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Foreword
Dear readers,
Finding sustainable solutions goes hand in hand with
successful cooperation between all relevant stakeholders. This is especially true in the fight against
climate change, one of the greatest threats to sustainable development.
The adoption of the Paris Agreement was a milestone
in the history of climate negotiations. Its implementation has become a matter of great urgency. However,
we are all aware that the nationally determined contributions (NDCs) are not sufficient to meet the goals
set in the Paris Agreement. There is still a large disparity between our international climate goals and
current emission development pathways. This gap
cannot be bridged by national governments alone.
To achieve the climate goals of the Paris Agreement
we require dedicated efforts and cooperation across
all government levels, and need to also include stakeholders from business and civil society.
The Paris Agreement recognises the importance of
the engagement of subnational actors and local governments in addressing climate change. Particularly
cities are being more and more recognised for their
potential to contribute to greenhouse gas mitigation,
and their readiness to drive transformation. Cities are
major contributors to climate change. They are,
however, also highly vulnerable to the impacts of
climate change.
To be able to fulfill their role as important climate actors, local governments require effective and enabling
frameworks. These frameworks must support local
governments in the development and implementation
of mitigation and adaptation activities. This is especially true since the local level is where measures are
implemented. Climate action is a shared responsibility
that requires vertical and horizontal integration across
all levels and sectors of government.
In Germany, we have experienced the importance of
vertical cooperation, meaning the cooperation between
the national government, our federal states and the
cities and municipalities, at first hand. Our National

Climate Initiative (NKI) serves to promote local
climate action and to intensify the exchange of
experiences and cooperation between all levels of
government. We also see this in our international
cooperation and in projects funded through our
International Climate Initiative (IKI).
This study guides through the contemporary discourse, outlines the build-up of governance capacity
and presents different applications and relevant stakeholders. Thereby, it strengthens the applicability of
multi-level climate governance.
I would like to thank GIZ for commissioning this
study and the adelphi team for the dedication and
effort they have put into this comprehensive analysis.
I extend my gratitude to all the interviewees for their
inputs.
I consider this study to be a valuable tool to foster climate change mitigation and adaptation at all levels.
By addressing governance capacities along the fields
of information and knowledge, finance, coordination
and cooperation as well as institutional capacities,
stakeholders can tackle the climate action policy field
in a structured approach. Furthermore, the various
detailed examples from around the globe at the heart
of the study provide insights and ideas on how to
tackle multi-level climate governance.
This study provides a very good insight into the
important topic of multi-level climate governance,
its many aspects as well as numerous approaches
to scale-up climate action by supporting local actors.

Dr Vera Rodenhoff
Head of Division “International Cooperation
on Environment, Energy and C
 ities, OECD
and C
 ooperation with OECD Countries”
Federal Ministry for the E
 nvironment, Nature
Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU)
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Executive Summary
Two thirds of the world’s population — 6.3 billion
people — are projected to live in urban areas by 2050.
Already now, cities significantly contribute to climate
change and at the same time face particular consequences that result from it. As the cities that will
house this booming urban population are yet to be
built in the next few decades, there is an unprecedented opportunity to respond to climate change
through urban transformation.
Research shows that cities can make a significant
contribution towards keeping climate change below
2 ˚C. A substantial portion of government mandates — including tasks related to climate mitigation
and adaptation, such as waste management, water
and sanitation, transport and electricity service delivery — lies in the hands of local governments around
the world. However, despite proactive climate initiatives by local governments, current local climate
action remains far below its potential. Against this
background, recent years have seen active discussion
on effective frameworks for multi-level climate governance and coordinated action to help cities in the
full realisation of local climate mitigation and adaptation potentials to contribute to the implementation
of the Paris Agreement and countries’ nationally
determined contributions (NDCs).
The concept of multi-level climate governance assumes
that a country’s different levels of government are
mutually dependent when it comes to implementing
the Paris Agreement. In fact, the decision on the
adoption of the Paris Agreement encourages national
governments to work more closely with non-Party
stakeholders, which include subnational governments.
Concretely, national governments partly rely on regional and local governments to implement national
climate strategies geared towards narrowing the emissions gap and to adapting to climate change. Conversely, local and regional governments are a ffected
by the legal, institutional and financial instruments
and frameworks put in place by higher levels of government. Countries’ existing multi-level frameworks
may support — or obstruct — local climate action.
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Against this background, the present study explores
the following question:
How can different instruments for multi-level
climate governance support the realisation of local
climate mitigation and adaptation potentials?

Delimiting and understanding
multi-level climate governance
Several dimensions deserve attention in multi-level
climate governance. The study distinguishes between
multi-level climate governance frameworks, i.e. the
overarching governance system within which different
levels of government interact in a country, and multilevel climate governance instruments, i.e. the s pecific
platforms, initiatives, funding mechanisms, and
action plans that are implemented to support climate
action at the local level.
To guide the reader in identifying relevant instruments, the study presents a conceptual framework
based on the academic and policy literature:
ʶʶ Which governance capacities are strengthened
by the instrument? Different instruments are
available to address different needs related to (a)
improving access to information and knowledge,
(b) ensuring availability of sufficient finance for
local climate action, (c) promoting coordination
and cooperation across different levels of government
and across g overnment units operating at the same
level, (d) and strengthening institutional and human capacities for engaging in local climate action.
ʶʶ How do different governments engage in multilevel climate governance? In some countries,
incentives, resources and/or obligations for local
governments to engage in local climate action
emanate from the national government, while in
other countries local governments have substantial
autonomy and resources to independently implement local mitigation and adaptation measures in
the absence of national-level policies and support
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measures. In still other countries, such ‘top-down’
and ‘bottom-up’ approaches are combined in a
hybrid multi-level climate governance framework.
ʶʶ Who is involved in multi-level climate governance? Multi-level climate governance can involve
different combinations of a multitude of public
(local, subnational, national governments and
associated bodies) and non-state and private actors
(e.g. companies, civil society organisations, philanthropies, and research institutions)1. Instruments
for multi-level climate governance can either exclusively involve governmental actors, exclusively involve non-state actors, or a mix of both. Involvement of non-governmental actors in multi-level
climate governance can be useful to ensure awareness and consideration of different perspectives and
increasing buy-in and support for implementation.
It can moreover be useful to mobilise additional

resources and knowledge where local governments
have limited powers to autonomously implement
climate action.

Multi-level climate governance
instruments: Findings and
recommendations
In order to answer the question of how different
multi-level climate governance instruments can support the realisation of local climate mitigation and
adaptation potentials, the study conducted a scoping
of various illustrative instruments used in different
parts of the world. The figure below clusters these
instruments in categories.

Figure: Overview of instrument categories

Governance capacities

Instruments

Information and
knowledge

Monitoring and
reporting

Certification and
award schemes

Finance

Municipal ownsource revenues

Domestic climate
and development
finance

Coordination and
cooperation

National policy
alignment

Inter-municipal and
regional cooperation

Institutional capacities

Human recources
and capacities

Networks, city
t winning and
partnerships

Goal:
Supporting
the development
of the local climate
action policy
field

1 Paragraph 118 of Decision 1/CP.21 accompanying the Paris Agreement refers to non-state actors as non-Party stakeholders. This grouping
encompasses non-state and private actors, as well as c ities and regions. Cities and regions in this study are often referred to as subnational
entities, reflecting the terminology found on practitioner and academic literature before and after COP 21.
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Monitoring and reporting instruments are essential
to track progress on climate action, evaluate key challenges and incentives for implementation at different
governance levels, and provide an evidence base for
future policy decisions. They include accounting
methodologies that help local governments measure
and m
 onitor their greenhouse gas emissions, and reporting platforms through which local governments
can register their climate action commitments and/or
GHG emissions. The study includes a case study of the
Global Protocol for Community-Scale Greenhouse
Gas Emission Inventories (GPC), a GHG accounting and reporting framework that supports local governments in compiling emissions inventories that are
consistent with IPCC guidelines and can therefore
potentially feed into progress tracking at the national
and global levels.

adhere to certain standards, benchmarks and processes. Award schemes honour outstanding achievements.
Both certification and award schemes are designed to
incentivise local governments to engage in local climate action through the benefits of a certificate or
label, such as increased recognition. They may also
influence the decisions of other actors, such as investors (who may prefer to invest in cities which have
demonstrated a commitment to climate action as
indicated by certification). The study includes a case
study of the European Energy Award and Comuna
Energética (Chile), two energy management and
certification schemes that support municipalities and
regions in systematically planning and implementing
energy efficiency and renewable energy measures, and
continuously monitoring and improving those measures once implemented.

A variety of other monitoring and reporting instruments are also available to suit the needs of different
actors. However, the diversity of existing monitoring
and r eporting instruments impedes their relevance
for multi-level climate governance. The lack of shared
indicators, methodologies, etc. hampers the comparability of reported data. Moreover, many existing
monitoring and reporting platforms also suffer from
inconsistent or incomplete data collection. These
shortcomings hamper the extent to which the aggregated impact of local climate action can be clearly
demonstrated at the national and international level.

 National governments should consider supporting

 We recommend that national governments and

international partners support the development of
national programmes for city-scale GHG emissions
inventories as well as local vulnerability assessments to ensure that the collected data is compar
able and can be aggregated. This may also include
(financial) support for adequately trained local
personnel that are able to collect and analyse
relevant data. National governments should moreover ensure that relevant available data — e.g.
national statistics — is spatially disaggregated to
allow for comparisons of progress at the subnational level.
Certification and award schemes are a group of
instruments that recognise and standardise climate
action efforts by local governments. Certification
schemes assess the extent to which local governments
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the development of such certification schemes if
they are looking to incentivise, acknowledge and
identify good practices at the local level. Certification schemes can be particularly useful to
incentivise the establishment of long-term, institutionalised processes to support local climate
action, as local governments usually need to
demonstrate continued commitment to climate
action to maintain certification.
Municipal own-source revenues are sources of
 nance that are raised by local governments, and over
fi
whose use they can decide on their own volition, thus
increasing their budgetary control. However, the
own-source revenues of most local governments are
too limited to finance large scale climate-friendly
investments. Especially smaller local governments are
often unable to collect sufficient own-source revenues
and are thus dependent on intergovernmental transfers or other sources of external funding such as
grants, subsidies and international climate and development finance, which can be tied to certain conditions. Moreover, the e xtent to which the own-source
revenue available to local governments is used for climate projects (or climate-friendly urban development)
will depend on the priorities, mandate and other
sources of finance available to a local government. The
study includes a case study of the Climate A
 ction
Plan Tax (USA), the world’s first carbon tax to be
implemented at the city level in 2007 in Boulder,
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Colorado. Other examples of own-source revenue instruments for local governments include charges and
fees (for example, Amsterdam has increased parking
fees, which has contributed to a reduction in car trips
and an increase in cycling), bonds (such as Mexico
City’s green bonds), energy partnerships (which are
implemented in the German federal state of Berlin
since 1996) and internal contracting (which has been
successfully applied in cities such as Stuttgart, Udine
and Agueda).
 We recommend that national governments first

assess the resource base of local governments for
distinct functions related to climate policy, also
focusing on which funding sources are already
used, which are the most needed and which will
be affected in the future. Moreover, independent
actors (for example development partners and
research entities) should support and coordinate
with national governments in carrying out assessments of the extent to which existing domestic
policy and regulatory frameworks (such as intergovernmental transfer and municipal regulations)
allow or impede municipal resource-raising power.
In addition, processes of “climate-sensitive local
budgeting” may be supported, depending on the
degree of fiscal, administrative and public sector
decentralisation enabled by higher levels of government in the respective country. Further, the
overall principle of adequate fiscal decentralisation
(not only strictly linked with tasks related to climate change mitigation and adaptation) should
be upheld. This clearly also has important repercussion to the climate change policy field. Local
governments should carry out assessments of
financial needs and opportunities to leverage own
resources.
If the ability of local governments to collect ownsource revenues is limited, they may require other
domestic climate and development finance to fully
utilise their local climate action potentials. There are
different sources of public domestic finance for local
governments such as loans, transfers, and grants from
higher levels of government. Whether intergovernmental transfers and grants are earmarked or unconditional (for general purpose) tends to also determine
the degree to which they can be used to fund different
mandates of local government and finance c limate

projects, and the flexibility that local governments
have in determining what kind of climate projects to
use funding for. However, intergovernmental transfers
are often insufficient, unstable and often not designed
with climate change considerations (i.e. long-term
planning) at the forefront. This may limit their
potential to influence and stimulate effective local
climate action. An example of a successful domestic
climate finance scheme that is discussed in detail in
the study is Sweden’s Klimatklivet, which finances
local climate measures such as charging infrastructure
for electric vehicles, biogas plants, bike infrastructure,
and extensions of district heating networks.
 Information on whether and to what extent local

governments are accessing funds provided by
domestic sources has not been compiled globally
and is elusive. We therefore recommend that
national governments conduct a financial needs
assessment for local climate action as a pillar of
NDC implementation. Based on this assessment,
an investment plan (cross-cutting, sector specific)
and/or specific funding arrangements can be
established to support local climate activities.
National policy alignment promotes coherence in
the activities of different subnational jurisdictions, and
coordination across different levels of government and
line ministries. Examples of national policy alignment
instruments include (but are not limited to) national
climate policies, plans and strategies that clearly
address the local level; and national urban p
 olicies
with a focus on climate change. Both approaches are
suitable for translating the targets countries have com
mitted to in their NDCs into concrete, multi-level
implementation strategies and explicating the roles
and responsibilities of national, subnational and local
governments. C
 onsultation processes are a crucial
component of national policy alignment, as such instruments promote exchanges among relevant actors,
can incentivise mainstreaming of climate change in
different sectors and ensure that insights from
different actors on the successes and shortcomings of
national policies are heard. The study includes detailed
accounts of three national policy alignment instruments: Uganda’s National Climate Change Policy,
which clearly specifies roles for local governments in
the design and implementation of climate actions;
Chile’s Regional Climate Change Committees,
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which bring together regional and local actors to
support the integration of climate change in policies
at the regional and local level in a manner that is
coherent with national policies; and Kenya’s National
Climate Change Council and National Climate
Change Directorate, which support policy coordi
nation, guidance and oversight across all levels of
government.
 We recommend that national, regional and local

governments collaborate to initiate processes of
policy coordination to help them define how to
move from short-term objective to long-term
targets and identifying the roles that the d
 ifferent
levels should play in a country. Such processes
should also aid in the identification of the concrete measures to be taken at different levels to
ensure an enabling environment that is conducive
to climate action.
The main purpose of inter-municipal and regional
cooperation is to address issues that transcend jurisdictional boundaries by coordinating competencies at
new scales. Climate challenges are not constrained by
administrative boundaries and can often be more
effectively addressed when expertise and power are
bundled and a coherent regional strategy is developed
(e.g. in the case of transport networks, water resource
management, disaster risk management). Cooperating
with other municipalities or the regional level enables
local governments to access information and knowledge as well as greater technical and financial capabilities. For example, collaborative arrangements such
as Subnational Pooled Financing Mechanisms (SPFMs)
can provide joint access to private capital markets or
public sector funding for local governments with limited individual financial expertise and credit ratings.
The study includes a case study of Mexico’s Comisión
Ambiental de la Megalópolis, which is an example
of a metropolitan governance structure that coordinates regional administration, planning and implementation of environmental actions.
 We recommend that, where appropriated and

warranted, national governments create rules and
regulations in the domestic administrative and
policy framework that are conducive to enable
effective inter-municipal and regional cooperation.
In addition, national governments can assess,
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when necessary, whether inter-municipal and
regional instruments reshaping competences across
jurisdictions are doing so in a manner aligned with
democratic legitimacy.
Networks, city twinning and partnerships aggregate the voices of local governments and represent
them vis-à-vis the national and international spheres.
They a lso enable local governments in finding peers
for sharing information, learning and knowledge. By
associating with networks and partnerships, local
governments can increase international recognition
and prestige, and may gain access to international
debates. Despite many potential advantages, studies
also indicate that caution is required regarding the
potential of city networks to contribute to the achievement of global climate change goals. For example,
there is a regional bias, with most cities that participate
in city networks being concentrated in the Global
North. Thus, the benefits of city networks in catalysing climate action may be reaching mostly cities in
wealthier and more developed countries. The study
includes a case study of We Are Still In (USA), an
initiative by US non-federal actors, including local
and state governments that emerged to communicate
participants’ ongoing commitment to the Paris
Agreement.
 Local governments looking to establish partner-

ships and combine their voices should assess
whether joining such networks and partnerships
is beneficial. Considering the current regional
biases in the membership of city networks, these
networks should endeavour to communicate their
tangible benefits — such as proven learning and
diffusion of good practice — to a wider membership (i.e. expanding from a focus on the North to
the Global South and reaching out to secondary
cities in addition to large metropolises). National
governments and international partners should
recognise the value of city networks as a partner
that can aggregate the concerns of local governments and communicate them to higher levels of
government, and assist local governments in
understanding and localising the Paris Agreement
and NDCs. This implies, for example, supporting
strong national city networks that have a broad
and inclusive membership — not just the largest
cities in a country.

Executive Summary

Local governments require human resources with
adequate technical, institutional and strategic capacities to develop and implement locally appropriate
adaptation and mitigation strategies and concepts.
Skilled personnel is necessary to effectively lead policy
processes, steer their implementation and monitoring
and serve as f ocal points for horizontal coordination
with other local governments as well as vertical coordination with key national agencies. Examples of
instruments that can help improve the human resources and capacities of local governments include
the provision of funding for the recruitment of expert
personnel, trainings to improve the skills and knowledge of local government employees, and mentoring
programmes involving experts or other local governments. The study includes a case study of Germany’s
climate manager programme, which provides
financial support for municipalities to hire a climate
manager to coordinate municipal climate activities
and support the implementation of local climate
action plans.
 National and local governments must ensure that

adequate personnel working on climate change is
attracted to the public sector and included in their
budgets. Through the university system and
national public administration academies, national
governments should ensure high-quality education
of skilled engineers, architects and public sector
staff to prepare them to deal with climate change
uncertainty, cross-cutting planning and specific
technical issues related to climate change mitigation and adaptation. International partners should
continue supporting on-the-job capacity development for government officials in all departments
of the local, regional and national level on climate
issues. The final objective should be the capacity
development and sustainability at the institutional
(not the personal) level.

Country case studies: Findings
The study also includes four country case studies —
Brazil, Colombia, India and South Africa — that
illustrate how different multi-level climate governance
frameworks work in practice and the ways in which

different instruments have been implemented. The
analysis indicates that all countries benefit from some
‘hybridity’ in their multi-level climate governance
frameworks. This does not mean that all countries
should strive to adopt hybrid multi-level climate governance frameworks. Rather, countries with top-down
or bottom-up frameworks may benefit from minor
shifts. For example, countries with top-down frameworks can improve policies requiring local governments to implement climate action plans by listening
to them to understand how national policies are actually supporting — or hindering — local implementation. Countries with strong bottom-up frameworks
may benefit from a minimum of alignment with the
national level to avoid incoherent and detached
approaches. And countries with hybrid multi-level
climate governance frameworks can also benefit from
studying the successes of countries with top-down
and bottom-up approaches.
The case studies also illustrate that instruments should
not be seen as compartmentalised solutions that can
be inserted into existing institutional and political
contexts, but as part of an enabling policy mix for
local climate action. In other words, instruments are
not silver bullets; they rather need to make sense for
the country’s reality. The needs of local government
in different countries depend largely on the domestic
context and on the interplay between different instruments (the policy mix). For instance, national climate
change policies that specify a role for local governments will usually be more successful if they are
accompanied by meaningful consultation platforms
that involve representatives from different levels of
government. Similarly, instruments to strengthen institutional capacities, for example by training expert
personnel, can hardly work without a reasonable and
sustainable finance stream, whether it is municipal
own-source revenue, domestic finance or predictable
international finance. As a final example, in a country
where local governments have experience in conducting greenhouse gas emission inventories but have
limited funding available for climate action, a new
monitoring instrument will likely be less relevant
than a national subsidy or loan scheme that closes a
finance gap.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Local governments,
climate change and
multi-level governance
Two thirds of the world’s population — 6.3 billion
people — are projected to live in urban areas by 2050
(UN DESA 2014). As the cities that will house this
growing urban population will be built in the next
few decades, the world is facing an unprecedented
opportunity to respond to climate change through
urban transformation (WBGU 2016). Transformative
local climate action is essential as cities both significantly contribute to climate change and suffer from
its consequences.
On the one hand, cities account for approximately
70 percent of anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, even though only 54 percent of the world’s
population currently resides in cities (UN-Habitat
2016). This disproportionate share of GHG emissions
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results from the concentration of people, economic
activity, industry and infrastructure in urban areas
and the associated higher energy consumption levels
(UN-Habitat 2016). Thus, local governments have
substantial potential for climate change mitigation.
Housing and transport policies, heating and lighting
in residential buildings, urban planning and infrastructure development are some of the key leverage
points for reduced GHG emissions in urban areas that
are often under the mandate of cities, municipalities
and other subnational government entities (ibid.).
To avoid dangerous climate change, far-reaching
transformations will be needed in all of these areas.
On the other hand, the risks that arise as a result of
climate change “for people, assets, economies and
ecosystems” in urban areas are also projected to increase in the coming decades with more frequent
and severe extreme weather events (IPCC 2014: 15;
W BGU 2016). Such hazards — including for example
storms, flooding, landslides, air pollution, heat waves,
droughts, and sea level rise — are amplified for those

1 Introduction

living in exposed areas or without access to essential
infrastructure, such as slum dwellers (ibid.). While
natural variations in climate and seasonal weather
patterns have always affected cities, these phenomena
are aggravated by human-induced climate change
(Solecki et al. 2015; Tänzler et al. 2017). Local government functions, services and infrastructure for
“water, energy, sanitation, transport and communi
cation” will moreover be profoundly impacted by
climate change risks (WBGU 2016).
Local governments have always played a role in the
international climate regime. However, in recent
years their capacity to influence climate governance
and implement their own local climate actions has
increased (WBGU 2016). Against this background,
there is increasing recognition of cities’ potential to
contribute to the achievement of the goals of the
Paris Agreement. This landmark agreement commits
the 175 countries that have ratified it or acceded to it
to date to implement actions that:
ʶʶ limit the increase in global average temperature to
well below 2 ˚C, with a view to limit temperature
increase to 1.5 ˚C above pre-industrial levels,
ʶʶ increase the ability to adapt to the adverse impacts
of climate change, foster climate resilience and low
greenhouse gas emissions development,
ʶʶ make finance flows consistent with a pathway
towards low GHG emissions and climate-resilient
development (Paris Agreement, art. 2).
While references in the Paris Agreement to the role of
local governments in addressing climate change and
achieving these objectives are limited,2 the prominence of cities in the climate negotiations has nonetheless been increasing. For example, governments
and international institutions have supported sub
national and non-state climate action as a strategy
to encourage agreement on an ambitious treaty at
the 21st session of the Conference of the Parties of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) (COP 21) and to support the
achievement of their own mitigation and adaptation
goals (Hale 2016: 13). COP 21 was also the occasion

for the launch of the Global Climate Action Agenda
(GCAA), which is intended to catalyse implementation and boost cooperative climate action by governments at all levels, businesses, civil society organi
sations and others. Moreover, at COP 23 local and
regional leaders adopted a commitment to climate
action — the Bonn-Fiji Commitment of Local and
Regional Leaders to Deliver the Paris Agreement at all
Levels. The signatories commit, inter alia, to strengthening their own climate action and address climate
change in a manner that is coherent with o ther international agendas, such as the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. They also urge the P
 arties to
the Paris Agreement to collaborate with all levels of
government in its implementation.
Cities can make a significant contribution towards
keeping climate change below 2˚C (C40 Cities and
Arup 2014; Höhne et al. 2016; Hsu et al. 2016).
While the estimated contributions of local governments and other non-state actors to addressing climate
change differ (see Figure 1.1), some have estimated
the global potential for urban greenhouse gas emissions reductions to be around 3 gigatonnes carbon
dioxide (CO2) equivalent annually until 2030, which
amounts to about one quarter of the gap between the
commitments in the current Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs) of national governments and
the target of keeping global warming below 2 ˚C
(Compact of Mayors 2015: 2; Erickson and Tempest
2014: 1).
However, current local climate action remains far
below this potential. Recent years have therefore seen
active discussion on effective frameworks for multilevel climate governance to help cities fully harness
this potential for local climate action, thus contri
buting to the implementation of the Paris Agreement
and the NDCs.
The concept of multi-level climate governance assumes that different levels of government are mutually
dependent on each other when it comes to implementing the Paris Agreement. For example, national
governments rely on regional and local governments
to help implement national climate strategies.

2 More prominent references are included in the decision to adopt the Paris Agreement (decision 1/CP.21), which refers to cities and other
so-called non-Party stakeholders in several paragraphs, for example welcoming their efforts to address and respond to climate change
(para. 133), inviting them to scale up their efforts and support actions to reduce emissions and/or build resilience and decrease vulnerability
to the adverse effects of climate change and to demonstrate these via the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (paras. 117, 134), and
encourages Parties to work closely with non-Party stakeholders to catalyse efforts to strengthen mitigation and adaptation action (para. 118).
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Figure 1.1: Mitigation contributions of different initiatives by non-state actors
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 onversely, local and regional governments are
C
a ffected by the legal, institutional and financial
instruments and frameworks put in place by higher
levels of government, which may support — or obstruct — local climate action (Corfee-Morlot et al.
2009; Höhne et al. 2016: 30).
Against this background, the present study explores
the following question:
How can different instruments for multi-level
climate governance support the realisation of local
climate mitigation and adaptation potentials?

