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Executive summary 

The Children’s Investment Fund Foundation (CIFF), one of C40’s strategic funders, commissioned 

Mathematica to conduct an independent evaluation of two major components of C40’s direct support: 

the development and execution of city-level climate action plans (CAPs) that comply with the 1.5°C 

target enshrined in the Paris Agreement, and the thematic networks through which cities engage in 

peer-to-peer exchange and collaborative learning across a range of climate policy domains. This report 

is the result of three complementary data collection components, including 40 semi-structured key 

informant interviews with city officials, C40 technical staff and leadership, researchers, and 

representatives of other organizations who engage cities in climate policy; quantitative analysis of 

climate data that cities have reported to the CDP platform; and a review of nine CAPs against a newly 

created assessment framework. The evaluation’s scope entailed assessing the current status of both 

climate action planning and thematic network activities, appraising the outputs resulting from their 

efforts, and diagnosing opportunities for improvement. 

Climate action plans 

C40’s leadership and resources have been instrumental in mainstreaming a target of cities 

achieving carbon neutrality by 2050, establishing the frameworks for developing plans in 

service of that goal, and mobilizing assistance to support cities as they concretize their 

action plans and push actions forward. Although fewer than 15 of C40’s member cities have thus far 

published a 1.5°C CAP, all 96 are expected to by Q2 2021. The CAPs are city-led vision documents that 

reflect local priorities and vary dramatically in their specificity of expected mitigation and adaptation 

actions, monitoring plans, and approach to coordinating climate action across agencies and higher 

levels of government. Many CAPs emphasize the equity aspect of their climate policy vision, such as 

redressing inequities that climate change may otherwise exacerbate, and have engaged in broadband 

consultations to seek public buy-in. Cities’ engagement with C40 in the development and design of 

their plans has differed dramatically, owing to many factors, such as varying levels of experience in 

climate action planning and overall resource availability. Engagement for some cities has been limited 

to receiving grants to hire external consultants for targeted work, while others are participating in a 

complete technical assistance program with an embedded city advisor.  

As cities have only recently begun publishing Paris-compliant CAPs, robust evidence is yet 

to be available about the most binding constraints to achieving decarbonization targets. 

Interviewees and CAPs indicate access to finance and limited city powers are among the 

more significant challenges in actualizing CAP plans, for which C40 runs initiatives such as the Cities 

Finance Facility and the City Diplomacy program to respectively address those challenges. Achieving 

CAP objectives will require cities to broadly share zero carbon strategies. Therefore, collaboration with 

regional and national government counterparts, the private sector, and citizen stakeholders will be 
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essential. Cities are tending to prioritize their climate actions in the most emissions-intensive sectors 

over which they possess mayoral powers and are focusing their initial efforts on actions to be 

undertaken in the next 5–10 years.  

Member cities will continue to regularly report greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to assess 

their overall progress; in the last two years, about three-quarters of all C40 members have 

publicly submitted data to CDP. However, only a handful have listed climate actions that if 

fully implemented would reduce their current emissions by at least 50 percent. Because the 

overwhelming majority of climate actions are reported as currently in an implementation phase, CDP 

submissions do not provide much information about the mitigation contribution of planned actions 

that are not yet underway. As a result, CDP data submissions underestimate cities’ combined current 

and planned mitigation actions. In addition to GHG monitoring, cities plan to track key performance 

indicators at the sector level, such as buildings’ average energy consumption per square meter and the 

zero-emissions vehicle share. Cities currently lack a standardized framework to guide data collection 

efforts and recommendations on how data analysis should inform course-correction and action 

timetables.   

Throughout the stages of CAP planning and design, execution, and progress monitoring, 

cities will be accumulating substantial knowledge about best practices and lessons learned, 

some of which will appear as knowledge products on the recently launched C40 Knowledge 

Hub website. Although these publicly available resources will aid both C40 and non-C40 cities, city 

officials will continue to rely on their personal contacts developed through network participation as a 

key source of information-sharing and advice.  

C40’s thematic networks 

C40’s 17 thematic networks continue to engage cities in peer-to-peer learning through 

webinars, deep dive phone calls, study tours, trainings, and annual workshops. Network size 

varies between 14 and 39 members each, and cities participate in an average of four 

networks. Member cities define the networks’ strategies and objectives, which are frequently informed 

by the relevant C40 declarations. Each declaration may overlap with multiple networks. Consequently, 

network activities are also built around Paris Agreement targets.    

C40 is on the cusp of adapting its organization-level Participation Standards to the 

networks, which will require that cities demonstrate they are converting network resources 

into climate action progress to maintain their membership. The Air Quality network is 

piloting the establishment of network-specific standards that more broadly are envisioned to focus 

network attention on a small number of high-value actions that generate synergies across cities with 

similar workplans. C40 has refreshed how it monitors network effectiveness, and the organization’s 

recently developed tracking tools focus on routinely assessing cities’ remaining barriers to actions that 

are pertinent to a given network. Systems are in place to facilitate peer-to-peer conversations where 

productive, and to coordinate with other networks and C40 service delivery components on areas 

ranging from improving GHG inventory data quality to pre-procurement discussions with businesses.       

Knowledge transfer both among cities and between C40 and the cities is a core objective 

throughout all network activities. Networks actively generate case study and topical 

content to be included in the Knowledge Hub, which is a starting point for interested cities 
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to understand policy options, timelines, organizational structures, and the impacts of possible actions. 

Although the networks are vehicles for publicly documenting best practices and lessons learned, city 

officials report that much of their learning comes from in-person events and the trust that repeated 

interaction builds among peers to also share failings and mistakes that fellow network members can 

avoid duplicating. City officials are aware of which peer cities with comparable governance 

arrangements have been most successful in pursuing climate policies of interest, and actively leverage 

C40’s network staff to facilitate connections when relationships do not yet exist.  

Summary and recommendations 

Interviewees across all stakeholder groups praised C40 for what they say is some of the most 

innovative global climate work taking place at the city level. C40 staff are committed and passionate 

about the organization’s mission, and city officials have come to rely on C40’s agenda-setting, 

frameworks, and coalition-building capacities. C40’s theory of change revolves around advancing 

science-based climate policy through programs at both political and technical levels and is responsive 

to the reality that mayoral leadership and effective technical capacity are pre-conditions for cities to 

contribute their share in advancing mitigation and adaptation progress. As with even the most 

effective efforts, there is always room for efficiency gains and further fine-tuning. In Table ES.1, we 

summarize our key recommendations for C40 to strengthen its climate action planning and thematic 

network activities. Although we believe that C40 is positioned to lead on many of these 

recommendations, others will be best led by the cities themselves. By diffusion through C40 networks, 

such cities can leverage individual changes into large-scale action. We recognize that resource 

availability will limit which recommendations can be pursued but believe that ongoing dialogue among 

C40, its member cities, and its funders will both establish priorities and allocate leadership.   

Table ES.1. Summary of recommendations for climate action planning and thematic network 
activities 

 

Maturity 
stage 

Climate action planning Thematic networks 

Planning 
and design 

• Support cost estimate planning earlier in 
CAP formulation 

• Continue exploring regional network models 
to leverage economies of scale and common 
policy approaches 

Execution • Build implementation-stage resources, 
tools, and supports, such as C40 Cities 
Finance Facility, to prepare for eventual 
demand surge  

• Support cities in identifying best practices 
for addressing consumption-based 
emissions 

 

Progress 
monitoring 

• Seize opportunities to rigorously monitor 
pilot programs to identify the most cost- 
and carbon-effective approaches before 
scaling citywide  

• Develop standardized guidance on key 
performance indicator identification, data 
collection, and prioritization  

• Continue to prioritize measuring C40’s 
contribution to alleviating barriers to action 
instead of outputs, and rely more on 
qualitative data collection 

• Tighten coordination across C40 service 
delivery components with respect to 
information and data requests  

Knowledge 
transfer 

• Formalize more opportunities for intra-
regional collaboration and lesson-sharing  

• Retool C40’s website to more effectively drive 
Knowledge Hub traffic  

• Provide more tools and links to existing 
resources on Knowledge Hub 
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I. Introduction 

At the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change’s (UNFCCC) COP21 meeting in 2015, 

heads of state signed the Paris Agreement, which committed them to “pursue efforts” to restrict global 

temperature growth to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels. Though lacking any enforcement mechanism, 

the agreement requires signatory countries to submit and periodically update nationally determined 

contributions (NDCs) that outline their emissions reduction plans.  

The NDCs submitted to date fall short of achieving the Paris targets, with existing pledges and targets 

setting a course for 2.8°C of warming by 2100.1 Major emitters like China and India continue to register 

significant greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions growth. Insufficient progress by national actors, coupled 

with increasingly dire scientific predictions on the possible impacts of exceeding the 1.5°C threshold 

(e.g., IPCC 2018), have laid bare the need for climate action to be undertaken at all governance levels.  

Spurred by this urgency and the slow response of federal governments, cities have become outspoken 

actors by setting ambitious emission reduction targets themselves. C40, a network of global megacities 

committed to fighting climate change, has been one of the most visible organizations to engage, 

support, and amplify city-level climate action. Through the Deadline 2020 (D2020) modeling work 

jointly conducted with Arup, C40 developed a framework for cities to develop mitigation pathways that 

are compatible with the targets of the Paris Agreement (C40 and Arup 2016a).  

The Children’s Investment Fund Foundation (CIFF) commissioned Mathematica to evaluate two 

components of C40’s service delivery that lean heavily on the D2020 work. We first examine the 

processes and outputs of the climate action planning activities that C40 has organized, as well as a 

subset of plans published both by C40 and non-C40 cities to assess whether plan targets are consistent 

with D2020 objectives. The second evaluation focus examines the current status of the 17 thematic 

networks that C40 manages, through which cities with shared interests in specific sectors, such as 

buildings or transportation, engage in peer-to-peer learning, collaboration, and lesson-sharing among 

members.  

The evaluation’s scope prioritized assessing the current status of these two strands of programming, 

appraising the outputs resulting from their efforts, and identifying opportunities for improvement. As 

such, this report builds upon earlier independent evaluations and studies of C40 that have addressed 

the organization’s role and position in global climate governance (COWI 2013), overall effectiveness 

(Attström et al. 2016), and an earlier phase of C40’s climate action planning technical assistance (Gogoi 

et al. 2018). Before turning to the research questions and evaluation methodology, we provide a brief 

overview of C40, focusing in particular on Climate Action Plans (CAPs) and the thematic networks.  

 

1 Climate Action Tracker updates the predicted temperature increase as new NDCs are submitted.  

https://climateactiontracker.org/
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A. Brief overview of C40 service delivery 

Founded in 2005 by then-mayor of London Ken Livingstone, C40 today brings together nearly 100 of 

the most renowned, global cities that publicly commit to leading on climate change (see Table A.1 for 

the list of all member cities by region). C40 membership does not entail dues, but member cities must 

comply with “participation standards” to retain their membership. Some of these standards are 

mandatory, and others are recommended. Mandatory standards include completing a GHG inventory 

using the Global Protocol for Community-Scale Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (GPC) standard, 

completing an action plan to reduce GHGs and adapt to climate change, and participating in thematic 

networks, among others. Each outcome is assigned a number of points upon completion. Similarly, 

cities need a minimum number of points to remain in good standing. For example, cities receive points 

when their mayor attends the Mayors Summit and when their city hosts a network workshop. Cities 

that outperform their regional peers in point totals receive public recognition to provoke “friendly 

competition,” which is designed to propel their peers forward.2  

Unlike other city-level climate network organizations, C40 members who fall short of the participation 

standards are temporarily classified as “inactive,” which makes them ineligible to receive a city advisor 

or other direct support from C40. Such cities are given a grace period to remedy their deficit and 

demonstrate their commitment to C40 principles. Failing subsequent progress, these cities are 

removed from the organization, and C40 extends an offer to an interested city in the same region 

whose priorities align with pursuing robust climate policies. At the time of this evaluation, the C40 

network consisted of 96 cities.  

Historically the sectoral, or thematic, networks have been the staple feature of C40’s offerings. Figure 

I.1 illustrates their centrality, highlighting the interplay between the networks and C40’s other service 

components, such as the climate action planning program, the various global declarations onto which 

mayors sign, and the business and innovation program. For example, the New Building Efficiency 

network supports cities in incorporating energy efficiency standards into their climate action plans, 

which in turn may result in discussions and workshop presentations targeting best practices in 

enforcing compliance with those standards. We describe C40’s climate action planning and thematic 

networks service delivery components in greater detail below, and throughout the report refer to other 

aspects of C40 services, such as the City Solutions Platform (CSP) or the Empowering Cities with Data 

(ECWD) program, where appropriate.  

 

2 This blog post from 2018 recognizing cities based on their 2017 performance is one such example: 
https://www.c40.org/blog_posts/participation-standards-2017.  

https://www.c40.org/blog_posts/participation-standards-2017
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Figure I.1. Linkages between thematic networks and other C40 service delivery components 

 

Source: C40 2020b.  

C40 engages cities at both technical and political levels with the majority of C40’s work focused on the 

former. City officials from relevant departments (e.g., planning, environment, transportation, etc.) 

participate in the thematic networks and may be directly involved in C40-supported direct assistance. 

Correspondingly, C40’s team includes technical staff with domain knowledge in sectors such as food, 

transportation, and buildings, who may be embedded in cities as a city advisor, or may be based in 

C40’s London or New York offices. C40’s network managers are the main point of direct contact for 

city officials with C40, and in the more popular networks may have additional support staff to assist 

them. The regional directors (RDs) are the lead liaisons between C40 and the mayors’ offices for each 

region, and are in regular contact with C40’s network and technical staff to identify potential matches 

between C40 service components and member cities’ interests and needs. 3 At the political level, C40’s 

signature event is the World Mayors Summit, where mayors themselves engage in lesson-sharing, 

target-setting, and conversations with the private sector and civil society. Copenhagen hosted the 2019 

Summit, which was attended by more than 1,700 delegates and representatives from 120 cities (C40 

2019c).   

1. Climate action planning  

In recent years, C40 has incorporated the development of CAPs as a central objective for the 

organization, with the publication of a Paris Agreement-compliant CAP as one of the participation 

 

3 The regions are Africa; Central East Asia; East, Southeast Asia, and Oceania; Europe; Latin America; North America; and South 
and West Asia.  
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standards. CAPs build on a long history of cities writing climate, environmental, and/or sustainability 

plans to document the programs, policies, and actions they will undertake to achieve specific objectives. 

CAPs are road maps devised by cities to guide both their mitigation and adaptation climate policies. 

The current generation of Paris-compliant CAPs, also referred to as D2020-compliant, or 1.5°C-

compliant, depart from previous vintages of plans primarily in their higher level of ambition and 

greater focus on science-based target-setting. CAP elements include sector-specific targets, a focus on 

actionable items as opposed to aspirational outcomes beyond legislative or regulatory control, tracking 

indicators, and monitoring timetables. 

C40 has developed several supports to aid cities in developing plans. Their Climate Action Planning 

Resource Centre contains guides on conducting GHG emission inventories, driving adaptation and 

inclusive climate action, and features the Climate Action Planning Framework, which specifies the 

elements of a CAP which is compatible with the Paris Agreement (C40 2020c). We provide further 

detail on the current status of C40’s climate action planning work in Chapter II.  

2. Thematic networks 

C40 leads 17 networks that are each organized with a sectoral focus, such as energy efficiency in 

privately owned buildings, mass transit, or sustainable waste management.4,5 Most peer-to-peer 

exchange occurs through networks, via webinars, workshops, study tours, and other events organized 

for network members. Cities often join networks because of alignment with policies and programs they 

are actively pursuing or anticipate pursuing. To join a network, city officials discuss their interests 

with their respective C40 regional director and C40 network manager, to ensure sufficient overlap 

between the network’s priorities and the city’s objectives. Cities will nominate one or more members of 

their technical staff with appropriate background in the sector to serve as lead representatives. These 

staff are expected to share key findings with their colleagues and regularly report on their participation 

to the city’s focal point, the city official who acts as the main liaison to C40 on network-related efforts. 

C40 network staff request city officials to commit 3-5 hours per month to be properly involved in a 

network.  

B. Research questions and evaluation methodology 

The evaluation is structured around answering two top-level questions:  

• How effective is C40 assistance in supporting cities as they develop, implement, and sustain CAPs 

that comply with the Paris Agreement?  

• How are C40 networks supporting cities and fostering efficient knowledge transfer within and 

across network members to implement the necessary actions and climate policy? 

Fully answering those top-level questions requires deeper examination of the multidimensionality of 

CAPs and networks. In particular, it is critical to consider aspects such as city-level governing capacity, 

 

4 Figure 4.1 provides a list of the networks that are currently active.  
5 C40’s networks have been the subject of active academic literatures examining the devolution of climate governance from 
nation-state to city (e.g., Acuto 2015, Acuto and Rayner 2019, Gordon and Johnson 2018) and the role of socialization and 
learning in city-level climate networks (e.g., Haupt et al. 2019, Lee 2019). 

https://resourcecentre.c40.org/
https://resourcecentre.c40.org/
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coordination of efforts, alignment with evidence-based policy recommendations, constraints and 

bottlenecks, and the appropriateness of C40 service delivery. Further investigation is necessary to 

determine whether political, financial, human resource, or logistical constraints are salient obstacles to 

following through on CAP objectives. To provide structure in assessing these aspects, we use a 

maturity stage framework that focuses on the progression of activities and C40-city engagement from 

the planning and design stage, to execution, to monitoring progress, and lastly, to learning and 

knowledge transfer. Table I.1 lists these supporting research questions by maturity stage for both CAPs 

and thematic networks.  

Table I.1. Overview of evaluation research questions 

Maturity stage Climate action plans Thematic networks 

 
Planning and 
design 

• How is city-C40 partnership on CAPs 
initiated? Are cities taking the lead in 
requesting assistance? 

• How does C40 increase city buy-in to 
develop a CAP? How is C40 assisting 
cities in devising a CAP?  

• Can CAP development be expedited? 

• Will CAP actions be compliant with 
Deadline 2020 requirements? 

• Are cities prioritizing action sequences in 
line with the 2CAP recommendations 
and/or priorities established in the C2I? 

• How detailed are the CAPs? What do they 
include? What do they exclude?  

• Are CAPs compliant with C2I targets and 
“Focused Acceleration” road maps? 

• What role is there/should there be for 
non-member cities in networks? 

• How are networks’ objectives set and 
updated? 

• How does C40 determine whether 
network objectives are sufficiently 
ambitious? 

 
Execution 

• What advocacy strategies are cities 
adopting to lobby regional and national 
governments?  

• What are the most difficult challenges 
cities face in executing their CAP? What 
remedies can C40 provide?  

• What are concrete ways in which CAPs 
have influenced city operations and non-
government actors? 

• What is the current status of C40’s 17 
networks? What are their most visible 
acts of progress over 2017–2020? 

• What services are networks providing to 
members?  

• How are networks building local/regional 
capacity? How does C40 ensure the 
sustainability of this capacity? 

• How have networks responded/adapted 
to changing needs and capabilities? 

• What opportunities exist for delegating 
more responsibility to cities?  
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Maturity stage Climate action plans Thematic networks 

 
Progress 
monitoring 

• What plans/procedures do cities have for 
tracking specific actions? 

• How will CAPs evolve if actions ultimately 
are deemed infeasible or fail to generate 
their anticipated GHG reductions? 

• How does C40 plan to assess or rank 
cities’ CAP progress? 

• How do C40 cities’ mitigation actions 
compare with those of non-C40 cities? 
What is the status of their actions? 

• How have C40-wide participation 
standards, McKinsey’s “Focused 
Acceleration” report, and the C2I 
influenced network-specific standards? 

• What monitoring systems exist to track 
city-level progress? How is this 
information shared with other C40 
teams? How does a city’s progress affect 
their network membership status? 

• How are peer-to-peer interactions taking 
place? How does C40 attribute cities’ 
action adoption/implementation to 
participation in a network, or specific 
interactions? 

 
Learning and 
knowledge 
transfer 

• How will existing knowledge on CAP 
development, implementation, and 
progress be shared with C40 and non-
C40 cities? What regional initiatives exist 
to streamline lesson-sharing across all 
phases of CAP design and execution? 

• How will knowledge/experience be 
integrated into the KH? How will KH 
resources be promoted to cities more 
broadly? 

• How does C40 translate insights from 
individual cities’ network-specific 
experiences to benefit C40 more broadly? 

• How has learning from network 
members been disseminated to non-
network C40 members and non-C40 
cities?  

• How will existing network-based 
knowledge be integrated into the KH? 
How will the KH’s role in supporting the 
networks/peer-to-peer-exchange be 
evaluated? 

Notes:  2CAP = C40-Arup Partnership Climate Action Pathways; C2I = Cascade to Impact; CAP = Climate Action Plan; KH = C40 
Knowledge Hub 

Our research methodology leverages three distinct data sources:  

• Key informant interviews (KIIs) 

• CAP documents  

• Publicly reported climate data submitted by cities to CDP  

We provide further description below on how each of these data sources were collected and analyzed.  

1. Key informant interviews 

We conducted a total of 40 KIIs across a range of stakeholder groups. Most interviews were conducted 

with city officials from C40 cities, city officials from non-C40 cities, and with C40 staff. We describe 

below the focal themes of these interviews. We also interviewed staff from organizations that 

collaborate with C40 on city-level climate change policy and programming, and independent 

researchers. Through these interviews we sought external perspectives on C40’s programming and to 

understand the experience of organizations that partner with C40, and how such partnerships 

translate to support for advancing city-level climate action.   

Interviewed cities were selected to obtain a representative sample of C40’s membership in terms of 

geography, socio-economic development, and current status of climate action planning activities. 
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When possible, C40 recommended city officials who participate in their city’s climate planning work as 

well as network activities. Interviewees who actively participate in networks of strategic interest to 

CIFF, namely the Air Quality, Zero Emissions Vehicles, Food Systems, Clean Construction Forum, and 

Clean Energy networks, were prioritized. We interviewed city officials from both C40-member and 

non-C40 cities to identify notable groupwise differences. Interviews with non-C40 cities provided an 

opportunity to assess how non-members utilize C40-created materials, and to gauge their perceptions 

of possible benefits from participating in city-level climate action networks. Requests for interviews 

with additional cities went unfulfilled, coinciding with the worldwide rise of COVID-19 cases diverting 

city officials’ efforts to other priorities. Table I.2 lists the final set of interviewed cities, along with icons 

denoting the city’s publication status as a 1.5°C- or 2.0°C-compliant CAP. 

Table I.2. List of cities interviewed for the evaluation and status of current CAP 

C40 Interviewee Cities Non-C40 Interviewee Cities 

Accra (Ghana)  Baltimore (USA)   

Barcelona (Spain)   Dublin (Ireland)  

Boston (USA)   Edmonton (Canada)   

Copenhagen (Denmark)   Oakland (USA)  

Jakarta (Indonesia)   Reykjavik (Iceland)   

Lagos (Nigeria)     

Los Angeles (USA)     

Melbourne (Australia)      

Milan (Italy)     

Quito (Ecuador)     

Stockholm (Sweden)     

Sydney (Australia)     

Washington, DC (USA)      

Note:  Denotes a city that has published a 1.5°C-compliant CAP.  

