Norms and standard setting

	Standards/norms produced

	#




	 

	Standards/norms implemented by stakeholders

	#




	Technical dialogue

	

	




	Knowledge production and innovation

	Knowledge product/publication produced

	#




	 

	Patents

	#




	Knowledge dissemination and exchange

	Downloads of knowledge products

	#




	 

	Presentations held

	#




	 

	Workshops and meetings for knowledge exchange

	#




	Implementation

	

	




	Technical operational implementation (ex-post)

	Stakeholders who have committed to the goals

	#




	 

	Total Mitigation

	MtCO2e/yr




	 

	Mitigation – Agriculture

	Mha




	 

	Mitigation – Forestry

	Mha




	 

	Mitigation – Renewable energy

	MW installed




	 

	Mitigation – Energy efficiency

	MWh/yr saved




	 

	Mitigation – Industry

	GJ/yr saved




	 

	Mitigation – Waste

	1000t MSW




	 

	Mitigation – Transport

	GJ/yr saved




	 

	Adaptation

	#




	Goal setting (ex-ante)

	Stakeholders who have committed to the goals

	#




	 

	Total Mitigation

	MtCO2e/yr




	 

	Mitigation – Agriculture

	Mha




	 

	Mitigation – Forestry

	Mha




	 

	Mitigation – Renewable energy

	MW installed




	 

	Mitigation – Energy efficiency

	MWh/yr saved




	 

	Mitigation – Industry

	GJ/yr saved




	 

	Mitigation – Waste

	1000t MSW




	 

	Mitigation – Transport

	GJ/yr saved




	 

	Adaptation

	#




	Capacity building

	

	




	Training and education of individuals

	Workshops/training sessions

	#




	 

	Individuals participating in the workshops/training sessions

	#




	 

	Training materials published

	#




	Funding

	

	




	Fundraising

	Funds raised

	MUS$




	 

	Number of donors

	#




	Financing

	Funds disbursed

	MUS$




	 

	Number of recipients

	#






2.5 Technical Implementation of the Impact-Monitoring Framework on CIP

The new impact-monitoring framework will replace a large portion of the current Monitoring and Impact section on CIP, notably the fields for tracking progress with adaptation, mitigation and financing. Responding to the feedback from initiatives in the survey, some fields will be renamed or merged with other fields in order to enhance the clarity of the requested content: for example, Progress that has been made by your initiative will be renamed Progress towards the goals. The fields Roadmap and Work Plan and Short- and long-term objectives will be replaced by a new field, How will the goals be achieved? Other fields will be deleted or moved to different sections; for example, the field One or two success stories achieved will be moved upwards to the Description section. An additional field has been added called Have you changed or strengthened your goals? Its aim is to gather insights on whether initiatives have increased their ambitions, which is considered highly relevant. Definitions of the different functions, activities and indicators will be provided under the About section on CIP, and they will also appear when the cursor is placed on the respective text fields.

In addition to the impact-monitoring framework, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) will be integrated into the Monitoring and Impact section in order to gather data on the contribution of the initiatives to the different SDGs. Initiatives will be able to choose the relevant SDG(s), which will then appear at the bottom of the initiative’s page. To avoid onerous reporting requirements, SDG targets and indicators will not be included in this section. This is in line with the results of the survey on self-reporting, where a few initiatives indicated that reporting on the indicator level would require too much detail.

The differences between the revised Monitoring and Impact section and the former version can be seen below.

Table 2: Comparison of the former and the new version of the monitoring and impact section on CIP








	Former version

	New version






	Short and long-time objectives

	Sustainable Development Goals




	Roadmap and work plan

	Functions of initiative




	How are you tracking progress of your initiative

	Main activities




	Progress that has been made by your initiative

	Side activities




	Tracking adaptation progress (quantitative)

	Chosen indicators




	Tracking mitigation progress (quantitative)

	Goals (quantitative)




	Tracking finance progress(quantitative)

	Comment section for goals (qualitative)




	Available reporting

	How will the goals be achieved?




	One or two success stories achieved

	Have you changed or strengthened your goals?




	How to join your initiative

	Progress towards the goals




	 

	How are you tracking the progress of your initiative?




	 

	Available reporting






2.6 Testing of the Impact-Monitoring Framework

In order to assess the viability of the impact-monitoring framework and its indicators, the framework has been tested by applying it to the 77 cooperative initiatives included in the NAZCA portal. The necessary information for the application of the impact-monitoring framework has been extracted from the initiatives’ websites and reports. The testing followed the impact-monitoring framework structure into Function, Activity and Indicators, whereby initiatives can fulfil several functions and activities, which in turn requires the application of more than one indicator per initiative. For numerous initiatives, it was not possible to extract sufficient and up-to-date information.

The results of the testing have been made available in Annex III. They will be presented in tables for the nine general sectors on CIP: Finance, Transport, Agriculture and Forestry, Cities and Regions, Waste, Industry, Non-CO2 Emissions, Energy, and Adaptation. For purposes of presenting these test results, the Energy sector was divided into “Energy Efficiency” and “Renewable Energy”, while the Agriculture and Forestry sector was divided into “Agriculture” and “Forestry”. The Industry sector was similarly divided into “Business” and “Innovation”, and a separate sector for Buildings was created.

Testing the indicators proved a useful exercise in understanding the framework’s functionality. Following this exercise, some indicators were adjusted or removed. Testing demonstrated the often limited availability of information regarding the respective indicators on the initiatives’ websites and in reports, especially with regard to annual data. It also demonstrated that significantly more ICIs reported on activities such as awareness-raising, knowledge production, presentations and workshops (tied to the functions of Political dialogue, Technical dialogue and Capacity-building) than on implementation, and therefore few actual CO2e reduction estimates were reported. This might be because it is too soon for the initiatives to be able to generate these figures, the figures themselves are too uncertain to present, or the progress made simply cannot be measured in terms of CO2e reductions.