The aim of this study is not to prove that multi-level
climate governance — or urban climate governance —
is good and necessary. We assume this to be true.
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We also do not seek to make any claims about urban
climate governance leading to (or being symptomatic
of) a reconfiguration of authority, where national
governments are delegating more responsibilities (and
corresponding capabilities) to lower levels of government. Multi-level climate governance may be associated both with a decentralisation of authority (e.g.
where there are substantial differences in local priorities regarding mitigation and adaptation measures),
or a recentralisation of authority (e.g. where there are
economies of scale). It may also take place in very
different contexts — states where municipal authorities
have significant autonomy, as well as states where
local autonomy is more limited. This study therefore
discusses examples of multi-level climate governance
instruments and frameworks representing a range of
different political contexts.

1 Introduction

1.2 What is multi-level climate
governance?
Defining multi-level climate governance requires a
clear understanding of what we mean by its three
constituent terms: multi-level, climate and governance.
While these terms might appear to be self-explanatory, a survey of the literature indicates that this is not
the case:
Starting with the term multi-level, this is usually understood as referring to both horizontal and vertical
interactions between different levels of government
(Charbit and Michalun 2009), implicitly assumed to
mean local, regional and national governments within
the same state, but occasionally also involving supranational institutions such as the EU (e.g. Hooghe and
Marks 2006) or international institutions such as the
UNFCCC (e.g. Jänicke 2017). Some authors also
acknowledge individual human beings as the “microlevel” in multi-level climate governance, since cumulative individual actions can have a significant impact
on climate problems (Jänicke 2017). This encompassing definition of “levels” however goes beyond the
scope of this study.
We moreover consider multi-level climate governance
to cover both adaptation and mitigation. Mitigation
entails the reduction of GHG emissions by reducing
the use of fossil fuels (e.g. by improving the energy
efficiency of municipal buildings or reducing emission
of fossil fuels from transportation) or by enhancing
sinks, while adaptation measures are those that address
the impacts caused by climate change, for example by
implementing flood protection and drainage systems
or improving the climate resilience of infrastructure
(Tänzler et al. 2017). While most of the instruments
discussed in this study intentionally focus on the
multi-level governance of climate change, we also
acknowledge that there may be instruments that do
not explicitly mention climate change but nonetheless
influence the capacity of local governments to implement local adaptation or mitigation measures. Thus,
when referring to “climate action”, we consider both
adaptation and mitigation efforts.
With respect to governance, we understand this as
referring to any steering activity that is implemented

in pursuit of policy goals. Crucially, governance thus
covers a broad range of both formal and informal
instruments. And — while multi-level governance
studies sometimes focus primarily on “public actors
situated at different levels of government” (Charbit
and Michalun 2009: 8) — it is important to recognise
that, firstly, private actors may also engage in steering
activities that contribute to the achievement of policy
goals, and, secondly, public and private actors interact
in many ways, thus making it difficult to completely
exclude private actors from a study on multi-level
climate governance (e.g. Hooghe and Marks 2006).
Thus, despite this study’s focus on the multi-level interrelationships between different levels of government,
we do not completely exclude private actors from
our analysis.
We also find it useful to distinguish between multilevel climate governance frameworks, i.e. the overarching governance system within which different
levels of government interact, and multi-level climate
governance instruments, e.g. the specific platforms,
funding mechanisms, and action plans that are implemented to support climate action at the local level.
Thus, in summary, we arrive at the following
definition:
Multi-level climate governance encompasses the
structural and institutional setting in which
different levels of government distribute
roles and responsibilities, coordinate and
cooperate on climate action;
as well as the specific instruments that are
implemented at different levels of government to
support and implement local climate action.

1.3 Approach and structure of
the study
As outlined above, our objective is to analyse how
different instruments for multi-level climate governance can help local governments in leveraging their
climate mitigation and adaptation potentials, thus
supporting the implementation of national and international climate goals. As political contexts, challenges
and opportunities differ across countries and cities,
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we expect different multi-level climate governance
instruments to be suitable for different contexts. No
single instrument will universally improve the ability
of local governments to implement climate mitigation
or adaptation measures. Thus, to answer our research
question we need to understand the relevance of
different instruments. We look at three interlinked
types of relevance:
1. An instrument is relevant for a particular context
if it effectively addresses particular “governance
gaps” in multi-level climate governance (Charbit
and Michalun 2009; Charbit 2011) or improves
local “governance capacities” with a view to make
the most of local governments’ mitigation and
adaptation potential (Bulkeley 2010). These gover
nance capacities — which are outlined in more
detail in chapter 2 — are: availability and access
to high-quality and timely information and
knowledge pertinent for decisions on local climate
action; adequate finance flows to support local
climate action; the ability to ensure coordination
and coherence in climate policies and actions
both horizontally (e.g. across local jurisdictional
boundaries) and vertically (e.g. between national
policies and local actions); and adequate institutional capacities to engage in multi-level climate
governance, embodied for example in sufficient
skilled personnel in local governments and national
ministries.
2. An instrument is relevant for a particular context
if it responds to the needs and priorities in a
particular setting and if it fits with the rest of the
instruments employed in this context.
3. An instrument is relevant when it can contribute
to and / or be integrated into the global priorities
and principles of the international climate regime
enshrined in the Paris Agreement. For example,
an instrument can be relevant if it supports the
achievement of key goals of the Paris Agreement,
in particular by contributing to holding the
increase of global temperatures to “well below
2 degrees” and to “efforts to limit the temperature
increase to 1.5 degrees” (Paris Agreement, art. 2,
para. 1a). In this context, decision 1/CP.21 on the
adoption of the Paris Agreement welcomes the

efforts of all non-Party stakeholders — including
cities and other subnational authorities — to
address and respond to climate change and invites
them to scale up their efforts (paras. 133, 134).
Depending on national political and institutional
contexts, instruments may also be relevant if they
enable local governments to contribute to the
implementation of the obligations of national
governments in the Paris Agreement — such as
implementing NDCs and increasing their ambition over time (Paris Agreement, art. 3, art. 4).
This study is based on three main sources of data:
(1) An extensive literature review of academic and
practitioner sources on multi-level governance, international climate governance, transnational climate
governance and cities and climate change; (2) A series
of semi-structured anonymous expert interviews
between September 2017 and May 2018 with civil
servants representing government institutions and
responsible for issues related to climate change, NGO
representatives and academics;3 (3) Four expert
presentations during the event “Supporting Local
Climate Action through Multi-Level Governance”
held at the GIZ in Bonn during the 23rd Conference
of the Parties to the UNFCCC.
To answer our research question and examine the
relevance of different instruments for multi-level
climate governance for different contexts, our study
is structured as follows:
Dimensions of multi-level climate governance: in
chapter 2, we summarise the dimensions of multi-
level climate governance found in the literature to
develop a conceptual framework. The framework
addresses the following questions: What are the
governance capacities fostered by multi-level climate
governance for different levels of government? How
do governments engage in multi-level climate
governance? Who is involved in multi-level climate
governance?
Instruments for multi-level climate governance: in
chapter 3, we present a range of different instruments
for multi-level climate governance and assess them
according to their relevance for local and national
governments using a series of guiding questions based
on the conceptual framework presented in chapter 2.

3 For reasons of anonymity and confidentiality individual interviewees have not been named.
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Our discussion of the different types of instruments
includes numerous examples from around the world.
Selected examples are discussed in more detail, with
a focus on how — and with what effect — they have
been implemented in practice.
National frameworks for multi-level climate
governance: in chapter 4, we present the general
frameworks for multi-level climate governance that
characterise different political contexts. Drawing on
OECD (2010) and Corfee-Morlot et al. (2009), we
distinguish between top-down, bottom-up and hybrid

frameworks for multi-level climate governance, and
illustrate these three types by including an exemplary
review of the climate or urban development and
planning policies in four countries. These four case
studies allow us to illustrate the selection of various
instruments in the different frameworks and to examine their policy mix related to multi-level climate
governance.
In chapter 5 we summarise the main findings of the
study and present recommendations.
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2 Conceptual framework:
Dimensions of multi-level
climate governance
Multi-level climate governance instruments and
frameworks differ along numerous dimensions.
These dimensions refer to the following issues:
ʶʶ What are the governance capacities fostered by
multi-level climate governance for different levels
of government?
ʶʶ How do governments engage in multi-level climate
governance?
ʶʶ Who is involved in multi-level climate governance?
In this chapter, we summarise the academic and
policy literature on these dimensions and develop a
conceptual framework for the following chapters.
This conceptual framework is intended to guide the
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reader in identifying instruments and frameworks for
multi-level climate governance that are particularly
suitable for supporting local governments in acting
on climate change in a specific context.

2.1 What are the governance
capacities fostered by multilevel climate governance?
Multi-level climate governance is an attractive approach to support effective climate action. This is
because it can strengthen the governance capacities of
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governments at different levels. The following governance capacities are of particular importance (Bulkeley
2010, Charbit 2011; Charbit and Michalun 2009):

National governments need adequate human
resources to be able to coordinate climate action
across different line ministries.

ʶʶ Information and knowledge:
Information asymmetries are corrected
Access to sufficient, timely and accurate information
for correcting information asymmetries can be
strengthened through multi-level climate governance
and is important to design and implement effective
climate policies and measures. For example, national
climate policies can be improved through accurate
information on the needs, challenges and successes
of local climate action and how this is being affected
by national policies.

Governments at different levels may engage in
multi-level climate governance to strengthen these
governance capacities. The ways in which they
engage in multi-level climate governance will differ
according to the existing institutional, political and
legal frameworks in which they are embedded. By
strengthening the governance capacities of local
governments, higher levels of government can provide
incentives and opportunities for local governments
to contribute to the implementation of NDCs and
an avenue for institutionalising local efforts into the
national and global frameworks.

ʶʶ Finance:
Adequate finance is in place
Multi-level climate governance is important to direct
and coordinate the flow of sufficient financial resources for climate action. For example, if the ability
of local governments to raise their own revenues is
limited, then financial transfers from higher levels of
government are essential for local climate action.
ʶʶ Coordination and cooperation:
Coherent allocation of responsibilities and mandates is
in place and policies of different sectors and at different
levels are aligned
Multi-level climate governance can help identify the
appropriate scale at which a particular issue needs to
be addressed. For example, local governments may
coordinate and cooperate on a horizontal level to
address issues that transcend jurisdictional boundaries. Coordination is also important to ensure that
laws, policies and measures implemented at different
levels of government and by different sectors are
coherent, and to avoid unnecessary d
 uplications or
contradictions.
ʶʶ Institutional capacities:
Adequate human and institutional capacities
are in place
Multi-level climate governance can help strengthen
the skills of personnel at the local, subnational and
national levels. This is necessary to support effective climate action at all levels. For example, local
governments require sufficient and adequately
trained personnel to apply for the funding opportunities provided by higher levels of government.

Understanding strengths and weaknesses in governance capacities can help identify appropriate
multi-level climate governance instruments to
address any shortfalls and thus improve conditions
for local climate action. For example, a local government may have sufficient information to take action on
climate change, but lack sufficiently qualified human
resources to apply for the funding opportunities provided by subnational or national government. In this
context, training programmes for local government
employees may be helpful. This could be provided by
a range of different actors, such as subnational or
national governments, through city networks (which
often provide training opportunities for members), or
international organisations.
Strong governance capacities are necessary, but not
sufficient, to promote climate action by local governments. Even if a local government is in a position
to coordinate its activities with other local governments
and higher levels of government and has a ccess to sufficient information, well-trained personnel and financial resources, there may still be a lack of political will
for climate action. Conversely, a motivated local government may have weak governance capacities but
still decide to engage in strong autonomous climate
action within its limited means. Thus, improving governance capacities is only one way in which national
governments can incentivise local governments to
contribute to the implementation of NDCs. National
governments may also make climate action obligatory
for local governments, for example by making the
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adoption of local climate action plans mandatory.
However, in the absence of a strong local motivation
to act, mandatory requirements from higher levels of
government are likely to be met with shallow implementation efforts. The motivation of local governments
is also affected by factors such as a normative concern
for climate change, the absence of additional costs of
engaging in climate action, awareness of co-benefits,
and expected “political gains for local leaders” (Krause
2013: 126). Financial co-benefits — “that is, achieving
cost savings and attracting external funding and investment” appear to be particularly important (ibid.:
137). This suggests that efforts to communicate the
potential co-benefits of local climate action — both
financial and non-financial — are an important component of multi-level c limate governance.

2.2 How do governments
engage in multi-level climate
governance?
Countries have adopted different multi-level
climate governance frameworks to suit their particular institutional, political and legal contexts.
These can loosely be divided into top-down, bottomup or hybrid multi-level climate governance frameworks (e.g. Corfee-Morlot et al. 2009; OECD 2010):
ʶʶ In a top-down multi-level climate governance
framework, incentives, resources and/or obligations
for local governments to engage in local climate
action emanate from the national government
(OECD 2010). National governments may, for
example, develop policy frameworks that require
local governments to develop climate action plans.
They can allocate concrete targets to them, provide
incentives or they might also provide financial or
technical support for local governments to help them
implement these action plans.
ʶʶ In a bottom-up multi-level climate governance
framework, local governments have substantial
autonomy to independently implement local mitigation and adaptation measures, and are usually
implemented in the absence of national-level policies
and support measures (OECD 2010). Ambitious
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local governments may also influence climate action
at higher levels of government by demonstrating
climate leadership and increasing pressure for a
stronger consideration of climate issues at the regional or national level.
ʶʶ A hybrid multi-level climate governance framework combines elements of both top-down and
bottom-up approaches. For example, the national
government may implement policy guidelines to
encourage coherence in the actions taken by different local governments. At the same time, local governments may also voluntarily implement ambitious
and innovative climate actions that go beyond national policy guidelines. National and subnational
governments could also collaborate with local
governments to identify successful lessons and innovations in local climate action and diffuse them
more broadly (OECD 2010: 209).
Hybrid multi-level climate governance frameworks
are often considered particularly promising, as a bidirectional exchange across different levels of government
allows lessons learned to be “used to modify and finetune enabling frameworks and disseminated horizontally, achieving more efficient local implementation
of climate strategies” (Corfee-Morlot 2009: 3). How
ever, top-down, bottom-up and hybrid are best understood as continuous rather than discrete categories.
Within these different multi-level climate governance
frameworks, national governments often combine
different modes of governance to encourage local
climate action. For example, governing by regulation occurs when higher levels of government implement binding requirements for lower levels of government (Alber and Kern 2009). Governing by enabling
entails the encouragement of local action by higher
levels of government through guidelines, awards,
benchmarking, etc. (ibid.). Governing by provision
occurs where local governments receive incentives
such as funding schemes and technical advice (ibid.).
Consultation and coordination are important complementary governance capacities to manage the
mutual dependency between different levels of government (Charbit and Michalun 2009).
Top-down, bottom-up and hybrid multi-level climate
governance are examples of vertical interactions
across local, subnational, national and/or international
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scales (Bulkeley 2010, Corfee-Morlot et al. 2009;
Lenhart 2015). Conversely, horizontal interactions
occur among different actors operating on the same
scale (Bulkeley 2010; Corfee-Morlot et al. 2009;
Lenhart 2015). Examples include cooperation amongst
local governments in city networks, improved coordination among national ministries on issues affecting
cities and climate change, and metropolitan governance (Corfee-Morlot et al. 2009: 9).
Horizontal interactions amongst local governments,
and vertical interactions across levels of government,
are beneficial as they can “generate virtuous cycles
and positive feedback loops” (Hsu et al. 2017: 429).
However, there is no “one-size-fits-all” solution and
the extent to which local climate action is vertically
or horizontally embedded will be context-specific
(ibid.). For example, horizontal interactions amongst
local governments may have an important complementary function when vertical interactions are weak
(e.g. little or no guidance from the national government) (ibid.). However, the extent of horizontal interactions also depends on favourable national government policies that facilitate local autonomy (ibid.).
In this sense, vertical and horizontal interactions
are inextricably linked.

At the local level, the modes of climate governance
employed by local governments depend on the
powers available to them to control different assets
or functions (C40 and Arup 2015). These powers —
classified by the network of megacities C40 — may be
limiting or enabling factors for local action:
1. the extent to which a city owns or operates an
asset/function;
2. the extent to which a city can set or enforce policies/regulations affecting that asset/function;
3. the extent of budgetary control over an asset/
function; and
4. the extent to which a city can develop its own
vision for a particular asset/function (C40 and
Arup 2015).
A local government’s power over an asset or function
may range from no control along any of the four
power dimensions, to full control over all four dimensions (C40 and Arup 2015). Scoring low on various
power dimensions does not necessarily mean that a
city will be less able to deliver on climate action (ibid.).
Thus, while full ownership and operation of an asset/
function offer the best conditions for taking action as

Figure 2.1: Vertical and horizontal interactions
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Adapted from Jänicke (2017). The vertical and horizontal interaction types that are the main focus of this study are indicated
in a darker shade of red.
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Collaboration with partners (such as business and
civil society) appears to be particularly important in
stimulating climate action, and may even be more
important than the type or degree of power that cities
have over a particular asset or function (C40 and
Arup 2015: 48). In fact, cities that collaborate with
other partners are overall delivering the most climate
actions. However, while cities with extensive controls
over assets/functions deliver comparatively fewer
climate actions, they are more likely to deliver transformative climate actions (ibid.).

cities “can directly control the operation of assets and
determine the scale of investments related to climate
actions”, cities with less power on certain dimensions
can often circumvent these shortcomings (ibid.: 17).
For example, if cities have no control over the budget
for a certain asset/function, they may still be able to
use policies/regulations to require private actors to take
action. Thus, a study of C40 found that cities that
have limited power over assets have nonetheless implemented 1027 climate actions (around 13 percent
of the actions in the dataset) (ibid.: 50). Conversely,
cities with high city power are not automatically
implementing more climate actions (Figure 2.2).

A key implication of the findings from the study by
C40 and Arup (2015) is that it is important to examine the powers that cities tend to have in a particular

Figure 2.2: Correlation between city power and action across regions
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sector in a particular country when discussing multilevel climate governance instruments that may be
suitable to improve local climate action. For example,
if cities have limited control over assets and decisions
they may benefit from multi-level climate governance
instruments that encourage collaboration with partners.4 Moreover, where cities have limited control
over assets or functions, the onus is on higher levels
of government to ensure that these are governed in a
manner that is conducive to mitigation or adaptation.

2.3 Who is involved in multilevel climate governance?
Multi-level climate governance can involve a large
range of actors. On this dimension, instruments for
multi-level climate governance can either exclusively
involve governmental actors, exclusively involve nongovernmental actors, or a mix of both. Governmental
actors primarily include local, subnational and national governments and associated bodies. Non-governmental actors include e.g. companies, civil society organisations, philanthropies, and research institutions.

There is a trend towards increasing involvement of
both governmental and non-governmental actors
in multi-level climate governance and local climate
action. For example, Castán Broto and Bulkeley
(2013) find that non-governmental actors account for
24 percent of the urban climate actions in their dataset (which covers 627 climate initiatives in 100 cities).
Moreover, multi-level climate governance instruments
now strive to involve both actor types. For example,
the network C40 has partnerships with a range of
companies (e.g. Arup), philanthropies (e.g. Ford
Foundation), research institutions (e.g. World Resources Institute), and international organisations
(e.g. World Bank).
Involvement of non-governmental actors in multi-
level climate governance can be useful at different
stages of decision-making to ensure awareness and
consideration of different perspectives, promote
mutual learning, etc. (Corfee-Morlot et al. 2009).
Further benefits of involving such actors include
increased legitimacy of the decisions that are made,
local buy-in and support for implementation. As
mentioned above, collaboration with non-governmental actors may be particularly important for local
governments with limited powers to autonomously
implement climate action (C40 and Arup 2015).

4 The implicit assumption here is that supporting cities in implementing local climate action within their existing mandates, powers and
responsibilities is likely to be a more successful strategy in the short term than trying to encourage an expansion of cities’ powers.
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3 Instruments for multi-level
climate governance
This scoping chapter presents various illustrative examples of instruments for multi-level climate governance.
For each type of instrument, we describe its functions
and sub-types; discuss the governance capacities that
are strengthened by it at different levels of government;
describe the actors involved in its implementation; and
identify key challenges and opportunities of the implementation of such instruments. In addition, we present
a range of examples of different sub-types and provide
more detailed case studies of selected examples from
across the globe that demonstrate how the instruments
have been a pplied in practice.
Figure 3.1 presents the instruments included in this
study according to the governance capacities discussed in the conceptual framework in chapter 2.
The relationship between instruments and governance capacities in the figure should be seen as gener-
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alisations, as the ways in which a specific instrument
strengthens governance capacities is dependent on
how it is implemented in different countries. Thus,
while we discuss specific instruments in detail in the
subsections of this chapter that are arranged according to governance capacities, it is important to bear in
mind that the classification of instruments according
to governance capacities is rarely straightforward.
Moreover, as is illustrated in Figure 3.1, instruments
can often contribute to strengthening multiple
governance capacities.
While the number and type of instruments covered
in this chapter is large, the overview of instruments
should be seen as illustrative rather than exhaustive.
We have chosen to focus on instruments that are
largely shaped by domestic actors, and therefore,
for example, exclude international climate and
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Figure 3.1: Instruments and governance capacities

Information/knowledge

Monitoring & reporting
• GHG accounting standards
for cities
• Reporting platforms for
climate targets/actions
Certification & award schemes
• Awardschemes
• Certification schemes
National policy alignment
• National climate laws and
policies with an urban
dimension
• National urban policies with
a focus on climate
• National standards
• National urban/climate
platforms
• Regional urban/climate
platforms
• Inter-ministerial climate
committees
• Consultations with local
governments on climate
strategies

Institutional capacities

Inter-municipal & regional
cooperation
• Metropolitan governance
• Joint climate strategies
• Regional policies on
climate and cities
• Shared municipal power
and resource pooling
• Regional associations
Networks, city twinning and
partnerships
• City networks
• City twinning
• Partnerships

Human rescources and
capacities
• Financing for skilled
personnel
• Capacity development for
the local level
Municipal own-source
revenues
• Charges & fees
• Taxes
• Bonds

Goal:
Supporting
local climate
action

Domestic climate/
development finance
• Grants & subsidies
• Procurementprogrammes
• Loans

Coordination and cooperation

 evelopment finance. A good overview of instrud
ments in that category can be found in Tänzler et al.
(2017). Figure 3.2 provides an overview of the cases
covered in detail in this study. It covers both the instruments covered in depth in this chapter (dark red),
as well as the case studies of multi-level climate governance frameworks in chapter 4 (light red). More
than 100 additional examples from around the world
are presented more briefly to illustrate the diversity of
applications of different instrument types.
The instruments discussed in this chapter are analysed
according to the following guiding questions:
ʶʶ Background: What is the function of the instrument? What are sub-types/variations of the type of
instrument?

Finance

ʶʶ Governance capacities: How do the instruments
support mitigation and/or adaptation action by local
governments? What local governance capacities are
strengthened by the instrument? What national
governance capacities are strengthened? What other
benefits arise for different levels of government?
What modes of governance to encourage local
climate action are at play?
ʶʶ Horizontal and vertical interactions: How is the
instrument embedded in horizontal and/or vertical
governance interactions?
ʶʶ Actors: Who is involved in the implementation of
the instrument? What other actors benefit from it?
ʶʶ Challenges and opportunities: How have selected
examples worked in practice? How can the functioning of the instrument be strengthened in the future?
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Figure 3.2: Geographic scope of instruments and country examples
European Energy
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India
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South Africa
Legend

Country case
Instrument case

National Climate
Change Council

Comité Regional de
Cambio Climático

3.1 Information and Knowledge
3.1.1 Monitoring and reporting
Monitoring and reporting instruments are essential to track progress on climate action, evaluate
key challenges and incentives for implementation
at different governance levels, and provide an
evidence base for future policy decisions. They
include e.g. accounting methodologies that help local
governments measure and monitor their greenhouse
gas emissions, and reporting platforms through which
local governments can register their climate action
commitments and/or GHG emissions. Verification
currently plays a rather limited role in many existing
monitoring and reporting instruments for local climate action.
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National Climate
Change Policy

Monitoring and reporting instruments can help
national governments fine-tune their policies
so that local governments can better contribute
to NDC implementation. Strong monitoring and
reporting instruments are essential for the identifi
cation of success cases (that should be replicated and
scaled up) and laggards (that may need more support
to utilise their full climate action potential). A better
understanding of local emissions levels and effective
local climate policies can also guide countries in increasing the ambition of their NDCs. An important
precondition for this is that data collected at the local
level is comparable and can be aggregated. However,
as is outlined in more detail below, the currently limited use of harmonised indicators and methodologies
for the preparation of local GHG inventories hinders
the extent to which local emissions data can be included in national inventories (that countries must
regularly prepare in the context of the enhanced
transparency framework of the Paris Agreement).