 Denotes a city that has published a 2.0°C-compliant CAP. Cities that have published CAPs, but whose compliance with 
the Paris Agreement is either unverified or falls short of 2.0°C-compliance, are listed without icons.  

C40 staff interviewees were drawn from a range of seniority levels. Interviewees included directors, 

regional directors, program directors, senior managers, technical leads, and network managers. C40 

interviewees were selected who could speak to the status of climate action planning and networks from 

the viewpoints of city engagement, technical execution, and strategic direction.   

Interviews prioritized action plan development and execution, C40’s direct and indirect support for 

plan development, and pertinent experiences that were otherwise inaccessible to the evaluation team. 

We were particularly interested in interviewees reflecting on personal experiences, their perceptions, 

and providing both positive and negative feedback that would not necessarily be captured in publicly 

available formats such as published plans, supplemental documents, or webinar videos. Program 

documentation that C40 shared with us helped inform the interview protocols. Interviews lasted 
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approximately one hour and were conducted by phone or in person.6 Most interviews involved a single 

respondent, but several Global North cities made multiple interviewees available, which enabled city 

officials to actively engage with one another’s ideas and reflections during the conversation. All 

interviews were conducted in English, except for our conversation with Quito. In advance of all 

interviews, we provided a list of guiding research questions to establish the contours of the 

conversation. Separate interview protocols were devised for each interviewee group. With interviewee 

consent, all interviews were recorded, transcribed, and coded into categories linked to the evaluation 

research questions. To encourage candid responses, interviewees were informed that they would not be 

quoted by name in any deliverable, and that interview recordings and transcripts would not be shared 

outside the Mathematica evaluation team.    

2. Assessment of published Climate Action Plans 

To formalize insights gained from the KIIs, we devised an assessment framework to analyze the 

content of published CAPs for nine cities, listed in Table I.3, that were selected by convenience 

sampling.7 Our assessment’s purpose is to summarize plan contents, both what is present and what is 

absent, to highlight features that are common across cities’ plans, and to draw attention to best 

practices that may serve as a model for cities currently developing their own plans.  

Table I.3. Key documents used in CAP assessment, by city 

City Key CAP document(s) 
Year 

published  
KII 

interviewee 

Barcelona Climate Plan 2018–2030   2018 ✓ 

Boston City of Boston Climate Action Plan 2019 Update    2019 ✓ 

Dublin  Dublin City Council Climate Change Action Plan 2019–2024 2019 ✓ 

eThekwini (Durban) Durban Climate Change Strategy  2014  

London London Environment Strategy 2018   

Los Angeles  L.A.’s Green New Deal: Sustainable City pLAn 2019 2019 ✓ 

Stockholm Strategy for a Fossil-Fuel Free Stockholm by 2040  

Climate Adaptation in Stockholm  

2016 

2017  

✓ 

Sydney Environmental Action 2016–2021 Strategy and Action Plan  2017  ✓ 

Washington, DC  Sustainable DC 2.0 Plan  

Clean Energy DC  

Climate Ready DC  

2019  

2018 

2016 

✓ 

Note:  Additional documents that were reviewed during the assessment are cited in references. 

 CAP = Climate Action Plan; KII = key informant interview. 

Our assessment approach uses indicators that synthesize recommendations from existing climate 

action-focused frameworks (C40 2019e, 2020c; McKinsey and C40 2017), tracking tools (C40 2019d), 

academic research on best practices in climate and regional plans (Berke and Godschalk 2009; Bassett 

and Shandas 2010; Deetjen et al. 2018), and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria (OECD 2019). Indicators are 

 

6 Jakarta was the sole exception and provided written survey responses by email. 
7 We reviewed Durban’s (eThekwini’s) 2014 plan with the expectation of comparing it with the city’s 2019 CAP to identify 
noticeable changes. However, we could not obtain the 2019 plan in time to include it in the analysis.    
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grouped into the six categories listed in Table I.4 alongside their key themes. The complete list of 

indicators is organized by category in Table A.2.  

Table I.4. Indicator categories used in assessing climate action plans 

Indicator category Key themes 

City vision and collaboration • Alignment with Paris Agreement targets 

• Prioritization of actions in line with D2020 

• Stakeholder engagement  

• Equity and inclusion 

• Responsiveness to city context  

Powers and responsibilities • City powers analysis 

• Resource allocation   

Mitigation actions • Sector-specific efforts to reduce emissions from buildings, transportation, etc.  

Adaptation actions • Efforts to increase resilience to climate hazards   

Monitoring and data collection • Plans for the collection, monitoring, and use of data to inform actions  

Our indicator assessment is based on the availability of information in a CAP, and the level of detail of 

that information.8 We interpret cities who provide considerable detail on indicator specifics as more 

likely to follow through in that particular area and rank them at a higher level. For example, mitigation 

actions that mention specific policies and programs, reduction targets, monitoring indicators, 

reporting time frames, and lead entities, would suggest a stronger commitment to action than vague 

statements that lack quantified values.  

3. Analysis of publicly reported climate data  

Each year, cities may volunteer to report climate data to global platforms such as CDP that consolidate 

information on cities’ climate policies and performance. We capitalize on this publicly available data to 

examine the quantity and magnitude of climate mitigation actions that cities report. Using publicly 

reported CDP data for 2018 and 2019, our analysis is guided by the following objectives. First, we 

examine which C40 cities are publicly reporting climate actions. Second, we assess the magnitude of 

cities’ GHG mitigation plans relative to their current emissions, to understand whether reported 

actions align with the medium-term target of halving emissions by 2030.9 Lastly, the CDP data enables 

us to compare the number of actions reported and the estimated mitigation shares of C40 against non-

C40 cities, to evaluate whether C40 cities are in fact advancing more ambitious climate policy. We 

assess outcomes at both the level of individual cities, and through the six illustrative city-types adopted 

in McKinsey and C40 (2017). The “McKinsey Typology” assembles city peer groups according to 

relevant city characteristics, such as average income, population density, current carbon intensity 

levels, and extent of city powers.   

We acknowledge that the majority of C40 cities have yet to complete a Paris-compliant CAP, and that 

currently available CDP data is an imperfect guide to the actions they will be considering and finalizing 

 

8 We are not able to evaluate the accuracy or completeness of the information and assume that any objective statements 
included in a CAP are factually correct.  
9 To construct an estimated emissions reductions share, we aggregate reported emissions and estimated emission reductions 
for each reporting year at the city-level. Cities may report annual emissions by scope (e.g., scope 1, scope 2, and/or scope 3) 
and/or by sector (e.g., waste, transportation, stationary energy, etc.). If a city disaggregates emissions values by both sector and 
scope, we use total emissions summed from the sectoral subtotals.  

https://www.cdp.net/en
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this year. As a result, data on file should be considered to proxy for the level of climate action ambition 

that cities had before publishing their CAP. Although imperfect, these values serve as an invaluable 

benchmark against which CDP submissions for 2020 and 2021 should be compared. In particular, 

subsequent CDP submissions will provide support in distinguishing the contribution that C40’s 

climate action planning activities have made in ratcheting-up cities’ efforts. 

4. Synthesis of approaches 

The multiple approaches encompassed by our methodology support an examination of C40’s network 

and climate action planning activities from various angles. We developed a CAP assessment framework 

to provide a structured way to engage with the content that would be expected in a plan. This 

methodological strand generates evidence on what cities have stated they will do, how they expect to 

do it, and how those expectations are communicated to the public. There is an important backstory 

that cities do not document in their plans, such as their internal decision-making processes, the 

challenges they foresee in operationalizing plan actions, and what additional support will be needed to 

ensure they stay on track, that would be helpful to cities that have not yet devised a CAP.10 Our key 

informant interviews address those themes, and through their open-ended format create the space for 

interviewees to corroborate key ideas in the CAPs and to share their personal experiences, successes, 

challenges, and concerns that are often undocumented, but which could strengthen service design and 

delivery. Since the majority of C40 cities have not yet finalized a Paris-compliant CAP, cities’ CDP data 

submissions to date are unlikely to reflect the level of ambition that will be articulated in their eventual 

CAPs. Regardless, our quantitative analysis offers insight into cities’ present and anticipated climate 

actions, and examines the status of cities’ current efforts relative to the goal of achieving carbon 

neutrality. Througout the evaluation, we have used insights derived from one research method to 

inform data collection and analysis in another. For example, our review of CAP documents enabled us 

to ask more targeted questions of city officials from cities with published plans, while our CDP analysis 

afforded us the chance to test for comparability between a city’s CAP against their actions reported to 

CDP.   

C. Organization of report 

The remainder of the report is organized as follows. Chapter II describes how C40 assists cities in 

climate action planning across the four maturity stages and presents key findings from our interviews 

with city officials and C40 staff. The chapter addresses research questions related to plan development, 

the prioritization of climate actions, how action progress will be monitored, and channels for lesson-

sharing. In Chapter III, we present our findings from a review of nine cities’ CAPs to understand the 

type of actions and level of detail with which they are reported. We developed an indicator-based 

assessment framework to analyze their content and highlight where CAP descriptions are exemplary 

and could serve as best practices for other cities to emulate. In Chapter IV, we report the key findings of 

our quantitative analysis of publicly reported submissions to the CDP data platform. We examine the 

magnitude of mitigation actions that C40 and non-C40 cities are reporting and compare performance 

between these two groups. Chapter V focuses on C40’s thematic networks, their current status, and 

their role in supporting city-level climate action. We offer a set of recommendations in Chapter VI that 

 

10 We note that C40 uses the CAP Framework (C40 2020c) to assess cities’ CAPs for their implementability and their basis in 
evidence, but challenges that are identified during the framework review process may not be reflected in the CAP document 
itself.   
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are based on the KIIs, review of published CAPs, and CDP data analysis, and for each propose a 

stakeholder group we think is best positioned to lead. Chapter VII offers some concluding thoughts on 

key opportunities and challenges that lie ahead for operationalizing climate action.  
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II. Key findings from climate action planning activities 

Of C40’s 96 member cities, 13 have publicly released 1.5°C CAPs and are working through the initial 

stages of implementing those actions. The remainder are at varying stages of planning and designing 

their plans, which will be completed by Q2 2021. Many of those initial 13 cities were members of the 

Deadline 2020 pilot group that C40 organized to test the feasibility of producing Paris-compatible 

plans. Those cities participated in workshops and peer-to-peer exchanges through which they 

compared notes and had access to C40’s technical experts to assist with modeling emissions pathways, 

prioritizing actions, setting targets, and developing stakeholder consultation processes. Their 

experiences revealed the types of assistance that the remainder of C40 cities would plausibly need to 

start the plan development process themselves.  

C40 has institutionalized the support it will provide to members to develop a Paris-compliant CAP in a 

climate action planning program, summarized in Figure II.1. The program, which supports cities who 

have committed to lead on climate action (C40 2018a), begins with a review of a city’s historical and 

planned climate action portfolio and focuses on identifying how C40 assistance would be most 

valuable. Stages 2 and 3 comprise a technical assistance (TA) package through which C40’s technical 

staff work with city officials to review historical GHG emissions and forecast emissions trajectories 

based on sets of climate actions, diagnose key climate risks, identify appropriate climate actions, and 

establish action priorities. Through donor support, C40 is currently delivering this TA program to most 

of the network’s member cities in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. The last stage of the planning 

program is an independent review of a city’s plan against the contents of the CAP Framework (C40 

2020c).  

Figure II.1. Overview of C40’s climate action planning program 

 

Source:  C40 2018a 

Whereas Chapter III examines the text of plans published to date, to understand which actions they 

include and how they are packaged, this chapter aims to describe the background processes that lead to 

a published CAP and advancing CAP actions. We draw on all the KIIs we conducted to characterize how 

C40 and cities interact, to diagnose formidable constraints to cities progressing with their CAPs, and to 

document interviewees’ experiences and perceptions.  
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A. Planning and design stage 

In this section, we discuss key findings related to all activities that contribute to the 

eventual publication of a CAP. In particular, we focus on describing specific channels 

through which C40 supports member cities, the tools they have developed to facilitate climate action 

identification, and how cities are prioritizing actions for implementation.   

1. Composition of cities by CAP publication status 

The group of cities approached by C40 to pilot the creation of Paris-compliant CAPs drew primarily 

from Europe and North America, with Durban (eThekwini) a standout exception. C40 focused on 

inviting Steering Committee cities who “in principle should be the leaders among leaders” to the CAP 

pilot study with the aim of quickly producing a first batch of CAPs as a demonstration effect. Selected 

cities were disproportionately selected from the Global North with CIFF providing financial support for 

seven cities (UK BEIS 2018). An unanticipated downside was that “[C40] didn’t learn enough lessons for 

delivering the program in the Global South,” where cities face different challenges of rapid population 

growth, extreme heat exposure, and weaker fiscal capacity.   

For approximately half of all C40 cities, particularly in the Global South, this climate plan will be the 

first one they produce; Global North cities will presumably advance faster given their longer history 

of producing climate plans. Many of C40’s Global North members have produced climate and 

sustainability plans for one or more decades. Their earlier start not only gives them experience in 

developing the governance structures to develop and implement plans, it has generated a pre-existing 

pipeline of climate actions to continue pursuing through their Paris-compliant plans. One C40 

interviewee stated that cities with experience producing plans “are not starting from scratch; they are 

building on an existing evidence-base, they are building on a set of engaged stakeholders, and each 

time, they get the luxury of sort of ratcheting up ambition and increasing the sort of robustness of 

those plans from over the last 10 years.“ No city official in any of our interviews expressed doubt or 

reluctance about the value of developing a 1.5°C-compatible climate action plan. Cities are already 

persuaded, but they will vary in their resource requirements to bring a plan to fruition.  

2. C40’s engagement with cities in supporting CAP development 

C40's involvement in the CAP development process varies significantly across cities. Some 

interviewees, particularly Global North cities with climate action planning experience, report not 

receiving or anticipate not receiving direct support to publish a Paris-compatible CAP outside of their 

existing participation in thematic networks. These cities referenced key C40 documents, such as the 

CAP Framework (C40 2020c), as particularly helpful guides in ensuring their ultimate plan satisfies the 

criteria to be considered Paris-compatible. Other cities have received grants from C40 to fund external 

consultants to carry out well-defined analyses, such as estimating health co-benefits from improved air 

quality. The third category comprises cities in Africa, Asia, and Latin America that will participate in 

the full TA program described earlier.  

CAPs are city-led; cities exercise complete discretion over the strategy and actions they take, and 

C40 accordingly sees its role as supporting and encouraging them toward greater ambition when 

possible. C40 emphasizes that effective climate action planning positions cities in the driver’s seat, and 

that CAPs should not be documents they unilaterally develop and hand over to cities. Given that cities 
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direct the development of their plans, some CAPs will 

undoubtedly be out of alignment with Deadline 2020 guidance, 

the Cascade to Impact (C2I) targets that C40 uses to report 

progress to CIFF, or the “Focused Acceleration” mitigation 

strategy recommendations in McKinsey and C40 (2017) according 

to city type. The actions and priorities set by cities will reflect 

local needs and capacities, shaped by C40’s efforts to increase 

ambitiousness levels when appropriate. Regardless, city officials 

voiced that the set of D2020 materials has been helpful in 

multiple phases of plan development. One official stated that her 

city “wouldn’t really know if [it] were in fact achieving a Deadline 

2020 climate action plan without that [CAP] framework.”  

C40’s city advisors have played a crucial role in facilitating the behind-the-scenes efforts to advance 

CAP production and is a direct assistance model that could benefit under-resourced Global North 

cities. City advisors are C40 staff embedded in the local city government with the express mandate of 

facilitating climate policy progress. Global South cities are eligible to participate in the city advisor 

program, but not all candidate cities have one.11 Their proximity to the mayor’s office and government 

departments engaged in climate policy-setting offers them unrivaled access to real-time, on-the-

ground information that can guide C40 service delivery. Among the 19 activities C40 carries out that 

were included in the 2018 City Satisfaction Survey, cities ranked “getting direct support from C40 staff, 

e.g., regional director/city advisor” with the highest satisfaction and as the most important. The city 

advisor model operates on the assumption that providing this embedded resource will enable cities to 

set up the necessary systems, coordinate across city departments, and in the process build-up a city’s 

internal capabilities so that the CAP apparatus eventually can be sustained without direct C40 

assistance. One C40 interviewee noted, “The cities that have advanced the most in this climate action 

planning process were the ones with the city advisor, versus [cities where] we didn't have any local 

staff.” Because the donor-funded city advisor program targets Global South cities, under-resourced 

Global North cities whose progress has been slow do not qualify. 

The proposed actions cities initially submit to C40 for review often err more on the side of being 

insufficiently ambitious than overly ambitious and infeasible. C40’s technical review of cities’ action 

proposals begins with an updated review of the city’s powers that differentiates the actions a city can 

legally undertake from those actions for which it has no authority. For example, public transit policies 

and investments are often made by regional or state actors, which means that cities in many instances 

cannot unilaterally decide to subsidize fares or expand service routes. When existing powers to take the 

action are lacking, C40 staff propose alternatives that are legally permissible. Conditional on being 

compatible with the city’s powers, technical leads assess an action against the city’s resources (i.e., 

staffing and financing capacity) and what peer cities have been able to achieve. C40 staff state that 

cities are not so much submitting unrealistically demanding plans, as they are proposing plans with 

underwhelming targets. Upon reviewing the plans, C40 staff offer feedback to cities and may reference 

peer cities with higher ambition levels to encourage a ratcheting-up of targets. To make these 

determinations, C40 staff rely on their own and their colleagues’ expert judgment.  

 

11 The city advisor contract for some cities, like Mexico City, has already ended, while other cities, especially those in the Central 
East Asia and South and West Asia regions, do not have an advisor in place. 

“We want them to own it, and we 

can recommend and make 

suggestions and show examples, 

but it’s really for them to decide 

what’s most appropriate given their 

contacts, their relationships, their 

sensitivities, and their moral 

priorities, to decide what’s the best 

process to engage.” 

–C40 interviewee 
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3. Production of analytical tools to support TA delivery 

C40 has built in-house, interactive, decision support tools that personalize recommendations based 

on a city's actual circumstances. The Pathways tool forecasts business as usual (BAU) emissions levels 

in the absence of further city action, which informs the level of ambition cities must enact for D2020-

compliance. In this modeling phase, users observe the effects of strategies they determine and can plan 

for scenarios across a multitude of potential reduction pathways. For example, a city planner might 

assume that investments in renewable energy gradually increase the zero-carbon share of electricity to 

50 percent by 2030, which informs other efforts they pursue to achieve an emissions reduction target. 

Upon constructing a 1.5℃-compliant pathway, users transition to action prioritization using the Action 

Selection and Prioritization (ASAP) tool. Through ASAP, users shortlist priority actions drawn from a 

bank of 150 potential actions. Although GHG reductions are the central focus in both of these tools, 

ASAP can incorporate additional criteria, such as green job creation and health co-benefits, as decision-

relevant criteria.  

The Pathways tool, informed by city-specific limits on mayoral powers, is used by C40 in the TA 

workshops to support cross-agency consensus-building on GHG reduction strategies. The tool helps 

decision makers throughout the city work together to plan for scenarios across different strategy 

approaches and recognize the level of action needed to adhere to D2020 timelines. By incorporating the 

current status of city powers into the strategy scoping process, the option space is limited by default to 

those domains over which a city has powers, or so called “unconditional” powers that cities can exercise 

on their own. In the Pathways tool, users can also include “conditional” actions that rely on another 

actor, such as a regional government or a utility, to commit the action. By foregrounding mayoral 

powers in the planning stage, C40 narrows cities’ attention to those areas where they hold political and 

legal authority and can most plausibly exercise action.   

4. Pace of CAP development 

Plan development is a lengthy process, and there appear to be few, benign opportunities to expedite 

the process. With typical start-end periods spanning 12–24 months, CAPs are not rapidly drafted. Both 

city officials and C40 staff doubt there are many ways the process can be fast-tracked. One city official 

explained, “By the nature of the work, you can only accomplish so much in this amount of time and 

things are [in] sequence, so I can't imagine going faster.” One C40 interviewee stated that any attempt 

to accelerate plan production that did not dramatically alter the plan’s substance would at best reduce 

the production time by one or two months. A dramatic acceleration in plan production would involve 

outsourcing the work to external consultants, or C40 staff, and would compromise “the capacity 

building, the focus on governance, the focus on ownership, the focus on consensus-building, on 

deliberation, [and] on discussions” enabled under the current timeline. 

Hastening plan production would likely undermine the popular support needed from stakeholders to 

ensure long-term climate policy success. An official from one C40 city that recently completed its 

D2020-compliant CAP believes that “a key part of having the extensive external engagement is getting 

the buy-in. And what I hear from other parties is that maybe that's a prerequisite for people accepting 

the plan afterwards.” One C40 interviewee shared that there is a “tension between going too fast, 

scaring a lot of folks, [and] creating unnecessary resistance. But then, at the same time, it [is] a very 

lengthy process to get everyone on board. And so, in the desire for immediate results, maybe some 

stakeholders get disincentivized or they feel like they're shunted out of the way.”   
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5. Prioritization of climate actions 

The mitigation strategies described in “Focused Acceleration” (McKinsey and C40 2017) are 

strategies, not actions, and they offer limited guidance for which actions cities should pursue in their 

CAPs. The mitigation recommendations in that report provide general guidance on the major 

emissions sources that are associated with cities of a given archetype (e.g., a densely populated, high-

income city), but they do not specify the set of actions required to advance the strategy's objective. One 

C40 interviewee exemplified the distinction between strategies and actions, using the example of 

kerosene being used as a cooking fuel. Shifting away from kerosene and toward electricity as an energy 

source for cooking is the strategy, and it can be achieved through actions such as awareness, 

subsidizing electricity connections, imposing taxes on kerosene, banning kerosene, running publicity 

campaigns, or any other combination of actions. Cities that work with their own, accurate GHG 

inventory, can formulate a presumptively more appropriate set of recommendations than the guidance 

offered in McKinsey and C40 (2017) in isolation. Since all, or practically all, C40 cities will have 

completed a GHG inventory leading into the CAP development, city officials are armed with locally 

relevant data on emissions sources and remaining data gaps.  

Priority actions for this generation of CAPs must focus on 

immediate wins achievable by 2025 and 2030. The C40 TA 

program further encourages this short-term focus, recognizing 

the immense amount of technical, political, and economic change 

that will plausibly undermine any fine-grained action planning 

through 2050 that is carried out today. A short-term focus 

enables cities to develop successes, gain momentum toward more 

complex actions, and shore up public support for actions whose 

effects will take longer to materialize and are likely to entail 

significant disruption to everyday life.    

C40’s action strategy recommendations are not currently informed by projected costs. Even though 

the 1.5°C target imposes a net zero carbon goal, multiple approaches can achieve that goal with 

dramatically different price tags. For example, the existing building stock could be maintained as is 

without energy efficiency retrofits so long as ample renewable energy (RE) capacity is added to the 

grid. Alternatively, overall building efficiency can be improved to reduce the amount of new RE that has 

to feed into the grid. When a city has powers over actions that can achieve the same outcome, the 

decision-making process should at least partly be governed by cost considerations. Costs do not enter 

into climate action planning until after strategies have been identified using the Pathways tool. When 

cities shift into the action identification and prioritization stage, later into engagement with the CAP 

program, C40 and city officials then take action costs into consideration for a subset of priority actions. 