However, as described earlier, the impact-monitoring framework has been developed on the assumption that self-reporting by the initiatives will be increased, that is, that the information for the impact-monitoring framework will have to be provided annually by the initiatives themselves. This testing can therefore only provide limited evidence for its usefulness. Once completed by the ICIs themselves the diversity of activities might increase, and with it the number of CO2e reduction figures. In a next step, the impact-monitoring framework will have to be tested by a number of initiatives to collect direct feedback on the framework’s usability in terms of measuring progress with them and making further adjustments, if necessary. It should also be pointed out that, as described here, the impact-monitoring framework is considered to be a dynamic framework that can be altered at any time. The goal of this framework is to improve progress monitoring by initiatives over time, and it is therefore considered a journey rather than a one-off exercise.

2.7 Conclusions and Steps Forward

Improvements to the monitoring system for tracking progress with ICIs, together with the new impact-monitoring framework, will be key in strengthening CIP as a database for ICIs. The impact-monitoring framework has been developed on the basis of a self-reporting survey conducted among the ICIs on CIP, a literature review and a number of specific considerations, and has subsequently been tested on 77 different ICIs. It has proved its functionality in capturing the nature and progress of the ICIs in a way that can be aggregated, applying functions, activities and indicators. As such, the new CIP strategy will be able not only to showcase ICIs, but also to deliver aggregable data on the nature and progress of their actions. The impact-monitoring framework has been implemented on the CIP website.

This development responds to the overall call for greater transparency, in line with the Enhanced Transparency Framework of the Paris Agreement, and it will help fill the gaps in the limited evidence of the impact of ICIs so far, as repeatedly pointed out in UN Environment’s Emissions Gap Reports (2016, 2017). The Paris Agreement’s emphasis on transparency is clear, and there is much focus on improving national capacities across the world, but non-state actors are also increasing their MRV capabilities. These will be captured, for the first time in total, as the progress of ICIs is registered in the framework.

CIP can maintain its role by staying up to date, including adding new initiatives on a timely basis, continuously improving its monitoring system and substantially increasing its communication efforts, both to its initiatives themselves and to its wider audience. The survey clearly demonstrated that, while a few initiatives report to CIP regularly, a large number do not or only do so when asked, one of the reasons being that they were not aware of CIP. This problem is especially likely to arise when the initiative’s contact person changes. The exercise of sending the survey to all initiatives on CIP showed that many initiatives’ contact person(s) had changed. Approximately 60% of the 57 initiatives that participated in the survey indicated that their contact details on CIP were not up to date.

Given that the impact-monitoring framework relies on self-reporting, this issue is of great importance. An annual reminder to initiatives to update their information can mitigate this issue, and indeed it was specifically requested by a number of respondents to the survey. An annual reminder will therefore now be implemented in conjunction with the new impact-monitoring framework. A few initiatives also pointed out that the purpose and the value added of reporting to CIP is unclear, especially as it may duplicate other work. To incentivize regular reporting by the initiatives, it is crucial for CIP to explain and demonstrate the importance of this exercise, and in particular to make it clear what processes the information feeds in to.

CIP is aligned closely with developments under the UNFCCC, notably the NAZCA portal and the Marrakesh Partnership, as well as other developments for data on non-state actors, for example, through CDP. While the Marrakesh Partnership called CIP a “well-established reporting platform” in its Yearbook of Global Climate Action 2017 under a section on Making action transparent, CIP must continually improve and develop its functionality and communication efforts to fulfil its role. Funding will therefore be key to CIP’s further development and activities. In addition, continuous promotion of CIP at COPs and other relevant events on non-state climate action, such as the Global Climate Action Summit and the annual New York Climate Week, will be crucial in order to engage with initiatives, researchers and other stakeholders and to increase its visibility to the global audience. CIP receives two to three hundred visits a day on average, and it is expected that enhancing its visual identity and functionality will further increase the number of visitors.

CIP fulfils a unique position and addresses a knowledge gap in focusing on collaborative non-state actors’ initiatives, and thus also by continuously tracking progress. Other databases keep track of the individual initiatives of, for example, cities or companies, but only CIP focuses on the circumstances in which these actors come together in different constellations determined to achieve commonly defined objectives. CIP provides an excellent platform for these actors to be transparent about their progress, maintaining its leading position through its implementation of the impact-monitoring framework.


3. Progress of the International Cooperative Initiatives on CIP

3.1 Introduction

Despite a steady increase in the number of international cooperative climate initiatives as players on the global climate scene, evidence for their global impact is both limited and uncertain. Assessments of whether the different initiatives are reaching or have reached their chosen goals are equally scarce (UNEP 2016; 2017), one of the reasons being that many of them do not have a clearly defined goal and do not provide sufficient information on their actions and achieved impact. In addition, many initiatives are relatively new and have only been launched in recent years, notably around COPs 20, 21 and 22 (2014–2016), and their activities vary greatly.

Nevertheless, there are examples of efforts to assess the level of achievement on the part of ICIs. In its Yearbook of Global Climate Action for 2017, the Marrakesh Partnership assessed 77 initiatives and concluded that initiatives are increasingly delivering on their goals and have moved beyond “simply being commitments on paper”. The Marrakesh Partnership specifically encourages initiatives to set measurable and clearly defined targets and goals to facilitate progress-tracking. These quantitative targets include, for example, GHG emissions reductions, amount of funding raised, areas protected and number of people reached. It further reports that many initiatives are also strengthening their commitments or even declaring new ones, with an increasing focus on adaptation. However, initiatives also face a number of barriers to fully implementing these commitments, notably a lack of funding, of recognition and of organizational capacity. Despite enhanced and new pledges, the Yearbook also concludes that “many initiatives are simply too new to be able to contribute to problem-solving on a scale that is necessary to help achieve the goals of the Paris Agreement.” In line with the findings of the survey conducted by CIP at the beginning of 2018, many initiatives under the Marrakesh Partnership are reporting on their progress or are committed to reporting.

An additional effort to collect information on the progress of the ICIs is the Talanoa Dialogue, which invited submissions from non-party stakeholders linked to three questions: “Where are we?”, “Where do we want to go?” and “How do we get there?”. A number of initiatives provided inputs on progress made so far in fulfilling their commitments (including success stories, case studies and gaps) and their quantitative impacts with respect to mitigation, adaptation, resilience and/or finance.