3 Instruments for multi-level climate governance

For local governments, key benefits of monitoring
and reporting include being able to demonstrate
their importance as climate governance actors.
With a strong evidence base, local governments can
show how they can contribute to the implementation
of national climate goals and targets — and why subnational and national governments should therefore
support and enable them to take (more ambitious)
action. Moreover, monitoring and reporting can help
local governments engage in effective peer learning
by identifying success cases that can be implemented
elsewhere.
A variety of monitoring and reporting instruments
are available to suit the needs of different actors.
For example, city networks such as C40 promote
monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions and
climate actions amongst their members. ICLEI, the
World Resources Institute and C40 cooperate on
the Global Protocol for Community-Scale Greenhouse
Gas Emission Inventories (GPC), which helps local
governments to voluntarily conduct GHG inventories
according to guidance from the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) for national GHG
inventory preparation. Moreover, some countries have
national programmes for city-scale GHG emission
inventories. The wealth of existing monitoring and
reporting instruments provides substantial flexibility,
as national and local governments and other actors
can choose which instruments is most attractive or
straightforward for them to apply.
However, this diversity also impedes the relevance
of existing monitoring and reporting instruments
for multi-level climate governance. The lack of
coherent definitions of local government, community,
urban area, etc. hampers the comparability of reported
data (Hsu et al. 2016: 304; Corfee-Morlot et al.
2009: 69). Many existing monitoring and reporting
platforms also suffer from inconsistent or incomplete
data collection, as municipalities are often free to
choose which data they report and how, leading to
uneven and incomparable data collection efforts
(Hsu et al. 2016: 304; see also Corfee-Morlot et al.
2009: 69). Moreover, platforms where municipalities
can report or register commitments (such as the
Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action, NAZCA)
currently rarely cover the outcomes and performance
of the registered initiatives, limiting their value for

measuring progress (Hsu et al. 2016: 305). A further
risk is that local governments are overwhelmed by the
diversity of available monitoring and reporting instruments and lack the capacity or information to make
an informed choice amongst the available instruments.
These shortcomings hamper the extent to which
the aggregated impact of local climate action
can be clearly demonstrated at the national and
international level. Consequently, it is currently
difficult to accurately estimate the overlap between
the emissions reductions commitments of national
governments and other actors, including local governments and businesses. Estimations of the overlap
between the activities of national governments and
other actors are as high as 70 percent in 2020 and
80 percent in 2030 (Roelfsema et al. 2018). Thus,
accurate assessments of the additionality of climate
action by local governments are currently lacking.
The current scope of international monitoring and
reporting platforms such as NAZCA, carbonn and
the Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy
moreover remains limited, with the cities that have
reported to each of these platforms covering less than
10 percent of the global population (and likely signifi
cant overlap between the platforms).
Thus, efforts to harmonise monitoring and reporting of local climate action and GHG emissions
both within countries and internationally are
essential to increase the value and impact of monitoring and reporting. National governments can
have an important role in this context, e.g. by developing national programmes for city-scale GHG emission inventories to ensure that the data collected can
be aggregated and compared. Support — for example
in the form of technical advice or funding — from
national governments, UN agencies, development
agencies and other relevant actors can moreover help
increase the number of local governments engaged in
monitoring and reporting around the world.
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Table 3.1: Sub-types and examples of monitoring and reporting instruments
GHG accounting
standards for cities

Germany’s climate action planner (Klimaschutz-Planer) is an internet-based monitoring
tool for cities, municipalities and districts that supports the development of GHG
inventories according to a harmonised methodology (Klima-Bündnis e.V. 2018).
The Initiative for Climate Action Transparency is developing Non-State and Subnational
Action Guidance to support interested countries in integrating the GHG emissions and
r eductions of non-state actors and subnational actors (including cities) in national
inventories and NDCs (ICAT 2018).
The Global Protocol for Community-Scale Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (GPC)
adapts IPCC guidance for national GHG inventory preparation for the community scale
(Greenhouse Gas Protocol 2018). It is used by many cities around the world, such as
Belo Horizonte (Brazil), Chengdu (China), Rajkot (India) and Boulder (USA).

Reporting platforms
for climate targets,
climate actions

The carbonn Climate Registry (cCR) and the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA)
provide platforms where cities can report their GHG reduction commitments and GHG
emissions (cCR 2017a; UNFCCC 2017).

Example: Global Protocol for Community-Scale
Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories

While city scale emissions inventories are nothing
new — cities have been compiling them since the
1990s — they are often assembled using different
methodologies, leading to difficulties in comparability.
Thus, a key objective of the GPC is to promote
standardisation, transparency and consistency (Expert
written input).

The GPC is moreover consistent with IPCC guidelines, meaning that the data collected can potentially
feed into progress tracking at the national and global
levels (GHG Protocol 2014). Coherent and consistent
measurement of urban emissions through the GPC
can also support more extensive inclusion of urban
action in NDCs in the future. However, for local
GHG inventories to be included in national inventories would require more cooperation by the national
level, e.g. in the form of national inventory programmes for city-scale GHG emissions. These are
currently quite limited, with France, Japan and South
Korea being some of the few examples of countries
that have national inventory programmes for city-scale
GHG emissions that pre-date the GPC. Moreover,
Costa Rica recently became the first country to
develop a national inventory programme for city-scale
GHG emissions that is based on the GPC, while
South Korea is transitioning towards using the GPC
for city-level inventories (Expert written input).

The GPC has been endorsed by a wide range of initiatives, reporting platforms and institutions. This
means that it may be the best available option for
harmonised urban GHG emissions measurement. For
example, the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate
and Energy endorses the GPC to support standardised
measurement and reporting of member cities to the
carbonn Climate Registry (cCR).

Also at the city level, the current reach of the GPC
remains limited. Only a fraction of the initiatives
reporting the cCR actually use the GPC (cCR 2016).
One likely reason for this is the relative novelty of the
GPC. It is moreover likely that not all cities using the
GPC also report to the cCR, and it is difficult to determine exactly how many cities use the GPC (Expert
written input). This is because the GPC is free and

The Global Protocol for Community-Scale Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (GPC) is the most
comprehensive GHG accounting and reporting framework that is currently available for local governments.
It is a joint initiative by ICLEI, WRI and C40, who
began developing the GPC in 2011 in a consultative
process with city officials, researchers and practitioners
(Expert written input). Building on this feedback
and testing in pilot cities, the final version of the GPC
was released in 2014 (ibid.).
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open source, making it difficult to track who is using
this methodology (ibid.).
Considering the broad endorsement of the GPC, its
relevance is likely to increase in coming years. Moreover, a range of support options are also available to
help local governments apply the GPC. This includes,
for example, a training programme — the City Climate
Planner Certificate Program — which aims to train
local government professionals, consultants, and
academics/non-profit organisations in the application
of the GPC (GBCI 2018).
With respect to the future development of the GPC,
its initiators realise that much work will be needed to
mainstream the GPC in the coming years. Key challenges include: building capacity at the city level to
not only compile inventories but also institutionalise
the inventory process such that it becomes a regular
event, and to collaborate more with national governments to support national level adoption of the GPC
(Expert written input). Moreover, in some cities the
(perceived) lack of added value or a lack of incentives
may also impede the conduct of GHG inventories at
the city scale (Dellas et al. 2018).

3.1.2 Certification and award
schemes
Certification and award schemes recognise climate
action efforts by local governments. In the case of
certification schemes, local governments must typically
demonstrate adherence to certain standards, benchmarks, processes and/or procedures, and are certified
to acknowledge this achievement. Periodic assessments
may be necessary to demonstrate continued adherence with the specified standards, processes and/or
procedures. In contrast, awards are typically given to
honour outstanding achievements.
Certification is a universally attractive instrument,
but the criteria and implementation processes
need to be adapted to suit the conditions in different countries. For example, the scope of climate
action that is possible for local governments differs
across countries according to existing legal, financial
and institutional frameworks. The criteria according
to which local governments are certified may need to
be adapted to reflect this.

Certification and awards may be attractive for local
governments for both normative and utilitarian
reasons. The utilitarian reasons include c atalysing
investment, increased visibility of local governments
in the international sphere, increase in recognition
value, signalling to citizens that election promises are
being met, and better organisation of local governments’ staff and technical teams as a result of the process of implementing the measures needed to qualify
for certification.5 In the case of award schemes, prize
money or other benefits associated with the award
may also serve as an incentive to participate — and
may provide additional finance for future climate
action. Local governments may also choose to apply
for certification or an award because they identify
with the norms and values represented by the scheme
and want to support its reach and impact. Thus, despite the fact that certification and award schemes are
typically voluntary for local governments, and may be
associated with costs, both normative and utilitarian
considerations can nonetheless make participation
attractive (see also Bernstein and Cashore 2007).
For national governments, award schemes may be
an attractive instrument to incentivise, acknowledge and identify good practices at the local level.
Such information may be identified through award
schemes implemented by the national government, as
well as ones implemented by lower levels of government or non-state actors. Certification schemes have
multiple potential benefits from the perspective of
national governments. For example, the European
Energy Award (eea) encourages applicants to establish
a municipal energy management team as a first step
towards creating long-term, institutionalised processes
to support a shift towards increased energy efficiency
and use of renewable energy. In this sense, certification
schemes can make a contribution towards the establishment of processes and plans that help local governments contribute to national climate-related targets.
More specifically, some certification schemes — such
as the eea and the Comunas Energéticas certification
scheme that are discussed in more detail below —
explicitly try to establish a link between the measures
that municipalities can be certified for, and national
targets, laws and policies. Thus, such schemes not
only clearly contribute to the achievement of national

5 Comments by participants at a side event on “Supporting Local Climate Action through Multi-level Governance”, co-organised by the
BMUB, GIZ and adelphi at COP 23.
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targets — they also provide a clear incentive for national governments to support them.
Systematic evaluations of the impact of certification or award schemes for local governments are
currently limited. It is thus difficult to identify what
the added value of such schemes is: do they actually
incentivise local climate action, or are the local governments that are being certified and awarded simply
getting a stamp of approval for things they would
have done anyway? Award schemes, due to the fact
that only few cities will be awarded, may “offer
incentives to already active cities rather than affecting
the behaviour of the more passive cities” (Kern and
Bulkeley 2009: 322). Whether the same also applies
to certification schemes — i.e., that they tend to reach
motivated climate leaders rather than cities that are

laggards — is unclear. However, it is reasonable to
expect that the value of certification schemes will also
increase when more cities are certified according to a
certain standard, rather than just a handful, as this
creates a certain amount of peer pressure.
In designing certification schemes, the cost of
certification and the stringency of the standards
are key issues that need to be addressed (e.g.
K alfagianni and Pattberg 2013). For example, the
cost of applying for certification may discourage
some local governments from applying, even if they
formally meet all of the requirements. This concern
has been raised with respect to the World Council on
City Data, which in 2014 launched ISO 37120, the
first certified standard for city data. The costs of ISO
certification limit the current relevance of the standard

Table 3.2: Sub-types and examples of certification and award schemes
Award schemes

Germany’s Competition Climate-Active Municipality (Wettbewerb Klimaaktive Kommune)
awards cities, municipalities and regions for successfully implementing climate actions
(BMU 2018a).
The city network Climate Alliance recognises outstanding climate action by local and
r egional governments with the Climate Star Awards (Climate Alliance 2018).
The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Environmentally Sustainable City
Award recognises outstanding efforts to promote sustainable development in cities
in the ASEAN region (ASEAN 2018).
The C40 Cities Bloomberg Philanthropies Awards recognise climate action leadership
by cities in five categories: Energy, Mobility, Waste, Adaptation, and City-Wide Action
Plans (C40 2018a).
The European Green Capital Award and the European Green Leaf Award recognise European
cities of different sizes for environmentally-friendly urban development and green
solutions. Their topic areas include climate change and energy performance, mobility,
waste management and circular economy, and water and wastewater management
(European Commission 2018).

Certification schemes

In difference to what its name suggests, the European Energy Award (eea) is actually
a quality management and certification scheme for local and regional governments in
Europe (European Energy Award 2018a). It is implemented in a decentralised manner
in 8 European countries, which each have their own national label (e.g. Energiestadt
Schweiz, Pacte Climate Luxembourg, Cit’ergie France).
The European Climate Award (eca) is a new quality management and certification
scheme for municipal adaptation efforts that has recently been launched by the German
office of the eea. It is modelled on the eea and designed to be applied in parallel
(European Climate Award 2018).
Comuna Energética (energy municipality) is a Chilean energy sector quality management
and certification scheme for local governments that is modelled on the Swiss Energie
stadt certification scheme (Ministerio de Energía 2018). There are efforts underway to
pilot similar schemes in Colombia and Peru.
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in many cities and countries (Dellas et al. 2016: 24).
Differentiation in certification costs would be one
option for addressing such concerns. Moreover, in
designing certification schemes the standard that must
be achieved to qualify is also important. Too high
standards may be discouraging, while a too low
standard would limit the effectiveness of the scheme
in incentivising climate action and risk greenwashing
local governments that are in fact doing relatively little.
In certification schemes that are well-established, with
years of implementation, the next step is to gather
and assess experiences, make accounting of achieved
emissions reductions rigorous and transparent and
utilise the visibility and recognition value provided by
certification to increase access to climate finance.6

Example: European Energy Award and Comuna
Energética (Chile)
The European Energy Award is an energy management and certification scheme for municipalities and
regions. The scheme supports participants in systematically planning and implementing energy efficiency
and renewable energy measures, and continuously
monitoring and improving those measures once implemented. It was established in 2003, based on a Swiss
scheme called Energiestadt that was established in
1990 (Huwiler 2017: 5). Currently, the eea is implemented in eight countries (Austria, France, Germany,
Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Monaco, Switzerland), and is being piloted in several other countries
(Romania, Ukraine, Belgium, Croatia, Greece, Poland,
Serbia, United Kingdom). Similar approaches are
a lso being implemented or piloted in other countries
(e.g. Chile, Morocco, Tunisia), and are in the initial
stages in some countries (e.g. Peru, Colombia) (Expert
interview).
The eea has a strong vertical governance element in it,
with each member country having its own national
designated authority that manages the process and
certification (Huwiler 2017: 5). The strong link between the national and local level is moreover reflected
in the fact that the catalogue of measures according
to which local governments are certified is adapted in
each country to reflect national energy targets, laws
and policies. The international office is responsible for

ensuring the necessary harmonisation across the different country systems (Huwiler 2017: 5). Thus, one
benefit of the eea is that it provides a minimum level
of comparability across the different national certification schemes, but still facilitates some adaptability
to different national contexts.
Working towards achieving certification can also
have the effect of empowering cities. For example, in
Chile, the Comuna Energética scheme has to some
extent empowered the pilot cities to engage in more
autonomous action in a country where energy policy
is still mostly implemented in a rather top-down
manner (although this is beginning to change) (Expert
interview). Further incentives for participation include
increased visibility and establishing a status as a frontrunner on climate action in Chile (ibid.).
A hallmark of the eea and associated country schemes
as well as Comuna Energética is the intention to create
a long-term, institutionalised process. Thus, these processes cover a range of issues, from high-level commitments and to implementation and regular monitoring
and evaluation processes. Crucially, the eea process
requires that new municipal energy management systems are coordinated by a dedicated team — not just
an external consultant that comes in temporarily. Certification is only one step in this p
 rocess: once cities
have reached a certain level of achievement and impacts, they can be audited and certified according to
the national eea label (e.g. E
 nergiestadt in Switzerland,
Cit’ergie in France, Pacte Climate in Luxembourg, and
Jiha Tinou in Morocco) (Huwiler 2017: 18). Some
countries may also choose to incentivise certification,
e.g. by offering more technical assistance, access to
subsidies, etc. (ibid: 18; Expert interview).
Efforts to pilot the eea in countries outside of Europe
(e.g. in Morocco) and to implement certification
schemes inspired by experiences in Europe elsewhere
(e.g. in Chile) demonstrate the potential for and interest in replication of this instrument. However,
experience has shown that there is a need to adapt the
approach to different national contexts. This relates,
for example, to the financial means available to local
governments, and the extent of their dependence
on subsidies from higher levels of government. More
over, the extent of support needed from national

6 Comments by participants at a side event on “Supporting Local Climate Action through Multi-level Governance”, co-organised by the
BMUB, GIZ and adelphi at COP 23.
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Figure 3.3: Process of the European Energy Award
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Source: European Energy Award 2018b

governments differs across countries. For example,
the original Energiestadt certification scheme that
was developed in Switzerland had a very strong bottom-up element to it, as Swiss local governments were
actively involved in shaping the certification scheme,
with the national level only becoming involved at a
later stage (Expert interview). Conversely, for the
Chilean Comuna Energética scheme, it was far more
important to have support from the national level at
an early stage to scale up the process (ibid.). Support
from the Chilean Ministry of Energy involves, for example, hosting the office of the Comuna Energética
scheme, supporting the coordination of the programme, assuring coherence with national energy
policies, and communicating the programme to municipalities. Moreover, access to specific funds from
the Ministry of Energy that were earmarked for municipalities developing local energy strategies in the
context of Comuna Energética provided an incentive
for municipalities to participate in the scheme (ibid.)
There are also efforts to create regional umbrella
awards — such as the eea in Europe — in other regions.
This includes, for example, ideas to establish a Latin
American Energy Award based on experiences with
Comuna Energética and early efforts to establish pilot
certification schemes in Peru and Colombia (Expert
interview).
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3.2 Finance
3.2.1 Municipal own-source
revenues
Own-source revenues are sources of finance that
are raised by local governments, and over whose
use they can decide on their own volition, thus
increasing their budgetary control. This makes
them an attractive source of finance for local governments. Charges and taxes are particularly important
sources of own-source revenue. For example, local
governments can levy charges for a variety of reasons,
such as the delivery of services (e.g. water, electricity,
public transit), or development charges imposed on
project developers to finance the construction of
infrastructure (Tänzler et al. 2017). Taxes can also
be charged on various goods and activities, such as
property taxes (ibid.). In many countries, property
tax and user fees are the most important and reliable
revenue streams for local governments (ibid.). However, more lucrative sources of revenue — such as
income taxes and sales taxes — are often the prerogative of higher levels of government (ibid.).
Charges and taxes are not ‘climate-neutral’ —
whether and in what way they are used can impact
the ability of the local level to achieve climate
objectives (Kamal-Chaoui and Robert 2009: 13).
Thus, on the one hand, municipal own-sources of revenue such as property taxes and user fees can be tailored
and used by local governments to generate resources to
fund local climate change mitigation and adaptation
projects (Peterson 2017: 282). On the other hand,
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levying charges and user fees can in and of itself encourage behaviour change to support climate policy
objectives, for example through congestion charges,
variable parking fees, or graduated unit costs for energy (ibid.). In this sense, taxes, charges, user fees and
other source of own-source revenue can be both an
instrument for c limate action in and of themselves,
and a source of finance for local climate action. While

charges are usually earmarked for specific service and
infrastructure expenditures, revenues generated from
taxes can be used more flexibly for initiatives with collective benefits (e.g. bike lanes, street lighting, and environmental building codes) (ibid.). A solid revenue
stream of own sources can a lso enhance the creditworthiness of a local government and facilitate access
to other climate funding mechanisms.

Table 3.3: Sub-types and examples of own-source revenue instruments
Charges and fees

In Amsterdam an increase in parking fees contributed to a reduction in car trips by
14 percent and an increase in cycling by 36 percent (Smith 2013: 297).
Taipei City's local government has implemented a per-bag trash collection fee programme
to encourage households and businesses to recycle packaging. Waste production has
been reduced by one-third since its introduction in 2000 (Ecologic 2016).
User fees are often levied in the transport sector. For example, Singapore introduced
an electronic road pricing system to manage road congestion through a ‘pay-as-you-use’
system. Motorists are charged for using roads during peak hours (Kitchen 2006: 16).
The U.S. states Oregon and California are testing ‘Vehicle Mile Travelled’ fees as a
mechanism to pay for transportation infrastructure (DuPuis and McFarland 2016: 13).

Taxes

In the Netherlands local governments have been “reforming property tax provisions that
favour single-family dwellings or otherwise contribute to sprawl” (OECD 2014: 11).
In 2007, Boulder became the first city to implement a carbon tax at the municipal 
level — the Climate Action Plan Tax (City of Boulder 2017a). The tax is levied on electricity
consumption by the residential, commercial and industrial sectors.

Bonds

In December 2016, Mexico City issued its first green bond. The bond is intended to pay for
measures related to energy efficiency, transport and infrastructure. Other cities that
have issued climate bonds or green bonds include San Francisco (low carbon transport)
and Cape Town (water and low carbon transport). In some cases, specific sectors within
a city issue such bonds. For example, in the metropolitan areas of Los Angeles and
New York the Metropolitan Transit Authorities have issued climate bonds to finance
investments in low-carbon transport (Climate Bonds 2017).

Energy-Saving
Partnerships
(Internal Contracting)

The contracting scheme of energy-saving partnerships was developed in 1996 by the
Berlin Energy Agency and the Berlin Senate to allow partnerships between public sector
agencies and contractors in order to conduct energy savings measures for public sector
buildings (e.g. town halls, schools and administrative office buildings). Through the
partnership, investments in energy-saving measures are made in the selected public
buildings by a contractor and the investment is refinanced by using the energy savings.
The energy savings are shared by both partners.
Similarly, internal contracting (or ‘intracting’) is a financing scheme where—in the case of
intracting for energy measures—a municipal department or municipally-owned company
may submit an idea for an energy efficiency or renewable energy measure (Energy Cities
2018). If an evaluation of the proposed measure indicates that the measure is cost-effective, the municipality signs an agreement with the applicant and finances the measure
(ibid.). The applying municipal department or company must then begin r epayments starting the following year (ibid.). Examples of cities that have successfully applied intracting
include Stuttgart (Germany), Agueda (Portugal), Koprivnica (Croatia), and Udine (Italy)
(ibid.).
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The own-source revenues of most local governments are too limited to finance significant
(infrastructure) investments (Tänzler et al. 2017).
Especially smaller local governments are often unable
to collect sufficient own-source revenues and are thus
dependent on intergovernmental transfers or other
sources of external funding such as grants, subsidies
and international climate and development finance,
which can be tied to certain conditions (ibid.). Moreover, the extent to which the own-source revenue
available to local governments is used for climate
projects (or climate-friendly urban development) will
depend on the priorities, mandate and other sources
of finance available to a local government (ibid.).
The extent to which local governments can mobilise
own-source revenues depends on the existing
multi-level governance framework in the country — specifically, on the degree of fiscal, administrative and public sector decentralisation enabled by
higher levels of government (UN-Habitat 2016a: 54).
Fiscal decentralisation is a dimension of intergovernmental relations that deals with finance. It is composed of several dimensions, including the assignment of expenditure responsibilities to decentralised
levels, the allocation of revenue sources to the decentralised level — one of the most important being own
local revenues raised by local governments — and
intergovernmental transfers from higher levels to the
decentralised level (Feruglio and Anderson 2008).
The degree of fiscal decentralisation differs across
countries, and consequently the revenue generation
capacities of local governments also vary considerably.
While, for example, in many Latin American countries decentralisation has strengthened the fiscal capacities of local governments over the last two decades, in Africa and Asia most local governments still
have limited investment flexibilities as most of their
revenues go to recurrent expenditures (OECD 2014:
9). In general, adequate fiscal decentralisation is a
framework that does not allow “unfunded mandates”
to take root. An unfunded mandate arises when the
decentralised levels are assigned political mandates
and administrative responsibilities without the corresponding e xpenditure responsibilities and sources; in
other words, “financing should follow functions”
(Feruglio and A nderson 2008: section 1.3).
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Limitations in the own-source revenues and overall
budget available to local governments need not
necessarily impede their ability to implement
climate projects: partnerships, e.g. with private
businesses and investors, can also prove to be a useful
means to realise projects (Arup and C40 2015). For
example, the city of Amsterdam has implemented
new charging points for electric vehicles to reduce
CO2 emissions from motorised vehicles, and has also
entered into agreements “with private companies
such as Nissan, Renault and Mitsubishi, and car
sharing schemes such as Car2Go to facilitate uptake
of the services” (ibid.: 43). Other potentially relevant
partners that can leverage access to finance are international organisations and transnational networks
(Peterson 2017). Moreover, innovative finance opportunities and revenue sources such as municipal borrowing and bonds, direct private investment in local
climate projects and public-private-partnerships are
becoming more relevant (Peterson 2017; Tänzler et
al. 2017). National and subnational governments also
have an important role to play in this context as they
can establish frameworks to encourage and enable
more substantial private sector investment (Barnard
2015). Dialogue across levels of government is therefore essential (ibid.).