One C40 interviewee explained the decision to wait until cities are further along, saying “[Costs are] so 

contextual that I think any analysis we did would be pretty limited in its application.” Having access to 

costing projections earlier on, potentially even from other cities who enacted similar actions, could help 

ensure that pursued strategies incorporate cost-effectiveness objectives.  

B. Execution stage 

After publishing their plans, cities will transition to implementing their stated climate 

actions, some of which may be continuations of existing programs and policies, and others 

“Whatever C40 does around 

implementation will focus on a few 

actions. A client’s action plan will 

look at 15, 20, 30 actions. C40 can 

only really provide targeted support 

on a few of those. The city needs to 

be empowered and capacitated and 

supported to deliver on the rest of 

the actions.”  

–C40 interviewee 
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that will be new endeavors. Whether cities are able to execute their plans on the timetable they have 

indicated will depend on the resources they deploy, whether efforts are aligned with other law-making 

bodies, the magnitude of implementation constraints they face, and the degree to which they can 

identify and pursue solutions that overcome those constraints.   

1. Timing and severity of implementation constraints  

The D2020-compliant CAPs that recently have been completed can offer only limited evidence on key 

implementation constraints; robust insights on plan implementation, particularly in Global South 

cities with more limited experience implementing climate action, will require more time. Even 

though Global North cities may have strong histories of writing and acting on environmental plans, the 

D2020-compliant plans are fundamentally distinct in their scope and demands. Earlier generations of 

climate plans sufficed, with government buildings attaining Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design (LEED) certification and promoting renewables, not full decarbonization of the entire economy. 

Some implementation challenges can be foreseen with clarity, because they resemble existing 

problems. Others will be recognizable only at later stages of execution. For example, an interviewee 

shared the challenge of promoting zero carbon building energy codes in a country without no zero 

carbon buildings. The audaciousness of the D2020 targets will inevitably face challenges that will 

become more salient once all low-cost mitigation options are exhausted. For example, reducing 

building energy consumption by 10 percent is straightforward and achievable. Once a building’s energy 

has been reduced by 90 percent, the remaining 10 percentage point reduction will be dramatically more 

costly and technically demanding. Accordingly, the set of near-term actions that cities propose in their 

CAPs appear feasible from the perspective of their technical and operational requirements, but 

implementation constraints in all sectors will become more binding with progress as fewer mitigation 

opportunities remain and marginal abatement costs increase.    

2. C40’s approach for supporting climate action implementation 

C40 intends to narrow their direct support for a small number of actions where they have the 

strongest comparative advantage. Moving forward, C40 plans to work with member cities to identify 

a handful of high-priority areas that are of strategic importance to achieving CAP objectives and that 

would benefit from C40's help. One interviewee succinctly captured this focus: “Better one action to be 

100 percent done than 10 actions each 10 percent done.”  

The city advisors will continue to be indispensable as 

CAPs proceed to implementation, as a bridge to link 

city departments to one another and to C40, and to 

raise awareness about new challenges and 

opportunities. City advisors serve as a key link between 

the city and C40 and foster information-sharing in both 

directions. In virtue of being embedded within the city, 

they enjoy a privileged position of being able to patch 

together departments working on related but separate 

threads. As an example, C40's work on clean 

construction has obvious touch points with housing 

initiatives, waste reduction, and construction site air 

quality. City advisors possessing an expansive 

understanding of department operations and circumstances can facilitate connections that push 

“The city advisors are going to become 

essential in the implementation of climate 

action plans. […] The implementation of the 

plan is going to have a lot of activities, 

specific activities in different areas. And 

[they] are the ones who understand how to 

connect those activities to the budget, to 

project preparation, to implementation, to 

networks…how to connect whatever the 

networks are doing with implementation.”  

–C40 interviewee 
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departments toward structural alignment when interests do overlap. Advisors are connected to city 

politics in a way that grants them real-time insight into political challenges and opportunities. This 

positioning gives C40 a way to quickly preempt project risks when challenges arise, and act on newly 

surfaced political developments. Because advisors work closely with the various departments and 

political levels, they are able to pitch concepts to decision makers in a way that resonates with their 

priorities and concerns. The city advisor is especially beneficial in cities with limited internal capacity. 

For some cities, their presence may effectively double a city’s resources for advancing climate action. 

3. Limitations of city powers and the role of collaborating with higher levels of 
government 

Cities anticipate a range of implementation hurdles for actions that are laid out in their plans, and 

several common themes emerged as substantial obstacles. The CAP planning process itself 

underscored for many cities that high-return actions are often beyond their remit. Such cities will have 

to focus on ”vertical integration” by lobbying higher levels of government who can pull the levers of 

enacting more ambitious standards, requirements, and targets. Regional and federal agencies are likely 

to be responsible for the most capital-intensive actions required for decarbonization, such as 

widespread RE deployment and mass transit expansion, but even those less costly actions that remain 

have a high price tag and will require extensive resources from the city purse and a variety of financing 

sources. Such projects include constructing cycling lanes, introducing zero emission zones, retrofitting 

municipal buildings, and building adaptation infrastructure. 

Cities’ efforts to mitigate emissions, which C40 will continue to support, will be most transformative 

when in concert with their regional and national counterparts. Several examples show how actions that 

originate at the city level can lead to policy movements at the regional or national level. The South 

Africa Buildings Programme launched in 2018 is one example: the push for several major South African 

cities to in parallel adopt zero-carbon building energy codes may provide enough momentum for the 

federal government to enact similar policies with national reach. When multiple star cities are already 

pursuing these actions, the political cost of emulation at the federal level is dampened. Likewise, the 

zero carbon buildings initiative with Chinese cities has spurred the national government’s interest in 

collaborating with C40 to pursue further research at the ministerial level. In addition to its own City 

Diplomacy team, which is tasked with a similar mandate, C40 partners with organizations, such as the 

Coalition for Urban Transitions (CUT), that work on strengthening linkages between city and national 

actors to pursue and harmonize ambitious climate policy. Further efforts will be necessary to 

accelerate flagship programs on electric bus procurement and enacting zero carbon building standards 

to achieve national-level scaling-up. These initiatives will often involve non-C40 members. For 

example, the Zero Emission Bus Rapid-Deployment Accelerator (ZEBRA), through which C40 

collaborates with the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), presents an opportunity to 

form larger coalitions that transcend C40 membership to deploy electric bus fleets throughout Latin 

America. When initiatives like ZEBRA create umbrella alliances with non-C40 cities, a broader network 

of actors applies pressure for national action. 

4. Addressing access to finance constraints 

It is unsurprising that most interviewees cited access to finance as a key constraint to rapid 

implementation. Cities will not always be able to self-finance actions, and the project window for 

which treasury departments can budget is frequently limited to one or two years (potentially up to four 

years in Nordic cities). Cities anticipate cobbling together a portfolio of financing sources, such as ODA, 

https://p4gpartnerships.org/partnership/zero-emission-bus-rapid-deployment-accelerator


Chapter II: Introduction 

Mathematica 19 

multilateral development banks (MDBs), and private banks, and by issuing green bonds. Projects with 

stable, forecastable revenue streams, like the farebox for electric bus purchases, are likely to find 

willing investors. Other investments, especially in adaptation infrastructure to defend against sea level 

rise, will likely require support from the national treasury. 

Governance features that are specific to cities will further complicate project finance. For one, 

without a sovereign guarantee permitting municipal debt accumulation, some cities are ineligible to 

receive direct lending. Political timelines also play a key role, as mayors frequently want projects that 

bear fruit before the end of their term. The project financing turnaround time for MDBs like the Asian 

Development Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank, which would be prime candidates for 

providing climate finance, is likely incompatible with mayoral time frames. For capital-intensive 

projects whose full completion exceeds a mayor’s term, pilot programs or piecemeal implementation, 

such as constructing one segment of a citywide cycling lane network, can showcase successes within a 

short window while building capacity that can support future up-scaling. 

C40 runs several initiatives for cities that aim to remove barriers to finance, but these initiatives are 

likely to require a rapid scaling-up to accommodate new demand generated through the CAP 

program. C40 has two key mechanisms to support cities in securing project finance. The C40 Cities 

Finance Facility (CFF) strengthens cities’ capacity to develop investor-ready project documents. C40’s 

Financing Stable Cities Initiative (FSCI) comprises various pillars, but interviewees most commonly 

referenced the Finance Academies, which are intensive workshops that bring together city Chief 

Financial Officers (CFOs), city department heads (e.g., heads of public works departments), and 

technical experts to identify how city finance can be mobilized to implement climate actions. Since 

2015, FSCI has organized five Finance Academies attended by officials from 30 cities. The CFF thus far 

has focused on capital-intensive investment proposals for bus and rooftop solar procurement, and has 

been utilized for fewer than 20 projects.12 Since the first wave of D2020 CAPs prioritized Global North 

cities who are ineligible for CFF support, the CFF mechanism has not yet been fully validated for 

supporting the complete range of climate actions that will require private finance. For example, cities 

will issue tenders for electric vehicle (EV) fleets and construction of greenfield waste management 

sites, which have not yet been supported through the CFF and may require feasibility studies or cost-

planning exercises for which the CFF has not yet gained expertise. Even if new climate actions require 

the same type of financing access assistance as historical actions, the completion of all cities’ CAPs by 

the end of 2020 will generate a surge of demand for financing support that is substantially larger than 

the current scale of CFF and FSCI activities.  

5. Innovative government activities influenced by climate actions  

Cities such as Los Angeles, Oslo, and Stockholm have introduced carbon budgets into their city 

operations that assign emissions limits across departments. Although these programs are not 

necessarily punitive for non-compliance, they signal that agencies must couple financial prudence in 

their operations with environmental prudence. As an example, a carbon budgeting approach can help 

justify the price premium of EVs when a department expands its vehicle fleet. 

Human-centered design principles must be applied throughout implementation to sustain buy-in, 

fend off threats, and prevent the rollback of climate progress. The actions that cities will pursue 

 

12 This statement is based on the projects listed on the CFF website as of April 2020. 

https://www.c40cff.org/
https://www.c40cff.org/
http://financingsustainablecities.org/
https://www.c40cff.org/
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should be well-grounded in technical and scientific models for the GHG reduction or adaptation 

benefits they will deliver, but interest groups and lobbies will rally against reforms that harm them 

even when the climate dividends are large. Human-centered, sustained messaging campaigns may be 

one effective means to incapacitate such resistance, with Transport for London's poster campaign one 

effective (see Figure II.2). One C40 interviewee shared that awareness-raising efforts “should not be an 

afterthought, but a very integral part of the program we're proposing. I think that's one lesson-learned 

for us.” More effort is required in messaging, coalition-building, and supporting allies to ensure that 

climate momentum is sustained even when political winds change direction. 

 

C. Progress monitoring stage 

Achieving carbon neutrality by mid-century will require cities to regularly monitor their 

emissions and to engage in course-correction when their progress is lagging. In this 

section, we address research questions related to the procedures that cities are or anticipate using to 

monitor their progress, as well as key obstacles that currently hamper progress monitoring.  

1. Cities’ challenges in data collection and progress monitoring practices 

C40 staff, cities, and external organizations recognize that data collection and monitoring are 

essential and that cities are struggling to fully engage with data regardless of their level of 

Figure II.2. Example poster from Transport for London’s ultra-low emission zone awareness 
raising campaign 

 

In 2019, Transport for London (TfL) conducted an 
awareness-raising campaign to inform 
Londoners of the health benefits of establishing 
an Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) in central 
London. To travel in the zone, a motorist must 
drive a vehicle that satisfies the emission 
standards, or pay a daily charge. Posters 
displayed smiling children playing, alongside the 
”Let London Breathe” tagline. ULEZs will be 
expanded to the North and South Circulars, and 
C40 anticipates that the awareness-raising 
campaign and advertisement of the health 
benefits will preempt future threats to these 
zones from companies and individuals whose 
existing vehicles would incur daily charges. 

Source: https://making-pictures.com/news/transport-
for-london/ 

 

https://making-pictures.com/news/transport-for-london/
https://making-pictures.com/news/transport-for-london/
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development. One thematic network manager stated, “Irrespective of [cities’] capacity and their 

resources, most cities, the majority of cities, even [climate-leading cities], have a shared challenge when 

it comes to collecting [and using] data.” Without defensible data, cities will struggle to present a 

watertight business case for advancing actions, especially those actions whose targets are set relative 

to a baseline level. Data collection and analysis gaps spurred the creation of programs, such as 

Empowering Cities with Data (ECWD), whose grant program has been designed to enable targeted data 

collection and facilitate more efficient data-sharing arrangements across relevant stakeholders.  

Some cities are attempting to track an unmanageable number of indicators and do not yet have 

clarity on where they should prioritize and narrow. Many CAPs feature an overwhelming number of 

actions, such as the 242 in Barcelona's plan (Barcelona City Council 2018), 219 in Dublin's (Dublin City 

Council and Codema 2019), and the 445 in LA's Green New Deal (City of Los Angeles 2019). Cities may 

feel compelled to track all of those actions and develop indicators to communicate progress more 

broadly. One interviewee described the consuming process of having to first identify indicators, and 

then to secure funding to collect them. A non-C40 city official recalled the process of following-up on 

the status of the more than 150 actions in her city's previous plan: “It took six months of work to be 

tracking down people who are leading those activities, and getting narratives and metrics and funds 

spent and all of that. So, it was a huge lift just to do that analysis.” Another city described its 

sustainability office's tracking tool as a “massive spreadsheet” that has been difficult to manage even 

with a staff of eight. 

2. Ways in which C40 uses monitoring data shared by cities  

C40 reports back to cities on their climate performance, through peer and target comparisons, for a 

subset of headline indicators. In the KH, cities have private-access pages that feature a dashboard with 

their overall participation scoring and how many mandatory standards they have met. Across the 

sectors (e.g., sustainable transport, clean energy, waste, etc.), dot plots display their performance 

relative to their own 2020, 2030, and 2050 targets, and relative to their McKinsey typology peers 

(McKinsey and C40 2017). The pages also feature recommended reading materials from the KH for each 

sector whose indicators are displayed. On public pages, C40 has built a metric-focused and a city-

focused interactive dashboard using CDP data to compare cities on a handful of indicators, such as 

waste diversion rates and travel distance via mass transit.13  

C40 does not currently plan to rank or score cities' CAPs. There also are no plans to create a “two-tier” 

system comparing ”high quality” and ”low quality” CAPs based on the Essential and Go Further 

guidelines (C40 2020c). Earlier reviews of individual city plans, such as Stockholm’s (Ramboll 2018), 

were conducted to refine the framework and clarify content. Regarding a CAP’s ”quality,“ one C40 

employee shared, “We don't tell them who are the better cities, but we tell them, 'Well, this is the region 

average, this is where you are, and you can be more active if you want.'“ C40's current focus is in 

supporting cities to at least satisfy the framework's “essential” requirements, and to push them further 

when possible. As cities progress in their CAP actions, C40 is likely to continue using positive peer 

pressure as an encouragement device by spotlighting leading cities. 

 

13 The metric-focused dashboard is available at https://bit.ly/36dqwxC  and the city-focused dashboard is available at 
https://bit.ly/2TlKjWh.  

https://bit.ly/36dqwxC
https://bit.ly/2TlKjWh
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3. Cumulative mitigation progress and external factors 

Several cities who regularly report their emissions and claim to be on track or nearly on track to meet 

their 2020/2025 mitigation targets have greatly benefited from tailwinds beyond their control. 

Several Global North cities' CAPs report sizable GHG reductions in recent years, which at a high level 

suggest solid progress. When these reductions are decomposed by contribution, the dominant factor 

tends to be lower carbon intensity in the electricity sector, which is not caused by city policy but 

broader shifts in energy markets arising from shale gas and shale oil finds. As well, cities whose recent 

winters have been comparatively warm have consumed less fuel oil, natural gas, and electricity for 

heating, contributing to a relative reduction in emissions not due to any underlying proactive actions. 

Cities that overlook these facts will derive a false sense of accomplishment that obscures the challenge 

they face in personally driving decarbonization.  

4. Importance of routine GHG monitoring 

Continued community-scale GHG monitoring will be essential for monitoring progress in emissions 

reduction and revising actions when reductions are underperforming. C40 staff caution against cities 

believing that completing a GPC-compliant inventory is an initial step that needs to be conducted only 

at the start of the planning process. Instead, regular inventorying provides a status check on whether 

the pace of reductions is in line with the Deadline 2020 trajectory, and when reinforcing policies should 

be considered to accelerate that pace. Future revisions to CAP actions should be made based on 

emissions data at the time of revision, not only at the time the initial CAP was produced.  

The absence of regular GHG monitoring will hamper cities' ability to learn whether they are on pace 

to achieve mitigation targets and differentiate between effective and ineffective programs. One non-

C40 city admitted that it “[hasn’t] done an inventory since 2014 and so, we don't actually really know 

where emissions are going.” As time passes, this limitation will leave cities blind to the pace of 

acceleration they would need to adhere to their current emission targets. As a specific example, a 

Johannesburg-based rooftop solar water heater program was rolled out to more than 100,000 

households. Four years later, there is still no information about the number of heaters still functioning, 

or how many were sold for scrap metal. Data on this program’s effectiveness would have yielded useful 

insights for judging whether this policy should be expanded or replicated elsewhere.  

D. Knowledge transfer stage  

Knowledge-sharing is central to C40’s ethos, and insights from all stages of CAP activities, 

from design through monitoring, will be shared through various channels. Here, we address 

research questions on the mechanisms C40 will use to share knowledge, both among C40 cities and 

outside with non-C40 cities.  

1. Climate action planning and development of knowledge products  

As cities plan, implement, and monitor their CAPs, a wealth of knowledge on best practices is being 

generated. Internally, city advisors hold monthly calls to share their “experiences, frustrations, 

disappointments, successes...to facilitate that exchange of knowledge,” which keeps them apprised of 

developments and possible solutions to challenges they face. Other forums have similar objectives, but 

a different makeup, such as a WhatsApp group for city focal points and city advisors in the Africa 

region to discuss CAP-related topics. Experiences are logged through case studies, of use to both the 

city itself and other C40 members. Both the Climate Leadership in Cities (CLIC) Programme Logframe 



Chapter II: Introduction 

Mathematica 23 

(UK BEIS 2019a) and key performance indicators (KPIs) tracked by funders stipulate that case studies 

and knowledge products documenting important components of the CAP program be generated and 

disseminated.   

2. C40 Knowledge Hub and city officials’ engagement with knowledge products 

The C40 Knowledge Hub will be a key, publicly available destination for maintaining knowledge 

products on climate action planning. Unveiled in October 2019, the KH is a quickly growing repository 

of case studies, policy briefs, implementation guides, opinion pieces, and miscellaneous resources 

available to both C40 and non-C40 cities. The KH replaces the C40 Exchange, which was a platform 

only for C40 members. C40's communications team overseas publicity and dissemination and would be 

the responsible party for any concerted efforts to share resources with non-C40 cities. For the most 

part, interviewees from non-C40 cities had engaged with C40 resources at some point in time, and 

often cited specific documents. However, they were largely unaware of the existence of the KH or its 

public access nature, because the previous knowledge platform, the C40 Exchange, was a closed tool 

restricted to C40 members.  

Although many C40 city official interviewees are aware of the KH, few report having deeply engaged 

with the material and perceive a variety of constraints to fully utilizing the knowledge captured in 

KH content. In particular, interviewees from Global South cities expressed less enthusiasm for 

engaging with KH materials and cited obstacles such as limited Internet connectivity and language 

barriers. Although some documents have been translated into a handful of non-English languages, KH 

site navigation and search functions remain exclusively in 

English. City officials who understand written English may still 

find it difficult to read technical reports in English. An additional 

barrier is the perception that city officials have about the 

applicability of KH materials, like case studies, which are 

produced by cities with dramatically different resource capacities 

and operating circumstances. As one C40 staff person shared, city 

officials also face ”context” barriers. For example, a case study based on a program that leveraged high 

quality, granular data that was delivered by a large team of highly technical staff may be written off by 

some city officials as inapplicable to their city’s circumstances instead of engaging with the material to 

determine which lessons might still be transferable. Even when materials are accessible and 

appropriate, interviewees reported that reading KH materials may not be perceived as important work 

for their job. Several officials indicated they feel scrutiny from supervisors regarding time spent on 

C40-related activities, and that reading “blog posts” and resources not immediately tied to their job is 

less justifiable than attending webinars or speaking with C40 staff.  

No matter how expansive the KH becomes, city officials are likely to prefer person-to-person contact 

to work through, advise, and receive support from one another. One of the key benefits of C40 

membership is the personal aspect of being part of a group. Therefore, officials said that they would 

likely benefit from the KH resources but would still want to access information the KH cannot capture. 

Some interviewees stated that they likely would be able to access desired information faster by directly 

reaching out to fellow network members, the network manager, or the regional director.  

“I think you do need that human-to-

human contact, that face-to-face. It 

doesn't substitute…It's the one 

thing that works."   

–Non-C40 city official 
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III. Key findings from assessing climate action plans 

Although interviews with city officials and C40 staff provided valuable context on the motivations, 

processes, and challenges in advancing a climate action plan, research questions regarding the details 

and content of CAPs are best answered by reviewing published CAPs themselves. In this chapter, we 

present key findings from a review of nine cities’ CAPs. Our findings are structured by an assessment 

framework that synthesizes reporting indicators from earlier frameworks, tracking tools, academic 

research, and reports.14 The selected indicators are categorized under five themes: 

• City vision and collaboration 

• Powers and responsibilities 

• Mitigation actions 

• Adaptation actions 

• Monitoring and data collection 

These categories, respectively, assess the city’s goals and level of engagement and collaboration with 

affected stakeholders; the allocation of powers, resources, and responsibilities to implement climate 

actions; specific mitigation and adaptation actions and policies; and the comprehensiveness of 

proposed monitoring and data collection programs.15  

Having developed the assessment framework, a reviewer from the evaluation team read each CAP and 

identified the relevant content corresponding to each indicator. Text passages were transferred to a 

document review spreadsheet in which we captured specific details, such as indicator targets, 

timetables, technologies, benefits, and processes, along with any noteworthy quotations. We noted 

accordingly when relevant information on an indicator was not available in a CAP, or if the CAP 

referred to supplemental documents.  