This chapter complements the above efforts by shedding light on the progress of eleven selected initiatives. The ICIs’ progress is measured against their objectives with a view to determining whether initiatives are delivering on their commitments. The impact-monitoring framework presented in the previous chapter is used as far as possible, coupled with an analysis of whether each ICI has reached its stated goal. The next section presents the methodology used in this assessment, which is based on case studies. This is followed by an account of the eleven selected case studies, which are summarized in a final section. A conclusion closes the chapter.

3.2 Methodology

The Climate Initiatives Platform currently hosts over 240 international cooperative initiatives, including the 77 NAZCA ICIs. As it is not possible to examine each initiative within the time available for this project, a case-study approach is used to assess the progress of initiatives towards their goals. To cover a wide spectrum of different initiatives, initiatives have been chosen for each of the ten sectors in CIP: Finance, Transport, Agriculture & Forestry, Cities, Waste, Industry, Non-CO2, Energy, and Adaptation. Due to their different focus, Agriculture and Forestry were treated as two separate sectors in this analysis, while the category “Other” was disregarded (it was only used by four ICIs). The diagram below shows how CIP’s 22 thematic areas were aggregated into ten sectors.

Figure 1: Aggregation of the themes in CIP into sectors

[image: Images]

Note: The width of the flows illustrates the number of ICIs.

To narrow the number of initiatives within each of these sectors, priority has been given to the Global Climate Action Agenda’s initiatives (formerly LPAA initiatives) as being both influential and impactful. Another selection criterion was the size of initiatives in number of members. This is because larger ICIs usually have a greater capacity to monitor and report their progress, something essential when assessing that progress. Most initiatives do cover more than one thematic area or sector, with some initiatives even covering them all, such as the Caring for Climate initiative. Therefore initiatives with a narrower thematic coverage were chosen, the assumption being that they would represent the sector better. Applying this approach, the ten initiatives listed below (table 3) were selected.

Table 3: Chosen initiatives according to the ten different thematic areas








	Sector

	Initiative






	Finance

	Divest-Invest




	Transport

	Public Transport Declaration on Climate Leadership*




	Agriculture

	Save Food Initiative*




	Forestry

	Bonn Challenge – Landscape Restoration




	Cities

	Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate & Energy




	Waste

	The CCAC Municipal Solid Waste Initiative*




	Industry

	LCTPi Cement Sustainability Initiative*




	Non-CO2

	Refrigerants, Naturally!




	Energy

	RE100




	Adaptation

	Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Program*






Note: * Initiatives that participated in the CIP survey on self-reporting in January 2018.

In addition, it was considered useful to have a completed ICI as a benchmark. However, only a very few initiatives fall under this category, such as the PACMUN and REDD Partnership. The CEM Global Lighting Challenge, which was finalized in May 2018, was included in this analysis as a completed initiative. The sources of information used to describe the progress of the initiatives and how or if their original goals were achieved were the CIP database and the initiative’s own websites and reports, when available.

The template shown below (table 4) has been used to organize the information gathered for each ICI. Each filled-in template and in-depth analysis is found in Annex IV. The table below summarizes the findings regarding the progress of the ICIs, which forms the basis for the ensuing analysis. This is followed by an elaborated description of the ICI.

First, this table show each initiative’s functions, activities and stated goals, and how these goals have been achieved:

Table 4: Template used for evaluating the eleven initiatives









	Element

	Explanation

	






	Functions and activities of the initiative

	The functions and activities are specified

	 



	Goals of the initiative

	The goal of the ICI is specified, if available

	 



	Progress of the ICI

	 

	 



	Qualitatively

	An abbreviated qualitative analysis is provided of how the ICI is progressing towards its goal

	 



	Impact-monitoring framework

	Activity specified

	 



	 

	The indicators identified for that activity

	The result of that indicator




	 

	If applicable, more activities specified

	 





Next, the initiative is described in a number of standard sections (box 1):


Box 1: Template for general information of the different initiatives

•  Description of the initiative: a brief introduction to the ICI, including the main organization behind it.

•  Start year.

•  Lead organization.

•  Objective.

•  Potential emissions reduction: if applicable and available.

•  Commitments: describes what commitments, if any, members of the ICI need to commit to in order to be part of the ICI.

•  Activities: describes the activities of the ICI, and classifies them according to the definitions presented in Chapter 2.

•  Progress/milestones.

•  Reporting.

•  Member development.

•  Sectoral collaborations: the “sectoral collaborations” line has been included, since a trend has been started towards sectoral collaborations among the ICIs. These collaborations are therefore mentioned for the sectors where they have occurred: Transport, Cities and Regions, Energy Efficiency, and Emissions. On CIP, this is captured by listing initiatives as related to or as sub-initiatives of each other.



The following table 5 shows the main findings of the analysis:

Table 5: Overview of the results of assessing progress of the eleven initiatives

[image: Images]

3.3 Summary of the Case Studies

The table above summarizes the findings of the eleven case studies with regard to their original goals. As some ICIs have several goals, there are thirteen goals in total. It is worth highlighting several points which can be seen.

All goals are quantitative, though one has a qualitative aspect as well. Most of these (twelve out of thirteen) are defined in the sense that there is a clear unit in which progress can be measured. Most (ten out of thirteen) are also time-bound. Most have 2020 as the current goal year, fewer having longer time horizons. In terms of goal fulfilment, the statuses are quite spread. Data with which to assess progress were not available for four out of the thirteen goals. Two goals had already been fulfilled: that of improving the capacity of at least eight million smallholders to access climate finance (Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Program), and CEM Global Lighting’s goal of deploying ten billion high-efficiency light bulbs.

For three ICIs, there has been good progress towards their 2020 goals. These are the CCAC Municipal Solid Waste Initiative, which aims to have hundred cities signed up and has currently reached 73, as well as “Refrigerant, naturally”, where three out of four member companies have already reached the goals for 2020 and the fourth is well under way. RE100, a renewable energy ICI, has the goal of having at least two hundred members of companies committed to 100% renewable energy sources by the end of 2018, the tally currently being 144 companies.