Example: Climate Action Plan Tax
(Boulder, CO, United States)
In 2007, Boulder (Colorado, USA) became the first
city worldwide to pass a carbon tax (carbon taxes have
also been implemented by subnational governments,
such as British Columbia in Canada, and n
 ational
governments, such as India). Known as the Climate
Action Plan Tax, it is levied on residents as well as the
commercial and industrial sectors “based on the amount
of electricity they consume” (City of Boulder 2017a).
It is not levied on the portion of electricity that is generated from renewable sources (wind power) (ibid.).
The tax has the potential to reduce GHG emissions
in several ways. Firstly, it incentivises consumers to
reduce their electricity use (or purchase electricity
from renewable sources) to reduce their energy bill.
Secondly, the revenue generated from the tax (up to
€ 1.5 million annually) is invested in mitigation
efforts, e.g. energy efficiency and renewable energy
programmes (City of Boulder 2017a). Its clear
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successes include the fact that Boulder now has “one
of the highest rates of installed solar capacity per capita” in the United States (City of Boulder 2017b: 1).
The carbon tax has a high public approval rating
among the citizens of Boulder, 82 percent of whom
in 2015 voted to continue the tax until 2023 (City of
Boulder 2017a). However, Boulder’s overall efforts to
reduce its GHG emissions have also been hampered
by the high share of fossil fuels in the electricity generated by Xcel, the electricity provider for Boulder.
Displeased with the progress, the local government
has sought to municipalise the electric utility by purchasing Xcel’s assets (City of Boulder 2017c). The
path towards resolving this issue has been marked by
court proceedings and votes on additional taxes to
finance the municipalisation process, with a solution
still outstanding.
Despite such setbacks, Boulder’s carbon tax and related
efforts are prime examples of bottom-up climate
action. They are best understood in the context of the
general trend of bottom-up climate action in the
United States (see also We Are Still In, chapter 3.4),
which is often understood to be a response to federal
inaction on the topic (e.g. Anderton and Setzer 2017).
However, a carbon tax following the model of Boulder
is not an option that is available to many cities, as it
is dependent on a strong level of decentralisation that
includes the devolution of (some) revenue generation
capacities. Moreover, even if revenue generation capacities have been devolved to local governments, this
does not necessarily mean that they have sufficient
human resources and capacities to manage and collect such local taxes (LSE Cities and UCLG 2016:
13). Thus, a local carbon tax is feasible only in combination with appropriate mandates, resources and
capacities.

for local governments such as intergovernmental
transfers and loans from higher levels of government.
They can either be directly attributed to climate
finance or constitute a general urban development
source that can be used to finance projects with
climate co-benefits (Cocco and Pant 2013: 17). As
the latter is more common, mainstreaming climate
objectives into development finance is crucial (World
Bank 2010a; Tänzler et al. 2017).
For many local governments, intergovernmental
transfers from federal or subnational governments
are an important revenue source to fulfil their
function and tasks (World Bank 2010a). Whether
intergovernmental transfers and grants are earmarked
or unconditional (for general purpose) determines the
degree to which they can be used to finance climate
projects, and the flexibility that local governments
have in determining what kind of climate projects to
use funding for (Tänzler et al. 2017: 26). By determining the conditions for intergovernmental transfers,
national governments can gain influence on sub
national spending and can use them, for example, to
“stimulate expenditure in a sector favoured by the
national policies” (Cocco and Pant 2013: 20). Some
degree of flexibility in the ways that local governments use intergovernmental transfers is useful to
accommodate different local contexts (Cocco and
Pant 2013; Tänzler et al. 2017). However, intergovernmental transfers are often insufficient, unstable
and inadequately designed (Tänzler et al. 2017). This
may limit their potential to influence and stimulate
local climate action.

3.2.2 Domestic climate and
development finance

From the perspective of national governments,
climate finance for municipalities can be an
attractive means of incentivising local climate
action. For example, many of the examples listed
under “grants and subsidies” in the table below make
access to finance conditional on mainstreaming
climate change into local development plans or proposing ambitious climate projects.

If the capacity of local governments to collect
own-source revenues and the control over budgets
for key assets is limited,7 they may require climate
and development finance to fully utilise their local
climate action potentials (Schwarze et al. 2016).
There are different sources of public domestic finance

Loans from national or regional development
banks or other financial institutions are also
highly relevant for local governments, especially
to finance large-scale infrastructure projects with
high revenue streams (Revi et al. 2009; Tänzler et
al. 2017). Such loans can lower investment risks for

7 The progressive privatisation of public services is a possible reason why cities may lack budgetary control for key assets (C40 and Arup 2015).
In such cases, local governments cannot use budgetary decisions for key assets to promote climate action.
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local governments by providing them with credits
with more favourable terms (e.g. lower interest rates,
longer repayment periods) than loans from private
financiers as well as contribute to leveraging private
capital (Schwarze et al. 2016: 4; Tänzler et al. 2017:
27). Besides several dedicated climate funds and programmes, most of the funding provided by domestic
finance institutions is not directly attributed to climate
finance and can only be used to fund climate objectives when they are mainstreamed into public policy
objectives (Tänzler et al. 2017: 27).
To make use of the domestic public finance sources
that are available to them, local governments
require adequate skills, knowledge and human
resources (World Bank 2010a). Moreover, while

 omestic public finance is a crucial source of finance
d
for local governments, it is insufficient to generate
long-term investments, especially in low- and middle
income countries (Floater et al. 2017). Consequently,
public funding should be used to leverage additional
private investments (UN-Habitat 2016a: 182).
Information on whether and to what extent local
governments are accessing funds provided by
domestic sources has not been compiled globally
and is elusive (Petrie 2017). For example, expert
estimates indicate that the Green Fund of South
A frica is not yet being tapped by local and provincial
governments to a significant extent, but this is difficult
to confirm through official data (Expert interview).

Table 3.4: Sub-types and examples of domestic climate and development finance instruments
Grants and subsidies

The Philippines People’s Survival Fund provides financial support for adaptation projects
implemented by local governments and organisations (Government of the Philippines 2018).
In Sweden the Klimatklivet (Climate Leap) provides financial support for emissions
reductions in municipalities and regions (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 2018a).
Colombia’s National System of Royalties (Sistema General de Regalías) — allocates funds to
departments and municipalities based on royalties from the exploitation of non-renewable
resources (Government of Colombia 2018a). Though not originally related to climate
change goals, for the biannual period of 2017–2018, the allocation of about 5.1 percent
of the total was made mandatory for disbursement concretely in the areas of disaster
risk reduction and climate change adaptation.
During the 2010–2011 La Niña, the government of Colombia created the temporary
 ational Adaptation Fund (Fondo Nacional de Adaptación). The government is currently
N
r eviewing the potential of establishing a permanent National Climate Change Fund.
Brazil’s National Climate Change Fund (Fundo Nacional sobre Mudança do Clima) offers
both non-refundable and refundable (e.g. loans) sources of finance. Sustainable cities
and climate change, and urban mobility, are two of the ten sub-programmes of the fund
(BNDES 2017).
Germany has an extensive array of grant schemes to support local climate action.
This includes the National Climate Initiative (Nationale Klimaschutzinitiative, NKI), which
between 2008 and 2017 has provided more than 560 million euros to support more than
12,500 local climate action projects in more than 3000 municipalities (BMU 2017a).
This includes the financial support for municipalities that commit themselves to reduce
their GHG emissions by 95 percent (base year 1990) by 2050.
Other schemes in Germany include the Municipal Climate Action Model Projects (Kommunale
Klimaschutz-Modellprojekte) which finances projects in areas such as waste management,
energy, transport and agriculture, and Short Pathways for Climate Protection (Kurze Wege
für den Klimaschutz), which funds neighbourhood initiatives aimed at informing, connecting,
activating or supporting climate friendly everyday behaviour (BMU 2018b, 2018c).
South Africa has set up the national Green Fund with a Funding Window for Green Cities
and Towns with focus areas on sustainable transport, sustainable waste management
and recycling, renewable energy and energy efficiency, sustainable water management,
sustainable human settlements, and ecosystem services (Green Fund 2017).
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In Quebec (Canada), the Drive Electric Program provides a purchase/lease rebate for the
acquisition of electric vehicles (Government of Quebec 2018). Municipalities are eligible
to apply for the rebate.
In Guatemala, the National Law on Climate Change gives Urban and Rural Development
Councils the right to mainstream climate change into their policies, plans and projects
(Mueller et al. 2017: 30). At the national level, the law permits the Presidential Planning
Secretariat and the Ministry of Public Finance to “provide priority funding to those public
entities that have included climate policies and actions in these plans, programs, and
projects” (ibid.: 30).
Procurement
programmes

The South African Government’s Renewable Energy Independent Power Producer Programme
(REIPPP) led by the Independent Power producer Office (IPP Office) is a joint initiative of
the national Department of Energy, the National Treasury and the Development Bank of
Southern Africa (DBSA) (Republic of South Africa 2018). Private providers of electricity
from renewable energy are applicable to submit bids to contribute to generation capacity
and selected by a public procurement process. Its goal is to increase the electricity
supply by investing in infrastructure, while reducing the country’s reliance on fossil
fuels. The programme focuses on projects in wind power, biomass, solar power and
hydropower. While the primary target of the programme is the private sector, the Department of Energy and the National Treasury collaborates with the South African Local Government Association to promote the involvement of local government in creating an enabling
environment for the development of REIPPP projects and to maximise the local benefits.

Loans

In the Philippines, government financial institutions are required to provide local governments with loan packages with concessional terms. An example is the Disaster Management
Assistance Fund, which provides financial support for disaster prevention and mitigation,
response, relief, recovery and rehabilitation (Municipal Development Fund Office 2018).
Germany provides loans to municipalities to support the implementation of the National
Action Plan on Energy Efficiency (Nationaler Aktionsplan Energieeffizienz). These include
several programmes from the German development bank (Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau,
KfW), such as Investment Loans for Municipalities (Investitionskredit Kommunen), Investment
Loans for Municipal and Social Enterprises (Investitionskredit Kommunale und Soziale
Unternehmen), Energy-efficient Urban Redevelopment (Energetische Stadtsanierung), and
Energy-efficient Refurbishment (Energieeffizient Sanieren) that offer low-interest loans
for retrofitting (KfW 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d).
In Germany, the Market Incentive Programme (Marktanreizprogramm) is the central programme to encourage increased use of renewable energy for heating or cooling (BMWI
2018). Municipalities are one of the target groups of the programme, and can receive lowinterest loans for the construction of e.g. local heating networks that distribute heat generated from renewable sources, or to construct heating plants that use renewable e nergy.
Together with the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), Colombia’s national development bank (Financiera de Desarrollo Territorial SA, FINDETER) created the Platform for
Sustainable and Competitive Cities (Ciudades Sostenibles y Competitivas, CSC) to finance
urban sustainability projects (e.g. urban footprint assessment, climate adaptation action
plans) (FINDETER 2018).

Example: Klimatklivet (Sweden)
In 2015, the Swedish government launched a new
subsidy scheme for GHG emissions reduction mea
sures called Klimatklivet (Climate Leap). The
scheme supports measures implemented at the local
level — for example by municipalities, counties,

c ompanies, housing associations, non-profit associations or universities (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 2018a). Examples of measures that may
be funded include charging infrastructure for electric
vehicles, biogas plants, extensions of district heating
networks, and cycle lanes or other bike infrastructure
(ibid.). Funding applications have to demonstrate a
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substantial contribution to GHG emissions reductions, as well as lasting emissions reductions (ibid.).
The Klimatklivet has a multi-level application and
evaluation process. Thus, all applications are first evaluated at the county level to ensure that they are compatible with county-level climate and energy strategies
(Expert interview). Applications are then submitted
to the national level for further evaluation (ibid.).
County administrator boards are moreover encouraged to promote the Klimatklivet in their jurisdiction
and encourage suitable institutions to apply (ibid.).
In the evaluation of applications, particular emphasis
is placed on additionality. Thus, applications must
demonstrate the additionality of the GHG emissions
reductions produced by measures funded by the
Klimatklivet. This also means that only those measures
that cannot be funded by any other existing means
can be financed through the Klimatklivet (Expert
interview). In this sense, Klimatklivet is designed with
the overall policy mix in mind — ensuring that different funding instruments, taxes, etc. complement
each other.
The Klimatklivet is not the first subsidy scheme for
local climate action that was implemented in Sweden.
Its key predecessor is the climate investment programme (Klimp), which was in operation between
2003 and 2008 (and which was, in turn, preceded by
the local investment programme LIP from 1998–2002).
While Klimp provided funding exclusively to local
governments, Klimatklivet is accessible to a broader
range of local actors (Expert interview). Moreover,
while Klimp provided substantial funding for ‘softer’
measures, such as outreach, information and public
education projects, etc., the Klimatklivet has a
stronger focus on technological innovations and
infrastructure projects, with less funding allocated to
such ‘soft’ measures. This focus on more costly infrastructure and technology projects is in part due to a
significant increase in funding for the Klimatklivet in
comparison to Klimp.
Overall, the Klimatklivet will provide approximately
SEK 3.5 billion (€ 328.6 million) in finance over
the period 2015–2020 (Swedish Government 2018).
By December 2017, 1305 applications had been financed, which together are expected to contribute to
annual carbon dioxide reductions of 760,000 tonnes,
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with an expected average lifespan of the measures of
16 years (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
2018b). In total — taking also into account future
investments of the Klimatklivet — the expected reductions financed by the Klimatklivet are estimated to
be around 20–25 million tons of carbon dioxide.
The Klimatklivet subsidy programme is an example
of a national government applying a provision mode
of governance in a hybrid multi-level climate governance context. Swedish municipalities “are constitutionally empowered with a significant degree of selfgovernance” (Hjerpe et al. 2015: 857). Thus, while
their ability to implement climate actions differs
across sectors depending on their sectoral powers and
mandates, overall they have significant leeway in
developing their own climate action plans. In this
context, Klimatklivet incentivises municipalities to
engage in ambitious climate action (through financial
support, but also the requirement that funded mea
sures are more ambitious than what is required by
law, and demonstrate significant and lasting GHG
emissions reductions) (Swedish Government 2018).

3.3 Coordination and
cooperation
3.3.1 National policy alignment
National policy alignment promotes coherence in
the activities of different subnational jurisdictions,
coordination across different levels of government,
and coordination across different line ministries.
Examples of national policy alignment instruments
include (but are not limited to) national climate policies, plans and strategies that clearly address the local
level; vertically integrated Nationally Appropriate
Mitigation Actions (V-NAMAs) and national urban
policies with a focus on climate change. Both approaches are suitable for translating the targets countries have committed to in their NDCs into concrete,
multi-level implementation strategies and explicating
the roles and responsibilities of national, subnational
and local governments. Inclusion of urban issues in
the NDCs is also a means of addressing different levels of government in the implementation of national
climate strategies. 113 out of 164 NDCs analysed in
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a study by UN-Habitat contain at least some references to the urban dimension of climate change
(UN-Habitat 2017). Consultation and coordination
mechanisms are crucial to ensure that strategies, policies and plans that encourage n
 ational policy alignment adequately account for the perspectives of the
different actors that are addressed. Similarly, it is crucial that processes for the revision of NDCs are participatory, to ensure that they adequately reflect the
potentials of local governments and other actors to
contribute to climate action.
In developing policies that promote vertical policy
alignment, a balance must be found between
encouraging climate action by local governments,
and leaving room for experimentation. National
policies can support climate action by encouraging all
local governments to adopt local climate action plans,
or mainstreaming climate into their existing sectoral
policies (UN-Habitat 2016b). They can thus be a
means of incentivising local governments to contribute
to the achievement of NDCs by making use of the
mitigation and adaptation potentials that are available
to them. They can also ensure that local governments
engage in climate action at all, rather than expecting
this to take place at other scales or in other jurisdictions (Broekhoff et al. 2015: 3). National governments
may also mandate the adoption of standardised
approaches where necessary, for example building
codes, or harmonised approaches to monitoring that
facilitate comparison and aggregation of local data.
However, leaving room for local governments to
define their own approaches to climate action is also
beneficial, as it allows ambitious local governments to
experiment with new approaches that may become
models for other local governments. It also lets them
adapt national guidelines to their own local context
(Broekhoff et al. 2015; OECD 2010). A national policy
approach that encourages all local governments to
take action is however also beneficial from the perspective of local governments, as it can minimise the
risk of leakage if economic activity shifts to muni
cipalities with less stringent climate policies, which
could be a risk to ambitious local governments in the
absence of an enabling national policy (ibid.).
Consultation and coordination for national policy
alignment are important for the success of national
policies. Consultation and coordination processes

that promote exchanges across different ministries
can incentivise mainstreaming of climate change in
the work of different ministries and encourage interministerial collaboration. Consultation and coordination processes that focus on the vertical dimension —
by promoting exchanges across different levels of
government — allow insights from local governments
to be included in national policies (UN-Habitat
2016b; OECD 2016). In the absence of such mea
sures, it would be difficult to ascertain what positive
or negative impacts national policies in practice have
at the local level. Moreover, if national policies establish mandatory requirements for local governments,
for example to develop and implement local climate
action plans, then this necessitates appropriate capacities and resources at the local level. If local capacities
and resources are lacking, national governments
should provide financial and technical support to local governments to help them meet their obligations.
All levels of government can benefit from such
consultation and coordination processes. For
national governments, they are an instrument to seek
feedback on proposed policy options from the public,
such as national climate action plans or INDCs,
while final decision-making power remains with the
authorising institutions (Rotter et al. 2013: 6). In
addition, consultation and coordination processes
can help the national level in finding acceptance for
policies and becoming partners with stakeholders
from civil society and the private sector (OECD
2010). Finally, consultation and coordination instruments can support the national level in detecting
local needs and implementation capacities as well as
maintaining “open channels of information exchange
in order to monitor and evaluate policy impact”
(Charbit and Michalun 2009: 23). For local governments, consultation and coordination instruments
provide channels for communication, advocacy and
involvement in co-designing decision-making processes (ibid.). The relevance for the local level, however,
depends on the degree of participation. Consultation
processes are usually used to ask local stakeholders
for comments and suggestions on a specific policy or
public document while some other coordination instruments offer the opportunity to negotiate own interest. The latter can be challenging as “top-down
thinking is often deeply engrained into the relationship between national and subnational level” (GIZ
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2014: 4). Successful consultation and coordination
processes not only require adequate financial and
human resources — they should moreover be

continuous, institutionalised processes rather than
ad-hoc events to allow for regular discussion of current issues (GIZ 2014: 5).

Table 3.5: Sub-types and examples of national policy alignment instruments
National laws, policies,
plans and strategies
that promote alignment
on urban climate issues

China’s National Plan for Addressing Climate Change (2013–2020) includes the development of
low-carbon pilot projects in local municipalities as one of its main objectives (IEA 2018a).
Uganda’s National Climate Change Policy outlines clear roles for local district governments
in the implementation for the policy (Government of Uganda 2015). Local district governments are required to mainstream climate change into their district development plans.
Denmark’s Action Plan for a Climate-Proof Denmark obliges the national government to
provide an appropriate framework for municipal climate adaptation (Government of
Denmark 2012).
Japan’s Basic Act on Energy Policy provides the overall direction for Japan’s energy policy
(IEA 2018b). It also specifies the responsibilities of different levels of government.
Mexico’s federal General Law on Climate Change (Ley General de Cambio Climático)
specifies the respective roles of the federal and subnational governments. Both states
and local governments are encouraged to develop action plans and strategies that
establish links across the three levels (Mueller et al. 2017: 25–6).
The South African National Climate Change Response White Paper — the central policy on
climate change in the country — devotes a section to the role of provincial and local
government, and specifically mentions bottom-up approaches and the “special needs and
circumstances” of localities (NCCRP 2011).
Since 2013, Guatemala has a Framework Law for Regulating the Reduction of Vulnerability,
Obligatory Adaptation to the Effects of Climate Change, and the Mitigation of Greenhouse Gases
(Ley Marco para regular la reducción de la vulnerabilidad, la adaptación obligatoria ante
los efectos del cambio climático y la mitigación de gases de efecto invernadero) that
addresses different levels of government regarding planning and implementing of miti
gation and adaptation actions (Mueller et al. 2017).
The Philippines Climate Change Act requires local governments to address adaptation and
prepare Local Climate Change Action Plans (LSE 2018).
Several countries acknowledge the potential for local climate action in their NDCs. An
example is Costa Rica, whose NDC mentions both low-emission strategies for the urban
sector, as well as NAMAs for sustainable housing. Brazil is another example, as its NDC
mentions improvements in infrastructure for transport and public transportation in urban
areas as a means of achieving its climate goals.
V-NAMAs are vertically integrated Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions. The aim
of V-NAMAs is to ensure that local and regional governments are adequately involved in
the development of national mitigation strategies. Countries that have developed and
implemented V-NAMAs include Indonesia and South Africa (GIZ 2013).
The Austrian Spatial Development Concept provides guidance on spatial planning and
development at the national, subnational and local level. Climate change, adaptation and
resource efficiency are among its focal areas, and coherence across different levels of
government is emphasised (OECD 2016).
The Spanish Strategy on Local Urban Sustainability (Estrategia Española de Sostenibilidad
Urbana y Local), which ensures horizontal and vertical coordination in urban development
in Spain, includes mitigation and adaptation as one of its six thematic areas (OECD 2016).
Germany’s national urban policy (Nationale Stadtentwicklungspolitik) includes climate
change as one of its core areas of action (Nationale Stadtentwicklungspolitik 2013).
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National consultation
forums, committees,
councils, etc.

The Brazilian Climate Change Forum (Fórum Brasileiro de Mudança do Clima, FBMC) brings
together government officials at the federal, state and municipal level and non-state
actors (e.g. civil society, business, academia) to discuss issues related to climate change
(FBMC 2017). Moreover, an Inter-ministerial Commission on Climate Change (Comissão
Interministerial de Mudança Global do Clima, CIMGC) facilitates national coordination on
climate change at the ministerial level (MCTIC 2018).
In South Africa, the Intergovernmental Climate Change Committee is an instrument of policy
coordination and consultation across levels of government, while the National Climate
Change Committee is a multi-stakeholder mechanism of sectoral coordination among government, civil society, private sector and labour (Parliamentary Monitoring Group 2011)
In Guatemala, the National Climate Change Council (Consejo Nacional de Cambio Climático)
brings together the members of several ministries and other public sector institutions as
well as representatives of e.g. the National Association of Municipalities, private sector
associations, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) etc. (Mueller et al. 2017).
Myanmar has established a National Environmental Conservation and Climate Change
Committee to coordinate climate action horizontally and vertically, which “is now
progressively including subnational committees and, at least in its intentions, should
have committees at the Township level” (Capizzi et al. 2017: 8).
The Vietnam Urban Forum was established in 2003 to coordinate actions by government
agencies, donors, and international and domestic organisations on urban development
(Vietnam Urban Forum 2018). Moreover, the National Climate Change Committee is an inter-
ministerial committee (involving the environment, planning and investment, agriculture,
construction, transport, infrastructure and trade ministries) that is mandated with
leading, coordinating, harmonising and monitoring climate change and green growth
programmes in the country and with international donors.
In Colombia, the Intersectoral Climate Change Commission (Comisión Intersectorial de Cambio
Climático, CICC) makes decisions and coordinates policy on climate change among the
Environment Ministry, the Interior Ministry, the Finance Ministry, the Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development, the Ministry of Mines and Energy, the Ministry of Transport, the
Foreign Ministry and the National Planning Department under the Presidency.
The Philippines Climate Change Commission is tasked with monitoring and evaluating the
climate change programmes and activities of ministries and local governments (Office of
the President of the Philippines 2018).
Some countries have organised consultations on their (I)NDCs that included local governments. For example, Peru organised a decentralised public consultation on its proposed
INDC, involving e.g. governments at different levels, civil society and indigenous community
representatives (Republic of Peru 2015). Israel convened a committee, which included
representatives from relevant ministries, business, local government, NGOs, academia, as
well as other relevant actors to support the definition of a national emissions reductions
target as well as sector specific targets for the country’s NDC (Government of Israel 2015).
Germany’s long-term climate strategy (Klimaschutzplan 2050) was developed in con
sultation with state and local governments and a range of private actors (BMU 2016).
In Argentina, the Gabinete Nacional de Cambio Climático meets regularly to coordinate on
policy issues related to climate change. Its different working groups are divided between
technical thematic groups and a working group with ministerial focal points (Ministerio
de Ambiente y Desarrollo Sustentable 2016).
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Regional consultation
forums, committees,
councils, etc.

Chile has established Regional Climate Change Committees (Comité Regional de Cambio
Climático, CORECC) to support the implementation of climate mitigation and adaptation
actions at the regional and local level (Government of Chile 2017).
The coordination of issues related to climate change policy is led by two bodies in
C olombia, the Regional Nodes on Climate Change (Nodos Regionales de Cambio Climático)
and the Inter-Sectoral Commission on Climate Change (Comisión Intersectorial de Cambio
Climático). The nine Regional Nodes across the Colombian territory were created by presidential decree to promote, guide and support the implementation of climate change policy, strategies and programmes (Government of Colombia 2018c). Their objective is to coordinate among regional institutions in each region and with the national level.