After having read all CAPs and distilled their content in the review spreadsheet, we then developed an 

indicator-specific performance appraisal. Across all indicators, we assessed the detail and scope of 

relevant content provided in each city’s CAP and related documents and employed a color-coded 

scheme to depict their relative performance. At a high level, indicators coded in green shades are 

described in a plan, taking a value of “minimal,” “satisfactory,” or “exemplary,” while indicators that 

reviewers did not find described in relevant plan documents are colored in gray. For indicators 

described within a plan, we assess relative performance according to the comprehensiveness and detail 

with which they are captured. We interpret plans with richer details on policies, programs, actors, 

targets, and timetables as more robust and established than plans that lack quantified outcomes or 

thorough explanations. Accordingly, indicators are ranked more highly (e.g., “exemplary”) when 

 

14 Chapter I.B. offers a comprehensive description of our CAP assessment methodology.  
15 Table A.2. shows the complete list of indicators, organized by category.  
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relevant information is detailed. Although this chapter draws primarily from the CAPs themselves, key 

findings are also informed by our KIIs where applicable. We code as “Lacks powers” those indicators 

falling outside city powers, such as mass transit development for many cities, for which the plan does 

not also describe how the city will act or lobby other governing bodies.16  

As noted in Chapter I, we preface our findings with several caveats. First, the degree of detail in the 

CAP is not necessarily representative of a city’s progress, as cities may limit the information included 

in the CAP to make the document concise and accessible to lay readers. Second, indicators that are 

scored as “Addressed Elsewhere” or “Not Addressed” should not necessarily be interpreted as an 

omission. Although we focused primarily on a city’s main mitigation document, many cities had 

supplemental plans that may contain information relevant to the indicators but for which an 

exhaustive review exceeded the evaluation’s scope. Lastly, language barriers presented a challenge to 

accessing all CAP-related documents, since supplemental documents are sometime only available in the 

local language. For instance, several documents referenced in Ramboll’s review of the Stockholm CAP 

are published only in Swedish (Ramboll 2018).  

A. Planning and design stage  

1. City vision and collaboration indicators 

The city vision and collaboration indicators, listed in Table III.1, reflect a CAP’s ambitiousness, and how 

cities plan to prioritize, collaborate, and engage with stakeholders to achieve their emissions reduction 

targets. To be considered exemplary, CAPs should declare an overall aim of achieving carbon neutrality 

by 2050 (“City vision”) and include commitments and engagement from key stakeholders (“Engaging 

stakeholders”). The plan should communicate the criteria used in prioritizing actions based on highest 

potential emissions reductions, greatest possible impact, and/or estimated risk reduction (“Prioritizing 

actions”). Communication, education, and advocacy efforts should involve the larger community 

(“Communication, education, advocacy”). The CAP should be responsive to a city’s unique 

circumstances and consider climate, geography, socioeconomics, demographics, and other features 

(“Tailored to city context”). Plans should apply an equity lens to mitigation and adaptation planning and 

advance the well-being of vulnerable populations (“Equity”).   

  

 

16 Importantly, some cities, namely Stockholm, Dublin, and Sydney, note that particular actions or entire sectors are not under 
the jurisdiction of the municipality. In those cases, we still shade the indicators according to the green scale, if the city is 1) 
leading by example and taking actions to address the indicators within the municipality; and 2) describes how the city will 
lobby other government actors and agencies to pursue change. Failing to fulfill those criteria would result in a grayscale value. 
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Table III.1. Plan performance according to city vision and collaboration indicators 

  Barcelona Boston DC Dublin Durban LA London Stockholm Sydney 

City vision 
         

Prioritizing 
actions          

Communication, 
education, 
advocacy  

         

Engaging 
stakeholders           

Tailoring to city 
context          

Equity 
         

Note:  Values reflect the evaluation team’s assessment of information available in each city’s key CAP documents.   

Legend: 
      

Not addressed Addressed elsewhere Lacks powers Minimal Satisfactory Exemplary 

Although most cities set targets to achieve zero emissions by 2050, accompanied by interim targets 

for 2025–2030, plans rarely detail how consumption-based emissions will be reduced. Dublin and 

Sydney currently list emissions targets only through 2030, though Sydney’s 2050 targets are currently 

under development (City of Sydney 2020). Cities set emissions reduction targets based on territorial 

accounting methods that prioritize reporting of Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions from activities inside 

city boundaries. Scope 3 emissions, most noticeably from waste, are sometimes mentioned and 

represent emissions generated outside the city boundary that are induced by activity inside the 

boundary. For example, aviation emissions for flights departing or landing in an airport located inside a 

city’s boundary are counted as Scope 3 emissions. Unlike scope-based inventorying methods, 

consumption-based emissions (CBE) are accounted for at the point of consumption, not production, 

using an individual’s consumption profile. Consider the example of a television manufactured in a Seoul 

factory, but bought new by a resident of Rio de Janeiro. A CBE approach would apportion the emissions 

generated from the TV’s production to the buyer in Brazil, while a scope-based approach would 

apportion the majority of emissions to Seoul. Plans rarely described CBE management strategies or 

policies, though some cities stated intentions to develop one. For example, Stockholm “seeks to reduce 

consumption-based emissions through information and mandatory impositions” (Stockholm stad 2016, 

p. 15), but any actions would occur outside of its CAP strategy. Boston includes a similar statement 

(City of Boston 2019, p. 78). Other cities, such as Dublin, do not refer to CBE at all. The CAP Framework 

includes CBE as a “go further” target, and several city officials we interviewed stated that the public is 

increasingly demanding information about their CBE footprints (C40 2020c). 

Cities do not always elaborate which criteria they used for prioritizing mitigation or adaptation 

actions. Barcelona and Sydney, for example, do not include explicit statements about how or whether 

city leaders decided to prioritize some actions over others. Cities that do state their prioritization 

criteria use a range of metrics, most commonly an action’s net emission reduction potential. Boston, for 

example, focuses on new construction of zero net carbon buildings and retrofitting their existing 

building stock, because “buildings account for approximately 71 percent of [the city’s] community 

carbon emissions, and represent the greatest opportunity for emissions reductions” (City of Boston 

2019, p. 33). Stockholm prioritizes actions in areas where the city has powers to act with the greatest 

emission reduction potential and for which investments are anticipated to stimulate economic growth 
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(Stockholm stad 2016, p. 7). With respect to the prioritization of adaptation actions, we consider 

Washington, DC, to be a best practice example, because its plan identified and ranked the areas of 

greatest risk based on the location of critical infrastructure, availability of community resources, and 

presence of other exposed assets (Government of the District of Columbia 2016, p. 4). 

With the exception of Durban, all plans describe robust and responsive stakeholder engagement 

processes. Cities describe developing partnerships with other agencies, such as the Boston Public 

Health Department and Department of Neighborhood Development, to ensure that transportation 

investments contribute to health and equity outcomes (City of Boston 2019, p. 60). Barcelona created a 

Climate Emergency Commission that included community members, representatives from 

disadvantaged communities, and policy and science experts (Barcelona City Council 2018, p. 18). 

London’s draft strategy was reviewed via online discussion threads, surveys, emails, and interview 

polls. “Talk London” and “London Datastore” are supplemental documents that display responses and 

polling results from the community feedback measures that fed into the final plan’s content.  

Business is noticeably missing in CAPs’ description of consulted stakeholders. Some cities have 

invited the private sector to early-stage CAP workshops, and others have postponed engagement or 

pursued arms-length consultation processes. Reflecting on C40's experience so far, one staff person 

relayed a colleague's statement that “business engagements in the planning stage would have made the 

plans better.” Involving the private sector early can preempt latter flare-ups that threaten to derail 

action, such as the resistance that New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio has faced from contractors in 

response to his support for the NYC Energy Conservation Code. Early private sector involvement may 

also decrease the likelihood of a failed procurement process or implementation of ineffectual policy by 

avoiding mistakes and decisions that were based on imperfect technical knowledge.  

Nearly all of the reviewed CAPs apply an equity lens to climate action planning, and consider the 

social, environmental, health, and economic benefits of climate action on vulnerable populations. 

Barcelona and Washington, DC, highlight their equity focus in dedicated chapters “Taking Care of 

Everyone” and “An Equitable Transformation,” respectively. Barcelona’s plan also aligns each set of 

targets with the Sustainable Development Goals (Barcelona City Council 2018; Government of the 

District of Columbia 2019). Still, many of these targets remain broad. Barcelona, for example, includes a 

target to “provide grants and subsidies for housing energy improvements and prioritize work on the 

homes of families in vulnerable situations and at risk of social exclusion (annually),” but it does not 

estimate the size of grants or state how many houses will be improved (Barcelona City Council 2019, p. 

65). Similarly, Boston identifies “green jobs” as a co-benefit of stronger energy efficiency and renewable 

energy standards in buildings. However, their plan neither quantifies the number of green jobs nor 

indicates whether green job growth will be measured or monitored (City of Boston 2019, p. 53). 

2. Powers and resources indicators 

The powers and resources indicators assess a city’s resources and capacity to affect change, and 

consists of the two indicators displayed in Table III.2. To be rated favorably, a plan should include a 

powers analysis (“Powers analysis”) that specifies the sectors and subsectors under the city’s 

jurisdiction, versus those under the control of other governing bodies, agencies, and the private sector. 

In some cases, the city may need to lobby or advocate for actions that fall outside of its jurisdiction. The 

plan should name the lead agency for each action and the method of collaboration. CAPs should also 

ensure that there are sufficient human and financial resources to deliver the plan in the short term and, 
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ideally, include a plan to build capacity and secure funding for long-term actions (“Human and financial 

resources”). 

Table III.2. Plan performance according to powers and resources indicators 
  

Barcelona Boston DC Dublin Durban LA London Stockholm Sydney 

Powers 
analysis          

Human and 
financial 
resources 

         

Note:  Values reflect the evaluation team’s assessment of information available in each city’s key CAP documents.   

Legend: 
      

Not addressed Addressed elsewhere Lacks powers Minimal Satisfactory Exemplary 

Most city plans include diagrams or discussions of the sectors and subsectors that are under a city’s 

jurisdiction. Dublin and Sydney make explicit that action from higher authorities is a prerequisite to 

achieving their targeted level of decarbonization (Dublin City Council and Codema 2019; City of Sydney 

2017c). Similarly, Washington, DC, includes a graphic showing its sector-level spheres of influence and 

control (Figure III.1). Areas of interest indicate where the city must partner to achieve results 

(Government of the District of Columbia 2018, p. 7). For such areas, the plan should ideally also indicate 

who will lead the action and how collaboration will occur. We believe there is considerable room for 

improvement for plans to provide more detail about the partnerships they must pursue when city 

powers are limited.  

Figure III.1. Depiction of mayoral powers by energy system component in Washington, DC 

 
Source:  Government of the District of Columbia 2018. 
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The highest-emitting sectors, usually buildings and transportation, are frequently outside the city 

government’s jurisdiction. The Dublin City Council, for example, exercises power over only 5 percent 

of the city’s emissions, and has focused its CAP on domains under local authority control, including 

public lighting and the city’s social housing units. Similarly, cities like Los Angeles discuss the ways in 

which they will “Lead by Example” in CAP chapters that focus exclusively on their actions to cut 

emissions from government operations and assets (City of Los Angeles 2019). Interviewees also 

emphasized the importance of “walking the talk” to attain public support for plans whose actions 

encompass the entire city.  

Overall, we regarded Stockholm as a best practice example for the powers analysis indicator. 

Although Stockholm has limited powers, the CAP outlines how the city will “lead by example” and 

pursue aggressive mitigation actions to become free of fossil fuels by 2030. Each action has a 

designated task lead, and responsible committees are charged with ratifying, implementing, and 

overseeing follow-through (Stockholms stad 2016, p. 45). Further, the plan states that milestone targets 

for 2020 are included in the Stockholm Environment Programme 2016–2019 Strategy Plan, and as a 

result, they will become embedded in the integrated system for steering and follow-up. The CAP also 

states that these actions alone are insufficient and petitions other governing bodies and agencies to do 

their part: “For this reason, the long-term strategy includes a number of investigative assignments, the 

aim of which is ultimately to influence Swedish and European legislation” (Stockholms stad 2016, p. 7). 

CAPs generally include minimal detail regarding budgeted or planned financial resources; human 

resources are often described with no more detail than naming a committee’s or commission’s 

members. We highlight Dublin and Stockholm as best practice examples in elaborating the financial 

status of individual actions. Dublin’s plan explicitly indicates which actions have secured funding and 

which are awaiting budget allocations (Dublin City Council and Codema 2019, p. 68). Stockholm’s plan 

declares that municipal budgets through 2018 set aside funds for climate-related measures, suggests 

longer-term budget priorities, and provides guidance for allocating funds to high-priority areas 

(Stockholms stad 2016, p. 15). Stockholm’s Budget 2018–

2020 report presents line item budgets for each of the 

city’s governing committees and agencies (Stockholms 

stad 2019). Other cities offered general funding 

descriptions, such as “identify funding opportunities for 

the implementation of the key priorities of the [Durban 

Climate Change Strategy],” (eThekwini 2014, p. 35) or 

“give special consideration in 2019 funding round to 

Zero Emission Buildings” (City of Boston 2019, p. 39). 

Most plans highlight a commission, team, or working 

group dedicated to implementation and/or oversight of 

the plan. Barcelona, for example, has established three 

working groups, a climate office, and an internal training 

plan for staff directly involved in climate action 

(Barcelona City Council 2018, p. 141). Similarly, 

Washington, DC, has established a core Sustainable DC 

team with four full-time staff (Government of the 

District of Columbia 2019, p. 20).  

“What's not in [our city’s] plan, what you can’t 

see is that each one of those initiatives has a 

lead department assigned to it. And we, before 

we published the plan, we sat down with the 

general managers of each department and 

reviewed with them what we were planning to 

put in the plan, that their department was 

responsible for leading. And through those 

conversations, often the general managers had 

additional things they wanted us to add. And 

so, it was through that consultation and back 

and forth, that we came up with those lists, and 

I think most general managers see it as an 

opportunity to have their programming 

reflected in the plan.” 

– C40 member city official 
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B. Execution stage 

1. Mitigation action indicators  

The mitigation action indicators specify the content that should be included in a CAP and span the 

typical mitigation opportunities available to cities, including expansion of renewables, increasing 

energy efficiency, promoting low-emission mobility, and improving waste management practices 

(Table III.3). Rather than recount performance across all indicators, we focus our discussion on the 

Cascade to Impact’s highest priority indicators for 2019, which includes compliance with World Health 

Organization (WHO) air quality standards, construction of zero carbon buildings, achieving zero waste 

to disposal, and the promotion of healthy and low carbon diets (C40 2019d).  

Table III.3. Plan performance according to mitigation action indicators 
  Barcelona Boston DC Dublin Durban LA London Stockholm Sydney 

Renewables  
         

District energy 
systems          

Smart grid 
management          

Efficiency 
standards for 
new buildings 

         

Building 
retrofits          

Updates to 
energy efficient 
appliances 

         

Lighting 
upgrades          

Building 
automation and 
controls 

        
 

Transit-oriented 
development          

Deterrents to 
private vehicles          

Mode shift   
         

Electric vehicles 
         

Commercial 
freight 
optimization 

         

Waste 
management          

Utilities 
improvements          

Low carbon diet 
         

Note:  Values reflect the evaluation team’s assessment of information available in each city’s key CAP documents.  

Legend: 
      

Not addressed Addressed elsewhere Lacks powers Minimal Satisfactory Exemplary 
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Nearly all cities have actions devoted to expanding renewable energy, implementing high energy 

efficiency standards for new buildings, retrofitting old buildings, and updating energy efficient 

appliances. Across all four indicators, we note that some give quantified targets, with interim and long-

term goals, while other cities give less detail. Variations in performance across cities largely reflect 

differences in the amount of detail the CAP included. London, for example, specifies targets (e.g., 15 

percent of demand met by renewable and district energy by 2030, the number of PV installations by 2030 

and 2050) and a timetable, and distinguishes between actions the Greater London Authority can 

undertake (e.g., the Decentralized Energy Enabling Project) and those for which the UK government 

must act (e.g., applying similar access rights and business rates to district heating networks as to other 

statutory utilities [Greater London Authority 2018a, p. 263]). We ranked Boston’s plan for energy 

efficiency standards in new construction highly for including policy-level estimates for GHG reductions, 

and for the city’s advocacy to revise the Massachusetts Stretch Energy Code, which enables 

municipalities to set energy efficiency and building performance standards that exceed the state’s 

building code (City of Boston 2019, p. 35-37). In regard to building retrofits, Barcelona’s plan sets a 

target share of the building stock to be renovated (20 percent of residential buildings built more than 

40 years ago), indicates the number of “productive roofs” to be installed on public buildings (100), and 

estimates the mitigation potential of these actions (7 percent reduction) (Barcelona City Council 2018, 

p. 77). We considered Washington’s plan exemplary for its details on promoting energy efficient 

appliances. The district outlines specific heating and cooling technology types and includes the 

specifications for standards that will apply to buildings by 2021 (District of Columbia 2018, p. 67). In 

contrast, Durban identifies specific targets, but the actions it will take toward these targets are vague 

and lack detail on which energy efficiency measures will be implemented. For example, its plan states 

that “businesses [will] adopt a range of energy efficiency technologies with 90 percent of lighting, 

heating, ventilation, and cooling (HVAC) and water heating equipment within facilities becoming 

energy efficient by 2030” (eThekwini 2014, p. 25).  Sydney’s actions, too, are less concrete, with targets 

such as “develop and deliver an energy focused retrofit program for apartments” (City of Sydney 2017a, 

p. 27). 

We observed more variation regarding transit-related mitigation actions; although some cities rank 

quite highly on these indicators, others are weak or missing entirely. Boston’s plan for transit-oriented 

development was strong, because the city intends to advocate for regional planning policies, such as the 

ongoing Rail Vision process to improve the existing commuter rail system led by the Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation (City of Boston 2019, p. 57). This type of regional approach is missing 

from several other city plans. For example, Barcelona’s plan states the city will “adapt the necessary 

current urban planning regulations so they help to achieve the climate change mitigation and 

adaptation goals and targets (2020),” but do not state specific aims (Barcelona City Council 2018, p. 89). 

Regarding deterrents for private vehicles, Boston is a best practice city, because leaders described how 

they plan to work with city and state transportation associations and developers to implement a 

“points-based system that will allow developers to choose from a menu of transportation demand 

management options…[that] aim to reduce the vehicle miles traveled” (City of Boston 2019, p. 62). These 

options include updates and expanded parking freezes and other programs. Leaders also estimate 

expected reductions in emissions, vehicle miles traveled, and the resulting increase in public transit 

commuting as a result of efforts to deter solo driving. As another positive example, Los Angeles makes 

strong efforts in support of a mode shift. They state an overall goal to “increase the percentage of all 

trips made by walking, biking, micro-mobility/matched rides or transit to at least 35 percent by 2025; 

50 percent by 2035; and maintain at least 50 percent by 2050.” This goal is followed with specific 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/environment/energy/energy-supply
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actions including the creation of four new routes to areas of the city that were not previously served by 

the county bus, as well as expanded services to ensure that wait times do not go beyond 15 minutes 

during weekdays (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 72). London ranked highly on the EV indicator based on 

its detailed “road map to zero emission road transport” (Figure III.2). The road map uses five-year 

blocks to detail how multiple policy instruments, including a review of existing congestion pricing, 

taxation of non-EVs, and expansion of zero emission zones, can be adopted to achieve zero emissions in 

London’s road transport sector by 2050. For each action area, the plan specifies who is responsible, 

London or the United Kingdom, and features timetables specific to each vehicle class (Greater London 

Authority 2018a, p. 115). Dublin and Durban both ranked poorly for these four indicators, given that 

their plans lack specificity regarding aims and actionable steps.  

Figure III.2. London’s “road map to zero emission road transport” 

 
Source:  Greater London Authority 2018a, 115. 

Barcelona is the only city that presents a satisfactory set of actions related to a low-carbon diet. The 

majority of city plans either include vague references or omit the issue entirely. Barcelona’s actions 

include: “Develop short food circuits with various initiatives and agents to boost local, ecological 

agriculture, and logistics to facilitate these circuits” and “Promote and boost training and activities 

designed to introduce knowledge of vegetarianism in various spheres” (Barcelona City Council 2018, 

pp. 127–128). Still, this plan was not given exemplary status, because the actions identify neither 

quantifiable targets nor expected emissions reductions. Although other plans, such as Los Angeles’ 

Green New Deal, do reference food systems transitions, the emphasis is on non-climate objectives, such 

as hunger eradication and strengthening food sovereignty and security. For example, the chapter titled 

“Food Systems: Ensuring access to healthy food in a changing climate” includes targets such as 

“increase the number of urban agriculture sites in LA by at least 25 percent by 2025; and 50 percent by 

2035” (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 106). Some of the actions may reduce the carbon footprint of food 

production, such as “establish[ing] new zoning categories for innovative food production,” but the 
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location of food production is ultimately a less important factor governing food-based GHG emissions 

than food type (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 111).17  

2. Adaptation action indicators 

The adaptation action indicators specify the content that should be included in a CAP. Table III.4 

summarizes the performance of all reviewed CAPs against our adaptation indicators. Again, we focus 

our discussion on the Cascade to Impact’s highest priority indicators, which include the development 

and installation of cooling materials, green infrastructure, coastal protection barriers, Sustainable 

Urban Drainage systems (SuDS), and flood risk maps and models.  

Table III.4. Plan performance according to adaptation action indicators 
  Barcelona Boston DC Dublin Durban LA London Stockholm Sydney 

Coastal city 
adaptations          

Drainage 
systems           

Flood risk maps 
and models           

Green 
infrastructure 
and green 
spaces 

         

Resilient 
transportation          

Resilient 
buildings          

Climate hazard 
assessment          

Climate impact 
assessment          

Note:  Values reflect the evaluation team’s assessment of information available in each city’s key CAP documents.   

Legend: 
      

Not addressed Addressed elsewhere Lacks powers Minimal Satisfactory Exemplary 

Adaptation targets tend to have less specificity than mitigation targets; actions are often 

unquantified and lack specific indicators. We found that descriptions of adaptation actions commonly 

include non-specific verbs like “support,” “improve,” “develop,” “study,” and “propose,” suggesting these 

actions tend to still be in a planning stage. As a result, and as is evidenced in Table III.4, we rated the 

corresponding actions in lighter shades of green. There are a few reasons as to why this may be the 

case. First, many of these adaptation actions fall beyond the city’s powers. As detailed below, 

constructing sustainable drainage systems and coastal barriers often must be implemented in 

conjunction with other agencies or actors, and this need for cross-agency collaboration may be a reason 

that CAP actions lack specificity. Second, although the CAP Planning Framework indicates that 

mitigation and adaptation planning should be done in an integrated way to “maximize efficiencies and 

minimize investment risk” (C40 2020c), we note that several cities develop separate adaptation and 

mitigation plans. Los Angeles, for example, has both a “Resilient Los Angeles Strategy,” as well as a 

 

17 See Sigal Samuel’s recent Vox article, “How to reduce your food’s carbon footprint, in 2 charts” for additional information: 
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2020/2/20/21144017/local-food-carbon-footprint-climate-environment.  

https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2020/2/20/21144017/local-food-carbon-footprint-climate-environment
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“Local Hazard Mitigation Plan,” which are the key references for adaptation indicators scored as 

“Addressed Elsewhere.” Additionally, some of the mitigation plans are more current than the 

adaptation ones, which may explain a discrepancy in the level of ambition and detail. Washington’s 

mitigation plan was published in 2018, for example, while its climate resiliency plan was published in 

2016. Third, the lack of a rigorous climate hazard and climate impact assessment makes it difficult for a 

city to specify and quantify adaptation targets. These assessments are designed to help cities identify 

relevant climate hazards and assess their probability, intensity, and potential threat to the population, 

facilities, and systems. Stockholm has yet to conduct a climate impact assessment but intends to do so. 