For three of the ICIs that have provided data and have defined time-bound goals, it is still difficult to assess progress. For Divest Invest Global Movement, the goal is to move USD 12 trillion away from fossil fuels. The number reported refers to organizations with more than USD 6 trillion in assets under management having been committed to being divested. It is not clear how many of the committed assets have been or actually will be moved, nor whether the funds committed to being divested will be invested in renewable energy. This is also the case for the Bonn Challenge – Landscape Restoration, with its goal of restoring 150 million ha of land by 2020. It has done impressive work by committing stakeholders to pledge to restore 160 million ha, though the available information shows that only 350,000 ha have actually been restored thus far. Lastly, the Public Transport Declaration on Climate Leadership has the goal of doubling the market share of public transport worldwide. It is possible to find information that, while the “public transport supply has nearly doubled compared to 1995, the growth of mobility demand is such that mode share gains in some regions are offset by increased demand for mobility”. However, these data do not provide a clear indication of the level of progress, as the level of supply is not the same as market share. Moreover, comparison is made even more difficult because the base years are different (1995 compared to 2005 in the goal).

The last ICI to be studied is the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate & Energy, which has as its goal to encourage as many cities as possible to submit CO2e action plans for 2020 and 2030. As the goal is not defined, it is difficult to assess its level of progress. Nevertheless, a considerable number of cities and municipalities (9149) have committed themselves to it. The studies available on CIP should also be mentioned, indicating that the commitments by cities and municipalities could close the emissions gap considerably by several GtCO2e. However, the additionality of these commitments is not certain, as it is not clear to what degree they have been included in the NDCs put forward by nations and vice versa.

3.4 Conclusion

From the above case studies of eleven ICIs, it is possible to draw some tentative conclusions. First, the goals of the ICIs are diverse in both content and form. Hence, if one compares these goals with the indicators specified in the impact-monitoring framework presented above, it quickly becomes clear that the framework would not capture the specifics of every ICI. For example, for Divest-Invest Global Movement, which is classified as a Funding and Political Dialogue initiative, the relevant indicators for its activities are the following: funds raised, number of donors, media-tracking, website visits and campaigns held. The level of divestment from fossil fuels is not really captured by these indicators.

While these indicators allow impacts across ICIs to be aggregated, many of the ICIs’ own respective characteristics would be lost if they were used on their own. It is therefore important to allow ICIs to report on additional goals, such as in the Monitoring and Impacts section, where textboxes (e.g. Progress towards the goals) allow elaborations and other indicators to be provided beyond those specified in the impact-monitoring framework.

Many of the ICIs did have quantitative, defined, time-bound goals. However, there are two things to bear in mind here. First, as the study only looked at eleven cases, it is difficult to generalize from them to the other 233 ICIs currently on CIP. Secondly, the selection criteria were not necessarily representative, as larger and presumably more organized ICIs were chosen. Indeed, in an analysis carried out for UN Environment’s Emissions Gap Report for 2018, it is shown that only 20% of the ICIs on CIP have quantitative targets. In the current sample, the share is much higher.

Generally, it is too early and difficult to say whether the goals of the various ICIs will be met, as in many instances the goals are not clearly defined or the progress indicators are not publically available. Nonetheless, the data that was available for this study showed that a considerable proportion of the eleven chosen ICIs are progressing towards their goals, two having already completed them and three others being well on their way. More data will presumably become available once self-reporting to the impact-monitoring framework commences, which will permit better assessments to be made of progress.


4. Coverage of the ICIs on CIP versus the potential GHG reductions by sector

4.1 Introduction

The potential of non-state actors (NSAs) to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions has been a matter of interest for several years. As pointed out in the general introduction to these three reports, this follows a trend for nation states to fail to combat climate change at all convincingly, and so NSAs have the potential to fill a significant part of the remaining emissions gap (Hsu, et al. 2018).

Assessing potential GHG emissions reductions requires detailed data on both baseline scenarios, as well as on the potential impact of the proposed actions. As pointed out in Chapter 2, a comprehensive and standardized system for ICIs to report their commitments and progress with them has been lacking. Chapter 2 accordingly presents the impact-monitoring system, which has just been implemented on CIP, though being brand new, it is difficult as yet to assess its progress. However, Chapter 3 attempts to do this by investigating how the goals of eleven selected ICIs have been met and their fulfilment recorded on the impact-monitoring system. The conclusion is that this is both too early to say, and also difficult, as for a large proportion their goals are not well-defined or they lack accessible data on progress.

With this as its point of departure, this chapter explores the coverage of ICIs in CIP in relation to the potential sectorial GHG reductions. This is illustrated using several methods. First, the coverage of ICIs under different themes is described. Secondly, this image is fleshed out by displaying the size of the initiatives in each of the IPCC sectors. Thirdly, the number of ICIs working in a sector is compared to the sectorial reduction potential that is needed in order to stay below the 2 °C increase threshold. These three views on the topic of coverage versus potential give a good indication of where CIP currently stands. It also underlines the future potential of the platform in providing more detailed answers to the questions posed in these reports.

4.2 CIP and the Coverage of LPAA Themes

Overall, the ICIs in CIP cover 22 of the 23 themes which originally existed in LPAA, the sole missing one being waste-water treatment. It should be noted that an ICI usually covers more than one theme. Below is a description of the coverage of the LPAA themes, organized under the groupings in which they are found on CIP.

4.2.1 Description of Coverage within the LPAA Themes

Finance is covered by 33 ICIs, including those aiming to raise funds for activities within a range of different actions. They include ICIs that aim to finance renewable energy and energy efficiency actions, to foster divestment from fossil energy and to work with green procurement processes, as well as covering climate risk insurance, carbon pricing and financial reporting.

All kinds of Transport are covered by 66 ICIs: urban, road, freight, efficiency, electric mobility, cycling and aviation.

Agriculture and Forestry are covered by 98 ICIs focused on stopping deforestation, REDD+, climate-smart agriculture, sustainable agriculture and biomass, rural resilience, food security and aquaculture.

Cities and Regions are also well covered by 51 initiatives: C40, Carbon Neutral Cities Allianceand 100% Renewable Cities, the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy, regional disclosures, local sustainable governance and resilient cites. Buildings has 28 initiatives, including various building efficiency initiatives, global alliances for construction-performance-green buildings.

Waste is covered by twenty ICIs: municipal solid waste (MSW), recycling, zero flaring. However, waste water is not covered.