Example: National Climate Change Policy (Uganda)
Climate change already has a very real impact in
Uganda. For example, temperature increases and increases in the number of hot days have resulted in the
spread of malaria to more areas of Uganda (Government of Uganda 2015: 6). More erratic rainfall seasons, with “heavier and more violent” individual
rainfalls have led to a rise in the number and intensity
of floods and landslides (ibid.). At the same time,
droughts have also become the “most significant
climate-related change being experienced by Uganda”
(ibid.). Thus, in recent years, interest in climate
change has been growing, and the adoption of the
National Climate Change Policy (NCCP) is emble
matic of this (Bird et al. 2016: 6). The NCCP is an
example of policy aligned that focuses on “adaptation,
mitigation, research and observation”, with a strong
focus particularly on adaptation, which is unsurprising given the abovementioned adaptation challenges
(Friis-Hansen et al. 2013: 23).
Uganda adopted substantial decentralisation reforms
in 1993 (Decentralisation Act). The NCCP also
embraces a decentralised approach to the implementation of climate policy, specifying “roles for local
governments in the planning, budgeting and implementing of low-carbon climate actions” (Tait and
Euston-Brown 2017: 47). It moreover requires each
district local government8 to integrate climate
change into its district development plan (with the
support of national level departments), and calls for
the establishment of district level climate change focal points that are anchored in the natural resources
department of each district local government

(Ministry of Water and Environment 2015: xi). The
mainstreaming of the NCCP at the district level is
supported by the Ministry of Local Government
(MoLG) in particular, which is moreover tasked with
reviewing the implementation of the district development plans (ibid.: 42). At the national level, district
authorities are represented in the National Climate
Change Advisory Committee, which advises the Policy Committee on Environment (PCE) that coordinates policy implementation and information flows
on resource allocation (ibid.: xi).
Despite this promising policy framework, studies indicate that implementation has thus far been limited
(Ampaire et al. 2017; Bird et al. 2016; Tait and Euston
Brown 2017; Turmushabe et al. 2013). Firstly, coordinated implementation of the NCCP at the national
level is hampered by overlapping responsibilities and
weak linkages across ministries (Ampaire et al. 2017).
For example, the responsibilities of integrating climate
change in national planning, and monitoring implementation, are assigned both to an inter-ministerial
body — the National Climate Change Commission —
and the national planning authority (ibid.: 85). Secondly, vertical coordination of implementation is currently ineffective. Reasons include the limited ability
of district authorities to meaningfully participate in
national coordination workshops, e.g. due to delays
in sharing draft documents to solicit inputs, and invitations to participate in consultation workshops being
sent out on short notice (ibid.: 84). Indeed, while the
NCCP outlines engagement opportunities such as
the National Climate Change Advisory Committee,
specificity regarding issues such as the meeting

8 Uganda is divided into four administrative regions, which are further sub-divided into 121 districts. These districts, in turn, are sub-divided
into 167 counties, 23 municipalities and one city council (Kampala). These are further sub-divided into sub-counties. The four regions do not
have a specific administrative role, while the district local governments are the key subnational government units referred to in the NCCP.
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frequency and mandate of the committee are limited
(Expert interview).

and the private sector for advice. It reports directly to
the National Parliament (Government of Kenya 2013).

At the city level, a lack of human and financial resources as well as limited discretionary power and
autonomy that result from incomplete implementation
of the decentralisation reforms are key issues that
limit the capacity to act (Ampaire et al. 2017; Tait
and Euston Brown 2017; Expert interview). However,
there are indications that prospects for future implementation are improving. For example, although
total expenditure on climate change in Uganda has
thus far remained far below the goal of 1.6 percent of
GDP that is outlined in the NCCP, “policy narratives
on funding with regard to volume, sources and de
livery mechanisms are only now beginning to emerge”
(Bird et al. 2016: 6). Moreover, the NCCP has promoted the development of new institutional structures
and responsibilities for mitigation and adaptation action, which has contributed to a strengthened awareness of climate issues (Expert interview).

The Council is constituted by no more than nine
members appointed by the President, including — at
the national level — the Minister of the Environment,
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Minister of Economic Planning and Development, and the Minister
of Energy. Crucially, the chairperson of the Council
of Governors is also part of the Council, representing
the entire subnational level composed of 47 counties.
In addition, one representative of each of the following sectors of society can have a seat at the Council:
private sector, civil society, marginalised community
and academia (Government of Kenya 2016).

Example: National Climate Change Council and
National Climate Change Directorate (Kenya)
Kenya adopted a new constitution in 2010 (Government of Kenya 2010), which introduced a two-tier
system with a central government and 47 semi-
autonomous county governments composing the sole
subnational level (adelphi and ILEG 2018; Expert
written input).
The National Climate Change Council (NCCC)
and the National Climate Change Directorate (formerly the Climate Change Secretariat) are examples
of vertical and horizontal national-level coordination
mechanisms established on Kenya’s National Climate
Change Action Plan of 2013 and by law on the Climate Change Act of 2016. The NCCC is chaired by
the President and has the role of “primary coordination, policy direction, oversight and guidance across
all levels of government” (Government of Kenya
2013: 102) and of ensuring “mainstreaming of the
climate change function by the national and county
governments” (Government of Kenya 2016, para. 6a).
It has the ability to call on climate change experts,
representatives of the national level and county governments, as well as actors from civil society, academia

The Directorate is located within the Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources and has the
technical responsibilities of proposing and revising
climate policy to the NCCC, overseeing the national
climate change strategy and action plan implemen
tation, proposing climate change legislation, and
enforcement of compliance on issues related to climate
change (Government of Kenya 2013). Crucially, it has
the responsibility to provide support and engage the
county level.

Example: Comités Regionales de Cambio Climático
(Chile)
In recent years, Chile has established a strong policy
framework for climate change. This includes its
recently updated National Action Plan on Climate
Change 2017–2022 (Plan de Acción de Cambio
Climático). Another key document is the National
Adaptation Plan (Plan Nacional de Adaptación) that is
in force since 2014. Moreover, sectoral plans are
being developed to support the implementation of
Chile’s NDC. This includes a plan with a particularly
strong focus on urban issues, the Climate Change
Adaptation Plan for Cities (Plan de Adaptación al
Cambio Climático para Ciudades), which was developed throughout 2017 with public consultations, and
is scheduled to be approved in early 2018 (Expert
interview). Several other sectoral plans, including the
one for the energy sector (to be approved in 2018)
and the one for infrastructure (approved in 2018) also
have a strong urban component (Expert interview).
A strengthened institutional framework is being
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established to support the implementation of these
policies and plans, which also includes Regional
Climate Change Committees (Comités Regionales
de Cambio Climático, CORECC). Thus, while Chile
is a unitary state that has in the past only devolved
little power to subnational authorities, the CORECCs
are emblematic of a trend towards greater decentralisation, strengthening both the regional and the local
level (Tänzler et al. 2017).
The CORECCs are an example of horizontal coordination mechanisms at the subnational level chaired
by the regional intendants, who are appointed by
the President of Chile. Actors represented in the
CORECCs include the regional governments, regional
councils, provincial governorates, climate change
focal points of the regional ministerial environment
secretaries, other delegates from regional ministerial
secretaries, the inter-ministerial technical team on
climate change (Equipo Técnico Interministerial de
Cambio Climático, ETICC), the agency for sustainability and climate change, municipal representatives,
representatives of the regional consultative councils
and other participants that are decided on by each
CORECC (Expert interview; Government of Chile
2017).9
The aim of the CORECC is to support the integration
of climate change in policies at the regional level,
while ensuring coherence both with existing regional
development strategies and sectoral policies, as well as
national policies (Expert interview; Government of
Chile 2017). The tasks of the CORECC include, inter
alia, supporting the institutionalisation of climate
change at the regional and local government level,
e.g. by establishing a permanent position for a climate
change manager, or a climate change unit (ibid.). They
are also supposed to support future improvements in
the legal and institutional framework for climate governance by supporting the analysis of the strengths
and weaknesses of existing legal and institutional
frameworks at the regional and communal level (ibid.).
By the end of 2018, all regions are supposed to have
established their CORECCs, along with work plans,
regional adaptation and mitigation priorities, and
means of fostering participation by stakeholders
(Government of Chile 2017). Thus, at the moment,

the CORECCs are still an emergent feature in the
institutional landscape of multi-level climate governance in Chile, and their effectiveness remains to be
seen. However, from the perspective of multi-level
climate governance a promising feature of the
CORECCs is their broad participation. By bringing
together representatives from national level ministries,
as well as the regional, provincial, and municipal level,
the CORECCs can help strengthen coordination and
flows of information across levels of government.
Moreover, the opportunity to involve other stakeholders — such as representatives of business, academia,
and civil society — can strengthen the inclusiveness
of these committees. A challenge will be ensuring
efficient and coordinated action with so many stakeholders involved.

3.3.2 Inter-municipal and regional
cooperation
The main purpose of inter-municipal and regional
cooperation is to address issues that transcend
jurisdictional boundaries by coordinating com
petencies at new scales. While inter-municipal cooperation involves two or more municipalities working
together in a wider geographical region, regional
cooperation can entail the involvement of the regional
governance level (regions, provinces, counties)
(Knieling 2006; Lenhart 2015). This category includes
both highly institutionalised instruments with strong
“organisational hierarchies and clear competence
boundaries”, as well as “relational and contractual
schemes”, such as joint strategies and inter-municipal
contracts (Subirats 2017: 88). The latter may be particularly suitable for transversal, multidisciplinary and
complex issues with an inherently dynamic nature,
for which more rigid structures can prove to be dysfunctional (ibid.).
Inter-municipal and regional cooperation can
improve the effectiveness of local climate action
(Teles and Kettunen 2016; Corfee-Morlot 2009). For
example, local climate challenges are rarely constrained by administrative boundaries and can often
be more effectively addressed when expertise and
power are bundled and a coherent regional strategy is
developed (e.g. in the case of transport, water

9 Regions are the first level administrative divisions of Chile, provinces the second level, and communes the third level administrative division.
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management, d
 isaster risk management) (Alber and
Kern 2009). By joining forces, local governments can
improve their control over an asset or function and
are able to deliver action directly (Allers and van
Ommeren 2016). Inter-municipal cooperation can
also integrate spatial planning when climate-relevant
functions and flows fall beyond cities’ administrative
boundaries, creating a spatial mismatch (OECD
2010; Bulkeley 2010). For example, land zoning in
metropolitan areas defines which areas can be used
for residential, commercial, industrial or other purposes. It also affects the extent to which a metropolitan area is characterised by urban sprawl — or compact urban development. This, in turn, affects the
amount of time inhabitants must spend to travel between home and work, to go shopping or engage in
leisure activities; and the extent to which inhabitants
are dependent on motorised transportation or can
commute by foot, bike, or public transit. Considering
the benefits of such coordinated action across core
and suburban areas, major metropolitan areas such as
London, Hanover, Portland, and Manila have chosen
to develop climate mitigation and adaptation strategies at a metropolitan scale.
Inter-municipal and regional cooperation can also
improve the efficiency of local climate action. For
example, by joining forces local governments may be
able to reduce the costs of service delivery and utilise
economies of scale and scope, which can be particularly important for smaller municipalities (e.g. shared
investments in infrastructure, joint financing and
operating of public services, shared administrative
costs) (Corfee-Morlot 2009; Teles and Kettunen
2016). These forms of cooperation can provide institutional structures to divide tasks according to appropriate expertise and coordinate competencies between
jurisdictional boundaries (Corfee-Morlot 2009; Teles
and Kettunen 2016).
Cooperating with other municipalities or the
regional level moreover enables local governments
to access information and knowledge as well as
greater technical and financial capabilities (Corfee-
Morlot 2009). For example, collaborative arrangements
such as Subnational Pooled Financing Mechanisms
(SPFMs) can provide joint access to private capital
markets or public sector funding for local governments
with, individually, limited financial expertise and
credit ratings (FMDV 2016).

National governments often have a key role in
setting up the frameworks that are conducive to
effective inter-municipal and regional cooperation
(Council of Europe et al. 2016). However, this
depends on the context (ibid.). Examples of national
governments that have supported the initiation or
scaling-up of inter-municipal or regional partnerships
include the Philippines, where the Metropolitan
Manila Development Authority was established by
Presidential Decree by President Marcos. Another
example is Canada, where the Department of Natural
Resources provides financial incentives for regional
collaboration on adaptation. These two examples also
illustrate how national governments can encourage
inter-municipal and regional cooperation — through
mandatory regulations, or incentives.
The shape, function and objectives of these instruments vary widely across countries, depending on
the context of the governance framework. Mobilisation for inter-municipal and regional cooperation
can be both bottom-up and top-down. For example
in the case of Usseroed Creek, three Danish municipalities initiated a joint climate adaptation strategy,
a project which was later financed by the EU’s Life
programme. By contrast in Canada, the Regional
Adaptation Collaboratives originated top-down
(Bauer and Steurer 2014). Most of the identified approaches are voluntary, but the case of Metro Manila
was a command-and-control approach. The Council
of Europe (2010: 5) argues that in centralised states
“there is little need for common local action” because
municipalities in this type of system tend to have
“few competencies and limited resources.” According
to this argument, the more autonomous municipalities
are, the more opportunities for cooperation with other
municipalities arise. However, the contrary a rgument
can also hold true: municipalities with fewer competences might want to collaborate with others precisely
in order to gain more control over functions (as well
as financing and knowledge).
Democratic legitimacy and quality may be hampered by arrangements that reshape spatial jurisdiction and authority. It has been hypothesised that
in practice, it may be difficult for inter-municipal
cooperation processes to retain democratic legitimacy,
since these processes lead to “a dispersal of political
power [among the different members] and to a loss of
importance of traditional elected bodies in making
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decisions” (Schwab et al. 2001: 12; see also Buser
2013, Zimmermann 2014). However, the evidence
on this issue is inconclusive, and empirical analyses

have come to different results (Schwab et al. 2001;
Zimmermann 2014).

Table 3.6: Sub-types and examples of inter-municipal and regional cooperation
Metropolitan governance Metropolitan Manila encompasses 17 individual local government units (LGUs). These
are coordinated by the Metropolitan Manila Development Authority, an agency that was
established by presidential decree in 1975 with the purpose of creating “an integrated
unit […] for simultaneous and unified development” (Government of the Philippines 1975).
The body was established with mandates of coordination and operation on areas related
to climate change mitigation and adaptation: solid waste management, transport, water
supply and sewerage and disaster risk management (ibid.). The 17 local governments
units are also members of the Metro Manila Disaster Risk Reduction and Management
Council (Miller and Douglass 2016).
Jing-Jin-Ji in northern China is the metropolitan capital region encompassing Beijing,
Tianjin and Hebei, home to more than 100 million people and an economic powerhouse
that relies on heavy industry and has dismal air quality records. In coming years, the
Chinese government is expected to make massive investments in the realisation of a
megacity strategy in this region, particularly through an overhaul in transportation that
will allow commuting times to reduce dramatically, improve efficiency and avoid GHG
emissions (Montague 2016; Eakin 2015).
Joint climate change
strategies

Municipal governments can jointly develop issue-based strategies such as joint climate
adaptation plans for one region. For example, within the three municipalities in
Demark—Fredensborg, Hoersholm, and Rudersdal—have joint forces and prepared an
environment and climate adaptation strategy to govern their shared watercourse — the
Usseroed Creek (Hagerup and Pallesen 2016).
Mandated by the Bremen Law of Climate Protection and Energy, the process of creating
a joint concept for climate change adaptation of Bremen and Bremerhaven started in 2016
in order to strengthen the resilience of the regional system in north-western Germany
(Municipality of Bremerhaven 2016).
In Finland, where the preparation of climate strategies at the municipal level is voluntary
with no state funding available, the smaller municipalities of Järvenpää, Kerava, Mäntsälä,
Nurmijärvi, Pornainen and Tuusula—also known as the KUUMA municipalities in the Central
Uusimaa region—pooled their resources to draw a joint climate strategy (Juhola 2010).

Regional policies
on climate change
and cities

In Victoria (Australia), the Climate Change Framework includes a range of actions
to foster mitigation and adaptation and emphasises cooperation with local government
(State Government of Victoria 2018).
Chiapas (Mexico) has established a Law for Adaptation to and Mitigation of Climate Change
(Ley para la Adaptación y Mitigación ante el Cambio Climático en el Estado de Chiapas)
which also specifies requirements for municipalities with the state, including the formu
lation and implementation of municipal climate change plans and programmes (Kehew et
al. 2013: 730).
Colombia’s departments (departamentos) are developing their own regional plans guided
by the national Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development (Ministerio de Ambiente
y Desarrollo Sostenible, MADS). These Planes Integrales de Gestión del Cambio Climático
Territoriales (PIGCCT) have been developed in the departments of Atlántico, Magdalena,
Quindío, Cesar, Cauca and Santander.
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Shared municipal power
and resource-pooling

In Ecuador, several municipalities have delegated some of their functions and powers to
mancomunidades, a local entity within the national legal framework (Mueller et al. 2017: 7).
In the United States, public authorities such as local governments may form a joint
powers authority (JPA) and together exercise a shared power. For example, in the
San Francisquito Creek JPA several local governments collaborate on climate adaptation
issues such as flood risk protection (San Francisquito Creek JPA 2018).
Local governments can collaborate financially, for example through Subnational Pooled
F inancing Mechanisms (SPFMs) that allow them to jointly access loans, bonds and other
forms of finance. SPFMs may help local governments that individually lack the credit
history or financial scope to access such finance to do so collectively (FMDV 2016).
E xamples of SPFMs can be found e.g. in India (Tamil Nadu Urban Development Fund, Pooled
Finance Development Fund scheme), Mexico (Bond Bank of the State of Hidalgo), Kenya
(K-Rep pooled fund), and the Philippines (FMDV 2016: 14).

Regional associations

Colombia’s Regional Autonomous Corporations (Corporaciones Autónomas Regionales, CARs)
are legal entities with joint authority at the regional level composed by jurisdictions in
the same geographic or hydrographic ecosystem. Some CARs have started discussing and
implementing actions on climate change. For example, the Corporación Autónoma Regional
del Alto Magdalena and the Corporación Autónoma del Rio Grande de la Magdalena are
involved in REDD+ initiatives (REDD Desk 2017). The CARs are established with financial
and administrative autonomy and legal identity and for environmental objectives. This
legal form exists in the country since 1993 and is established by law.
Canada’s Regional Adaptation Collaboratives (RACs) is a federal-provincial cost-shared
programme with the goal to “catalyse coordinated and sustained adaptation planning,
decision-making and action” and for capacity development at the provincial and community level (Department of Natural Resources 2017). The RACs receive 50 percent funding
from the federal level, and 50 percent funding from the RAC province partners (Bauer
and Steurer 2014: 123). The governing bodies of some of the RACs, for example that in
British Columbia, also have the participation of officials from municipal authorities, First
Nations and tribal councils (Fraser Basin Council 2017).

Example: Comisión Ambiental de la Megalópolis
(Mexico)
The Environmental Commission of the Megalopolis of Mexico (Comisión Ambiental de la Megalópolis,
CAMe) is an administrative organ that integrates
the federal government of Mexico (represented by the
Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources
(Secretaría de Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales,
Semarnat), the government of Mexico City and the
state governments of Hidalgo, Mexico State, Morelos,
Puebla and Tlaxcala (Government of Mexico 2013;
Expert interview). Recently, the state of Querétaro
entered the process to become part of the CAMe
(El Universal 2017a).
It has the purpose of coordinating administration,
planning and implementation of actions “for environmental protection, preservation and restauration of

ecological balance, transport, water and wastewater
service, solid waste management and public safety” in
the urban region of the Mexico Valley surrounding
Mexico City — one of the ten largest urban agglomerations in the world (Government of Mexico 2013,
para. I). The main emphasis in the work of the CAMe
is to preserve air quality in the region (Expert interview). The Commission envisions the cooperation
among all national-level ministries and with a group
of specialists to conform a scientific advisory committee (Government of Mexico 2013, clause 9). Initially,
the participation of other sectoral ministries in the
CAMe was not foreseen, but given the importance of
coordinating with other sectors for the effectiveness
of pollution-reduction efforts, since the CAMe’s creation three ministries have been incorporated: the
Ministry of Transport, the Health Ministry and the
Ministry of Urban Development (Expert interview).
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At the centre of the motivation for the establishment
of this institution is the reduction of atmospheric
pollution through traffic restrictions, control of fires
and the establishment of “electro-mobility corridors”,
which foresees the construction of 28 new electric
vehicle charging stations” (El Universal 2017b). In
addition, the CAMe allows coordination among
these government entities in solid waste management,
in integrating a unified GHG emission inventory.
Although mainly pursuing air quality objectives, the
activities of the CAMe are consistent with actions that
mitigate climate change. The work of the CAMe is
underpinned by the Federal Programme to Improve
Air Quality in the Megalopolis of 2017, which has
been aligned with the National Air Quality Strategy,
which was elaborated in collaboration with the
National Institute of Ecology and Climate Change
(Expert interview; Government of Mexico 2017).
The CAMe was created in 2013 following institutional
precedents that gradually established geographically
wider and more institutionalised environmental bodies
in the region: the Commission for the Prevention and
Control of Environmental Pollution in the Metropolitan Area of the Mexico Valley of 1992, signed by the
federal government, Mexico City (Distrito Federal)
and Mexico State (Roccatti 2007; Government of
Mexico 2013), and the subsequent Metropolitan Environmental Commission of 1996, which encompassed
Mexico City, 125 municipalities of Mexico State and
84 municipalities of Hidalgo State (Roccatti 2007).
Although key for one of the strongest local governments in the country (Mexico City), the Commission
was established in a top-down manner by presidential
decree. The Board of Directors includes the Minister
of Environment and Natural Resources, the Governors
of the States and the Mayor of Mexico City (Comisión
Ambiental de la Megalópolis 2017). The Commission
has an Executive Coordinator and a Scientific Advisory
Board (Government of Mexico 2013). One of the
challenges in the operation of the CAMe is the difficulty in achieving consensus because the six city and
state governments encompassed in the Commission
come from different ideological standpoints and represent the three main political parties in the country
(Expert interview).
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3.3.3 Networks, city twinning and
partnerships
Local governments and their partners have in
recent decades implemented a range of different
partnerships, networks and city twinning initiatives. Acuto and Rayner (2016: 1149–50) define city
networks as “formalised organisations with cities as
their main members and characterised by reciprocal
and established patterns of communication, policymaking and exchange”. In contrast, city twinning
can be understood as a specific form of cooperation
wherein two cities engage in exchanges on issues that
are of mutual interest, while the term partnership is
broader and refers to a form of collaboration that need
not necessarily include cities as partners: it could be
a partnership among other actors interested in sup
porting local climate action. In practice, these three
instruments often overlap. For example, ICLEI — a
network with more than 1500 member cities, towns
and regions — also maintains partnerships with international organisations, non-governmental organisations, research institutions, other city networks, and
private companies. City networks also often facilitate
twinning amongst cities. For example, the Covenant
of Mayors for Climate and Energy has launched a
twinning programme for mentoring and peer-to-peer
exchanges amongst cities (Covenant of Mayors 2017).
By supporting exchanges among local governments
and enabling them to share information, knowledge and lessons learnt with each other, city networks, partnerships and city twinning initiatives
can support the development of skills and
capacities of municipal employees with respect to
climate action. A key advantage of networks, partnerships and similar instruments is their flexibility: they
can be adapted to cater to a range of different priorities of local governments, depending on their specific
needs. Particularly city networks can also improve
both horizontal and vertical coordination and coherence, for example where cities develop shared GHG
emission reduction targets (horizontal), or where city
networks represent cities’ interests vis-à-vis national
governments or in international processes (vertical).
For example, the Global Taskforce of Local and
Regional Governments (GTF) is a meta-network of
associations of local and regional governments that
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helps them arrive at joint positions to voice in international negotiation processes (GTF 2018). ICLEI —
which is a member of the GTF — is the focal point
for the Local Authorities Major Group (LAMG) in
the UNFCCC process, and in this context links the
coordination efforts of the GTF to the UNFCCC
process (ibid.). City networks can also help improve
access to funding: local governments that participate
in city networks may jointly bid for funding, or the
city network applies for funding on their behalf
(Kern and Bulkeley 2009: 321). They also enable
local governments in finding peers for sharing information and good practices, and may provide trainings and offer technical support to local governments.
The proliferation of city networks, twinning
initiatives and partnerships aimed at supporting
local climate action suggests that local governments
consider these useful instruments. For example,
Acuto and Rayner (2016: 1153) have identified more
than 170 city networks, of which 29 percent have a
principal focus on the environment. However, the
proliferation — particularly of city networks — may
also lead to unnecessary competition amongst the
networks, and may be confusing for local governments
trying to identify which ones to engage with.
Typically, city networks, city twinning and partnerships are examples of horizontal governance
between local governments with a strong bottomup element, as they are usually implemented
voluntarily and in the absence of strong top-down
support. However, there are also examples of city
networks and partnerships that do not fit this characterisation. For example, the European Union was
involved in the initiation of the Covenant of Mayors,
which has moreover received financial support from
the European Commission. Individual countries may
also support city networks and related urban initiatives, e.g. Germany. The German Federal Ministry
for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ)
co-funds the C40 Cities Finance Facility, which helps
C40 member cities in developing and emerging eco
nomies in developing and implementing climate
mitigation and adaptation projects (C40 2016), while
the German Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU)
funds climate projects of C40 and ICLEI through its
International Climate Initiative (IKI).