As a result, Stockholm’s column is shaded almost entirely in light green or grey tones, as the city lacks 

the necessary evidence base and resulting action specificity that is present in other plans (Stockholms 

stad 2017, p. 3).  

Plans showed variation in the adaptation actions related to developments on the coastline and 

drainage systems. Although some cities gave detailed targets, with interim and long-term goals, others 

included less specificity. We highlight Sydney and London’s plans, for coastal city adaptations and 

drainage systems, respectively. Although these actions fall outside the city’s purview, both cities 

describe a plan to engage with other actors to develop appropriate responses. Sydney's plan advocates 

for a “revision of engineering and building standards to increase building resiliency,” as well as ”a 

consistent [New South Wales] state planning framework to address sea level rise and storm surge” 

(City of Sydney 2017a, p. 11). London’s plan describes how the mayor will work with infrastructure 

providers and landowners to increase drainage capacity. It also quantifies the share of land to be 

transitioned from conventional sewers to SuDS (Greater London Authority 2018a, p. 366).  

Some cities include detailed flood risk maps, models, and plans to develop green spaces; others 

reference these topics but lack specific plans and/or targets. Both Dublin and London have detailed 

flood risk maps and models (Dublin City Council and Codema 2016; Greater London Authority 2018a, p. 

338). London’s plan is especially noteworthy, because it estimates the number of people and houses at 

risk of flooding under current conditions and under a sea-level rise scenario of 0.9 meters (Greater 

London Authority 2018a, p. 336). In terms of green space, Los Angeles includes particularly strong 

targets, such as an “increase[d] tree canopy in areas of greatest need by at least 50 percent by 2028,” 

which will contribute to reducing the city’s urban heat island effect by 1.7°F and 3°F by 2025 and 2035, 

respectively (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 118). Similarly, London’s aim is to be the “world’s first National 

Park City, where more than half of its area is green, where the natural environment is protected, and 

where the network of green infrastructure is managed to benefit all Londoners” (Greater London 

Authority 2018a, p. 157). In contrast, Dublin’s less specific aim is to “assess the feasibility of green walls” 

(Dublin City Council and Codema, p. 95).  

Plans tended to specify stronger actions for improving the climate resilience of building 

infrastructure than they did for transport infrastructure. Los Angeles, for example, requires that all 

new roofs be made into cool roofs by 2020, with an additional 13,000 cool roofs installed by 2021 (City 

of Los Angeles 2019, p. 122). London’s plan “requires developers to follow the cooling hierarchy,” which 

minimizes higher-energy mechanical cooling techniques and maximizes passive cooling via energy 

efficient design, green roofs and walls, fenestration, and other mechanisms (Greater London Authority 

2018a, p. 379). By contrast, Washington, DC, aims to “improve transportation and utility infrastructure 

in order to maintain viability during periods of extreme heat, severe weather, and flooding” 

(Government of the District of Columbia 2016, p. 8). Similarly, Boston’s plan states that the city will 

“support flood protection and carbon reduction measures for at-risk [Massachusetts Bay 
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Transportation Authority] stations” (City of Boston 2019, p. 58). Neither Washington’s nor Boston’s 

plans specify the improvements that will be implemented or their expected benefits.  

C. Progress monitoring stage 

1. Monitoring and data collection indicators  

The monitoring and data collection theme encompasses indicators for the availability and quality of 

information on a CAP’s targets, GHG inventorying and scenario-modeling, and overall data 

management strategy. Table III.5 summarizes CAP performance against this theme’s indicators. We 

looked for ambitious targets that were disaggregated into smaller, actionable steps, each with key 

performance indicators and milestones (“Measurable targets”). Steps should be situated within an 

implementation timetable that outlines expected progress by phases. The plan should be monitored 

against these targets, and progress should be reported regularly and publicly. Plans should commit to 

scheduled updates of the emissions inventory and risk reduction impacts, the results of which should 

inform plan revisions (“Monitoring plan”). The plan should also feature a recent GHG inventory, BAU 

predictions, and an emissions trajectory based on CAP actions and potential reductions across all 

priority sectors (“GHG emissions inventory,” “GHG emissions trajectory”). BAU forecasts describe 

model inputs and assumptions used in building the model. The city should report emissions annually 

and publicly and use monitoring data to course-correct or accelerate timelines as needed (“GHG 

emissions monitoring”). If actions will be insufficient to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, the plan 

should describe how offsets, carbon sinks, and negative emission technologies will be used (“GHG 

residual emissions”). The CAP should also include efforts to improve air quality data collection and 

analysis, and to establish the health impacts of air pollution and clean air benefits (“Air quality 

monitoring”). Lastly, we inspected CAPs for documentation of a climate data management strategy 

that aligns with any citywide data initiatives and encompasses data collection, management, and 

oversight practices (“Data management strategy”). 

Table III.5. Plan performance according to monitoring and data collection indicators 

  Barcelona Boston DC Dublin Durban LA London Stockholm Sydney 

Measurable 
targets          

Monitoring 
plan          

GHG residual 
emissions          

GHG emissions 
inventory          

GHG emissions 
trajectory          

GHG emissions 
monitoring          

Air quality 
monitoring          

Data 
management 
strategy 

         

Note:  Values reflect the evaluation team’s assessment of information available in each city’s key CAP documents.   

Legend: 
      

Not addressed Addressed elsewhere Lacks powers Minimal Satisfactory Exemplary 
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Nearly all plans feature strong monitoring plans with measurable targets. We considered London’s 

plan a best practice example because of its all-encompassing annual progress reporting strategy. A 

supplemental report titled “One Year On” summarizes progress made thus far. The report contains a 

chapter for each strategy area (e.g., climate change mitigation and energy, air quality, etc.) and details 

the programs, policies, and lobbying and partnership efforts made by the city in pursuit of its climate 

goals. Importantly, this report details specific projects, numbers, and partners. The supplemental 

implementation plan also provides a delivery timetable and additional information on how actions will 

be monitored and reported. For example, London’s aim to have the world’s best air quality will be 

measured by the “number of legal exceedances per year” and “area covered by air quality focus areas.” 

The plan also identifies the data sets, data owners, and frequency with which data will be published, 

illustrated in Figure III.3 for the city’s zero waste target. London’s plan describes how indicators will be 

developed across various sectors, and how data will inform updates to their mitigation and adaptation 

strategies. Unlike other cities that present historical and future emissions only in aggregate, London’s 

plan includes source-level breakdowns (Greater London Authority 2018b, p. 25). 

Figure III.3. Example of zero waste indicators in London’s implementation plan 

 

Source:  Greater London Authority 2018b 

Nearly all plans include emissions trajectories and forecast GHG reductions at the city-level and 

sector-level, but they rarely estimate reductions by climate action. Barcelona offers a best practice 

example through its intuitive illustration comparing the results of an ”action scenario” under which the 

full set of proposed actions are achieved, against a ”trend scenario” calibrated from per capita 

emissions behavior between 2005 and 2016. Figure III.4 depicts the action scenario achieving an 80 

percent reduction in 2005-level emissions by 2050. The action scenario also achieves in 2030 the same 

level of per capita emissions that the BAU scenario reaches in 2050. Barcelona’s plan also estimates 

emissions reductions by sector (Barcelona City Council 2018, p. 26, p. 55). No plan consistently features 

GHG reduction/avoidance estimates at the level of individual actions, likely because much of the action-

level modeling work will be conducted in the implementation phase. This finding is consistent with 

interviewees’ statements that cities will continue estimating community-scale emissions. The large 

number of climate actions cities anticipate undertaking would be more feasible to monitor when 

aggregated by sector, rather than carried out individually.   
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Figure III.4. Comparison of Barcelona’s per capita emissions under action and trend scenarios 

 

Source:  Barcelona City Council 2018 

Some cities have estimated their residual emissions but 

anticipate identifying specific carbon sinks and offsets in the 

future. Los Angeles, for example, predicts that technology and 

policy limitations will result in 8.5 percent of current emissions 

still being generated in 2050, largely from sea and air travel, 

and industry (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 13). Offsetting 

residual emissions through means other than deforestation 

initiatives will require new technologies and carbon negative 

projects, but specifics are not yet available, as this area will presumably mature in coming years. 

Stockholm estimates that 0.4 tons of CO2 per capita will remain as residual emissions by 2040 and 

plans to invest in carbon sinks that have yet to be determined. City planners also discuss the 

importance of a coordinated regional response to address Scope 3 emissions to minimize cross-border 

leakage (Stockholms stad 2016, p. 15). Dublin, Durban, and Washington, DC, are examples of cities that 

do not address residual emissions at all. Although aiming for carbon neutrality, they are uncertain 

about achieving it by 2050.  

With the exception of Durban, all cities include strong plans to monitor emissions. Stockholm, for 

example, makes explicit how emissions are calculated; it details the sources that are accounted for 

(including rail traffic and shipping within the city’s boundaries), identifies how calculations are 

conducted (i.e., a consumption-based method that leverages life-cycle assessment results), and 

accounts for population growth that will expand the city to 1 million residents by 2020 (Stockholms 

stad 2016, p.18). The plan also calls for analyzing and re-calculating emissions every four years, and 

outlines targets through 2039 to ensure that short-term efforts keep the city on track with long-term 

goals (Stockholms stad 2016, p. 45). Committees and boards of participating companies are given 

responsibility for ratifying, implementing, and following up on measures to ensure that targets are 

reached in a cost-effective manner. Additionally, there is an acceleration strategy if short-term efforts 

do not meet their targets. The City Executive Board may call upon committees to take further action if 

needed (Stockholms stad 2016, p. 45). 

“In our strategy we’ll have an estimate 

of what our residual emissions will 

look like…and how we want to deal 

with that, [but] I think…we’re looking 

for guidance to help us.” 

–C40 member city official 
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With the exception of London and Los Angeles, air quality monitoring plans are less robust than GHG 

monitoring plans. London has an exceptionally advanced monitoring network that includes street-by-

street monitoring to map air pollution with high temporal resolution. The monitoring system will 

report on a variety of pollutants, including nitrogen dioxide, ozone, nitric oxide, and others. An Air 

Quality Action Plan will be implemented for all areas that exceed air quality objectives and European 

Union (EU) limits, to reduce local pollution sources (Greater London Authority 2018a, pp. 40–70). 

London’s implementation plan details expected emissions reductions that should result from actions 

taken to improve air quality (Greater London Authority 2018b, p. 10). The city will measure its efforts 

against these targets (Figure III.5).  

Figure III.5. Anticipated emissions reductions resulting from actions to improve London’s air quality 

 

Source: Greater London Authority 2018b, p. 10 

Los Angeles is also taking steps to monitor air quality and quantifies the air quality co-benefits 

expected from the CAP. The city is engaged in several efforts to deploy and expand monitoring 

networks, including the use of a GPS-enabled smart inhaler program and fence-line monitoring at 

refineries and oil and gas extraction sites, and has partnered with the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District to forecast the particulate matter and ozone pollution effects of various climate 

policies (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 17). Meeting these air quality goals by 2025 would avoid an 

estimated $5.8 billion in annual health care costs (City of Los Angeles 2019, p. 89). By contrast, Sydney’s 

air quality monitoring plan is less detailed. Although air quality is cited as a growing concern due to 

predicted increases in transportation emissions from population growth, the proposed responses are 

unspecific in language. Sydney’s plan seeks to “identify opportunities to help reduce local air pollution” 

by 2021 (City of Sydney 2017c, p. 70), and “advocate for air quality monitoring to be conducted within 

our local area” (City of Sydney 2017a, p. 53). At the federal level, Australia’s Environment Ministers are 

working “to establish a National Clean Air Agreement to improve air quality and address the impacts 

on human health and the environment” (City of Sydney 2017a, p. 47), but Sydney’s plan does not fully 

detail how the city will engage with and support such efforts.  

Some cities describe their data management processes and highlight the importance of good data, 

while others do not explicate these aims as clearly. London serves as a best practice example for a few 

reasons. First, its plan includes explicit efforts to improve data monitoring and reporting by sector. For 

example, it aims to “establish a mandatory national data reporting system for municipal waste that is 

straightforward to use and understand. There is currently no requirement to report business waste, 

and there is very limited or robust data available. This means that the extent of waste being produced 

by businesses, and the level of recycling, are based on estimates” (Greater London Authority 2018a, p. 

206).  Second is a plan to use data to identify knowledge gaps and inform action priorities: “There is 
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currently no systematic collection of data to show how well the city is adapting to the impacts of severe 

weather and longer-term climate change, and whether the efforts intended to reduce risk and increase 

resilience are working. Such data collection, which could largely be drawn from existing data sets, 

would help London adapt to climate change and become more resilient. It would capture evidence of 

good and poor performance, identify adaptation priorities, and highlight knowledge gaps” (Greater 

London Authority 2018a, p. 354). Although this area is ripe for improvement, we appreciate the fact that 

there is an examination of the city’s shortcomings and a discussion of the need and means to improve 

their processes. Third, when databases are referenced, as they are throughout the plan, there is a note 

about the quality of the data and an indication of improvements that may be needed. Other cities, 

including Durban and Sydney, lack specific data management aims and processes.  
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IV. Key findings from analyzing CDP climate data  

Cities’ success in operationalizing their CAPs and achieving emissions reductions will be an ongoing 

process that requires regular monitoring to verify they are on pace to achieve key milestones and to 

course-correct when performance lags. C40 and non-C40 cities submit data on their GHG inventories 

and climate actions to reporting platforms like CDP, to support such monitoring. In this chapter, we 

analyze CDP data with three objectives in mind: to examine the prevalence of climate action reporting, 

to assess the magnitude of actions that cities have reported, and to compare groupwise performance 

between C40 and non-C40 cities. This analysis is strictly descriptive and not intended to make any 

claim about the effect of C40 membership on the outcomes of interest. Ex ante, we posit that C40 cities 

would be committing to more aggressive emission reduction targets than non-C40 cities, and use the 

data to test this claim. In addition to reviewing performance for C40 as a group and for individual 

cities, we also present groupwise comparisons using the city typology developed in McKinsey and C40 

(2017). The typology consists of six categories that are based on a city’s level of economic development, 

density, population, climate, and other related factors. 

We draw on 2018 and 2019 data publicly reported to CDP and use the most recent values a city has 

made available. Some cities have opted to keep their CDP submissions private, which prevents us from 

determining the breadth or magnitude of actions that all C40 cities have committed to or are 

planning.18 A percentage of the private reporters undoubtedly provided information on climate actions, 

mitigation estimates, or GHG inventories, but as such would go unreported in our analysis.  

A. Overview of climate data reporting status 

In both 2018 and 2019, the majority of C40 member cities reported some level of climate action and a 

GHG inventory. These outcomes are consistent with the mandatory C40 participation standard that 

member cities “report annually on progress through a C40 recognized platform,” which does not 

stipulate public reporting. Still, more than a quarter of the network’s membership did not publicly 

report either outcome, as seen in Columns 1 and 5 in Table IV.1. Relative to the group of non-C40 cities, 

C40 members are more likely to report an action or an inventory, and when reporting an action are 

more likely to have included an estimated number of tons of CO2e reduced or avoided. Cities that report 

a climate action and do not include a mitigation estimate often provided only a description of the 

climate action, or indicated that the action may be implemented in the future and that abatement 

forecasts had not been conducted. Among non-C40 cities, there is a dramatic uptick in reporting in 

2019, likely spurred by climate emergency declarations and the youth movement that mobilized cities 

into greater outward action. The share of C40 cities that reported any climate action, provided an 

abatement estimate, or reported a GHG inventory, also increased from 2018 to 2019, but at a smaller 

number of percentage points than non-C40 cities. 

 

18 C40 member cities that privately reported to CDP in 2018 were Abidjan, Amsterdam, Berlin, Dubai, Guangzhou, Hanoi, 
Istanbul, Los Angeles, Madrid, Milan, Moscow, New Orleans, Pretoria–Tshwane, Qingdao, Salvador, Shenzhen, and Wuhan. In 
2019, Guangzhou, Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh, Nanjing, Qingdao, and Wuhan submitted private CDP reports.  
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Table IV.1. Overview of CDP reporting by C40 status 

Year Reported any climate action* 
Reported emission reduction 

estimate for any action Reported any GHG inventory† 

 # C40 cities 
(%) 

# Non-C40 
cities (%) 

# C40 cities 
(%) 

# Non-C40 
cities (%) 

# C40 cities 
(%) 

# Non-C40 
cities (%) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

2018 47 (51%) 178 (22%) 29 (31%) 71 (9%) 51 (55%) 169 (21%) 

2019 66 (71%) 449 (55%) 46 (49%) 248 (31%) 60 (65%) 361 (45%) 

2018 or 2019 69 (74%) 475 (59%) 48 (52%) 258 (32%) 66 (71%) 402 (50%) 

Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a. 

* A city is counted as reporting any climate action if it provides any mitigation action information (an action sector, action title, action 
description, implementation status, estimated emissions reduction target, or an action time scale) in its CDP submission for that year. 

 † A city is counted as reporting a GHG inventory if it reports any emissions values in its CDP submission for that year. For non-C40 
cities, percentages are computed relative to the 805 non-C40 cities that publicly disclosed to CDP in 2018 or 2019. Percentage values 
reported for C40 cities are with respect to the 93 C40 member cities whose McKinsey Typology type was shared by C40.  

B. Examination of C40 cities’ mitigation action data 

The majority of C40 cities report at least one mitigation action in their CDP submissions, but their 

performance and regularity are uneven across the McKinsey city typology groups. High-income 

cities, represented in both the Large Dense City and Innovator City categories, are the most likely to 

report any type of climate action and consistently report publicly in both years, as seen in Figure IV.1.19 

In contrast, the middle- and low-income megacities are the least likely to report actions. The low 

reporting rates for these categories are primarily driven by Chinese cities who largely submitted 

private reports, as well as the absence of any data from many of the South Asian members. A key 

development in 2019 is the large increase (16 cities) in low-income and middle-income cities reporting 

climate actions that had not reported them in the previous year, potentially inspired by both the 

climate emergency and compliance with C40’s participation standards. For the number of climate 

actions a city reports, a similar pattern emerges across McKinsey city types as shown in Figure IV.2. 

High-income cities report a relatively large number of climate actions each, as they tend to have the 

highest per capita emissions, and only a small number of high-income cities reported actions in neither 

2018 nor 2019. Middle-income cities on average report fewer actions than high-income cities, and low-

income cities on average even fewer. Although all Large Low-Income Leapfrog cities reported a 

mitigation action (Figure IV.1), most reported no more than two actions apiece.  

 

19 For cities reporting in both 2018 and 2019, 2019 data on climate actions may reuse values submitted in the 2018 reporting 
period wholesale. Such a scenario would not represent an actual update. Because we cannot rule out that 2018 reuse simply 
reflects no change in a city’s climate goals between consecutive years, we count both 2018 and 2019 submissions as valid and 
distinct.  
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Figure IV.1. City-level climate action reporting status, by city type 

 

Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a. 
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Figure IV.2. Number of mitigation actions a city reported, by city type 

 

Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a.  

Note:  For cities that publicly reported climate actions in both 2018 and 2019, this figure includes the year that contained more 
distinct climate actions.     

Cities reporting their climate actions report an average of roughly nine actions each, and many report 

only one or two; cities appear to be under-reporting their true climate actions in CDP submissions. 

Toronto reports the greatest number of actions at nearly 40, and relatively few cities describe more 

than 20 actions.20 In contrast, several of the recently published D2020-compliant CAPs include more 

than 100 actions each, such as Barcelona’s (Barcelona City Council 2018) and Los Angeles’ (City of Los 

Angeles 2019), who in CDP report about 10 actions each. A likely explanation stems from the CDP 

questionnaire requesting that cities report their “most impactful mitigation actions” and differences 

among cities on which “impact” cutoff to use when reporting. Because the CDP reporting system 

imposes no limits on the number of actions a city can include, we believe the cities themselves are 

under-reporting their activities and progress. As a result, CDP data would be an imperfect reflection of 

all the actions that cities have committed or are considering, which would render CDP data less valid 

for researchers, donors, and governments who want globally accurate data on the total mitigation 

potential cities are pursuing. Another possible explanation for the mismatch between action counts 

 

20 CDP does not impose limits on the number of actions a city can include in its submission. Counts of total actions therefore 
are not an artifact of the CDP reporting system.  
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reported in CDP and provided in CAPs is that cities are bundling multiple actions into individual 

entries, such as inputting all buildings-related efforts as a single action. Both explanations would make 

it challenging to track progress on cities’ actions. Unreported actions cannot be tracked, and if distinct 

actions are bundled, they cannot be individually monitored over time. Bundled actions would need to be 

bundled the exact same way over time to support meaningful monitoring of whether the actions have 

delivered their intended emission reductions. Otherwise, changes over time could simply be driven by 

compositional differences. Regardless of the cause, the disparity between CAP action counts and CDP 

counts suggests there is room for improvement in reporting updated annual statuses of cities’ climate 

actions. 

We estimate the share of current GHG emissions that would be mitigated if cities fully implemented 

their reported climate actions. In addition to reporting the sector, status, and description of their 

climate actions, cities can provide an estimate for the abatement size of each action in metric tons of 

CO2e. Unfortunately, only a slight majority of C40 cities (52 percent, as seen in Table IV.1) report such 

estimates for at least one action. For cities that reported an abatement estimate for any climate action, 

we sum up the projected abatement totals for each city to calculate the share of current emissions that 

would be mitigated under full adherence with those actions.21 For example, a city that reports a 

community-scale inventory of 9.0 million tons (MT) CO2e and lists actions totaling 3.0 MT CO2e would 

be reporting an estimated emission reduction share of 33 percent. On this measure, high-income cities 

report higher emission reduction shares relative to low- and medium-income cities, and are more likely 

to include mitigation estimates for at least one action (Figure IV.3), which is a necessary input to 

calculate an emission reduction share. High-income cities on average report the highest mitigation 

shares, but the majority of them add up to no more than 25 percent of their current emissions; more 

than one dozen such cities report totals below 5 percent. Only a few cities, including Accra, Auckland, 

Rotterdam, and Washington, DC, report actions whose fulfillment would reduce current emissions by 

at least 50 percent. If all climate actions that C40 cities report to CDP were fully realized, current 

emissions for each city would on average drop by 21 percent.    

 

21 This calculation is conditional on including an abatement estimate. Cities that report neither a climate action nor an 
abatement estimate are considered missing values and excluded from subsequent analyses.   
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Figure IV.3. City-level emissions reduction shares, by city type 

 

Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a. 

Note:  For the few cases in which a city does not report an emissions inventory in the same year as the most recent action 
reporting year, we use emissions values for the other reporting year when available. 

The majority of reported climate actions are currently in some stage of implementation; CDP reports 

therefore provide limited insight into the pipeline of mitigation actions that remain at the scoping 

through pre-implementation stages. For each mitigation action submitted to CDP, a city can specify 

the action’s implementation status. The status options are shown in the legend of Figure IV.4, with 

‘scoping’ the most preliminary and ‘monitoring and reporting’ denoting climate actions mature enough 

to enable data collection and analysis of results. While there is some variation in the status of actions 

that C40 cities have reported, with some cities reporting a combination of actions on either side of 

formal implementation, approximately 82 percent of the emissions reductions (tons of CO2e) from 

reported actions are at the “implementation” or better status. As a result, CDP submissions more 

closely reflect the mitigation efforts that that cities have already made, than what they plan to do. 