Industry is well covered on all kinds of adaptation, low carbon technologies and innovations by many collaborations among businesses.

Non-CO2 emissions reduction is covered for all supply-chain emissions, short-term pollutants, fluorinated gases, various reduction targets, cook stoves and vehicle emissions, flaring reduction, carbon capture and reporting of emissions. For emissions, the Climate and Clean Air Coalition (CCAC) covers a large area.

Energy: all forms of renewable energy, such as wind, solar, geothermal and bioenergy, are covered. Energy efficiency and better energy access are covered by several ICIs. Hydro and wave are not covered specifically, but are included in some ICIs like SIDS Lighthouse.

There are 38 Adaptation and 31 Resilience ICIs on the CIP platform, covering cities, coastal areas, agriculture, water supply, food security, and climate risks and disasters.

Summarizing, there is good coverage of the LPAA themes. However, coverage itself becomes more meaningful when one considers the size of the different ICIs. This is explored in the next section.

4.2.2 The Size of ICIs

Theoretically assessing the size of ICIs can be done in several ways. The approach chosen here is to measure size by the number of participants (in all the 244 ICIs currently on CIP). This provides an indication of how many actors are engaged with the ICI.

Figure 2: Number of members per sector in all the ICIs in CIP
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Starting with how many actors are engaged with ICIs within each of the IPCC sectoral divisions, one can see that the largest group of actors are in electricity generation. The sectors of transport, industry and AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry, and Land-Use change) have around the same number of total members, whereas buildings and non-CO2 have fewer.

It is interesting to see the division of members between the individual initiatives within each sector.

The following six figures (Fig.3) show the distributions of members across the ICIs within the different sectors. It is evident that the pattern of having a few ICIs with many members and then a number of considerably smaller ICIs is repeated throughout each sector. This effect becomes even stronger when considering that it is often the same ICI that is the largest one in each of the tables.

A note on the data used is warranted. The figures for members are taken from the data on CIP. However, a number of ICIs list no members. In addition, there is the issue mentioned in Chapter 2 of many ICIs not actively reporting to CIP. There might therefore be errors in the data.

Figure 3: Distribution of members across ICIs within the six different sectors
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Note: The ICIs are placed along the x-axis in each of the figures according to size of membership, meaning that the final figure gives the number of ICIs within that sector.

4.2.3 IPCCs Sectorial Division

As noted already, in order to assess the extent of the coverage, a benchmark is necessary. This report has chosen IPCC’s Assessment Report 5 (AR5) to use as a benchmark, as it provides an excellent overview of GHG scenarios and is a well-trusted source.

However, adjustments must be made in using the IPCC report in order to align the sectoral breakdown on CIP with the IPCC breakdown. The IPCC sectoral breakdown, for which sectoral emission pathways are available, includes the following sectors: transport, buildings, industry, electricity, AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry, and Land-Use change), and non-CO2. Figure 4 shows how the different LPAA themes relate to the IPCC emission reduction sectors.

Figure 4: Relationship of the different LPAA themes to the IPCC emission reduction sectors
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Note: The majority of ICIs on CIP cover more than one theme. The ICIs flowing into the “distributed” category are included in the other chosen categories.

4.3 Potential Greenhouse Gas Reductions within Relevant Sectors

Another good indicator of the coverage of ICIs on CIP is to what degree initiatives targeting the different sectors are represented. This proportion is compared with the potential and necessary mitigation within that sector as a proportion of total emissions reductions. IPCCs Working Group 3’s Chapter 6 assesses the transformation pathways necessary to keep the CO2eq concentration at 450 ppm in 2100. This level of concentration is compatible with the 2.6 RCP scenario, the only of the four scenarios which is likely to prevent temperature increases above 2 °C above pre-industrial levels.

Figure 5: Mitigation scenarios for the 5th IPCC Assessment Report (AR5) (fig. TS.17 in the Technical Summary)
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Note: The dotted line represents the emission level/year in 2010 for the respective sectors. For each sector, there are three bars for 2030, 2050 and 2100 respectively. The white dots represent the value of each of the scenarios (the number of which is given at the bottom of the figure). A median value is given for each bar in the form of a dark line.
The original data for this table was not available. The figures in table x are extracted by measuring the distance between the dotted line, and the median line on each bar. The distance is equal to an annual emission reduction. Given this method, the numbers are only indicative.

The group combines outputs from numerous models and comes up with two overarching scenarios, one relying on large-scale carbon capture and storage (CCS) technologies, the other assuming that these will not be implemented. There is still much uncertainty surrounding the CCS technology’s feasibility to scale to the extent needed. Thus, in the table below, only the scenario without CCS is included.

This gives the figures in the first columns in Table 6 below, which is an indicative number of the GHG reductions necessary until 2030 in each sector.

The second set of columns display the number of ICIs on CIP which focus on these sectors, with the percentages showing the proportion of total themes related to mitigation selected in CIP. Comparing the two figures in each sector, they are seen to match reasonably well. This indicates that the spread of ICIs on CIP, and presumably in the world, reflects the GHG emissions reductions needed in each sector.

Table 6: Sectoral distribution of CO2e reductions needed compared to number of ICIs in CIP
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Looking more closely at the figures, the transport, buildings, industry and non-CO2 sectors are over-represented, while the AFOLU sector in particular is under-represented, along with the electricity sector. On the other hand, the electricity sector had the largest number of actors involved in the initiatives.

Given the importance of non-state actors in the four first-mentioned sectors, this is not so surprising. Non-state actors that choose to launch an initiative are often actors driven by values, but business opportunities are also a factor in making such decisions. As the industry and transportation sectors are populated by many non-state actors in leading positions, it seems plausible that these could and would form the ICIs.

An example from the transport sector is the Partnership on Sustainable, Low Carbon Transport (SLoCat). SLoCat attempts to cover the whole of the transport sector and coordinates the collection of information from 21 transport collaborative initiatives9 in the Paris Process on Mobility and Climate (PPMC). The PPMC produced detailed reports up to the 2016 and 2017 COPs covering all these initiatives.

The assumptions made in respect of the above analysis are many. The relationship between the number of ICIs in a sector and its reduction potential assumes that all initiatives are of equal size, equally ambitious within each sector, and that all will be successful.