For national governments, nationally operating
city networks and local government associations
can be interesting as partners to involve in con
sultations on local climate policy. Depending on
the representativeness of their membership, such
networks or associations may be well positioned to
aggregate the view of local governments and communicate them to higher levels of government. Support
from national governments can also help scale up the
activities of successful city networks, partnerships
and twinning initiatives. Moreover, nationally operating city networks — such as the Deutscher Städtetag
in Germany or the South African Local Government
Association (SALGA) — can help “localise” global
agendas and agreements such as the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development and the Paris Agreement.
For example, already shortly after the 2030 Agenda
was signed the Deutscher Städtetag prepared a model
resolution for its members that allowed them to signal
their commitment to implementing the 2030 Agenda
at the local level. The Deutscher Städtetag has also
partnered with other networks as well as academic
institutions and foundations to develop a set of indicators to help German municipalities monitor the
local implementation of the 2030 Agenda.
Despite many potential advantages, studies
indicate that caution is required regarding the
potential of city networks to contribute to the
achievement of global climate change goals. Firstly,
there is a regional bias, with most cities that participate in city networks being concentrated in the
Global North (Bansard et al. 2017). Thus, the benefits of city networks in catalysing climate action
may be reaching mostly cities in wealthier and more
developed countries. Secondly, city networks tend
to focus on “softer” activities such as knowledge exchanges and capacity building, rather than e.g. shared
mitigation targets: few city networks working on
climate change define specific, shared emission reduction targets (ibid.). This suggests that, “contrary
to the prevalent narrative, the aggregate system of
transnational municipal climate governance cannot
be considered more ambitious than the multilateral
level when it comes to climate change mitigation”
(ibid.: 242). Thirdly, Acuto and Rayner (2016: 1165)
also caution that the development of city networks
often takes place without adequate accountability,
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raising questions regarding the potential for undesir
able structures to be locked in.
Table 3.7: Sub-types and examples of networks, city twinning and partnerships
Partnerships

At COP22, a partnership was announced between California and China’s Alliance of Peaking
Pioneer Cities (APPC) (World Bank 2016). Through the partnership, California—with
assistance from the World Bank—will support the Chinese cities in developing low-carbon
development strategies.
Germany has several bilateral urbanisation partnerships (Urbanisierungspartnerschaften)
that focus on topics that are of mutual interest for the partners. For example, the
Sino-German Urbanisation Partnership “aspires to positively influence urban and environmental policy-making and implementation” in both Germany and China “in light of rising
urbanisation rates, climate change-induced natural disasters, and increasing levels of
environmental degradation” (Sino-German Urbanisation Partnership 2018).

City networks

Examples of transnational city networks with a strong climate focus include C40, ICLEI,
Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy, Climate Alliance, and Energy-Cities.
There are also many national city networks with a strong climate focus, e.g. the Swedish
Climate Municipality Network (Klimatkommunera), the Argentinean Network of Municipalities
on Climate Change (Red Argentina de Municipios frente al Cambio Climático, RAMCC), and
the Forum of Brazilian Capitals (Fórum das Capitais Brasileiras, CB27).
In many countries, general-purpose municipal associations also contribute to peer learning
and networking on climate change. Examples include the Association of German Cities
(Deutscher Städtetag), the Association of German Districts (Deutscher Landkreistag), and
the German Association of Towns and Municipalities (Deutscher Städte- und Gemeindebund),
as well as the South African Local Government Association (SALGA).

City twinning

The Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy facilitates twinning exchanges where local
governments can opt for either peer-to-peer exchanges or mentoring exchanges.
The German Federal Ministry on Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) supports
Municipal Climate Partnerships among German municipalities and cities from the Global
South, wherein the partner cities develop joint climate action programmes (Engagement
Global 2018).

Example: We Are Still In (United States)
On June 1, 2017, President Trump announced that
the United States would be withdrawing from the
Paris Agreement. In response to this development,
non-federal actors launched several initiatives to communicate their enduring commitment to the Paris
Agreement despite the federal retreat. One of these
initiatives — We Are Still In — is the focus of this
case study. It is a network of US businesses, cities,
states, tribes, research institutions, cultural and religious entities that has by now been joined by more
than 2700 entities, including 250 cities and counties
(We Are Still In 2017).
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We Are Still In is coordinated by a range of different
institutions, including non-governmental organisations, city networks, philanthropic institutions, and
business networks. The initiative was able to swiftly
react to the announcement of the intended withdrawal
from the Paris Agreement as these institutions had
been preparing for this possibility since Trump took
office (Expert interview). Moreover, the institutions
coordinating We Are Still In were able to build on
well-established ties to cities, states, businesses, and
other non-federal actors, allowing them to gather a
large number of signatories to back the initiative within a few days (ibid.).

3 Instruments for multi-level climate governance

While We Are Still In initially emerged as an initiative that enabled a wide range of non-federal actors to
signal their on-going commitment to climate action,
its focus will expand over the coming months as the
initiative will also support signatories in following
up on their climate commitments (Expert interview).
This will involve, for example, efforts to foster col
laboration amongst We Are Still In signatories to
encourage more ambitious climate action (ibid.). It
will also involve connecting signatories to useful
resources (ibid.). An example of such a resource is the
guidance provided by the We Mean Business coalition
to support large businesses in identifying possible
areas for climate action.
The large number of institutions involved in steering
We Are Still In as well as the large number of signatories has been both an opportunity and a challenge
(Expert interview). Thus, the scale and diversity of
actors involved in the initiative can make their commitment to a shared goal — supporting the implementation of the Paris Agreement — much more
powerful. However, the number of participating
entities also makes it challenging to coordinate on
the details, such as advocacy strategies, scheduling
meetings, etc. (ibid.).
A further initiative that emerged in response to
President Trump’s announcement is America’s Pledge,
which is spearheaded by California’s Governor Jerry
Brown, and Michael Bloomberg, the UN SecretaryGeneral’s special Envoy for Climate Action (America’s
Pledge 2017a). The focus of America’s Pledge is on
quantifying and aggregating the impact of climate
action by US non-federal actors, including the members of We Are Still In and other initiatives (ibid.).
In this sense, America’s Pledge is complimentary to
the efforts of We Are Still In (Expert interview). It
signifies a clear understanding of the power of data,
with a recent report suggesting that the US states
and cities supporting the Paris Agreement represent
49 percent of the US population, 54 percent of total
US gross domestic product (GDP), and 35 percent
of US GHG emissions (America’s Pledge 2017b: 19).
This communicates that their efforts should be taken
seriously and bolsters the perception that they are
climate leaders (Watts 2017).

Both of these initiatives have a very strong bottom-up
character. For example, Bloomberg has argued that
the combined efforts of US non-federal actors should
be considered as a subnational submission to the
U NFCCC alongside other countries’ NDCs. Such
statements position non-federal actors, including states
and cities, as independent actors that will engage in
ambitious climate action despite a lack of input or
guidance from the federal level.
This strong bottom-up character of current climate
action in the United States was also visible at COP 23
in Paris. US non-federal actors were highly vocal and
visible, with numerous side events featuring cities,
states, tribes, businesses, and research institutions.
Moreover, while there was no official US pavilion at
COP 23, the pavilion of US non-federal actors was
hard to miss.
Efforts of cities and other actors to form networks,
engage in climate advocacy and share tools to support
climate action are not new. Yet initiatives such as
We Are Still In stand out not only for the breadth
and diversity of their membership, but also because
they present themselves as an alternative US voice
on climate action at a time when the federal government has renounced its climate commitments. While
the extent to which these efforts manage to catalyse
climate action in the US remains to be seen, their
normative impact and efforts to increase the inter
national visibility of US non-federal action has already
been substantial.

3.4 Institutional capacities
3.4.1 Human resources and
capacities
Local governments require human resources with
adequate technical, institutional and strategic
capacities to develop and implement locally appropriate adaptation and mitigation strategies and
concepts. Skilled personnel is necessary to effectively
lead policy processes, steer their implementation and
monitoring and serve as focal points for h
 orizontal
coordination with other local governments as well as
vertical coordination with key national agencies.
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 dequate capacities allow local governments to perA
form their tasks efficiently and enable them to make
more long-term, strategic decisions to meet national
objectives (Charbit and Michalun 2009: 28). Examples of instruments that can help improve the human
resources and capacities of local governments include
the provision of funding for the recruitment of expert
personnel, trainings to improve the skills and knowledge of local government employees, and mentoring
programmes involving experts or other local governments (Charbit and Michalun 2009; Khan et al.
2016; Archer et al. 2017).

work plan that makes extensive references to the
subnational level, and which will be followed up in
annual sessions (Decision 1/CP.21, para. 71–83;
Khan et al. 2016). Moreover, international thematic
and fi
 nancial entities involved in capacity building — such as the Climate Technology Centre and
Network (CTCN) and the Green Climate Fund’s
readiness programme for accessing funds — are available as part of the UNFCCC system. A key role for
national actors is to lead in the identification of
region-specific needs and priorities and match them
with existing opportunities.

Expert personnel such as “climate managers” or
“resilience officers” can initiate and support the
development of local adaptation and mitigation
strategies and concepts most suitable to the local
context and can take forward their implementation
and monitoring (Khan et al. 2016). They can serve as
key contact and coordinate climate action between
different municipal departments and other key actors
and entities (Difu 2011). Skilled personnel also has
an important role in awareness-raising and creating
and capturing knowledge on climate change issues in
departments and institutions which are not directly
concerned with climate issues in their daily work
(Archer et al. 2017). An example of a national programme that recognises the value of such skilled
personnel is Germany’s climate manager programme,
which provides local governments with funding to
hire an expert to coordinate their climate activities.

National governments can play an important role
in ensuring that labour markets have an adequate
supply of skilled and educated personnel through a
strong education system built on universities, research
and continued training (Khan et al 2016: 15). In
addition, raising awareness at various levels and increasing the involvement of national government
institutions in capacity building initiatives is crucial.
A key role of the national level is to make financial
and technical resources available for the local level to
take advantage of capacity-developing offerings.
Additionally, national governments may also directly
provide capacity building trainings for municipal staff.

The capacity needs of the subnational level now
have an institutional home under the UNFCCC.
Though the Paris Agreement broadly states the need
to build adequate capacities in developing countries
without a specific reference to local governments,10 in
2016, the Paris Committee on Capacity Building
(PCCB) was established “to address gaps and needs,
and coherence and coordination of capacity building
activities under the Convention” and established a

In developing instruments to strengthen capacities
and human resources, key challenges that must
be addressed relate to their sustainability and the
retention of skilled personnel. Thus, on the one
hand, it has proven difficult to ensure the sustainability of capacity building measures, as many of them
tend to be “ad-hoc, short-lived, mainly project-based
interventions” (Khan et al. 2016: 2). On the other
hand, the difficulty in retaining individual and institutional capacity on a long-term basis affects both
national and local governments. Developing countries
also report a lack of training in vulnerability and
adaptation assessments and methodologies (Khan et
al. 2016).

10 “Capacity-building under this Agreement should enhance the capacity and ability of developing country Parties, in particular countries with
the least capacity” (Paris Agreement, art. 11)
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Table 3.8: Sub-types and examples of instruments strengthening human resources and capacities
Financing for
skilled personnel

In Belgium, the Brussels-Capital Region (regional level) provides free advice to a
range of actors, including local governments and local planning authorities, through
Eco-District Facilitators (IEA 2018c).
One of the key components of Germany’s Municipal Directive for Climate Protection
(Kommunalrichtlinie, KRL), which supports planning, advocacy and mainstreaming of
climate change at the municipal level, is that it provides funding for local governments
to hire an expert referred to as a climate manager (Klimaschutzmanager) that is
r esponsible for coordinating all climate activities in municipalities (BMU 2017b) (see
more information below).
The C40 network holds a competitive process in which its member cities can apply to host
City Advisers—staff dedicated to climate change mitigation and adaptation responsibilities,
including the development and implementation of plans, policies and projects (C40 2018b).

Capacity development
for the local level

In Germany, the Service Centre for Municipal Climate Action (Service- und Kompetenz
zentrum: Kommunaler Klimaschutz, SK:KK) provides coaching opportunities as well as
online and in-person events to support the development of capacities in German municipalities, for example practice workshops (Praxiswerkstätten) and thematic seminars
(Themenseminare) (BMU 2018d).
In Brazil, the training institution Oficina Municipal offers trainings for municipal employees
on a range of issues, including e.g. responsible administration, international cooperation,
and environmental policy (Oficina Municipal 2018).
Affairs, the Department of Cooperative Governance and Traditional Affairs, and the South
African Local Government Association offers trainings for municipalities and provinces
with the Let’s Respond to Climate Change Toolkit for mainstreaming of climate change into
municipal Integrated Development Planning since 2012 (urbanEarth n.d.).

Example: Klimaschutzmanager (Germany)
Germany’s National Climate Initiative (NKI) is the
key national support instrument for local climate
action. Its target groups are districts, towns and
communities; private households and consumers;
businesses; and educational institutions. More than
12,500 projects in about 3,000 municipalities have
been supported through the NKI since 2008 (BMU
2017a).
Within the NKI, the German Municipal Directive for
Climate Protection (KRL) of 2008 is an instrument
that specifically supports planning, advocacy and
mainstreaming of climate change in municipalities,
as well as the implementation of concrete measures,
with an emphasis on climate change mitigation, with
the goal to reduce municipal GHG emissions by
40 percent relative to 1990 by 2020 (Projektträger
Jülich 2018). The KRL offers a comprehensive support
package for municipalities, including for example

support to develop their climate action plans, funding
to implement them, as well as subsidies to fund the
position of a Climate Manager working within the
municipal administration (BMU 2017b). It is thus
an example of an instrument that addresses a crucial
governance capacity: availability of skilled employees
to support different aspects of implementing local
climate action. By financing a position whose sole
focus is on this topic, it can help institutionalise
climate change at the municipal level.
The main responsibility of a climate manager is the
support for the implementation of the municipal
climate action plan (Klimaschutzkonzept) of the respective municipality (Expert interview). In order to
fulfil this responsibility, climate managers’ tasks cover
a range of issues related to coordinating municipal
climate activities; communicating, public relations,
building and sustaining networks with internal departments and actors within the municipal administration;
supporting the integration of climate change in all
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sectors and institutions at the municipal level (BMU
2017b; Expert interview); connecting with all relevant
stakeholders (citizens, businesses, etc.) to raise their
awareness of climate change issues in the municipality
and ensuring that they are informed and involved;
and preparing briefings and information for decisions
to be made at the political level in the respective muni
cipality (Expert interview).
Financial support is available for the position of a
climate manager for an initial period of three years,
depending on the scope of the local climate action
plan (BMU 2017b), and upon a proposal submission
for an extension of two additional years (Expert interview; BMU 2017b). The position is usually subsidised
with federal funds for up to 65 percent (up to 90 percent for municipalities with particularly limited
financial resources) (ibid.). A range of different constellations are possible for applying for funding for a
climate manager. For example, municipalities can
jointly apply for a climate manager, and districts (intermediate administrative levels between the municipalities and the German states) can also apply for climate
managers together with the municipalities within
that district (ibid.: 8; Expert interview). Likewise,
there are districts that have integrated local climate
action plans encompassing the jurisdiction of more
than one municipality (Expert interview). A few illustrative examples are Darmstadt-Dieburg in the federal state of Hessen (Landkreis Darmstadt-Dieburg
2018), Mayen-Koblenz in the north of Rhineland-Palatinate (Landkreis Mayen-Koblenz 2018), Fürth in
Bavaria (Landkreis Fürth 2018) and Ludwigsburg in
Baden-Württemberg (Landkreis Ludwigsburg 2018).
Climate managers have regular support in various
forms, which can vary across municipalities and
across federal states (Bundesländer). On the one hand,
they can take advantage of training programmes and
networking events offered by the Service and Com
petence Centre for Local Climate Action (Serviceund Kompetenzzentrum: Kommunaler Klimaschutz,
SK:KK), as well as mentoring from more experienced
climate managers (BMU 2017b). On the other hand,
federal states like Mecklenburg–Western Pomerania
have a network of climate managers who meet once a
year to exchange learnings and strategic advice with
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the support of the state’s Energy Ministry (Expert
interview).
In terms of multi-level climate governance, the KRL
is an instrument that provides support for municipalities to engage in climate action, but leaves it up to
them to decide on their own priorities. As part of the
KRL, the financial support for climate managers is
embedded in a range of other policies, programmes
and initiatives that together make up a holistic support
package for municipalities (see Figure 3.4). Financial
support to develop and implement climate projects,
the dedicated SK:KK Service and Competence Centre
that provides advice on issues such as funding opportunities, and guidelines for municipal climate action
(Praxisleitfaden Klimaschutz in Kommunen) are just
some examples of the support opportunities available
for municipalities in the country (BMU 2017b).
The position of a climate manager in the municipality’s organigram varies across municipalities, depending
on the size of the administration and the thematic
divisions that it encompasses. The team in which a
climate manager is located is an important determinant for the success of a climate manager and for the
agility of her or his actions. If located far from the
executive leadership in the command chain, official
channels and decisions that allow climate managers
to take actions can be lengthy (Expert interview).
The success of climate managers can also be linked to
the political commitment to climate change mitigation
in the respective municipality, and on the support
and collaboration of the municipal institutions with a
climate manager. Because climate action is a voluntary
task at the municipal level, the climate manager position can sometimes be cut back if a municipality
is facing difficulties. Moreover, since this position is
often concerned with networking, communicating
and raising awareness, the ways of working of climate
managers can be new in municipalities where members
of staff come from technical backgrounds. The strategy
that focuses on a skilled climate manager a lso highly
relies on the ability of this person to be able to tap
into networks and on the receptiveness of the relevant
municipal sectors, such as waste management and
water service delivery (Expert interview).

3 Instruments for multi-level climate governance

The case of climate managers illustrates well the need
to select instruments depending on the existing policy
and instrument mix in a country. Climate managers
rely on the national support provided (funds to finance
the human resources, an overarching framework

 efined by the Municipal Directive for Climate
d
Protection, as well as the support for coordination
and cooperation with other local governments) and
the existence of a municipal climate action plan in
the respective local government.
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Figure 3.4: The German Municipal Directive for Climate Protection
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4 Multi-level climate
governance frameworks
This chapter analyses the multi-level climate governance frameworks of India, Brazil, Colombia and
South Africa in an exemplary manner. The purpose
of this review is to highlight the diversity of framework conditions existing in different countries and
illustrate the role of different multi-level climate
governance instruments in these diverse framework
settings. While all four countries have a tendency
towards either top-down, bottom-up or hybrid multilevel climate governance, the analysis shows that,
firstly, these governance contexts are not set in stone
and are subject to change over time. Secondly, as
mentioned above, “top-down”, “bottom-up” and
“ hybrid” are better understood as continuous rather
than discrete categories.
The four countries were purposefully selected from
the global South following the criteria of diversity —
both regarding global geography (two countries in
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Latin America, one in Africa and one in Asia) and
political system (two federal or quasi-federal states —
Brazil and India — with differing levels of top-down
and bottom-up multi-level climate governance approaches and two unitary states — Colombia and
South Africa — also with differing levels of hybrid
approaches). Two countries — Brazil and India — are
among the ten largest global emitters (WRI 2017).
India was also one of the ten most affected countries
by climate risk in 2015 according to Germanwatch
(Kreft et al. 2017). Based on fatalities and losses in
2015, Colombia and India are among the 50 most
vulnerable countries in the world (ibid.).
The analysis of the four multi-level climate governance frameworks focuses on the following issues:
ʶʶ Background: what are the key issues related to
cities and climate change in the country?

4 Multi-level climate governance frameworks

ʶʶ Multi-level climate governance framework:
what are the main characteristics of the multi-level
climate governance framework? What relations,
mandates, roles and responsibilities of different
levels of government are specified in the country’s
constitution, and how do they affect local climate
action?
ʶʶ Key instruments: what are examples of key multilevel climate governance instruments being employed in the country? What are their goals? How
do they fit into the multi-level climate governance
landscape? What are the key institutions and actors
involved?
ʶʶ Challenges and opportunities: to what extent do
the framework and instruments support local climate
action? What key issues and lessons learned emerge?

4.1 Multi-level climate
governance in India
4.1.1 Background: cities and
climate change in India
A growing urban population and economic growth
are two key factors that are increasing the importance
of adaptation and mitigation considerations for Indian
cities due to associated challenges. The share of the
Indian population living in urban areas is projected
to increase to 814 million by 2050 (from 410 million
in 2014), surpassing the size of the rural population
(estimated at 857 million in 2014 but projected to
decline to 805 million by 2050) (DESA 2014: 22).
This increase in the urban population has led “to a call
by the Indian Government to build 100 new cities
over the period” (UN-Habitat 2016c: 174). Much of
the infrastructure to accommodate the growing urban
population of India also still needs to be built. Will
these new cities and infrastructures contribute to a
sustainable future, or be locked in to high emission
development paths? Concerted efforts at all levels and
appropriate capacity development will be necessary to
meet these challenges. For example, (urban) planning
plays an important role with regard to the development of climate-friendly and resilient cities. However,
planning capacity in India is very limited: “In the

UK, there are 38 planners per 100,000 population,
while in Nigeria and India the figure is 1.44 and 0.23
respectively” (ibid.: 121).
In addition to population growth, economic growth
is an important contextual factor for climate action
in India. While current per capita energy consumption in India is low, population growth and economic
growth contribute to a rising overall and per capita
energy demand (Gouldson et al. 2016: 13). Considering the carbon intensity of Indian energy (ibid.),
ensuring that renewable energy becomes a priority
energy source is important. With respect to adaptation, many cities in India are vulnerable to sea level
rise due to their proximity to the coast, while others
already experience the impacts of extreme weather
events such as heat waves and flooding (Beermann et
al. 2016: 58). Such urban adaptation concerns are
likely to increase as the share of the population living
in cities increases. They will moreover most strongly
affect those parts of the population that are already
now most vulnerable to climate impacts, such as the
inhabitants of informal settlements.
Many Indian cities are already taking action on climate
change. For example, New Delhi launched India’s
first city-level climate change agenda in 2009, while
other cities such as Hyderabad and Kolkata have
implemented sectoral strategies with climate benefits
in areas such as transportation and waste management
(Beerman et al. 2016: 58–9). Rajkot has conducted
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emissions inventories using the Global Protocol for
Community-Scale Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (see section 3.1.1), has developed a Low Emission
Development Strategy (LEDS) Action Plan, and developed a number of specific mitigation and adaptation
actions to achieve its climate goals (cCR 2017b).11
Nonetheless other, more urgent concerns — such as
accommodating rapid population growth and addressing poverty — often detract attention from climate
action (Beermann et al. 2016; Expert interview). This
leads to a risk that the significant scope for GHG
emissions relative to business as usual that e xists in
many Indian cities is not used, and that crucial opportunities to ensure that the substantial investments
that will be needed in housing, energy, transport and
waste infrastructure are climate friendly are missed
(Gouldson et al. 2016: 11–2). Multi-level climate governance will be important in helping Indian cities address these challenges and capitalise on opportunities
for GHG mitigation, as the “multiple policy levers
that need to be pulled to access these o pportunities
exist at different scales and in different sectors”
(Gouldson et al. 2016: 17).

4.1.2 India’s multi-level climate
governance framework
India has in the past been described as a “heavily centralised quasi-federal system” or “minimal federalism”
(Jörgensen et al. 2015: 269), indicating that even
though India is a federal state (composed of 29 states
and seven union territories), the national government
typically plays a central role in setting the agenda,
formulating policies (with limited input from the
subnational level), and coordinating implementation
at the state level. However, while studies agree that
the impetus for the emerging climate and energy
policy fields initially came from the central level in a
top-down fashion, they also indicate that in recent
years state and local governments have begun formulating and implementing their own climate policies
more proactively (e.g. Atteridge et al. 2012; Beermann
et al. 2016; Jörgensen et al. 2015; Expert interview).
States are also responding to national plans, guidelines and policies in a manner that reflects their own
economic and political circumstances, yet their

autonomy is constrained by limited financial resources (Jörgensen et al. 2015).
The Constitution of India specifies which policy areas
are the responsibilities of the national and state governments, respectively. With respect to climate change,
relevant policy areas are at times the responsibility of
the national government, state governments, or
shared by both. Energy policy is an example where
responsibility is shared (Jörgensen et al. 2015). The
national government is, for example, responsible for
issues such as nuclear power, minerals and oil, while
state governments are responsible for legislation on
taxes on the consumption or sale of electricity (ibid.).
For another key policy area for local climate action —
urban development — the responsibility lies with state
governments, which then can delegate implementation
responsibilities to local governments (Sharma and
Tomar 2010: 458). The Ministry of Housing and
Urban Affairs offers states guidelines and financial
support (ibid.).
Decentralisation reforms have not only increased the
powers of state governments, but also municipal
governments (Beermann et al. 2016: 57). However,
studies find that despite formal legislative powers
related to climate or energy policy at the state level,
“the scope for bottom-up action should not be overestimated” due to financial bottlenecks and a continued
dependency on financial transfers from the national
government (Jörgensen et al. 2015: 269; Sharma and
Tomar 2010: 459). Moreover, cities’ scope for auto
nomous action generally is even more limited since —
even though the powers of local government varies
by state — significant decentralisation from the state
to local government level has not occurred, leading to
weak institutional and financial capacities of muni
cipal governments (Beermann et al. 2016: 57).