Given the significant emission reduction efforts that cities have ahead of them, we would have 

anticipated a much larger share of total mitigation coming from actions reported at the scoping, pre-

feasibility study, and pre-implementation phases.    
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Figure IV.4. City-level implementation status of climate actions, by city type  

 
Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a. 

Note:  For the few cases in which a city does not report an emissions inventory in the same year as the most recent action 
reporting year, we use emissions values for the other reporting year when available. 

The number of actions cities report bears a limited relationship to their emissions reduction share. 

Earlier C40 research (e.g., C40 and Arup 2015a, 2015b) has used the number of climate actions that 

cities carry out as a proxy for their climate policy ambitiousness, such that more actions translate to 

more aggressive mitigation efforts. We find the relationship to be more tenuous, at least for the data 

submitted to CDP.22 Although we would not expect all cities to lie on a diagonal line, we observe both 

cities reporting many actions that do not add up to a large reduction share, and cities reporting fewer 

than 10 actions, which would reduce emissions by more than 80 percent. One possible explanation is 

that the number of reported climate actions is less informative about climate policy than earlier 

assumed. As described earlier, cities may also be packaging an individual “action” in different ways. For 

example, a city promoting mass transit ridership might subsidize fare cards, roll out print and radio 

advertising campaigns, and increase service frequency. Because a climate action does not have a 

precise definition, one city might define the three tactics above as three distinct actions, while another 

city may count them as one—namely, “promoting mass transit ridership.” Another possible 

explanation rests in how cities engage with CDP reporting. Although the CDP questionnaire invites 

 

22 This figure includes only C40 cities reporting nonzero emissions reduction values.  
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cities to report their highest impact actions, Figure IV.2 demonstrates that the number of actions tends 

to be small. If cities in actuality are undertaking 100 distinct actions, then both the action counts and 

the mitigation estimates of Figure IV.5 would be underestimated.    

Figure IV.5. Comparison of the share of emission reduction and number of reported climate actions 
for C40 cities 

 

Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a. 

Note:  Values for each city are calculated using the most recent, public CDP submission in which a city reports a climate action. 
C40 cities that did not report an emissions reduction estimate for any action are not included. Auckland and Rotterdam 
report reductions in excess of 100 percent of current emissions, which we topcode as 100 percent for visual clarity. When a 
city does not report an emissions inventory in the same year as the most recent action reporting year, we use emissions 
values for the other reporting year, if available. 

Meaningful analysis of climate action across cities requires data to be reported in standardized units, 

such as thousands of tons of CO2e annually, but 20 percent of the actions reported by C40 cities do 

not specify a time frame over which reductions will accrue. Climate actions reported to CDP include a 

time component, because mitigation estimates may be described as cumulative sums, such as X tons of 

CO2e over the life of a project, or as an annual flow for actions whose effects will be permanent from the 

perspective of avoided emissions. If the start and end dates of a project are provided, then the annual 

average emissions reduction can be determined. When dates are not provided, there is no way to 

standardize those cumulative totals to annual values. For example, a city may state that the project will 

avoid 620,000 tons CO2e, but the implications are different if the project duration is three years as 

opposed to 30 years. The majority of climate actions (59 percent) are specified in terms of annual 

reductions, and an additional 23 percent can be converted to annual values because of sufficient time 

scale information, as displayed in Figure IV.6. However, nearly 20 percent of climate actions cannot. If 

these actions are disproportionately large, they would account for more than 20 percent of total 
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emissions reductions, and their exclusion from any global analysis would suggest that cities are doing 

much less than they actually are. Without providing additional information on the time scales for 

which reduction estimates are reported, such data creates additional challenges for organizations and 

individuals who want accurate information on cities’ mitigation status and forecasts.    

Figure IV.6. Time scale used by cities in reporting their emissions reduction actions 

 

Source:  Authors’ calculations using CDP 2018 and CDP 2019a. 

Note:  Values are calculated using both 2018 and 2019 public CDP submissions that include estimated emission reduction 
targets.  

C. Comparison of C40 and non-C40 city mitigation ambition  

When viewed as groups, the overwhelming majority of both C40 and non-C40 cities report fewer 

than a dozen climate actions apiece. Across C40 members and non-C40 cities, Table IV.1 compares the 

share of cities reporting any climate action and indicates that C40 cities are more likely to report at 

least one mitigation action. Do C40 cities report comparatively more climate actions, or more 

ambitious climate actions in terms of their emission reduction shares? Figure IV.7 shows that on 

average, C40 cities do describe more climate actions in their CDP submissions.23 The large peak in the 

 

23 Figure IV.6 and IV.7 are kernel density plots that depict the distribution of values and are similar to histograms.  
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pink distribution of non-C40 cities signifies that a larger share of all non-C40 cities report fewer than 

five actions than is the case for C40 cities whose peak is more muted. The blue curve lies above the pink 

curve for nearly all values above seven actions, meaning that a greater percentage of C40 cities report 

at each of those values than non-C40 cities do. When examining the size of climate actions in terms of 

the emission reduction share, a similar pattern holds as seen in Figure IV.8. The pink curve’s peak at 

small values means that a larger percentage of non-C40 cities report small reduction totals, and for the 

range from 5 percent to 90 percent on the x-axis, the blue curve’s position above the pink curve means 

that C40 cities are on average pursuing larger mitigation totals. However, a larger share of non-C40 

cities than C40 cities have listed climate actions that would achieve carbon neutrality, as seen by the 

relative height of the pink curve at a mitigation share value of 100. Still, cities with such ambitions are 

few in number as observed by their overall height relative to the height of curves at smaller mitigation 

share values. In short, among cities that have publicly reported to CDP, C40 cities are reporting both 

more climate actions and listing more actions that account for a larger share of current emissions than 

do non-C40 cities.    
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Figure IV.7. Distribution of cities’ total number of reported climate 
actions, by C40 membership status 

Figure IV.8. Distribution of cities’ reported emission reduction 
shares, by C40 membership status  

 

 

Data:  CDP 2018, CDP 2019a  

Note:  Values for each city are calculated using their most recent, public CDP 
submission.  

 

Data:  CDP 2018, CDP 2019a  

Note:  Values for each city are calculated using their most recent, public CDP 
submission.  
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D. Potential limitations in using CDP data  

The 2018–2019 CDP data supports cross-sectional comparisons of city-level mitigation actions, but 

results are likely to be a proxy rather than a comprehensive guide of city-level actions. Results could be 

impacted by systematic inconsistencies in climate action reporting across years, time scales, and 

definitions for what constitutes an action. The CDP questionnaire provides cities the opportunity to 

report on their “most impactful mitigation actions” (CDP 2019a), but cities are likely to exercise their 

own discretion as to what qualifies as “impactful.” Omission of actions, even those that are only at a 

scoping phase and not yet under implementation, will present an underestimate for the true level of 

climate action that cities are undertaking. Cities should disaggregate actions into separate records, but 

some have reported a comprehensive plan as a single action (e.g., Auckland’s reporting of public 

transportation action in 2019). Furthermore, when standardizing estimated emission reductions, we 

compare estimates with current emission values, which will overestimate the mitigation potential for 

Global South economies whose emissions will continue growing in coming years. Finally, our actions 

data is sourced from the “Mitigation Actions” section of the CDP questionnaire, which is a small 

component of a comprehensive survey. The level of detail required to complete the extensive survey 

(with 14 sections) implies that the data gathering process may be vulnerable to survey fatigue or 

inconsistent reporting across years. This claim is corroborated by several city officials who in 

interviews shared a perception that CDP reporting is burdensome and delivers ambiguous benefit to 

them. There is obvious value in cities annually submitting comprehensive and public reports of their 

climate data, even covering mitigation actions that are in preliminary stages of consideration. We 

believe that coordination across the various organizations and donors who use this data could drive the 

creation of additional tools and guidance that might further simplify data collection and reporting 

processes.  
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V. Key findings from analyzing C40’s thematic networks 

Whereas the preceding three chapters addressed various dimensions of climate action planning and 

the climate actions that cities are undertaking, we now turn to examining C40’s thematic networks. In 

this chapter, we focus on characterizing the current status of the networks and how they self-organize, 

describing their relationship to other C40 service delivery components, and examining how they assess 

their contribution in facilitating city climate actions. The findings herein are derived from key 

informant interviews with city officials and C40 staff, and from various internal and public C40 

documents on network activities. Although our selection of interviewees prioritized officials and C40 

staff involved in networks of strategic interest to CIFF, our interview questions also sought input on 

the totality of C40’s networks.24 Consequently, we believe that the findings described below apply more 

generally to the remaining networks.  

A. Planning and design stage 

The sectoral networks, which span domains from renewable energy, to managing urban 

flooding, to circular economy design, bring together cities with common interests in driving 

climate actions forward for that sector. In this section, we address research questions related to the 

development and revision of networks’ objectives, the effect of ambitious target-setting on network 

activities, and the level of involvement that non-C40 cities have in network functioning.   

1. Establishing network objectives and developing work plans 

City participants define a network’s strategy and objectives; 

network managers solicit input on cities’ priorities and develop 

activities around them. Network managers use their annual 

workshops to reflect on cities' experiences and remaining 

challenges, and to fine-tune network activities and priorities to be 

more responsive to cities' needs. For newly formed networks, the 

kickoff workshop is the initial forum for cities to articulate their 

interests and the types of activities they want the network to 

organize. One manager uses action planning sheets during each 

workshop to gauge cities' interests in who they wish to be 

connected to and what topics they want the network to address, 

and to describe the cities’ main ambitions for the following year. 

Another manager stated, “We use their experiences, what they're 

working on at the moment, their challenges, their barriers, what they would like to advance, using this 

information to feed into the network objectives and the strategy...constantly adapting and changing to 

 

24 CIFF’s priority networks for the purpose of this evaluation are Air Quality, Clean Construction Forum, Clean Energy, Food 
Systems, and Zero Emission Vehicles.  

“I think each network should have 

its own work plan, as well, and that 

should be co-developed with the 

cities [that] are involved with that 

network and agreed, and then, 

everyone has got a bit of skin in the 

game …to contribute to the network 

and achieve whatever they decide is 

the important thing for that year, 

two years, three years..."  

–City official 
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make sure that everything that I'm offering in terms of the opportunities and the activities are in direct 

response to their needs.” 

Cities that are signatories to the relevant declaration and/or are among the group of donors’ priority 

cities are given more weight when network activities and objectives are developed. C40 has 

developed multiple ”declarations,“ which are public commitments signed by mayors who pledge that 

their city will meet the declaration’s targets. For example, the Advancing Towards Zero Waste 

Declaration features targets for reducing municipal solid waste generation and disposal by 2030. 

Networks are considered “an effective delivery mechanism” to encourage and support cities in working 

toward declaration targets, but being a signatory of the most relevant declaration is not a requirement 

for network membership. Similarly, a city can sign a declaration even if it is not currently a member of 

that declaration’s most relevant network. However, C40 interviewees stated that having signed the 

relevant declaration increases the chances that a city’s recommendations or requests for specific 

network activities will be fulfilled, as is also the case for cities that donors have specified as priorities in 

their support for direct assistance, such as TA programs. Network staff also prioritize the interests of 

cities that are more active and more likely to participate in activities, which meshes with C40's 

objective to allocate network resources where they will be most productive. One C40 interviewee 

shared, “We just don't want them to engage...just to wear the C40 badge and say, 'we participated in 

C40,'” and stated that she allocates more of her time to working with those member cities who have 

actively participated and translated network resources into policy change.       

Network objectives draw directly from C40 declaration targets; this approach ensures that D2020-

compliant actions guide networks’ actions. Among the network managers we spoke to, declarations 

were always mentioned as the key input driving the work planning. Efforts are made expressly to align 

network priorities with declaration commitments, as illustrated in Figure V.1. As an example, the scope 

of the Green and Healthy Streets Declaration overlaps with at least five distinct Transportation and 

Urban Planning networks whose work plans coincide with portions of the declaration text, shown in 

the purple boxes. Declaration signers commit to accelerating the shift to ZEV, across the city and 

especially in city fleet purchases, which are objectives shared by the ZEV Network.25 Declaration goals 

also touch upon reducing dependence on vehicles powered by fossil fuels, increasing the modal share of 

non-vehicular transport, and transforming land use planning to facilitate these preceding objectives. 

Other declarations are more tailored to a single network, like the Good Food Cities Declaration and the 

Food Systems Network. In general, because declaration target-setting is established by conforming to 

Paris Agreement goals, declarations themselves are sufficiently ambitious instruments. By extension, 

networks’ goals are ambitious given their cues from declarations.  

 

25 The ZEV network has four focus areas: making the case for transitioning to EVs, planning for EV charging infrastructure, 
increasing incentives for EV uptake, and promoting fleet electrification (C40 2020d).    
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Figure V.1. Illustration of the Green and Healthy Streets Declaration’s intersections with multiple 
thematic networks 

 

Note:  Authors' creation based on declaration and network documentation. The authors have paraphrased declaration content 
where necessary.   

2. Dynamism of network organization and objectives 

C40 networks prize responsiveness to new research advances, which can potentially lead to friction 

when emergent science-based evidence upends existing knowledge. In one instance, a group of C40 

cities had dedicated six months to drafting text for a new declaration. Just before submitting a draft to 

C40 leadership for review, a well-respected researcher had published a paper casting doubt on the 

current understanding of the field. The researcher suggested that in this domain, more drastic action 

than previously assumed was necessary to achieve compliance with the Paris Agreement. Guided by 

the paper's recommendations, C40 leadership overwrote the draft's targets with more aggressive goals 

and timetables, effectively undermining the work carried out by the drafting cities. Although the cities 

recognized the importance of raising ambition levels, city officials were frustrated by the experience. 

Alternative ways of managing this situation may have been preferable, such as retaining the drafters’ 

recommendations to gradually phase in more aggressive targets; this approach would still have 

contributed to science-based policymaking but without eroding social capital.  

Networks are dynamic and may be shuttered or overhauled to reflect evolving expectations or 

funding priorities; member cities wish they were more involved in the decision making. C40 does not 

publicly maintain a list of networks that have closed down, however, interviewees did refer to activities 
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and participation in networks, such as Green Growth, that no longer exist.26 Other networks have been 

modified to reflect higher ambition, such as the ZEV network superseding the Low Emission Vehicles 

network, which in turn supplanted the EV network in 2014 (Urquhart 2014). Given the duration of C40’s 

existence, developments like these are to be expected and reflect strengthened expectations, new 

priorities or opportunities, and technology maturation, such as growth in EV penetration. Still, some 

city interviewees expressed dissatisfaction with networks, programs, or initiatives they had 

participated in being suddenly terminated without consultation or transparency. For example, a city 

official shared the following experience: 

“…and then [C40] ended the [Climate Positive] program. And so, now there’s absolutely no 

recognition for that project, which is really disappointing, and they didn’t talk to us about it 

before it was done. So, what’s missing there is the transparency around decision making on 

priorities. Why did they decide to end that and put the resources into something else? Which 

is what happened, it’s not clear, and it’s not been explained, no matter how many times we’ve 

asked.”  

3. Involvement of non-C40 cities 

Non-C40 cities participate in network events on an ad hoc basis, and opportunities for their 

involvement vary widely across networks. Network activities are designed to benefit network 

members, but opportunities sometimes arise to invite other cities. As one example, invites to a planned 

US workshop addressing ZEVs may be extended to several California cities that lead in EV adoption and 

charger installations. Such opportunities appear to largely be one-off interactions, and the networks we 

spoke with did not detail plans to sustain partnership with non-member cities. As C40 prioritizes 

targeting resources to the subset of network members that are most likely to make significant 

mitigation efforts, the case for employing resources to support non-C40 cities will grow less 

compelling unless those efforts can stimulate regional momentum, like the ZEBRA project, with the 

potential to incorporate non-C40 cities.27 Another avenue for engaging non-C40 cities occurs via 

collaborating organizations and sister networks, which operate on a case-by-case basis. For example, 

the Food Systems Network collaborates with the Milan Urban Food Policy Pact whose annual 

gatherings draw on all Pact signatories, only some of whom are C40 members. Such non-C40 avenues 

present additional opportunities through which C40 lesson-sharing and partnerships could more 

broadly be exercised.  

B. Execution stage 

Having established how the networks self-organize and update their objectives, we now 

examine networks’ operations. This section addresses questions related to the current status of 

network membership, outcomes achieved from network participation, and challenges that cities cited 

as barriers to more engaged participation.  

 

26 Table 6 in Attström et. al. (2016) lists all the networks active at the time of their data collection, and references networks like 
District Energy, Measurement and Reporting, and Sustainable Infrastructure Finance that have either been wound down or 
folded into other networks. Differences between the 2016 list and the current list of networks would be a lower bound for all 
network changes occurring over the span of C40’s operations. 
27 ZEBRA is an association of transit agencies that collaborate to share knowledge about zero emission buses. 
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1. Current status of network membership and composition 

C40 currently operates 17 sector-focused networks, each with a membership of actively participating 

cities varying between 14 and 39 and a mean membership size of 24 cities. Some of the networks have 

been in operation for more than a decade, while others like Air Quality (2018) and the Clean 

Construction Forum (2019) are recent additions. Networks are organized under umbrella initiatives 

such as “Energy and Buildings” and “Transportation and Urban Planning” that pair related networks 

and may share common staff and reporting procedures. As seen in Figure V.2, the Air Quality network 

is the most populated network and draws member cities from each C40 region, consistent with the far-

reaching impacts of air pollution at all levels of economic development. Not all networks have members 

from each C40 region. Regions that are most likely to have no representatives in a network include 

Africa (e.g., Waste to Resources), Central East Asia (e.g., Cool Cities), and South and West Asia (e.g., Zero 

Emission Vehicles, Zero Emission Area, etc.). Cities in these regions tend to participate in fewer 

networks, as discussed below, and some of the sectoral objectives, such as expanding ZEVs, may not 

align with policy priorities. 

Figure V.2. Network membership size by region 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations using Q1 2020 network status information shared by C40. 

Note:   No data was available for membership in the Clean Construction Forum. The Mobility Management network has been 
renamed as the Zero Emission Area network.  

 ESAO = East, Southeast Asia, and Oceania 
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City engagement is mixed, with some members actively participating in all activities, while other 

cities make more casual use of network offerings. At a high level, differences in network participation 

are pronounced at the regional level.28 Figure V.3 displays frequency counts for the number of cities (y-

axis), by the number of networks in which they actively participate. The dashed line denotes the level at 

which cities would just be in compliance with the Participation Standard of involvement in two 

networks. In most regions, there is at least one city participating in only a single network. Low 

participation levels, in terms of number of cities, are most common in Central East Asia and Europe. On 

the other extreme, a handful of cities participate in close to a dozen networks apiece, and are 

exclusively in Latin America, Europe, and North America. C40 cities participate in an average of four 

networks each, and the median value is three networks.  

Figure V.3. Frequency counts of the number of networks cities participate in, by C40 region 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations using Q1 2020 network status information shared by C40. 

Note:   Dashed line denotes that cities should participate in at least two networks to comply with the Participation Standards. No 
data was available for membership in the Clean Construction Forum.  

 ESAO = East, Southeast Asia, and Oceania 

Network size is a challenge, with several networks' member lists in excess of an optimal count. 

Network membership is driven by cities' interests, and C40 currently exercises no public target for 

how many cities should belong to any network. One C40 staff member referred to a “sweet spot” size—

greater than a handful, as too few members would limit information-sharing options, but less than 20, 

because a large group would prevent members from building familiarity with one another. Larger 

 

28 The evaluation team did not have access to documents with granular breakdowns for how each city utilizes a network’s 
activities. C40’s monitoring documents state that a city’s network membership status “is according to the best judgment of the 
network manager and may include strategic considerations.” 



Chapter V: Key findings from analyzing C40’s thematic networks 

               Mathematica 58 

networks tend to give rise to a feeling of anonymity. They are also less conducive to fostering the type 

of trust that arises in more intimate settings with repeated interactions, where participants feel 

comfortable sharing challenges and failures. As described in Section V.C, the introduction of network 

standards will self-regulate this concern when networks expand beyond their ideal ceiling. If too many 

cities continue to pile into such networks, network standards can be further raised until an optimal 

group size is reached.  

2. Network services and successes 

Networks continue to provide many of the same services they did in previous years. Networks run 

annual workshops, host webinars, organize study tours and trainings, and set up deep dive phone calls 

specific to their thematic content. Central to all these activities are the “network managers,” who are 

C40 staff whose primary responsibility is coordinating the aforementioned network functions, 

identifying opportunities for connecting cities who could engage in peer learning, and maintaining 

regular contact with member cities. Interviews revealed that 

city officials consider the network managers to be accessible and 

responsive, and maintain communication with managers 

through email, phone calls, and WhatsApp. Even though the 

contact information of all network participants is made available 

to network members, managers still play an indispensable role 

as knowledge broker and connector. Consider the example of 

City X, which is interested in learning how to institute some 

new action. City X is aware of the relevant successes in cities Y 

and Z but still leans on the manager to provide inside 

information only available to the ”hub” of the network. As one manager shared, “They know London has 

done that, but they still come to me and say, 'Who else has done it? Is London the best one? Who is the 

best city that has done it?' They want a kind of a real-time update on that specific topic and then to be 

connected to the best city out there.” Managers would then initiate the conversation between the two 

cities. To stay apprised of such dialogues and any ensuing policy developments, managers review the 

intercity email threads, or reach out to the initiating city to get an update on whether the conversation 

produced any tangible outcomes.  

Membership with other city climate networks is common, but C40’s services are distinctive and have 

limited overlap with other efforts. Member cities often participate in anywhere from one to three 

additional climate- or city-focused networks. The Global Covenant of Mayors (GCOM), Carbon Neutral 

Cities Alliance (CNCA), Urban Sustainability Directors Network (USDN), United Cities and Local 

Governments (UCLG), ICLEI, and regional networks like Climate Mayors and EUROCITIES were the 

most frequently referenced. Furthermore, the membership composition of these networks is often 

dramatically different, as with GCOM and ICLEI in which a plethora of cities with populations under 

100,000 participate. Were C40’s network activities to end, cities would presumably seek additional 

support from these other networks and coalitions that tend to have fewer full-time staff and 

personalized attention, or can facilitate connections to direct assistance like the D2020 TA program. 

City officials would incur larger search costs in sourcing relevant information and would not be able to 

connect as easily with their direct counterparts in cities that have pursued or are pursuing similar 

activities, and are consequently working through similar challenges. As a result, it is likely that without 

C40, cities would be slower in making climate action progress and/or committing to less ambitious 

targets. Other networks either focus on capacity-building at the technical staff level or convening 

“Any time I go for a C40 program, it’s 

like I'm leaving my family in [my city] 

to go and meet another family where 

the event is taking place. So they have 

been very wonderful. They have been 

very good.” 

–City official 
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mayors, while C40 does both. C40’s work makes a strong case that progress requires inroads at the 

political and the technical level, and as such assumes a role that is not occupied by other organizations 

with global membership.  