Moreover, it should be noted that the ICIs included here cover all sorts of functions and activities. In Chapter 2, where the impact-monitoring framework is introduced, it is stated that only the implementation ICIs are measured for their mitigation impact, as these ICIs contribute directly to such impacts.

Given the previous analysis in Chapter 3 regarding the extent to which the initiatives’ respective goals are being fulfilled, making a robust assessment of the reduction potential of the ICIs must be considered difficult. The analysis in Chapter 3 demonstrated a lack of clarity in the goals formulated by ICIs, as well as the limited availability of their progress reports. Nevertheless, Figure 6 below, taken from Table 4.2 in the 2016 Emissions Gap Report, summarizes the results of numerous other studies of the emissions potential of various NSA climate initiatives. However, the evidence base remains fragmented.

Figure 6: GHG emission reduction impacts from selected initiatives (MtCO2e/yr) by study
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4.4 Conclusion

Our assessment of the coverage of LPAA themes has shown that there is excellent coverage by initiatives on the CIP, with 22 out of 23 themes being covered by several initiatives. The only theme with no coverage by initiatives was waste-water treatment. It should be noted that most initiatives cover several themes.

Our comparison of the ICIs on CIP with the IPCC sectors showed that these are well covered, but to various degrees, compared to the coverage needed to achieve the emission reductions in the respective sectors. AFOLU and energy, despite being well represented on CIP, are under-represented compared to the projected potential emissions reductions needed from these sectors. Conversely, the other sectors were over-represented by the ICIs on CIP. However, the assessment builds on the assumption that all initiatives are of equal size, equally ambitious within each sector, and that all will be successful. Thus, evidence of actual impacts within these sectors is still limited.

The limited data availability of the different ICIs seriously hampers the ability to assess and aggregate the impact of the ICIs. This highlights the importance of a robust monitoring framework, such as the impact-monitoring framework described in this report. Its implementation will greatly facilitate future analysis of progress on the mitigation side, as well as more broadly, as it is not limited to measuring greenhouse gas emissions alone.


5. Conclusion and next steps

Climate action by non-state actors such as businesses, investors, civil society, cities and subnational governments, has proliferated outside the UNFCCC process as part of the response to climate change and 2018 has been particularly busy. The present report documents, through three independent chapters, the importance of transparency in non-state climate action, as called for by the Paris Agreement, the UN Environment’s Emissions Gap Reports and the recent Climate Action Summit in San Francisco.

Responding to these demands, the Climate Initiatives Platform, which gathers information on international cooperative initiatives (ICIs), has developed a strategy for tracking progress, including an impact-monitoring framework resented in Chapter 2. The framework consists of five functions, that each has a set of activities, tied to a set of indicators. Initiatives are invited to select applicable functions and respective activities, and report on indictors annually, in order to measure progress. This framework allows data to be aggregated and compared across various sectors and types of initiatives. The framework was tested on 77 initiatives, and in conclusion, it has proven its functionality in capturing the nature and progress of the ICIs, where data was publicly available. Another finding is that a large number of ICIs undertake activities such as awareness-raising, knowledge production and dissemination in contrast to actual implementation, and thus few CO2e reduction estimates were available. It might be too soon for the initiatives to be able to generate these figures, or the progress made simply cannot be measured in CO2e reductions.

Chapter 3 examines the progress and impact of initiatives to date, using the developed impact-monitoring framework to analyse in depth eleven selected initiatives across different sectors as case studies. An important conclusion from this exercise is that it is generally too early and difficult to say whether the goals of the ICIs will be met. Most initiatives do have clearly defined, quantitative, time-bound goals, but not all have progress indicators available. Ex-post data is difficult to find on the initiatives’ websites and in reports, especially regarding annual data. Nonetheless, the data that was available for this study showed that a considerable proportion of the chosen ICIs are progressing towards their goals, two having already achieved them and three others being well on their way. More data will presumably become available once self-reporting to the impact-monitoring framework commences, which will permit better assessments of progress.

Given the large potential of GHG emission reductions through ICIs, monitoring their actual impact in terms of emissions reduction and fulfilling their commitments will be crucial in building confidence and informing the Global Stocktake. Chapter 4 compares the coverage of ICIs on CIP in the different sectors against the potential GHG emissions reductions in the specific sectors. A comparison of the ICIs with the IPCC sectors shows that they are well covered (22 out of 23), but to various degrees, compared to the coverage needed to achieve the emission reductions in the respective sectors. Only with the assumption that all ICIs are equally ambitious in each sector, a preliminary conclusion can be drawn that agriculture, forestry, and land-use change (AFOLU) and energy are under-represented compared to the projected potential emissions reductions required from these sectors. Thus, this sector must step up its climate action. Conversely, the other sectors were over-represented by the ICIs on CIP.

CIP fulfils a unique position and addresses a knowledge gap in focusing on collaborative non-state actors’ initiatives, and henceforth also by tracking progress of the ICIs. CIP can maintain its role by staying up to date, including adding new initiatives on a timely basis, continuously improving its monitoring system and substantially increasing its communication efforts, both to its initiatives themselves and to its wider audience. In addition, continuous promotion of CIP at COPs and other relevant events on non-state climate action, such as the Global Climate Action Summit and the annual New York Climate Week, will be crucial in order to engage with initiatives, researchers and other stakeholders and to increase its visibility to the global audience. CIP receives two to three hundred visits a day on average, and it is expected that enhancing its visual identity and functionality will further increase the number of visitors.
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Sammenfatning

Hvis Parisaftalen skal implementeres succesfuldt, er det nødvendigt at alle aktører øger deres indsats. Dette indbefatter også ikke-statslige aktører såsom firmaer, byer, regioner og investorer m.m. Øget gennemsigtighed af disse aktørers indsats og virkningerne heraf vil være en nøgle til at høste et yderligere potentiale samt til at katalysere en aktivitet af alle klimaaktørerne om at forøge deres ambitioner, i overensstemmelse med Parisaftalen.

I den forbindelse blev “Climate Initiativers Platform”10 skabt af Nordisk Ministerråd11 med det formål at tilvejebringe open-source data for en kategori af ikke-statslige klima aktiviteter med et væsentligt potentiale for at reducere drivhusgasudslippet og forbedre klimatilpasningen: De såkaldte internationale kooperative klima initiativer.