4.1.3 Key instruments in India
National level
Multi-level governance plays an important role in key
legislation related to climate change in India. For
example, the National Action Plan on Climate
Change (NAPCC, launched in 2008) provides the
main framework for mitigation and adaptation at the
national level, with policies and targets being regularly

11 This was supported by the Urban LEDS project. In addition to Rajkot, Thane is another model city for the Urban LEDS project in India.
The project also engages in six further Indian cities (satellite cities). The model cities and satellite cities are supported in mainstreaming
climate change into their urban planning and development.
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updated through Five Year Plans (Gouldson et al.
2016). It supports the mainstreaming of climate
change concerns into urban planning processes at all
levels (Sharma and Tomar 2010: 460). India’s key
international commitment — which is enshrined in
its NDC12 — is to reduce the emissions intensity of
GDP by 33–35 percent over 2005 levels by 2030
(Government of India 2016: 29).
A consultative body — the Advisory Council on
Climate Change — was formed to develop the
NAPCC. The Advisory Council is chaired by the
Prime Minister and includes representation from a
range of stakeholders, including various national
ministries, industry, academia and civil society (Jha
2014; LSE 2017a). Subnational governments are however not represented on the Council. While the Advisory Council did not meet for several years after the
development of the NAPCC, it has more recently
reconvened and may yet prove to have a stronger role
in coordinating NAPCC implementation across the
ministries (Jha 2014: 5).
However, the lack of a comment period for the
NAPCC or broader consultation process has been
criticised and national consultative processes on
climate change have been challenged as less inclusive
than in other emerging economies such as South
A frica and Brazil (Dubash and Joseph 2015: 47, 52).
At the national level, a range of ministries are involved in the implementation of the NAPCC and its
missions. However, Dubash and Joseph (2015) diagnose a lack of mechanisms to coordinate between the
ministries, leading to siloed implementation. During
the early stages, the position of the Prime Minister’s
Special Envoy on Climate Change was created and
played a key role in coordinating mission development between ministries. However, after the Office
of the Special Envoy was dissolved, coordination has
been rather ad hoc (Dubash and Joseph 2015: 52). An
Executive Committee on Climate Change (ECCC)
“composed of secretaries, the highest ranking bureaucrats in each ministry” was established in 2013 to
remedy this situation (ibid.: 49). Another issue that
hampers horizontal coordination across national-level

ministries is a lack of capacity and expert personnel
(ibid.).
The NAPCC also outlines eight national missions,
including a National Mission on Sustainable
Habitat which, inter alia, “seeks to promote energy
efficiency as an essential component of urban planning” and “calls for extending the Energy Conser
vation Building Code, and emphasises urban waste
management and recycling, including power production from waste” (LSE 2017a). In addition to the
National Mission on Sustainable Habitat, a range
of other programmes and missions — such as the
Solar Cities Programme, the Smart Cities Mission,
the Atal Mission for Rejuvenation and Urban
Transformation (AMRUT), the National Heritage
City Development and Augmentation Yojana
(HRIDAY) and the now ended Jawaharlal Nehru
Urban Renewal Mission (JNNURM) — provide
funding opportunities that cities can use to implement
local climate action. While not all of these programmes explicitly address climate mitigation and/or
adaptation concerns, motivated local bodies may
nonetheless try to implement them in a manner that
also provides climate benefits, as is outlined in more
detail below.

State level
State governments are obliged to prepare State
Action Plans for Climate Change (SAPCCs)13 to
adapt the NAPCC and its national missions for the
state level and ensure implementation. They must be
endorsed at the national level.
While this process of hierarchical coordination and
approval of the SAPCCs is indicative of a top-down
process (rather than climate policies emerging at the
subnational level in response to concerns about climate change and impacts), the priorities of each state
government are a strong influence on the SAPCCs
(Atteridge et al. 2012: 72; Gouldson et al. 2016: 13;
Jörgensen et al. 2015: 273). Thus, there is significant
variation in the way states engage with climate policy.
For example, Gujarat was the first state to set up its
own climate change department, while Kerala

12 Initially, NDCs were referred to as intended nationally determined contributions (INDCs), because countries communicated them prior to the
finalisation of the Paris Agreement (WRI 2018). The INDCs become NDCs “as countries formally join the Paris Agreement” (ibid.). India ratified the Paris Agreement on 2 October 2016, which then came into force in India on 4 November 2016. Thus, India’s INDC is now an NDC.
13 Many states received support from donors, international agencies or consultants (e.g. UNDP, GIZ) in preparing their SAPCCs, indicating
international linkages in this multi-level climate governance framework (Jha 2014 : 5, Dubash and Joseph 2015 : 52). However, concerns arise
that such a process of preparing the SAPCCs may limit ownership of the plans within state bureaucracies (Tankha and Rauken 2013: 22).
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announced a green fund to be used for climate
change objectives (Atteridge et al. 2012: 72). However, other states were much slower in recognising “climate change as a policy concern” (ibid.: 72–4). Institutional responsibility and arrangements for climate
policy d
 iffers across the states, which may also influence their priorities and approaches to climate
change (Atteridge et al. 2012: 74; Gouldson et al.
2016: 13). Other factors affecting the diversity of
SAPCCs are their development priorities, “climate
vulnerability and the economic opportunities associated with mitigation” (Gouldson et al. 2016: 13).
At the state level, lack of political continuity has also
been a concern, as frequent changes in postings for
bureaucrats mean that the incentives for longer-term
planning are limited (Tankha and Rauken 2013: 26;
Expert interview).

Local level
The implications of the SAPCCs for local governments
depend on the extent to which state governments have
decentralised governance to local governments.
Often, the level of autonomy that local governments
have differs quite significantly across policy areas that
are relevant for climate governance, leading to diffi-

culties in coordinating between different departments
at the local level. For example, in Kolkata, municipal
bodies have significant leeway in pursuing low carbon
strategies in policy areas that have been devolved to
the local level, such as waste management (Gouldson
et al. 2016: 17). However, in other policy areas,
Kolkata has been less successful in adopting low-
carbon development strategies due to a lack of mandate (e.g. for energy governance), lack of coordination across different departments or conflicting
priorities (e.g. to expand the road network, which
limits support for public and non-motorised transport) (ibid.: 17). Thus, climate change policies are
often implemented in a sectoral rather than inte
grated fashion. While this problem affects many
Indian cities, some have also demonstrated that a
more integrated approach is possible. For example,
Mumbai and Delhi have both mainstreamed mitigation and adaptation into spatial planning (Gouldson
et al. 2016: 13).
A further challenge for municipal climate action is
access to finance. Thus, as is indicated in Figure 4.1,
municipal expenditures in India amount to just
1.1 percent of GDP — far lower than, for example,
in Brazil, Russia and South Africa (UN-Habitat

Figure 4.1: Municipal expenditures in India and other countries (% GDP)
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2016c: 11). This indicates that the scope for autonomous local climate action is limited. Both state and
local governments are moreover highly dependent on
allocations from higher levels of government for climate-related projects and international climate finance ( Jha 2014).
Despite the general top-down nature of multi-level
climate governance in cities, there is also evidence of
cities going beyond national or state requirements
and incorporating climate change into urban development processes in an unprompted manner. For
example, the city of Rajkot has found ways to include
climate objectives while implementing various state or
national schemes at the local level, even though this
was not necessarily required (Khosla and Bhardwaj
2017). In implementing national and state schemes
for affordable housing that include no specific climate
objectives, the housing team of the Rajkot Municipal
Corporation has, “with support from local architects
and international experts, included passive cooling,
lighting and ventilation, and rainwater harvesting
features in the building design guidelines” (ibid.: 3).
Rajkot has also promoted energy efficiency and renewable energy measures, such as solar photovoltaic
systems on office building rooftops and encouraging
industrial energy efficiency (ICLEI 2017a).
The experience of Rajkot shows that there is substantial flexibility for independent climate action in Indian
cities under the right conditions, such as local creativity and leadership, support from other actors, and
conducive policy frameworks at the state and national
level (Khosla and Bhardwaj 2017). Sufficient capacities, for example with respect to the training of local
government staff, are also important. In the absence of
such capacities, local governments will be dependent
on donor support, and/or must hire external consultants (and have the resources allowing for this) who
are less familiar with the local context (CPR 2017).
Other instruments that are being used by local governments in India include monitoring and reporting
instruments. For example, Rajkot and at least seven
other Indian cities have used the Global Protocol
for Community-Scale Greenhouse Gas Emission
Inventories (see also section 3.1.1) to conduct their
emissions inventories (ICLEI 2017b). Indian cities
have also been active in city networks, partnerships

and city twinning to support their climate governance efforts through exchanges on issues of mutual
interest, encourage the development of relevant skills
and capacities at the local level, and gain access to
climate finance.

4.1.4 India’s challenges and
opportunities
Emergent institutional framework: In general, institutions for multi-level climate governance in India
are still emergent and have gone through considerable
evolution in the last ten years (Dubash and Joseph
2015; Jörgensen et al. 2015). Thus, despite an overall
top-down approach to multi-level climate governance,
there are indications of increasing autonomy at the
local and state levels.
Conflicting policy objectives: A challenge that is
shared with many other countries concerns the fact
that conflicting policy objectives may dampen support
for climate policy. In India, “climate change issues
are typically subordinated to the prerogatives of economic development and poverty reduction”, although
this is changing as the risks of climate change for
India become clearer and the possibility of co-benefits
from climate action becomes more evident (Beerman
et al. 2016: 60–1).
Limited political support for implementation:
There are indications that political support for the
SAPCCs is relatively weak or lacking in several states.
In Odisha, the development of the SAPCC received
substantial political and bureaucratic support, as indicated by the explicit support of the Chief Minister
in the preparation of the Plan and its implementation
and monitoring by a committee chaired by the Chief
Secretary (Jörgensen et al. 2015: 278). However, in
other states, “it is individual leadership in the bureaucracy that seems to be driving forward the planning
process” — such as nodal officers for climate change —
with high-level political support being less evident
(Jörgensen et al. 2015: 278).
Coordination challenges: A lack of coordination —
at all levels — is a further challenge that needs to be
tackled. For example, departments within local
governments often work in a siloed manner. A lack
of effective coordination mechanisms as well as a
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lack of personnel and capacities hampers horizontal
coordination among national-level ministries.

the share of the population living in urban areas in
2050 is projected to increase to 91 percent (ibid.: 52).

Consultants and international development agencies have played an important role in preparing many
SAPCCs, developing local projects, and helping cities
submit applications for national funds (Expert interview). While this allows state and local actors to
draw on external expertise, it also indicates a lack of
capacity. Where consultants and development agencies provide support, it is therefore important to
ensure that state and local actors are deeply involved
in the process to help build capacity for the future.
This is moreover important to ensure long-term owner
ship of the plans and projects developed with the help
of external support.

Despite such a large urban population, urban mitigation and adaptation policies have been relatively low
on the political agenda. On the one hand, with respect
to climate change policy, the key concerns in Brazil
tend to be deforestation, land use change, and maintaining a high share of renewable energy 14 in the
power supply (Kahn and Brandão 2015; Viola and
Hochstetler 2015). On the other hand, in terms of
urban development, climate change also competes
with other concerns that are often perceived as more
urgent, such as reducing urban inequalities and class
divides (Kahn and Brandão 2015: 5). Development
and economic growth are also priority concerns
( Viola and Hochstetler 2015).
Compared to other sectors such as deforestation, GHG
emissions from cities in Brazil are relatively low. However, while “cities account for less than 30 percent of
national GHG emissions in Brazil, they are the fastest
growing source” of GHG emissions (World Bank
2010b: 55). As the country’s population becomes increasingly urban, mitigation and adaptation concerns
in cities are thus likely to increase in importance.

4.2 Multi-level climate
governance in Brazil
4.2.1 Background: cities and
climate change in Brazil
Brazil is a highly urbanised country: more than 85 per
cent of the population currently lives in urban areas
(UN DESA 2014: 49). This is expected to further increase in the coming years. Brazil will likely experience
a large decline in the rural population by 2050, while

With respect to mitigation, the key potentials for
Brazilian cities are in areas such as transportation,
building energy efficiency and waste management
(Kahn and Brandão 2015: 7). For example, there is a
substantial potential for building energy efficiency as
“electricity use in residential and commercial buildings
accounts for about 50 percent of total power consumption in Brazil” (Kahn and Brandão 2015: 9).
Urban sprawl is a further concern. In cities such as
Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo, the lack of cooperation
on urban growth at a metropolitan scale has led to
uncontrolled development in peripheral communities
with more limited capacities to manage urban development (World Bank 2010b: 53).
With respect to adaptation, Brazilian cities face various climate change-related hazards and vulnerabilities, such as an increasing frequency of heavy rains,
heat waves, heavy winds, and storm surges, as well as
rising sea levels and increases in diseases such as dengue (Kahn and Brandão 2015: 9; World Bank 2010b).

14 A low-carbon energy mix with a focus on large-scale hydropower means that emissions from the power sector are low compared to other
countries (Viola and Hochstetler 2015: 237).
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4.2.2 Brazil’s multi-level climate
governance framework
The Federative Republic of Brazil is a union of 26
states, the Federal District and 5570 municipalities.
With the enactment of the current federal constitution in 1988, “Brazil began [devolving] considerable
functional and fiscal powers to its municipalities”
(UN-Habitat 2016c: 12). The powers devolved to
municipalities cover several policy areas that are of
relevance for local climate governance, such as intracity transport and land use. However, in other policy
areas, municipal power is either limited or shared
with other levels of government. For example, jurisdiction to protect the environment and fight pollution in any form is shared between the federal government, states, Federal District and municipalities
(Valente de Macedo et al. 2016: 38). Energy sources,
generation and pricing are however the exclusive competence of the federal government, significantly reducing the scope for municipal governments to autonomously shape their energy supply (Setzer 2009: 8).
The constitution furthermore enshrines the right of
municipalities to establish municipal stakeholder
councils that may involve elected representatives as
well as representatives from community groups to
discuss local policies (UN-Habitat 2016c: 12). They
may also establish other means of participatory local
government. Municipalities could use such councils
to establish local mitigation and adaptation goals and
strategies in an inclusive, participatory manner.

4.2.3 Key instruments in Brazil
National level
Brazil adopted its first National Climate Change
Policy (Política Nacional sobre Mudança do Clima) in
2009, which established a national GHG reduction
target of between 36.1 and 38.9 percent of projected
GHG emissions by 2020 (Anderton and Setzer
2017). It also contains sectoral emission reduction
targets for deforestation, agriculture and livestock,
energy, and steel besides the overall national emission
reduction target (LSE 2017b).

Consultation platforms played an important role in
shaping the National Climate Change Policy. A key
body for horizontal coordination at the national level
is the Inter-Ministerial Committee on Climate
Change (Comitê Interministerial sobre Mudança do
Clima, CIM). It was established in 2007 to elaborate
a proposal for the National Climate Change Policy,
and to support the implementation, monitoring and
evaluation thereof. The Inter-Ministerial Committee
is composed of ministerial representatives and other
high-level government officials15. It also invites the
Brazilian Forum on Climate Change (Fórum
Brasileiro de Mudança do Clima, FBMC) as a guest.
The Forum is chaired by the President and brings
together representatives from national ministries and
representatives from civil society, science, and business.
The FBMC has encouraged the creation of regional,
state and municipal climate change forums, with which
it liaises and coordinates. Approximately 23 such sub
national forums have been established (FBMC 2017).
A key tool to support the implementation of the
National Climate Change Policy is the National
Climate Change Fund (Fundo Nacional sobre
Mudança do Clima, FNMC) (LSE 2017b). The Fund
offers both non-refundable and refundable (e.g. loans)
sources of finance, with the former being managed
by the Environment Ministry, and the latter by the
Brazilian Development Bank (GIZ Brazil 2014).
Sustainable cities and climate change, and urban
mobility, are two of the ten sub-programmes of the
FNMC (BNDES 2017).
More recently, Brazil’s NDC outlines more ambitious
commitments. Notably, Brazil is one of the few developing countries that have included absolute emissions
reduction targets in their NDC (the country commits
to reduce its GHG emissions by 35 percent below
2005 levels by 2025, and by 43 percent by 2030).
While only one sectoral commitment in Brazil’s NDC
explicitly refers to the local level (mentioning improvements in transport efficiency and infrastructure for
public transport in urban areas), the NDC also explicitly recognises “the importance of the engagement
of local governments and of their efforts in combating climate change” (Government of Brazil 2015: 3).
The extent to which such targets will be met with
ambitious implementation efforts remains to be seen.

15 16 ministries are represented in the CIM (including e.g. the Ministry of Cities, Ministry of Science and Technology, Ministry of
Environment, Ministry of Transport, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Ministry of Finance). It is coordinated by the Chief of Staff of the
President of the Republic.
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For example, political, economic and societal challenges in Brazil mean that support for the climate
agenda has been limited in recent years (Viola and
Hochstetler 2015).
While Brazil thus has well-developed institutions and
policies for climate change at the national level, it
nonetheless still has strong characteristics of a bottom-
up multi-level climate governance framework. Firstly,
climate policies at the state and municipal level often
emerged independently from, and in some cases earlier, than at the national level. For example, both the
city and the state of São Paulo approved climate
change policies shortly before the National Climate
Change Policy was approved (Anderton and Setzer
2017: 7). Secondly, the climate actions of the state
and city of São Paulo (and several other cities and
states that later developed climate policies) were in
many ways more ambitious than national policy, as
the latter contains only a voluntary commitment to
adopt mitigation actions for GHG emissions, while
the former two established mandatory reduction
targets (ibid.). Moreover, they also established absolute
reduction targets: 20 percent for the state and 30 percent for the city relative to 2005, while the national
target was a reduction of between 36.1 and
38.9 percent of projected GHG emissions by 2020
(ibid.). Considering that national emissions are projected to continue growing until 2020 under business
as usual, the national target merely was a commitment
to reduce the rate at which GHG emissions grow.
Conversely, the targets of the state and the city are
more ambitious because they commit to an absolute
reduction relative to a fixed historical date. The more
recently adopted national climate commitments in
Brazil’s NDC however indicate an increase in national
level ambition, as they include absolute emissions
reduction targets by 35 percent below 2005 levels by
2025, and by 43 percent by 2030. Nonetheless, ambitious climate action emerged earlier at the local and
state level in Brazil, and in the absence of requirements
from the national level.

State level
Several Brazilian states have established their own
climate policies in the past decade independently
of national guidance or requirements, such that by
now a total of 14 out of 27 Brazilian states have a
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c limate policy in force (Barbi and Ferreira 2017: 245).
Moreover, 16 states have established State Forums
on Climate Change to stimulate consultation and
coordination among representatives from state govern
ments, civil society organisations, research institutions
and the private sector (ibid.). Responsibility for climate change issues at the state level usually lies with
the Secretary of Environment, which in some cases
has established climate change departments or units
(World Bank 2010b: 52).
An example of a Brazilian state with its own climate
policy is São Paulo, which was the first subnational
government in a developing country that adopted
mandatory CO2 emission targets at the state level
(Anderton and Setzer 2017: 5). As an early mover on
climate policy within Brazil, São Paulo sought to
promote its policies and approaches for other sub
national governments to emulate, both within the
country and internationally (ibid.: 8).
The São Paulo climate policy promotes the “decentrali
sation of climate-policymaking from the regional to
the local level”, and attempts to improve coordination
between local and state government in this multi-level
climate governance context by sharing information
and data (Anderton and Setzer 2017: 6). However,
Anderton and Setzer (2017) find that coordination
between the local and state level in São Paulo remains
weak, a factor that contributes to the limited implementation of the climate policy. Indeed, there was
a lready little exchange between policymakers from
the city and state of São Paulo during the concurrent
development of climate policies at both levels, leading
to missed opportunities for synchronising and working together on issues such as transport (Expert
interview). Other factors that have obstructed the
implementation of climate policies in São Paulo state
are the “limited capacity of regulatory agencies in
terms of staff, technical expertise, financial resources
and p
 olitical will” (Anderton and Setzer 2017: 10).

Municipal level
Municipalities in Brazil are relatively well situated in
terms of own source revenues. Indeed, Brazil is
considered a “good example of decentralisation with
improved financing in Latin America” (UN-Habitat
2016c: 11). The average Brazilian local government
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raises about 35 percent of its total revenues internally,
and receives about 65 percent from transfers from
state and federal government (ibid.: 12). Municipal
expenditures in Brazil (approx. 8 percent of GDP) are
also much higher than in India (approx. 1.1 percent
of GDP) (see also Figure 4.1), and are the highest in
Latin America (UN-Habitat 2016c: 11-12). However,
this does not necessarily mean that municipalities
a lso divert substantial own revenues to climate action
due to competing political priorities (Expert interview).
Only a few Brazilian municipalities — six out of a total
of 5570 — have developed their own comprehensive
local climate policies (Barbi and Ferreira 2017). How
ever, the number of municipalities that have established some form of climate bill or act is much higher:
according to a 2009 survey by the National Confederation of Municipalities (Confederação Nacional de
Municípios), 197 municipalities (3.9 percent of respondents) had “a bill or act creating municipal policies for climate change” (World Bank 2010b: 46).
The number of cities that have developed regulations
to put these policies into practice is however much
lower (112), and only 60 municipalities “claimed to
have a specific GHG emission goal” (ibid.: 46).
An example of local climate policy development is the
city of São Paulo, which already set up a Municipal
Committee on Climate Change and Sustainable
Economy involving civil society, academia and local
government stakeholders in 2005. São Paulo’s
Municipal Climate Law, which was adopted in 2009,
included mandatory overall emissions targets for the
municipality as a whole, as well as sectoral measures
(Valente de Macedo et al. 2016: 38). Examples of
sectoral measures include reducing the fossil fuel use
of public transit (transport sector), creating green
spaces and increasing urban density (land use), and
increasing energy efficiency of municipal lighting
(energy) (WRI 2009). Other cities in Brazil that have
developed climate policies, strategies and/or laws as
well as concrete actions to implement them include
Belo Horizonte, Recife and Fortaleza (ICLEI 2010,
2016a, 2016b).
In elaborating these policies, cities tend to engage in
participative processes with stakeholders. They also
often set up specialised institutions to advise and
coordinate municipal climate policy. For example,

Belo Horizonte established a Municipal Committee
on Climate Change and Eco-efficiency, and Rio de
Janeiro established a Forum on Climate Change and
Sustainable Development (Barbi and Ferreira 2017:
242; Kahn and Brandão 2015: 7). Belo Horizonte’s
Municipal Committee on Climate Change and Ecoefficiency was established in 2006 to advise, support
the coordination policies to reduce GHG emissions,
and raise awareness (ICLEI 2010: 3). Its members
include representatives of the municipal government,
the City Council, the State Government, academia,
civil society and business (ibid.). The Forum in Rio de
Janeiro has a similarly inclusive character (Prefeitura
do Rio de Janeiro 2011).
Participation in city networks played a role in shaping the climate policies that emerged in the city of
São Paulo, as well as in other cities such as Recife,
Fortaleza and Belo Horizonte (Valente de Macedo et
al. 2016; ICLEI 2010, 2016a, 2016b). Specifically,
São Paulo signed a technical cooperation agreement
with ICLEI in 2003, which required that “the city
engage in assessing its GHG emissions by developing
a baseline inventory, which will lead to defining targets and developing a Local Action Plan based on the
GHG inventory findings”, which should then be implemented and monitored (Valente de Macedo et al.
2016: 39). São Paulo followed these various commitments. ICLEI was moreover involved “in drafting the
Municipal Climate Law, pushing forward the inclusion of reduction targets into the bill” (ibid.: 39).
However, São Paulo’s involvement in transnational
networks decreased after a change in municipal administration in 2013 (ibid.)
A range of São Paulo’s climate mitigation and adaptation efforts have been spotlighted as particularly good
examples of local climate action by ICLEI, C40, the
World Bank and the OECD — such as the capture
and flare of methane gas from landfill sites in the city’s
two large biogas power plants (Valente de Macedo et
al. 2016: 40). Other successful mitigation measures
implemented by São Paulo include switching to lightemitting diodes (LEDs) in traffic lights and when
replacing old lighting systems in municipal buildings,
and “improvements in public transport and urban
mobility” such as switching to cleaner fuels for the
bus fleet and expanding bike lanes (Valente de Macedo
et al. 2016.: 41). In terms of adaptation, measures
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taken include expanding and revitalising existing
parks, establishing new parks, measures in informal
settlements (e.g. improving access to basic services
and infrastructure), removing houses in risk areas,
and addressing the proliferation of tropical diseases
(ibid.: 40–1).
However, the impact of the policies has been limited
and the targets have not been achieved, with one reason being the fact that some issues that are relevant
to urban emissions reductions remain dependent on
decisions at the national and state level (Valente de
Macedo et al. 2016: 41). A change in municipal administration also led to shifting priorities at the local
level. While São Paulo’s commitment to climate action
has thus faltered, other municipalities have been
stepping up. For example, propelled by its strong involvement with C40 and role as a host of the Football
World Cup in 2014 and Olympic Summer Games
in 2016, Rio de Janeiro has emerged as a local climate
action leader. Cities in the states of Pernambuco,
Bahia, and Minas Gerais have also become more
active in recent years (Expert interview).
Additionally, participation in city networks such as
C40 and ICLEI is common, especially among the
larger cities. There is moreover a network of the Secretaries of the Environment of the Capital Cities of the
Brazilian States (CB27), which also holds discussions
on climate change. Moreover, at least 12 Brazilian
cities have conducted emissions inventories and submitted them to carbonn (cCR 2017a).