C40 maintains a running list of “results” arising from peer-to-

peer exchanges through the network activities; examples 

range from transformative to minor. C40 shared with us a “City 

to City Sharing through C40 Networks” document that 

showcases network-specific successes that can be directly 

linked to their activities (C40 2020b). Buenos Aires' 2018 zoning 

code reform is one example likely to have big implications for 

curbing emissions growth through promoting densification and 

infill. The city's Director of Planning participated in multiple 

C40-organized activities in 2017 and 2018, and the city pursued 

in-depth exchanges with Mexico City, São Paulo, and Barcelona 

to refine technical aspects of the reform. Other successes are 

less dramatic, such as Athens' installation of three public water 

fountains that the city adapted from London's bottle-refill 

scheme. A common message shared by both city officials and C40 interviewees related to the ”safe 

space” nature of the networks. By cultivating a closed environment of repeated interactions, network 

members develop trust with one another that fosters candor about mistakes their cities have made and 

errors to avoid duplicating. Consequently, networks’ ”results” are a combination of both transfers of 

best practice knowledge, which are visible, and the unseen avoidance of repeating mistakes made by 

other members.   

3. Challenges in achieving deeper participation 

Language and time zone differences remain obstacles to full participation. English is the dominant 

language for network activities that will unavoidably limit participation for some. Network managers 

described ways they minimize language differences from being a barrier for participating in 

workshops, such as by providing translated materials beforehand and ensuring that real-time 

translation is available. For webinars and deep-dive calls, the respective city advisor may also attend 

the call and convey the key points. Time zone differences are also a factor affecting participation levels, 

with many virtual events (e.g., webinars, calls) timed to accommodate North American and European 

schedules. C40 has run echo calls/presentations at dramatically different times to make some of their 

programming compatible to cities in other regions, but they do not require that presenters/moderators 

be willing to present twice. Although these presentations are recorded and available for any official to 

watch afterward, interviewees prefer a live format that enables them to actively engage with the 

presenter during the Q&A. 

4. Delegation of network management responsibilities 

There are no obvious opportunities for delegating additional network responsibilities to member 

cities without compromising network effectiveness. As many networks are led by a single manager, 

any potential devolution of network management would require cities take on some of the network 

manager's roles. For the key roles that managers play, both establishing and nurturing connections 

between cities, and identifying how cities' needs can be best served through other C40 service 

components, we see no immediately viable role for introducing a city official into these responsibilities; 

"The most important thing you can 

hear from another city is what went 

horribly wrong. This isn't a space 

where they're worried … what they're 

going to say has been taken out of 

context, or there's some private sector 

supplier trying to sell to them. These 

are their peers who know the 

challenges they face. They can talk 

openly about the political process and 

the challenges they have." 

–C40 interviewee 
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city employees whose priority is their own city simply could not fulfill such a role. Furthermore, C40 

interviewees with prior work experience in city government stated that they would not have been 

granted the authority or time to carry out tasks coordinated by network managers. For most officials, 

C40 engagement is additional to their existing full-time responsibilities, which leaves little to no 

bandwidth for undertaking greater responsibilities within networks, such as coordinating events that 

would not be primarily for their own city’s benefit. From a financial perspective, network operating 

costs are presumably small, especially because network managers routinely split their time across 

other projects and partnerships across which salaries should also be distributed. We therefore see 

neither a strong strategic nor financial case to support expanding city officials’ roles in managing 

networks.  

C. Progress monitoring stage 

C40 has invested resources and developed tools to track how network services have 

contributed to propelling cities’ climate actions. This section addresses the type of tools that C40 uses 

and how they attribute policy changes to C40’s services. We start with a brief description of the 

network-level participation standards that C40 is currently rolling out.   

1. Introduction of network standards 

C40’s Participation Standards are in the early phase of being adapted and incorporated into each 

network; members must demonstrate progress. The Participation Standards apply to C40 

membership in general, and until recently, there had been no equivalent governing the requirements 

for being a member of an individual network. C40 is in the early stages of rolling out network-specific 

standards that would specify minimum requirements cities must satisfy to maintain their membership 

in that network. One technical staff person stated, “These standards you have now might have worked 

well five years ago, not now [when] we're in the most 

critical phase to face climate change. Now cities need to 

act.” The Air Quality network is pioneering the standards-

setting process, and it is too early to assess what the likely 

long-term effects of this shift will be aside from focusing 

C40 resources to those cities whose objectives are most 

closely aligned with the network's objectives. The 

principles behind the network standards will reinforce 

that network offerings must ultimately translate into 

tangible outcomes and progress toward enacting effective 

policies and practices. These have been incorporated into 

C40’s draft Leadership Standards. Staff who we 

interviewed who were most likely to be affected by these 

changes, by virtue of their roles as network managers or technical leads, appear to welcome this 

development. One manager shared, “We're raising expectations, raising ambition, better managing, 

better supporting our cities, and better allocating resources in the future, because at the moment, the 

current C40-wide Participation Standards do not fully align with the specific network standards.” 

“We need to demonstrate how you've used 

what you've gotten from C40 and show us 

what's happened as a result of that. It's not 

saying if you haven't implemented your 

congestion charge by 2030, we're kicking 

you out of C40. It's if you're not able to take 

forward climate action and demonstrate 

how you're doing that by learning from us, 

taking our resources, then it doesn't make 

sense for you to be in C40.” 

–C40 interviewee 
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2. C40’s tracking tools and service delivery coordination  

Network managers are actively engaged in monitoring 

city-to-city communication and, through informal 

conversations with cities, are able to maintain an 

accurate sense of cities’ circumstances. As network 

managers are often copied on bilateral contact, they have 

an accurate sense of which cities are communicating on 

specific topics. Peer-to-peer contact through WhatsApp 

and by phone makes tracking for managers more difficult, 

but it is encouraged by C40 staff if those are the preferred 

ways that cities wish to stay in contact with one another. 

Managers actively facilitate the forging of new 

connections. “We try to ask, because in each workshop … 

we do we have these action planning sheets where we say: 

What do you want to talk [about]? Who would you like to 

talk to? What is your main ambition for one year? And 

when we do the next workshop, we take that back and we 

reflect on it, and that's when we can potentially learn 

about this organic discussion that have (sic) happened and a way to then track them.” City officials 

stated that network managers are responsive to their requests for information and connection and 

reported only a single incident of a former network manager who was negligent in supporting the 

network’s cities. 

Networks employ several tracking tools that capture progress at varying levels of frequency, 

granularity, and formality. Some of the approaches are routinized and thoroughly documented 

through tools such as the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) Progression Table and the SectorSheets. 

Consider an example case of the KPI Progression Table tracking progress for the Energy & Buildings 

Initiative (E&B), which encompasses networks like Clean Energy and Private Building Efficiency. The 

table is used to track the status of actions pursued by cities participating in E&B networks and is 

updated semiannually by their respective network and program (e.g., the C40 Cities South Africa 

Buildings Programme) staff.29 Examples of actions, which may be projects, policies, or programs, 

include “introduce a system for recording municipal building energy consumption data” and “develop 

power purchase agreements to site rooftop solar on 1 million square feet of municipally-owned 

buildings.” Actions are marked with their status at baseline when the action first entered C40’s 

purview, along with the status (“progression”) as of the most recent update. Figure V.4 displays the four 

levels of progression used in this monitoring technique. Comparison of the two “progression” values 

indicates the extent to which the city has advanced in that action since the baseline. C40 captures 

notable updates in case studies that elaborate how TA or precursor cities' experiences laid the 

foundation. For example, Washington, DC, received TA to analyze building performance data that later 

culminated in the 2018 passage of the Building Energy Performance Standards. These standards will 

gradually roll out energy reduction requirements throughout the city's building stock (C40 and Nordic 

 

29 In the example KPI Progression Table that C40 shared with the evaluation team, 30 participant cities were tracked on 1 to 3 
actions, and averaged 1.5 actions each. 

"I called the cities that I knew [were] working 

on something, and I knew they had 

interactions, and I say, 'Look, David, can you 

confirm that this action is actually 

happening because you talked to city X?' If I 

get a yes, for me this proves that the 

networks are successful. If I get a no, well, 

we could have done better. So qualitatively, I 

think the network should capture which of 

the actions that are being done in the cities 

are actually influenced by C40 networks, 

and I think this can be done through the 

professional relationship, not with 

impersonal forms, just filling in surveys." 

–C40 interviewee 
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Sustainability 2018). Other cities are actively studying Washington's and New York City’s respective 

policies to inform their own building energy policy design.  

Figure V.4. Progression values used in C40’s action progress tracking framework 

 

Note:  Adapted from C40 (2019b).  

The SectorSheet is a more comprehensive tracking tool and facilitates internal coordination. Like the 

KPI Progression Table, the SectorSheet catalogs the status of key actions by actively participating cities 

in a sector (e.g., buildings). However, it also diagnoses the known barriers to implementation, how the 

networks can alleviate those barriers, and which other C40 resources or services might be relevant. 

More comprehensive information is collected on the cities involved in Cascade to Impact (C2I) 

reporting, a tool that CIFF and C40 co-developed to track C40 programming and city progress, with 

detailed quarterly updates on progress, challenges, and mitigating actions. Similarly, cities that have 

signed declarations have their progress in achieving declaration commitments recorded, albeit with 

less frequency than C2I-targeted cities. The SectorSheet flags opportunities for integrating service 

delivery across the range of C40 components.  

Progress tracking is complicated by the lack of perfect alignment between network focus areas, C2I 

indicators, and declaration commitments. As a result, C40 must maintain distinct progress tracking 

procedures against multiple references whose indicators may not yet be fully specified. Not 

surprisingly given their priorities, network focus areas, C2I indicators, and declaration commitments 

prioritize somewhat different indicators, focus on different timeframes, and capture different content. 

Network focus areas may address process outcomes, such as submitting legislation to a committee for 

review, while C2I and declaration commitments consist of ultimate outcomes, such as the average 

share of daily calories from meat and dairy products. Declarations address goals to achieve by 2030, 

2040, or 2050, whereas network outcomes and C2I indicators focus on immediately measurable results. 

The three components also vary in the content they capture. Declaration commitments exist at a 

strategic level with signatories having substantial latitude in how they achieve commitment goals, 

while the C2I drivers are indicators. Network focus areas describe workstreams that if fulfilled would 

achieve declaration commitments, and whose effectiveness would be validated by monitoring relevant 

C2I indicators. Consider the case of the Food Systems Network, whose focus areas are placed in the 

middle ring of Figure V.5, and whose corresponding Good Food Cities Declaration and C2I drivers 

respectively appear in the outer and inner rings. Some objectives have obvious alignment across the 

three vehicles, such as the reduction of food waste. Declaration objectives could potentially encompass 

a wide range of tactics that are adjacent to the specific methods envisioned by the C2I drivers. For 

example, consumers may shift to healthier, more sustainable dietary choices because of advertising 

campaigns and the increased availability of high-quality, plant-based foods. In short, taxing meat and 

dairy products is only one of many actions that can deliver outcomes envisioned by both the 

declaration and the network’s focus areas. 
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Figure V.5. Connections between Cascade to Impact, network focus, and declaration commitments 
in food systems policy 

 

Note:  Authors' creation based on Cascade to Impact, declaration, and network documentation. The authors have paraphrased 
document text where necessary.   

Current tracking methods used in monitoring network progress are a significant improvement from 

earlier approaches like the Network Quarterly Reports (NQRs) that primarily tabulated outputs. 

NQRs compiled data on cities’ interactions with the networks, measured as their participation in 

workshops, webinars, city-to-city interactions, and any other touch points. C40 calculated year-on-year 

differences and devised explanations for any resulting trends. Although this approach would identify 

the disengaged cities with whom follow-up discussions could be held to address outstanding barriers 

to participation, the interaction metrics provide few insights into the value-add that network 

involvement gives cities, or the contribution made by networks when barriers to cities’ actions were 

lifted. C40 credits CIFF with having advanced their thinking toward more robust measurement 

systems that are better suited to capture network effectiveness. Through these systems, C40 maintains 

current information on cities’ progress that can facilitate coordinating both cross-city connections and 

intra-C40 service delivery.  

We did not find evidence of major information bottlenecks that prevent network managers from 

communicating cities' needs and challenges to other C40 service delivery components. When cities 

verbalize constraints with data management or with developing project finance documents, linkages 

can be made to the appropriate parties, such as Empowering Cities with Data or the Cities Finance 

Facility. Interviewed cities did not indicate that networks were unsuccessful or reluctant in connecting 

them to the appropriate resources. 
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3. Requesting data and information from cities 

As with CAP-related data requests made of cities, networks also create information-sharing 

demands that could benefit from more coordination and streamlining. C40 staff recognize that data 

collection requests impose a burden on city officials but note that such data is often necessary for C40 

to understand city progress and remaining impediments, and to communicate its impact to funders. 

CDP data reporting was the most commonly cited concern by city officials, who expend significant 

energy in answering a questionnaire that expands with each reporting year. C40 staff mentioned that 

questions may be added because analysis of the previous year’s responses revealed that cities were not 

understanding question text and were submitting unhelpful or inaccurate responses. Several 

interviewees proposed that C40 staff (i.e., city advisors) complete the CDP submission on a city’s behalf. 

Some city officials reported feeling inundated with multiple data requests whose demands on city staff 

could be reduced, and felt that information their city had submitted to platforms like CDP had not been 

fully used. One city official shared the following example:  

“Our relationship manager from C40, he sent me an email seeking a whole lot of data, data 

points, of which the majority of them were available in the CDP. I was like, ‘You need to go 

check that first.’ So, back to that point earlier about how you do all this work, and who looks at 

it. Even our own people in C40 themselves are not using it. So, that was quite disappointing.”  

As the networks are already collecting some information that could be included in a CDP submission, 

particularly the sectoral actions whose status is captured in the KPI Progression Tables, there may be 

unexploited opportunities for streamlining data collection and data dissemination processes. To the 

extent possible, anticipated data collection requests from all C40 services could be consolidated on 

quarterly or less frequently to reduce duplications and provide city officials with ample advance notice 

of requests. 

D. Knowledge transfer stage 

In Chapter II, we described the Knowledge Hub and its role as an information 

clearinghouse. We elaborate on those findings here, but with a focus on the avenues and limitations of 

knowledge transfer that arise in the networks.  

1. C40’s expectations of member cities 

Although C40 membership is monetarily free, the organization expects that cities will “give back” by 

sharing their learnings in the network. One C40 interviewee described the obligations for network 

participation: “There are two expectations. One, you’re actively contributing and engaging; and two, 

you’re demonstrating to us what you’re delivering as a result of this.” This exchange of learning and 

sharing enables knowledge to flow from C40 technical staff, to selected cities, to the broader C40 

community, and larger regional networks in which some member cities are embedded. 

2. Capabilities and limitations of the Knowledge Hub 

Although knowledge transfer is in the networks’ DNA, the most outwardly visible forms are the 

written knowledge products added to the Knowledge Hub. Network managers are expected to 

regularly generate content to include in the Knowledge Hub. Given their proximity to cities who are 

pioneering new policies or engaging in climate actions with broad appeal, they are well-positioned to 

identify cities and topic areas around which case study materials should be developed. To reduce the 
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burden of content development on city officials, C40 often takes the lead and has internal teams to 

produce and disseminate professional materials. As mentioned in Chapter II.D, the migration of 

content from the C40 Exchange to the Knowledge Hub means that thematic knowledge products that 

flow from network activities will be accessible to any interested party, not just officials from C40 

member cities.30  

Effective use of the Knowledge Hub will be always be a starting point, not an ending point, of 

knowledge transfer. Similar to our observations with respect to climate action planning, published 

materials present only a thin layer of all the resources, background requirements, backstories, 

preparation, and negotiations that result in some documented outcome of interest. Consider the 

example of a city that has rolled out a bike-share scheme whose preliminary results point to strong 

ridership. A policy brief or case study is unlikely to document the missteps a city made in bike dock 

siting, charging equipment selection, or in assuaging community concerns about appropriated parking 

spots or sidewalk space. Avoiding those missteps would often require speaking to the parties who 

experienced them. Aside from learning from missteps, cities wishing to pursue their own bike-share 

scheme often want to establish a relationship that can help them throughout the process. As one C40 

interviewee shared, cities often want something more interactive than the Knowledge Hub and that 

“require[s] deeper conversation, maybe linking them with the city or national officials who did the 

design, who did the thinking, what were things that were tried and tested that didn't work, which you 

don't usually find in the Knowledge Hub.” The Knowledge Hub features “Forums” in which registered 

users can ask and respond to questions, but content does not yet appear to be meaningfully organized; 

all posts are simply listed under “All Discussions.” Posts that are currently on the site have had limited 

exposure. The majority of posts have been viewed fewer than 100 times, and many posts requesting 

feedback or guidance remain unanswered even months after their posting date.  

The Knowledge Hub architecture supports conducting basic web analytics on pageviews, an article’s 

upvotes count, and the number of replies to questions posted on the forums. For users who have 

created a log-in account and are signed in when accessing Knowledge Hub materials, these types of 

analyses help C40 carry out web usage analytics for each city and across user accounts affiliated with a 

city. Website users who do not log in can still access the majority of Knowledge Hub resources but limit 

C40’s ability to analyze who is using the materials (whether member cities, non-C40 cities, or other 

entities), and in what ways they are engaging with the website’s content. At the end of an article, a 

feedback box asks users three questions regarding employer type, their opinion of the article, and their 

ability to take action on the article. It is not yet clear how results from these feedback requests will 

influence Knowledge Hub design or functionality.  

3. Knowledge transfer and networks’ closed structure  

The primacy of C40 members in network activities may overlook opportunities to effectively 

collaborate with and learn from cutting-edge, non-member cities. Network programming primarily 

caters to the needs and experiences of member cities who benefit from peer engagement. However, the 

existing architecture precludes non-C40 cities from leading webinars or being more active as the 

source of potential lessons learned. One city official shared that non-member cities, even those who 

might be world-class in advancing a specific climate policy or practice, may be daunted by C40’s 

 

30 Content available in the Knowledge Hub is not exclusively created by C40 and its member cities. Among other content 
creators, original material is sourced from Arup, AXA, Global Covenant of Mayors, the New Climate Institute, and the Sunrise 
Project.   
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participation standards or resource demands. She recommended that C40 “try to find a way to involve 

those cities who have best practices to share with C40 cities.” 

Given the networks’ mission, with a major emphasis on nurturing safe spaces for city officials to be 

candid, many aspects of knowledge transfer will not be documented or accessible to outside parties. 

Because network activities also surface negative lessons learned, like mistakes to avoid in a 

procurement process, network members accumulate knowledge that may be unflattering if it were 

public. The network calls, workshops, and other meetings are the key forums in which such experiences 

will be shared, and often only because another member is considering undertaking a similar action. 

Consequently, the set of knowledge products that are publicly distributed by C40 network activities 

will understate the total “knowledge” accumulated by members through network participation. 
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VI.  Recommendations 

C40 occupies a unique position of providing direct climate policy support to many of the world’s most 

populated and dynamic cities. City officials state they gain a lot of value from C40 programs and are 

proud to work for cities that are actively involved in C40. Although overall, we consider the C40 

programs to be highly effective in supporting cities to engage in a level of ambitious action they would 

either be unlikely to engage in or slower in performing in the absence of C40’s support, our evaluation 

identified areas for potential improvement. We summarize our key recommendations for improving 

both the climate action planning and thematic network-related activities in Table VI.1, categorized by 

the most pertinent maturity stage at which they apply, and elaborate on these recommendations 

below. Recommendations are drawn both from outstanding needs and delivery gaps that interviewees 

shared, as well as improvement suggestions and shifts in priority for existing services. Our 

recommendations for the thematic networks are tempered by the expectation that the current mode of 

service delivery will change greatly in coming years, as network standards enter effect and network 

activities shift toward a more explicit “supporting role” in enabling cities to make faster progress with 

their climate action plans. 

Table VI.1. Overview of key recommendations by activity and maturity stage 

We do not imply that C40 should be solely responsible for considering and undertaking all of these 

recommendations. C40 has a specific comparative advantage that may not align with some needs that 

interviewees have articulated. For some of these recommendations, cities themselves will need to lead, 

while for others, third-party organizations might be a better option. Consultations among C40, its 

Maturity stage Climate action planning Thematic networks 

Planning and 
design 

• Support cost estimate planning earlier in 
CAP formulation 

• Continue exploring regional network 
models to leverage economies of scale 
and common policy approaches 

Execution • Build out implementation-stage 
resources, tools, and supports like C40 
Cities Finance Facility, to prepare for the 
inevitable demand growth  

• Support cities in identifying best practices 
for addressing consumption-based 
emissions 

 

Progress 
monitoring 

• Seize opportunities to rigorously monitor 
pilot programs to identify the most cost- 
and carbon-effective approaches before 
scaling citywide  

• Develop standardized guidance on KPI 
identification, data collection, and 
prioritization  

• Continue to prioritize measuring C40’s 
contribution to alleviating barriers to 
action instead of outputs, and rely more 
on qualitative data collection 

• Tighten coordination across C40 service 
delivery components with respect to 
information and data requests 

Knowledge 
transfer 

• Formalize more opportunities for intra-
regional collaboration and lesson-sharing  

• Retool C40’s website to more effectively 
drive Knowledge Hub traffic  

• Provide more tools and links to existing 
resources on Knowledge Hub 
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member cities, and C40’s funders would be a fruitful way to discuss possible channels for the expansion 

of existing services and the development of new supports, and to identify sustainable organizational 

approaches to ensure service continuity.   

A. Climate action planning and CAPs  

1. Planning and design stage 

Cities should engage with climate action cost estimates at an earlier stage in CAP development. For 

cities receiving TA, potential climate actions are largely prioritized according to the sectors 

contributing the largest share of total emissions. Greater emissions are assumed to lead to greater 

emissions-reduction opportunities. Because compliance with the Paris Agreement means that 

eventually all sectors need to reach zero or near-zero emissions, an alternative approach would be to 

prioritize the lowest cost mitigation options. A ton of CO2e abated from the transportation sector has 

the same atmospheric effect as a ton from the waste sector, and even if the transportation sector has a 

larger emissions footprint, its mitigation opportunities may not be economically more favorable. 

Current and projected abatement costs should be a driving input in action selection, prioritizing the 

least-cost marginal abatement opportunities. More affordable actions should be undertaken now, 

especially for developing countries that will likely be richer a decade from now, with better resources to 

undertake more expensive actions in the future. Just as unit costs for wind and solar electricity 

generation have plummeted over the past decade, action prioritization should be informed by expected 

future costs. We appreciate that accurate cost estimates require many assumptions that will suffer 

from large uncertainties but believe there are advantages to obtaining even an imperfect price tag early 

on. The sooner cities have an estimated price tag for fulfilling their climate objectives, the sooner they 

can identify their financing needs and develop solutions. Delaying conversations about total costs 

another one to two years will likely create additional stress on an already compressed timeline of 

achieving large emission cuts by 2030. Cities that are first to implement CAP actions will be in the 

thickest fog with respect to accurate data on the costs and effectiveness of mitigation actions. As more 

cities progress, so, too, will the amount of information available about realized costs and action efficacy. 

Ideally, cities would contribute data on realized action cost and actual tons abated to a global database, 

akin to Project Drawdown, which would provide policymakers more insight on the comparative 

performance of mitigation actions they are considering.  