CIP er siden blevet overført til FN’s Miljø Organisation og er vokset til at blive et vigtigt redskab til gennemsigtighed på dette område. Platformen vedligeholdes af UNEP DTU Partnership i FN-Byen i København.

Platformen indeholder oplysninger om mere end 50 data punkter for ca. 250 kooperative initiativer. CIP er også blevet data leverandøren for disse initiativer til NAZCA, der er portalen under FN’s klimakonvention (UNFCCC) for ikke statslige aktørers indsats. CIP data bliver desuden brugt til mange klima udredninger, f. eks. “Emission Gap Report” der udgives af FN’s Miljø Organisation.

I overensstemmelse med tendensen mod øget gennemsigtighed af de internationale kooperative klimainitiativers aktiviteter, har Nordisk Råd finansieret det arbejde, der præsenteres i denne rapport. Det overordnede formål har været at styrke CIP til at blive stedet, hvor disse initiativers fremskridt monitoreres.

Kapitel 2-4 i denne rapport præsenterer tre fremtrædende emner for ikke-statslige aktørers klima aktiviteter, og giver forskellige perspektiver på deres fremskridt og virkning.

Kapitel 2 introducerer et nyt monitoreringssystem til at måle fremskridt for de forskellige typer af initiativer samt CIP’s udvikling strategi. Dette system gør det muligt at sammenligne fremskridt og virkning for alle de mange typer af initiativer, der ikke kun dækker reduktion af drivhusgasser. Strategien gør det muligt for CIP at bevare sin relevans indenfor mængden af databaser for de ikke-statslige aktørers aktiviteter, samt at lette og styrke initiativernes monitorerings og rapporterings muligheder. Initiativerne kan selv få et password til databasen og med dette opdatere deres side.

Kapitel 3 undersøger initiativernes fremskridt og virkning indtil nu. Her benyttes det udviklede monitoreringssystem, der er omtalt i det første kapitel. En vigtig konklusion fra denne analyses er, at det er for tidligt og vanskeligt at konkludere, om disse initiativer vil nå deres mål, siden målene ikke altid er klart definerede, og da indikatorerne for deres fremskridt ikke er offentlig tilgængelige. Det vises dog, at et væsentligt antal af de undersøgte initiativer gør fremskridt mod deres mål.

Kapitel 4 sammenligner CIP’s dækning af de forskellige sektorer med potentialet for drivhusgas reduktioner i sektorerne. På grund af initiativernes store potentiale for drivhusgas reduktioner, er det vigtigt at monitorere deres faktiske virkning, og en opfyldelse of deres lovede mål vil blive vigtig for at opbygge tillid samt at informere den Globale Stocktake, der skal foretages i 2020. En sammenligning af initiativerne med sektorerne i den sidste rapport fra FN’s Klimapanel viser, at sektorerne er godt dækket af initiativerne i CIP. Under antagelse af at alle initiativerne er lige ambitiøse i alle sektorer, kan den foreløbige konklusion drages at landbrug samt skov initiativer dog er under repræsenterede i forhold til de potentielle reduktionsmuligheder i disse sektorer.


Footnotes

1  CIP, http://www.climateinitiativesplatform.org

2  https://www.norden.org/en/publication/enhancing-ambition-through-international-cooperative-initiatives

3  As described in Hsu et al. (2018), there is no agreed definition of an “international cooperative initiative”. The CIP inclusion criteria take most of the common characteristics into account.

4  Before the relaunch, the total number of initiatives on NAZCA was 77.

5  As of 15 July 2018.

6  At the time of the testing exercise, the number of initiatives on NAZCA was 77.

7  The survey is available in Annex I. All annexes are published in a separate report available on the CIP webpage at www.climateinitiativesplatform.org.

8  This refers only to the initiatives that were included in the survey. While the results provide an overall indication of the monitoring and reporting practices in these initiatives, the conclusions must be treated with caution.

9  The 21 initiatives are organized into seven areas as follows: General urban transport: C40 Cities Clean Bus Declaration, EcoMobility Alliance, MobiliseYourCity, Taxis4SmartCities, Transformative Urban Mobility Initiative (TUMI), UIC Low-Carbon Sustainable Rail Transport Challenge, UITP Declaration on Climate Leadership. Freight and Logistics: Global Green Freight Action Plan (GGFAP), Navigating A Changing Climate. Fuel Efficiency and Electric Mobility: below50, EV100, Global Fuel Economy Initiative (GFEI), Global Strategy for Cleaner Fuels and Vehicles, Urban Electric Mobility Vehicles Initiative (UEMI), ZEV Alliance. Cycling and Walking: Cycling Delivers on the Global Goals, Global Sidewalk Challenge. Aviation: Airport Carbon Accreditation, Aviation’s Climate Action Takes Off. Transport Technology: ITS for the Climate. Road Transport: Low Carbon Road and Road Transport Initiative (LC2RTI).

10  CIP, http://www.climateinitiativesplatform.org

11  https://www.norden.org/en/publication/enhancing-ambition-through-international-cooperative-initiatives


[image: image]

ops/images/fig3.jpg
Members

.8 BEEBEE

Members

-5888EEEEEE

o

|||I||”||‘

13s7eunspwansy

=

Transport

il “

14 7101316197225 2831 U374043464952555861

AFOLU

15 9nunnNRTaseNTSsS

Members

T s ETEE YR

¥y s 888§ 3

SBEEBEEEE

Industry

mnumlﬂ}

14 7 1012161972252031 U370 4GA952555861

Non-CO2

eeians .unlll"”l

1is7ounsnnansnN

Electricity Generation

14 71013161022252831 2437 404245495255 5851






ops/images/fig2.jpg
Members

30000

25000

20000

§

10000

5000

Members per IPCC sector

Transport Buildings

Industry  Electricity Non-Co2
R

AFOLU





ops/images/fig1.jpg
———e
et —

Agriculture. Agricutture I
Forestr, Forestry B
Cities and subnational governments. G

= Buildings

= Waste. -
Industry.