2. Execution stage 

C40 has been building the plane while flying it; as it continues to help the remaining member cities 

produce their plans, C40 should also finalize the tools and resources that cities will need to execute 

their plans.  Interviewees have described C40’s current TA approach as building the tools and supports 

to develop action plans while the action plans are being developed instead of beforehand. As cities shift 

from CAP design to CAP implementation, they will presumably require new sets of tools and supports. 

For example, as discussed below, cities require additional guidance on how to monitor and report their 

CAP progress, but such guidance is not yet available. Ideally, the majority of implementation-related 

tools would be available to cities on day zero of their completion of a CAP, to minimize delays in 

transitioning from plan design to implementation. Similarly, the CFF will be a key financing support 

vehicle, but it is not clear that in its current state it can satisfy the immense demand growth that will 

be expected once CAPs are written and immediate actions can be identified. Additional resources 

should be expended when feasible to ensure that cities are not waiting for those tools to be developed. 

We recognize that cities’ eventual needs cannot be predicted with certainty. Cities that have 

https://drawdown.org/solutions/table-of-solutions
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transitioned from CAP design to implementation will be invaluable partners in supporting the 

development of such tools and identifying resources that could ultimately be useful to all member 

cities. 

Cities are requesting support for how to best address consumption-based emissions. Several 

interviewees and reviewed CAPs report that tackling consumption-based emissions (CBE) is on 

policymakers’ radar, but note the lack of a road map to give them a clear direction on what works. For 

example, should cities be forming coalitions with business and civil society to pressure upstream GHG 

reductions in supply chains, or should they be focused on information campaigns and promoting 

behavioral change? This issue is especially relevant among Global North cities that can make earnest 

reductions in their territorial emissions, only to reveal that their CBE may be several factors larger 

than their territorial emissions (C40 2018ad). The issue will grow in importance as global consumption 

of tradable goods increases, and as the consumption profile of Global South cities converges to that in 

Global North cities. Given C40’s co-authoring of research in this space (e.g., C40 2018d, University of 

Leeds et al. 2019) and its centering of lifecycle accounting methodologies in some of the thematic 

networks (e.g., Clean Construction Forum, Waste to Resources, and Food Systems), C40 has signaled 

leadership on CBE management. Cities may be wondering whether C40 will develop additional 

programming and resources on this topic, which would be welcomed. If C40 ultimately decides against 

building out a comprehensive CBE program, then cities should be advised accordingly. It may turn out 

that other organizations are better situated to tackle CBE, and could be key partners for C40 cities to 

work with. 

3. Progress monitoring stage 

Pilot projects carried out during early initial implementation phases will offer opportunities to 

experiment with competing approaches; these opportunities should be exploited. Many of the actions 

under consideration in a CAP will be implemented only after pilots have been deemed successful, 

whether the action encompasses energy efficiency investments, rooftop solar installations, or bike lane 

construction. Where possible, cities should conduct experiments to assess the cost and mitigation 

performance of competing alternatives. For example, policymakers have multiple tools to encourage 

rooftop solar adoption, and each will involve negotiating some trade-offs. Is covering the cost of a free, 

on-site consultation by an installer substantially more effective than simply running an information 

campaign with contact information for qualified installers? Although the political and geographic 

limits of an individual city are incompatible with some experimental approaches, oversubscription 

models, gradual phase-in, and encouragement designs are viable approaches that should be considered 

(see Duflo et al. 2007). Experiments would help build an evidence base on the cost-effectiveness and the 

actual, not modeled, mitigation impact of competing approaches. Such an evidence base would help 

steer decision makers toward the most effective approaches when actions are inevitably scaled-up. The 

results of such experiments could be shared widely through the network and knowledge dissemination 

infrastructure that C40 has established.  

Cities would likely benefit from more detailed guidance on selecting KPIs and developing monitoring 

protocols to track CAP progress. Just as the GPC standardized the processes and requirements for 

completing a GHG inventory, cities will likely need more guidance on which data streams and 

collection practices should be adopted to ensure that CAP progress monitoring is accurate and 

sufficiently informed. Some KPIs are obvious, such as annual community-scale emissions and building 

energy use per square meter. Many of the necessary KPIs will be process-oriented, such as the 
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legislative status of energy efficiency or zero emission fleet measures as they pass through various 

committee and review processes. We foresee opportunities for cities with established track records in 

specific sectors to support the process of standardizing a set of KPIs, so that less-established cities can 

immediately adopt best practices, avoiding investment in data that ultimately yields little insight. 

Funders could support this process by collectively agreeing to the metrics used for progress 

monitoring over a set period, potentially covering a five-year cycle. We think this approach would 

improve on the current state in which each year ushers new indicators into data reporting requests, 

often without sufficient guidance for how cities should collect or process the relevant data. As our 

review of CDP submissions demonstrates, the data that cities report is often not comprehensive or 

high quality, and further effort should be made to ensure that whatever KPIs cities ultimately monitor 

should provide accurate and timely insight into their progress.    

4. Knowledge transfer stage  

Additional opportunities should be pursued at the region level for lesson-sharing and cross-city 

collaboration on CAP actions. There are likely to be many untapped opportunities for cities with 

shared financial, climatic, and political realities to trade best practices and collaborate in advancing 

climate actions through joint procurement and alliances like ZEBRA. As one C40 interviewee noted, 

there is no network dedicated to CAPs, leaving knowledge transfer to potentially be siloed at a sector or 

technology level. Many aspects of CAP execution transcend those silos, such as the optimal design of 

interagency governing bodies, generic contracting and procurement best practices, and 

recommendations on action prioritization and sequencing. New forums should be developed that 

address CAP execution as a whole. The evaluation team is aware of some efforts to coordinate CAP-

related issues among cities in a region through WhatsApp groups, but it is not clear how 

comprehensive their scope is or whether more formalized avenues might more effectively yield lesson-

sharing and collaboration. C40 and member cities should assess what the optimal architecture for such 

regional engagement might look like and how much it borrows from a typical network in its 

functioning, albeit with a broader topical focus and with a narrower membership.   

B. Thematic networks  

1. Planning and design stage 

C40 should continue exploring how to regionalize network-based activities and define which actor 

types should be incorporated; models are likely to vary and should be responsive to local member cities’ 

needs. C40 staff are aware that the organization’s future will entail some degree of regionalization, but 

the organization has not yet articulated an exact vision of what that implies. The absence of a clear 

view may partly be driven by a large diversity of views over the appropriate spatial scale and 

stakeholder types to integrate. Does a regional model exist at the level of region (e.g., Cambodia, 

Vietnam, and Thailand), country (e.g., cities within Thailand), or metropolis (e.g., areas surrounding 

Bangkok)? Is a mixed model appropriate? Consistent with C40’s structure, should a regional model also 

consist only of cities, or, cognizant of the interdependencies involved in advancing climate action, 

should business and civil society also have a role? We recommend C40 engage with member cities to 

solicit their views on what types of regional programming models would be of interest to them, and 

what they envision as the key benefits of such an approach, because they are likely to be the center of 

any hub-and-spoke model when it comes to agenda-setting and standard-setting. Member cities whose 

mayoral powers are hamstrung by regional actors would be well-positioned to test a regional model. 

We think there may be additional opportunities for C40 to plug into existing efforts, such as the 
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Alliances for Climate Action (ACA), through which six national coalitions are in operation and 

connecting a variety of non-state actors.31  At minimum, more information should be circulated within 

the regions about member city events (e.g., climate week activities) and programs, to facilitate 

coordination and possible piggybacking. 

2. Progress monitoring stage 

C40 recognizes that network activities cannot be causally linked to cities' adoption or 

implementation of ambitious climate actions; evaluations of network effectiveness should 

emphasize contribution and not attribution. We believe that C40 would be best served by continuing 

to focus on the contributions that network participation offers cities in propelling new actions or 

scaling-up existing initiatives and soliciting those insights through qualitative means. Such an 

approach tacitly acknowledges that policy change operates in complex, contested environments where 

the impact of a network interaction, or network-obtained knowledge, is contingent on macro-level 

political and economic factors. The types of ambitious policy reforms that C40 advocates for have long 

delays before mitigation effects can be observed. For example, introducing a zero-carbon building 

energy code will avoid GHG emissions only after its introduction to committee, passage, approval of 

new building permits, completion of new construction, and move-in of tenants. Such lengthy sequences 

of events make monitoring and evaluation exceedingly difficult, as progress can be halted at any of 

those stages. Near-term monitoring activities should concentrate on developing the evidence base for 

which types of assistance are most effective at lifting specific barriers, and are more likely to be 

informational, political, or financial than technical. Although organizations like C40 face external 

pressures to demonstrate a causal connection attributing cities’ policy success to their programs, 

policy change is exceedingly messy and unlikely to unambiguously hinge on a single factor or 

interaction. Instead, by working with city officials to identify and document its contributions to policy 

outcomes, C40 will obtain clear guidance on what aspects of network activities are most effective at 

supporting climate policy progress.   

There is scope for further coordinating the various C40 service delivery components with respect to 

data requests and sharing information with cities. Several city officials we interviewed cited 

redundant data requests as a source of frustration, with Network A asking for the same information as 

Network B. This situation contributes to a sense of feeling overwhelmed by requests that could be 

resolved by closer communication among C40 teams. Although not all data requests will have a known 

lead time, covening a biannual meeting of the various networks and service delivery arms to schedule 

requests for the following six months could be an effective way to avoid duplication and provide city 

officials with a transparent calendar of upcoming needs.  

3. Knowledge transfer stage 

C40’s website is not optimized for steering visitors to the Knowledge Hub, whose content would 

benefit from additional resources and organization. Despite the Knowledge Hub hosting an abundance 

of content that is immediately relevant to the networks, individual network pages do not directly link 

to the Knowledge Hub. Similarly, programs with pertinent resources in the Knowledge Hub, such as 

the Building Energy 2020 Programme or Measurement and Planning, also do not link to any 

 

31 The ACA is a set of multi-sectoral, national coalitions with a common purpose of achieiving carbon neutrality. Partners and 
signatories include representatives from regional, state, and local governments; the private sector; civil society; academia; and 
other organizations. C40 is a lead facilitator for the South African alliance.  

https://www.alliancesforclimateaction.org/
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Knowledge Hub materials. The Knowledge Hub should include links to more tools and databases from 

organizations like the International Energy Agency, Rocky Mountain Institute, and World Resources 

Institute, that C40 routinely refers cities to. Content should be organized in a way that underscores 

their sequential nature and guides users through the process, similar to the C40 Climate Action 

Planning Resource Center. As the Knowledge Hub grows, C40 will need to invest additional resources 

in how best to manage content. At the moment, Knowledge Hub users are asked to answer a brief 

feedback form. The Knowledge Hub could incorporate more feedback options requiring user input to 

indicate the types of materials that users would find helpful. For example, a city interested in 

establishing an air quality monitoring system might read the related posts on the Knowledge Hub and 

eventually be directed to the Environmental Defense Fund guide, “Making the Invisible Visible” (Craft 

et al. 2019). If the user wished to signal interest in learning about best practices for procuring sensors 

or issuing RFPs for system setup, there appear to be no immediate means of doing so aside from 

informing a network manager or posting on the forum.  

4. Operationalizing the recommendations 

These recommendations are the result of observations heard and seen throughout the evaluation and 

will require different operational approaches. For some, C40 may be best positioned to lead, especially 

when a recommendation involves an alteration or continuation of an existing service. At the same time, 

C40 cannot be omnipresent, and will narrow its programs to those areas where it will exert global 

leadership. Resource constraints and comparative advantage prevent any single organization from 

assisting cities with all their climate action needs. Still, cities look to C40 for advice and leadership on a 

wide range of areas. When C40 makes a foray into an area, it may be interpreted by cities as an 

intention to eventually develop a complete service program. As a result, cities may wait and believe 

that guidance is forthcoming, instead of developing it themselves. We think it will continue to be 

important for C40 to signal to its members its intentions on which aspects of climate action support 

they will be a leader in, and to support relationship-building between its members with other 

organizations who can provide leadership in areas outside C40’s scope.     

https://resourcecentre.c40.org/
https://resourcecentre.c40.org/
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VII. Conclusion 

Achieving global decarbonization on the timetable necessary to avert costly climate change is one of 

the most monumental challenges that humanity has faced. The task of climate policy formulation and 

execution has conventionally been seen as the responsibility of the nation-state. Through C40’s 

Deadline 2020 program, cities now have their own road map for developing Paris-compliant climate 

action plans and quickly converting proposals into progress. The scale of change this undertaking 

requires will be enormous. For most C40 cities, achieving plan targets will imply reducing current per 

capita emissions by about 40 percent within the next 10 years and reaching carbon neutrality by 2050 

(C40 and Arup 2016a). Though the programs and resources that C40 has developed to help cities 

achieve zero net emissions were designed for its member cities, many of the resources and knowledge 

products that C40 has created will support cities in general to devise and advance climate policy. 

Although many C40 cities have made progress in reducing their per capita emissions, particularly 

those in the Global North who are thought to have already peaked in their emissions, cities admit that 

the pace of mitigation has fallen short of their targets. This finding does not mean that decarbonization 

by 2050 is infeasible or unlikely, because past performance is a poor predictor of future returns. The 

climate emergency and Fridays for Future movements have injected more urgency and energy into 

propelling climate policy at all governance levels, and the emissions reduction targets that cities are 

currently setting bear little resemblance to what cities were articulating even just five years earlier. At 

the same time, the COVID-19 global pandemic threatens to derail climate progress if the next several 

years are not spent on climate-proofing the economic recovery. For example, bailout funds for airlines 

and automakers can be attached to conditions for improving the energy efficiency standards of new 

planes and vehicles, or lawmakers can choose to suspend existing standards in the interest of reducing 

manufacturing costs. How countries respond is likely to have a substantial effect on whether post-

recovery economies are more or less carbon-intensive than when the pandemic began. 

Cities may be responsible for the majority of global GHG emissions. However, they often lack 

policymaking or regulatory authority over some of their most emissions-intensive sectors. 

Achievement of CAP targets will therefore require a vision shared by numerous stakeholders, including 

regional and national governments, utilities, the private sector, civil society, and citizens. Such joint 

ventures will require new network governance structures that are likely to vary dramatically across 

countries and even across cities within a country. The resources that C40 has developed enable cities to 

make a compelling case for action, and C40 has convincingly articulated that such action needs to 

happen now. 
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Table A.1. C40 member cities by region  

 

 

 

  

 Africa Central East Asia  East, SE Asia, & 
Oceania  

Europe  Latin America North America  South & West 
Asia  

 Abidjan 

Accra 

Addis Ababa 

Cape Town 

Dakar 

Dar es Salaam 

Durban (eThekwini) 

Freetown 

Johannesburg 

Lagos 

Nairobi 

Tshwane 

Beijing 

Chengdu 

Dalian 

Fuzhou 

Guangzhou 

Hangzhou 

Hong Kong 

Nanjing 

Qingdao 

Shanghai 

Shenzhen 

Wuhan 

Zhenjiang 

Auckland 

Bangkok 

Hanoi 

Ho Chi Minh City 

Jakarta 

Kuala Lumpur 

Melbourne 

Quezon City 

Seoul 

Singapore 

Sydney 

Tokyo 

Yokohama 

Amsterdam 

Athens 

Barcelona 

Berlin 

Copenhagen 

Heidelberg 

Istanbul 

Lisbon 

London 

Madrid 

Milan 

Moscow 

Oslo 

Paris 

Rome 

Rotterdam 

Stockholm 

Tel Aviv 

Venice 

Warsaw 

Bogotá 

Buenos Aires 

Ciudad de México 

Curitiba 

Guadalajara 

Lima 

Medellín 

Quito 

Rio de Janeiro 

Salvador 

Santiago 

São Paulo 

Austin 

Boston 

Chicago 

Houston 

Los Angeles 

Miami 

Montréal 

New Orleans 

New York City 

Philadelphia 

Phoenix 

Portland 

San Francisco 

Seattle 

Toronto 

Vancouver 

Washington, DC 

Amman 

Bengaluru 

Chennai 

Delhi NCT 

Dhaka 

Dubai 

Jaipur 

Karachi 

Kolkata 

Count 12 13 13 20 12 17 9 
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Table A.2. CAP assessment framework indicator descriptions 

Theme Indicator Description and key features Source 

City vision 
and 
collaboration  

City vision • Aims to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050 with net zero emissions in key sectors (buildings, 
transportation, industry, grid-supplied energy, waste treatment) 

• Aims to reduce consumption-based emissions 

• Endorses Paris Agreement  

• Commits to collaborate with community and other key stakeholders  

a 

Prioritizing actions • Prioritizes mitigation and adaptation actions based on highest potential emissions reductions, 
greatest possible impact, risk reduction, and/or estimated co-benefits  

• Considers consequences of prioritizing some actions over others  

• Uses data to guide action prioritization and policy design 

a, g  

Communication, 
education, advocacy  

• Influences consumer habits via media campaigns, meetings, outreach, educational activities, and 
other events 

a, d 

Engaging 
stakeholders  

• Includes commitments and engagements from key stakeholders including businesses, governmental 
agencies, community-based organizations, community, etc.  

a 

Tailored to city 
context 

• Considers local climate, geography, resource management, environmental quality, and other relevant 
factors  

a 

Equity • Considers co-benefits (social, environmental, economic factors, etc.) and SDGs 

• Employs inclusive climate action to advance well-being of vulnerable populations 

a 

Mitigation 
actions 

Renewables  
• Incentives, programs, policy, or infrastructure for centralized and/or decentralized renewables b, c, d 

 District energy 
systems 

• District heating and cooling, electricity utility networks  d 

 Smart grid 
management 

• Flexible, controllable electricity demand  d 

 Efficiency standards 
for new buildings 

• High-efficiency energy standards and building codes for new buildings  b, c 

 
Building retrofits 

• Renovation of roofs, walls, windows, doors, and lighting, repurposing of old buildings, urban 
regeneration, etc. 

b, c, d 

 Updates to energy 
efficient appliances 

• Updates to heating, ventilation, and cooling (HVAC) systems and water heaters, increases low-carbon 
technologies (electric heat pumps, efficient air-conditioning, electric/solar-based water heating), etc.  

b, d 

 Lighting upgrades • Conversion to LED-based lighting solutions b, d 

 Building automation 
and controls 

• Smart controls, adaptive thermostats, light sensors, plug load monitors, demand-side management, 
and load-shifting incentives  

b, d 

 Transit-oriented 
development 

• Urban and regional planning for higher density development via mixed use buildings, urban 
containment, affordable housing, efforts to reduce sprawl, etc. 

b, c, d 
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Theme Indicator Description and key features Source 

 Deterrents for private 
vehicles 

• Parking restrictions, reduced parking, tolls, diesel bans, etc. b, c, d 

 Mode shift   • Shift toward public transportation, walking, cycling, biking, and car sharing b, c, d 

 Electric vehicles • Designated driving lanes and parking spots, subsidies, zero-emission zones, charging infrastructure, 
zero-emission buses, etc. 

b, c, d 

 Commercial freight 
optimization 

• Night delivery, parcel lockers, zero emission fleets b  

 Waste management • Circular economy, pay-as-you-go mechanisms, recycling and composting programs, efforts to divert 
methane, regulations and bans against single-use and non-recyclable materials, segregated food 
waste, illegal dumping bans, etc. 

b, c, d 

 Utilities 
improvements 

• Wastewater treatment, solid waste landfilling, efficient water fixtures, plumbing, repair leaky 
infrastructure, decentralized water systems, etc. 

d 

 Low carbon diet • Carbon labeling, meat and dairy taxes, subsidized produce for low-income houses, etc. c 

Adaptation 
actions 

Coastal city 
adaptations 

• Barriers and building design for sea level rise c 

 Drainage systems  • Sustainable urban drainage systems for managing excess rainfall c 

 Flood risk maps and 
models  

• Flood risk maps and models c 

 Green infrastructure 
and green spaces 

• Cooling infrastructure (green building envelopes, cooling roofs/pavements, etc.) 

• Green spaces (parks, climate appropriate plants, etc.) 

c, d 

 Resilient 
transportation 

• Integrating climate risk and adaptation needs into public transit infrastructure and service c 

 Resilient buildings • Integrate climate risk and adaptation into building code and retrofit programs c 

 Climate hazard 
assessment 

• Identification of climate hazards, quantifies probability and intensity of hazards and how hazards may 
influence each other 

• Commitment to update assessments regularly, and projections through 2050 

a 

 Climate impact 
assessment 

• Identifies potential impact of hazards on systems of urban planning, food, transportation, energy etc.  

• Quantifies impacts on persons affected, cost of damages, etc.  

• Considers cascading effects of damages, interdependencies between sectors, and systems’ adaptive 
capacity   

a 

Powers and 
resources 

Powers analysis • Diagrams sectors and subsectors under city jurisdiction, and those that are under the control of other 
governing bodies, agencies, and the private sector  

• Specifies who will lead actions, how collaboration will occur, and how progress will be tracked 

• Commits to lobbying/advocacy efforts for actions outside city's jurisdiction  

a 
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Theme Indicator Description and key features Source 

Human and financial 
resources 

• Identifies funding sources for at least one year 

• Describes plans for securing long-term funding 

• Outlines commission, team, working group, or capacity-building efforts to support climate action 
work  

a, e  

Monitoring 
and data 
collection 

Measurable targets • Disaggregates targets into actionable steps, associated with key performance indicators and 
milestones  

a, e  

Monitoring plan • Specifies implementation timeline and outlines progress in phases  

• Commits to regularly and publicly update the CAP, emissions inventory, and risk reduction impacts 

a, g  

GHG residual 
emissions 

• Quantifies residual emissions 

• Commits to monitor and address residuals via offsets, carbon sinks, etc.  

a 

GHG emissions 
inventory 

• Reports GHG inventory covering key sectors (buildings, transportation/industry, grid-supplied energy, 
waste, consumption-based emissions)   

• Describes data sources and inputs 

a  

GHG emissions 
trajectory 

• Models emissions trajectories, including BAU scenario and complete CAP compliance scenario  

• Decomposes trajectories by sector and action  

• States rationale/calculations for carbon budgets (if applicable)  

• Accounts for projected population growth and economic changes 

a, g  

GHG emissions 
monitoring 

• Includes short-, medium-, and long-term targets and/or carbon budgets that are based on emissions 
inventory/modeling  

• Indicates how emissions will be tracked 

• Identifies inputs and assumptions, accounts for projected population growth and economic changes 

• Details plans for maintaining relevant data and producing data visualization for broader climate 
communication purposes  

a, g 

Air quality monitoring  • Improves air quality data collection and analysis  

• Establishes health impacts of air pollution and clean air benefits  

c 

Data management 
strategy 

• Demonstrates strategic importance of climate data (e.g., its importance, uses, alignment with other 
citywide data initiatives, etc.) 

• Identifies data strengths and weaknesses, and plans for improvement  

g 

Note:  a. C40 2020c; b. McKinsey and C40 2018; c. C40 2019d; d. Deetjen et al. 2018; e. Bassett and Shandas 2010; f. OECD 2019; g. C40 2019e 

 LED = light-emitting diode; SDG = Sustainable Developmemt Goal.  
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