Innovation Industry |






ops/images/icopy1.jpg





ops/images/fig6.jpg
UNEP, 2015) (Hsuetal., (CisLand (Roelfsema et al., 2015) (Graichen et al., 2016)
2015) Ecofys, 2015)
Target year 2020 2020 2020 2020 2030 2020 2030
Initiatives for | Cities and municipalities | 1,080 454 600" 700 55¢ 55
individual : =
entities Regions 760 360° 270
Individual companies 630 51-100" 800" 1400 540 660
10-30"
Sector-wide Energy efficiency 60™ 1,750* 60 280" 1,180
initiati
ates Efficient cook stoves 120 2704 270
Renewable energy 0.2¢ 260 1,360
Transport 200 500 240" 520
Methane and other short- | 90 500~ 1,300 o 1,400
lived climate pollutants
Fluorinated gases 0.0-0.7% 0 700 50 140
Reduced deforestation and | 100 3370 20-200 | 300% 700 800> 2,380
afforestation
Agriculture 300
Shipping and aviation 200" 500
Overlap between initiatives 200 200 300 ~100-1,000 ~100-1,000
Total expected | Midpoint 2,900 2,540 No total™* | 2,500 5,500
reduction below
study’s baseline | Range 2,500-3,300
Part which is already covered by 33% Not Not 70% Not Not Not
national pledges / (IINDCs quantified | quantified quantified | quantified™ | quantified
Total expected reduction below 1,700-2,200 | Not Not 750 Not 2,800 (range | 8,000 (range
national pledges / (I)NDCs quantified | quantified quantified | 1,600 -4,000) | 5,400 - 10,600)






ops/images/fig5.jpg
450 ppm O, eq without CCS

En
g
S
g
e
2
2
3

E w0
°
H
3
g
&
3

0

10

1B Non-CO, (A Sectos) o
Actual 2010 Level
2

Transport  Buildings  Industry  Electricity Net Non-CO,





ops/images/fig4.jpg
% Cities and subnational governments: 51

Energy efficiency: 60
Energy Access and Efficiency: 17

Transport.: 59
~ International maritime transport: 8
! Agriculture: 55

Forestry.: 43

Energy Supply: 30
_ Renewable Energy: 54

Buildings.: 20
Waste: 20
Short Term Pollutants: 13

Fluorinated gases: 7

Industry.: 27
Innovation: 20

Business: 38
= Supply chain emission reductions: 21

= Private Finance: 18
Financial institutions: 28
Resilience: 31
Adaptation: 38

Distributed: 128 I

Transport: 67

AFOLU: 98 I

Electicity generation: 84 ]

Buildings: 29

Non-CO2: 40 W

Industry: 106

Not included: 115 I





ops/images/bcover.jpg
Y

Nordic Council of Ministers.
Nordens Hus

Ved Stranden 18

DK-1061 Copenhagen K
www.norden.org

THE CLIMATE INITIATIVES PLATFORM
If the Paris Agreement is to be implemented successfully, it is crucial that all
actors step up their actions, including non-state actors such as businesses,
cities, regions and investors. Transparency is crucial but still largely missing
from the drive to report on current actions and scale them up. The Climate
Initiatives Platform (CIP) is a vital transparency tool for international
cooperative climate initiatives, so called ICls, driven by non-state actors.
The CIP provides open-source data on many aspects. It is also the data
provider to the UNFCCC Global Climate Action portal NAZCA on [Cls.

The aim of this project is to improve the CIP further. This document
presents a strategy for tracking progress, including an impact-monitoring
framework. In addition, analyses of progress with ICls and of their coverage
versus the potential emission reductions in certain sectors are provided.
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Movement energy investments. management (AUM) have committed to shifting capital away from
fossil-fuel companies.

Public Transport. Transport Double the market share worldwide of public 2025 (compared to  Quantitative, defined, time-bound  Public transport supply has nearly doubled compared to 1995, the
Declaration on Climate transport. 2005) growth of mobility demand being such that mode share gains in
Leadership some regions are offset by increased demand for mobility.
SaveFood Initiative ~ Agriculture  Halve per capita global food waste at the retail 2030 Quantitative, defined, time-bound  No data available.

and consumer levels.

Reduce food losses along production and supply Quantitative, not defined, not time-  No data available.

chains, including post-harvest losses. bound
Bonn Challenge — Forestry Restore 250 million hectares of degraded and 2020 Quantitative, defined, time-bound 168.43 million ha pledged in 56 commitments; 350,000 ha of land
Landscape Restoration deforested lands by 2020, and 350 mi restored so far.

hectares by 2030.

Global Covenant of To encourage as many ities as possible to Quantitative, defined, not time- 5 have submitted ambitious plans for CO,

Mayors (GCoM) for submit ambitious COse reduction plans for 2020 bound reduction. At this rate, GCoM cities could reduce 15.64 GtCOx

Climate and Energy and 2030. total by 2030 (n=2010).

The CCACMunicipal  Waste Expand the global city network to reach an 2020 Quantitative, defined, time-bound 73 cities actively participating in a global waste network (midway

Solid Waste Initiative additional one hundred cities. between the 2015 and the 2020 goal).

LCTPi Cement Industry Reducing CO; emissions from cement Not specified Quantitative, defined, not time- No available data.

Sustainability Initiative production. bound

Refrigerants, Non-CO; 100% of the procured cooling units to use natural 2020 Quantitative, defined, time-bound By 2017 three out of four members had reached their goal. The last is
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emission of 43.5 million metric tons of COs.

REz00 Energy Atleast two hundred members in 2018, including 2028 Quantitative, defined, time bound 144 companies are currently members.

2 larger representation from heavy-duty
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To be a member means to commit to 200%

renewable electricity.
Adaptation for Adaptation By 2020, toimprove the capacity of at least eight 2020 Qualitative and quantitative, Eight million vulnerable smallholders in 43 countries with increased
smallholder ion smallholders to access climate finance. defined, time-bound. capacity.
Agriculture Program

Avoid or sequester 8o Mt Coze. 2020 Quantitative, defined, time-bound  No available data.

CEMGlobal Lighting  Industry Deploy ten billion high-efficiency bulbs. 2020 Quantitative, defined, time-bound  Fourteen billion high-efficiency bulbs deployed.
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