4.2.4 Brazil’s challenges and
opportunities
Lack of political continuity has been a challenge for
climate action at all levels. Even though one government (for example in the city of São Paulo) may implement ambitious climate policies and laws, successive
governments have often had quite different agendas
and priorities. Consequently, despite ambitious climate goals and targets, policy implementation is often
quite weak.
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Improved coordination: Rather than developing in
a clear “top-down” or “bottom-up” manner, climate
policies at different levels in Brazil often developed
independently and in parallel, and may have missed
opportunities for synchronisation of the plans developed at different levels. However, efforts to support
exchanges across different levels — such as municipal
committees on climate change that also include
representative from state governments — may help
improve coordination.
Litigation as an opportunity: While the many
a mbitious climate laws that exist at different levels in
Brazil may not all currently be fully implemented due
to issues such as a lack of political continuity, litigation
is likely to play an important role in the future and
could be a trigger for strengthening implementation
efforts (Expert interview). There is evidence of civil
society organisations in different Brazilian jurisdictions considering litigation as an opportunity to put
pressure on governments to implement existing climate laws (ibid.).
Emphasis on consultation and dialogue: The multi-
level climate governance framework in Brazil emphasises consultation and dialogue. For example, the constitution stresses the importance of participatory local
government. The Brazilian Forum on Climate Change
is a national multi-stakeholder platform, which has
moreover encouraged the creation of regional, state
and municipal climate change forums with which it
liaises. At the subnational level, it has been common
for states and municipal governments to involve a
range of stakeholders through consultative bodies.
City networks as catalysts for action: The case of
São Paulo illustrates how transnational city networks
can catalyse the development and implementation of
climate policies at the local level by providing advice
and guiding local governments along well established
“steps” towards developing their own climate policies.

4 Multi-level climate governance frameworks

4.3 Multi-level climate
governance in Colombia
4.3.1 Background: cities and
climate change in Colombia
Colombia’s urban population has increased from
45 percent of the total population in 1960 to 77 percent in 2016 (World Bank 2016b), in line with strong
urbanisation rates in the Latin American region.
Urban density — with more than 20,000 inhabitants
per square kilometre — is among the highest in the
world (Parés-Ramos et al. 2013).
Because of its large coastline and location in the
A ndes, Colombia is at high risk from climate change
impacts. The scenarios offered in Colombia's Third
National Communication on Climate Change predict
an “increase in average temperatures of 2 ° to 4 °C by
2070 and changed hydrological conditions” (UNDP
Colombia 2010: 2). The prevention of risks has become
central to the political and public agenda, strengthened in the aftermath of the 2010-2011 La Niña,
which affected four million Colombians and causes
economic losses of almost US $8 billion (Hoyos et al.
2013). Sea-level rise, as well as floods, strong rainfall
and landslides are expected to impact the economy
and human settlements in urban centres. In the Andes,
water shortage due to glacier retreat, compounded by
land tenure insecurity, can affect food security, access
to water resources and cause impacts on health (Côté
et al. 2010).
Though not among the largest emitters globally,
without strong and quick action on climate change
mitigation, Colombia’s emissions will grow significantly considering the country’s projected economic
growth (Government of Colombia 2011). As of 2009,
the largest sectors in terms of GHG emissions were
energy — in spite of the large share of renewable energy
in the country — and agriculture (Jaramillo 2014).
The energy mix entails 64 percent hydropower,
31 percent natural gas and coal and 15 percent of
other sources and cogeneration.
Similarly to other countries in the region, high levels
of poverty and inequality “interact with the potential
impacts of climate change on the economics of the

region to provide a double challenge for adaptation”
(UN-Habitat 2012: 2). Thus, the distribution of
social opportunity, the appropriate delivery of services
and the reach of social protection in cities take on
particular significance in countries like Colombia.

4.3.2 Colombia’s multi-level
climate governance framework
Colombia is a unitary republic with 32 departments
and 1,122 municipalities. The number of municipalities in each department varies widely. Most competences relevant to climate change are shared among
the three levels of government (central, departmental
and municipal). Departments have the responsibility
of planning the development in their territory and
coordinating with the municipalities in their jurisdiction. As part of the wave of decentralisation in Latin
America in the 1990s, Colombia’s Constitution of
1991 had a big impact on the multi-level governance
framework, devolving powers to subnational governments and the financial resources required to implement them (OECD 2013).
Multi-level climate governance in Colombia can be described as hybrid with a long-term trend and consensus
among the different levels of government t owards more
bottom-up participation. According to the OECD,
“although a unitary state, Colombia has become one
of the more decentralised countries in Latin America”
(OECD 2013: 209). This is embodied by the national
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development policy system, in which subnational
entities implement decisions and strategies initially
designed at the national level while concentrating on
promoting their own region’s development (ibid.).
An essential accomplishment in the country has been
the institutionalisation of climate change policy
beyond just the portfolio of one ministry and into
the Ministries of Transport, Mines and Energy,
Commerce and Industry, Agriculture and Rural
Development, and Housing, Cities and Territories
(see also section 4.3.3). Above all, climate change is
understood in the country as a cross-cutting issue
that needs to have institutional homes across all
levels of government (Expert interview).

4.3.3 Key instruments in Colombia
National level
The system for multi-level climate governance in
Colombia has developed substantially in recent years
at the initiative and command of the national government. The Colombian government adopted the
U NFCCC in 1994 and submitted its INDC in 2015.
The main institution charged with coordinating policy
on climate change in the country is the Ministry
of Environment and Sustainable Development
(Ministerio de Medio Ambiente y Desarrollo Sostenible,
MADS). In practical terms, several climate change
coordination tasks are shared between MADS and the
National Planning Department (NPD), which is
located under the Presidency. The NPD is a technical
entity in charge of developing the Colombian five-year
National Development Plans and distributing the
national budget with the Finance Ministry accordingly. These two institutions alternate annually the
presidency and secretariat tasks of the Colombian
National Climate Change System (Sistema Nacional
de Cambio Climático, SISCLIMA) (see more information below). Since 2006, climate change has been
covered by Colombia’s National Development Plans,
which establish the vision for the country’s development and the overarching goals and objectives for
growth and development.
Through Presidential Decree No. 298 of February
2016, the SISCLIMA was established as the main
institutional arrangement governing climate in the
country and charged with the coordination of all of
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Colombia’s climate change efforts and commitments
at the local, departmental, national and international
levels (Jaramillo 2014). The MADS was the lead in
the adoption of the SISCLIMA, supported by the
National Planning Department and the Ministries
of the Interior, Finance, Agriculture and Rural
Development, Mining and Energy, Transport, and
Foreign Affairs (Expert interview).
The SISCLIMA is composed of two entities — the
Intersectoral Climate Change Commission (CICC)
and the Regional Nodes on Climate Change (See
Figure 4.2 below). The CICC has a technical secretariat chaired in rotation by the MADS and the
NPD. Under the CICC, there are two coordinating
committees — one for financial management related
to climate policy in the country, and one for negotiations at the UNFCCC and coordinating all other
international affairs. The committee for financial
management is chaired by the NPD and has the
participation of development banks and represen
tatives of commercial banks (Expert interview).
The committee for international affairs is chaired
by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Regarding national legislation, in 2017, the National
Climate Change Bill was submitted by the MADS
to the National Congress for approval (Ministry of
Environment and Sustainable Development 2017a)
Regarding adopted policies, Colombia’s Climate
Plan to 2030 includes both adaptation and mitigation
and commits to an unconditional 20 percent emissions
reduction by 2030 with respect to business as usual,
and a conditional additional 10 percent (Araya 2015).
The national government has defined four climate
change priority strategies: the Climate Change
National Adaptation Plan (CCNAP) of 2012, which
is coordinated by the NPD; the 2012 Colombian
Low Carbon Development Strategy (Estrategia de
Desarrollo de Bajo Carbono, CLCDS), which prioritises
seven sectors for emissions reductions: agriculture
and livestock, energy, transport, housing, industry,
mining and hydrocarbons and waste and is coordinated by the MADS (Government of Colombia 2011);
the National REDD+ Strategy, also coordinated
by the MADS; and the Strategy for Fiscal Protection
Against Natural Disasters.
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Figure 4.2: Colombia’s institutional arrangements governing climate
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Currently, there is a focus on the sectoral and sub-
regional levels. In terms of sectors, an important recent
breakthrough for the CICC has been the agreement
of a roadmap and a list of concrete actions per sector
of the economy (Expert interview). At the subnational
level, there is an important push towards a com
prehensive framework that enables more control at
subnational level through the Regional Nodes on
Climate Change. The Regional Nodes are part of
the SISCLIMA and promote, support and accompany
implementation of climate change strategies, plans
and projects in each region.
The national government is preparing at this time for
the implementation of its NDC and the implemen
tation of plans and projects to achieve the NDC
objectives, working to improve the information and
MRV system in the country, integrating mitigation
and adaptation strategies, policies and activities and
devising a strategy for attracting financing for sectoral
implementation (Expert interview).
Regarding domestic climate finance, FINDETER is
a public limited company connected with the Colombian Ministry of Finance that was established in order
to allocate public investment for sustainable development to the subnational level and support its entities
with planning, finance, and technical assistance

(FINDETER 2017). In addition, a state-owned bank
(Bancoldex) has mitigation and adaptation initiatives
targeted towards the private sector. Bancoldex issues
green bonds to fi
 nance climate change adaptation
and mitigation projects with the support of the InterAmerican Development Bank (IADB) (Bancoldex
2017).
The National System of Royalties (Sistema General
de Regalías) is a broad funding instrument based on
royalties from the exploitation of non-renewable resources in Colombia, which are pooled at the central
level and then allocated to departments and municipalities. The main objectives of the scheme are to promote investment at the subnational level, incentivise
micro-energy projects and redistribute national income. In average, about 25 percent of the investments
in Colombian departments and municipalities come
from this source (National Planning Department
2015). Though not originally related to climate
change goals, for the biannual period of 2017–2018,
5.1 percent of the budget of the National System of
Royalties was made mandatory for disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation investment
(about two hundred million US dollars) (Government
of Colombia 2016). This availability of finance has
provided incentives for the departments, municipali-
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ties and Regional Autonomous Corporations (Cor
poraciones Autónomas Regionales, CARs) (see more
information below) to institutionalise climate change
priorities to be able to kick-start projects with the
available funds (Expert interview).
During the 2010–2011 La Niña, the government of
Colombia created the temporary National Adaptation
Fund under the Ministry of Finance, but it faced
challenges in implementing the funds allocated
( Jaramillo 2014). However, the government is currently
reviewing the potential of establishing a National
Climate Change Fund (Jaramillo 2014).

Territorial level: Departments and municipalities
Colombia conceptualises the subnational governance
level — composed of departments, municipalities and
districts — as one integrated governance level (the territorial level or nivel territorial).
Each department has the responsibility of producing
a development plan to implement the agenda pro
moted by the elected governor in line with the current
National Development Plan. As an example, the
Department of Huila in the south-west of the country
has already included climate change in its development
plan (Jaramillo 2014).
A unique entity in the Colombian context is the
Regional Autonomous Corporations (CARs). The
CARs are decentralised entities composed by jurisdictions in the same geographic or hydrographic eco
system and with joint authority at the regional level.
They are established with financial and administrative autonomy and for environmental objectives. This
legal form exists in the country since 1993 and is
established by law. The geographic extension or jurisdiction of CARs can vary, sometimes encompassing
the territory of one, two or three department. CARs
are autonomous and do not sit within government
institutions, but comply with legal dispositions by the
MADS (Expert interview). Some CARs have started
discussing and implementing actions on climate
change. For example, Corporación Autónoma Regional
del Alto Magdalena (CAM) and Corporación Autónoma
del Rio Grande de la Magdalena (CORMAGDALENA)
are involved in REDD+ initiatives (REDD Desk 2017).
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The Association of Regional Autonomous Corporations (ASOCARS) groups the 33 CARs in the country,
coordinates among them and represents them in discussions with national institutions (ASOCARS 2018).
As discussed above, currently the main instrument
for climate governance on the subnational level are
the Regional Nodes on Climate Change. After the
passage of the presidential decree establishing them in
2016, the Regional Nodes are in their inception stage
and some Nodes have been institutionalised more
strongly than others; some are technically stronger
than others and some enjoy stronger political support
than others (Expert interview). The jurisdictions
encompassed by the respective Regional Nodes are
diverse. Within the Regional Nodes, jurisdictions
have been grouped based on geographic, hydrological
and cultural affinity, and where joint territorial initiatives were already in place.
Each Regional Node is composed by one or more
departments, several municipalities and CARs — but
also NGOs, academia, and research institutes — and
is in charge of defining its own internal regulations,
including the Regional Node’s governance, chair
organisation, delimitations, member’s responsibilities
and action plans. For example, some Regional Nodes
are currently headed by research institutes, others
by departments and others by municipalities. In the
process, the MADS and NPD guide the different
Regional Nodes and provide technical and institutional advice (Expert interview).
Crucially, an important next step at this level is to
adopt Integrated Territorial Climate Change Plans
(Planes Integrales de Gestión de Cambio Climático
Territoriales, PIGCCT) for the entire territory. As
examples, the Capital Region Bogotá-Cundinamarca
adopted its Plan in 2016, followed by the Departments
of Magdalena and Quindío, who adopted its PIGCCT
in July of 2017, and the Department of Chocó.

Municipal level
Several larger Colombian cities of different sizes are
forerunners in climate action. For example, Medellín,
which is part of the Rockefeller’s 100 Resilient Cities,
has been hailed as a leading example of urban transformation and social and environmental resilience
only decades after being one of the most violent cities
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in the world (Ijjasz-Vasquez 2017). Bogotá, Cartagena
and Montería are additional cities, where mainstreaming of climate change into the development plans has
already taken place (Jaramillo 2014).
Five metropolitan areas have established institutional
entities encompassing two or more neighbouring
municipalities that share a common labour market,
transportation infrastructure (OECD 2013) and/or
authority in the fields of transport, mobility, environment and urban planning (Expert interview). The five
metropolitan areas are Valle de Aburrá (Medellín and
eight neighbouring municipalities), Bucaramanga (Bucaramanga and three neighbouring municipalities),
Barranquilla (Barranquilla and four neighbouring municipalities), Cúcuta (Cúcuta and five neighbouring
municipalities) and Centro Occidente (Pereira and two
neighbouring municipalities) (OECD 2013: 230). Although these entities have not yet been strongly linked
to nationally-established climate change priorities in
the country (Expert interview), they have the potential
to contribute to NDC implementation and offer opportunities for horizontal inter-municipal cooperation.

4.3.4 Colombia’s challenges and
opportunities
A comprehensive and unified system: In comparison
with other multi-level governance frameworks in
different countries, in which fragmentation among
actors, sectors and efforts is widespread, Colombia
stands out as an interesting case in which a comprehensive multi-level governance system with assigned
institutions at all levels has been introduced. While
the process is in its inception stages, it is remarkable
that different actors at different levels seem unified
and agree on the goals and next steps of SISCLIMA.
In theory, the range of instruments and institutions
that compose SISCLIMA is adequate. The next few
years of implementation will allow the country to
assess the extent to which it is effective for the implementation of its NDC in practice.
Political prioritisation and continuity: The government of Colombia is currently amidst one of the most
important political processes in its history — the implementation of the Peace Agreement with the rebel
group Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia
(FARC). After 52 years of armed conflict, the success

of the peace process is the absolute priority for the
national government. For the climate agenda, an important challenge will be to frame climate policy as a
priority complementary to the peace process and not
a competing one. The presidential elections in May
2018 play an important role with regard to political
continuity including securing support for the roll-out
of the SISCLIMA as a central instrument to implement Colombia’s NDC (Expert interviews).
Bridging the gaps between the national and the
territorial levels: Colombia has traditionally had
very strong policies and regulations designed and
adopted by the central government for the territorial
level, but not necessarily implemented to the same
extent in departments and municipalities. Initiatives
on climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction
and climate change mitigation are in place in the
country, both at the national and at the territorial
levels, but they are fragmented. Now the challenge
lies in successfully implementing the SISCLIMA,
and particularly the Regional Nodes as an instrument
to bridge the two levels — the national and the subnational level.
Consultants and international development agencies: In the process of elaborating the Sectoral Climate
Change Action Plans (Planes de Acción Sectorial de
Mitigación para el Cambio Climático, PAS), the Ministries of Transport, Mines and Energy, Commerce
and Industry, Agriculture and Rural Development,
and Housing, Cities and Territories built human
resource capacities on climate change: All relevant
ministries count with one (dedicated) climate change
person or a team of two. This embodies the cross-
cutting nature of climate change and is a great development in Colombia. Often, however, these members
of staff are consultants financed by development
cooperation and not absorbed by the respective ministry’s budget. For example, the staff members in
charge at the Ministry of Finance and Public Credit
were financed through cooperation with the InterAmerican Development Bank and the staff at the
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development
through cooperation with the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO). This has been the strategy
of the ministries in the short-term. In the mediumterm, ministries expect to be able to absorb the staff
in place through their own budgets (Expert interview).
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settlements and job cuts in industries that need to
reduce emissions (National Treasury of South Africa
2012).
South Africa is currently the 13th highest GHG
emitter in the world (Global Carbon Project 2016).
45 percent of South Africa’s energy is consumed by
industry, 20 percent by transport and 10 percent
by the residential sector (Wolpe and Reddy 2015: 6).
Within this picture, the eight metropolitan municipalities (metros) and seven largest secondary cities
produce 30 percent of the national energy-related
emissions. The majority of emissions in the eight
metropolitan municipalities come from the “residential, commercial, government and industrial sectors”
(SEI et al. 2015: 1).

4.4 Multi-level climate
governance in South Africa
4.4.1 Background: cities and
climate change in South Africa
South Africa’s urban population is currently 65 percent of the country’s total population (World Bank
2016b). By 2030 it is expected to grow to approximately 70 percent and to 80 percent by 2050 (National Treasury of South Africa 2012; SEI et al. 2015: 1),
which will mean that an additional 13.8 million
people will live in South Africa’s cities by 2050.
According to the National Treasury, the rate of urbanisation has been outpacing economic growth.
South Africa’s cities — in spite of their progress in
expanding access to basic services — are facing fundamental challenges of equitable growth, poverty and
inclusion of the poor, provision of sufficient housing
with adequate services, urban unemployment, and
the persistent legacy of apartheid patterns of spatial
exclusion and segregation (National Treasury of
South Africa 2012).
There is an acknowledgement in the country that these
problems will be exacerbated by climate change impacts and that the urban poor will be among the most
affected by the implications of climate change, including for example flooding in low-lying informal
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Regarding adaptation to the impacts of climate
change, according to the 2013 South African Long
Term Adaptation Scenarios “warming relative to
1986–2005 of 3–6 °C by 2081–2100 in the interior”
and precipitation changes are some of the main impacts. “Climate change poses a significant threat to
South Africa's water resources, food security, health,
infrastructure, as well as its ecosystem services and
biodiversity” and thus to socio-economic development
(Ziervogel et al. 2014: 606). Possible impacts on water supply and demand in cities have been the subject
of several studies across the country (ibid.: 606). The
current wave of droughts in Western Cape is bringing
more attention to the impacts of climate change.
South Africa’s urban challenges around climate change
mitigation and adaptation are closely linked to aspects that have become rooted during the apartheid
era, and which have a close relation to inequalities
entrenched in the urban space. The urban form in
South African cities has its origins in apartheid’s
“inequitable and segregated spatial-land distribution
policies, but is also a consequence of modernist planning, which emphasises suburban development and
separation of work and leisure” (Wolpe et al. 2012: 5).
The country’s cities are developing and have historically
developed along sprawling, low-density suburban lines,
“resulting in substantial transport inefficiencies”
(Wolpe and Reddy 2015). After Apartheid, in 1994,
37 percent of households had electricity, and while
this was up to 87 percent by 2014, energy poverty in
the country is still a problem (Department of Energy
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Statistics in Joubert 2016). Today, the efforts to
improve this have implications for mitigation, as
95 percent of the country’s electricity is produced
from coal (Wolpe and Reddy 2015).

4.4.2 South Africa’s multi-level
climate governance framework
South Africa is a parliamentary republic with three
levels of government: a national, a provincial, and a
local level that are “distinctive, interdependent and
interrelated”. The country has 9 provinces and 257
municipalities (8 metropolitan municipalities, 44 district municipalities and 205 local municipalities).
In its 3rd chapter, the 1996 Constitution stipulates a
“cooperative governance” framework between the
three levels based on the principles to “co-operate with
one another in mutual trust and good faith by fostering friendly relations; assisting and supporting one
another; informing one another of, and consulting one
another on matters of common interest; co-ordinating
their actions and legislation with one another; adhering to agreed procedures; and avoiding legal pro
ceedings against one another“ (Government of the
Republic of South Africa 1996). The Constitution
prohibits transgressions of one level onto the area of
functions of another level (Government of the Republic of South Africa 1996) and stipulates in its Annexes
the functional areas of concurrent and exclusive
national and provincial competence (Schedules 4–5).
One of these areas is the environment, under which
climate change is handled in the country. Cooperative
governance is furthermore regulated through the
Intergovernmental Relations Framework Act of 2005.
Local government plays a special role as key actor for
a “developmental state” that works with citizens to
find sustainable ways to meet their social, economic
and material needs and improve life quality and to
reverse the exclusion and legacy of apartheid. According to the 1998 White Paper on local government,
“Developmental local government is intended to have
a major impact on the daily lives of South Africans.
Where municipalities do not develop their own strategies to meet community needs and improve citizens’
quality of life, national government may have to
adopt a more prescriptive approach towards municipal
transformation” (Ministry for Provincial Affairs and

Constitutional Development 1998: 7). The four characteristics of local government with regard to the developmental state are to maximise social development
and economic growth, integration and coordination,
democratising development and leading and learning
(ibid.: 23).

4.4.3 Key instruments in South
Africa
National level
South Africa signed the UNFCCC in 1993 and ratified
it in 1997. So far, South Africa’s response to climate
change has been embodied in regulation, policies,
strategies and plans, not in comprehensive legislation
addressing climate change (LSE 2017d), nor by constitutional mandate (Ziervogel et al. 2014). A Climate
Change Bill is currently being developed. Several
actors in the country have high hopes that it will formalise many aspects of climate change governance
that already exist in the country, but will at the same
time give clearer roles and mandates to different actors, including the three levels of government (Expert
interviews). In addition, attempts to pass carbon tax
legislation started in 2012 (LSE 2017d) but has stalled
for years. At the time of finalising this study in early
2018, a second draft of the carbon tax bill is under
consideration at the National Parliament (KPMG
2018; Expert interview).
South Africa's National Development Plan 2030
frames climate change as a development challenge.
Still, the institution leading the coordination on
climate policy in the country is the Department of
Environmental Affairs (DEA). The first attempt to
address climate change at the national level took
place with the National Climate Change Response
Strategy of 2004. Long-Term Mitigation Scenarios
(LTMS) were developed for relevant sectors (waste
management, agriculture, land use, transport and
energy) in 2006 and endorsed by the Cabinet in 2008.
The LTMS process provided the basis for the development of the National Climate Change Response
Policy White Paper (NCCRP). The NCCRP was
adopted in 2011. It continues to be the main policy
on climate change in the country and sets out the
vision for “climate change-resilient” and low-carbon
development. It has been described as the first
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coherent adaptation and mitigation policy in the
country (Ziervogel et al. 2014). The NCCRP declares
that the provincial and local governments have significant roles in implementing climate policy and calls
for a coordinated approach between the three levels of
government (NCCRP 2011).
In 2009, South Africa made a (relative mitigation)
commitment at the Conference of the Parties in
Copenhagen to reduce emissions by 34 percent compared to the business as usual scenario by 2020 and
42 percent by 2025. In its NDC, the country
reaffirms previous commitments, but now in the form
of absolute targets: Between 398 and 614 MtCO2e
reduction over the period 2025–2030 and an additional 212 to 428 MtCO2e reduction by 2050
(Government of the Republic of South Africa 2015).
DEA plays a key role as chair of the Intergovernmental Climate Change Committee (IGCCC) — a
mechanism of coordination and consultation for
policy implementation across levels of government on
issues related to climate change — and the National
Climate Change Committee (NCCC), a multistakeholder mechanism between “government, business and industry, academia, NGOs and organised
labour” (Parliamentary Monitoring Group 2011).
Local level representatives consider the IGCCC a
top-down institution (Expert interview). Across the
sectors, DEA has also played a role of horizontal coordination, supporting the sectors that are relevant in
dealing with climate change in the creation of climate
change strategies (so far, sectors such as transport,
energy, rural development, agriculture, water affairs,
and health have embarked in this process with DEA’s
support) (Expert interview).
With regard to vertical coordination among government levels in all policy fields (not just climate change),
the main institution in the country is the Department
of Cooperative Governance and Traditional
A ffairs (CoGTA). CoGTA is tasked with an oversight role on municipalities and the mandate to
ensure coordination and cooperation among the levels
of government derived from Chapter 3 of the South
African Constitution (Government of the Republic of
South Africa 1996; Expert interview).
In accordance with the cooperative duty established
in the Constitution, different national government
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departments have kick-started local government or
city support programmes, thus recognising the important role that cities and localities play in reaching
climate change adaptation and mitigation targets and
acknowledging strategies, plans and actions in relation to climate change taken in the municipal level
(Expert interview). DEA is now rolling out a Local
Government Support Programme in South Africa.
Additionally, the National Treasury is implementing
its Cities Support Programme, working with the
eight metropolitan municipalities and seeking “to
increase cities’ contribution to inclusive economic
growth through the unblocking of urban infrastructure bottlenecks; restructuring the apartheid city
through the preparation of strategically located catalytic urban development projects, harnessing private
sector capital to accelerate infrastructure investment”
(National Treasury of South Africa 2017). The programme has five areas, including “climate resilience”
(ibid.).
In terms of access to climate finance, the Government
of South Africa has set up the Green Fund “to support green initiatives to assist South Africa’s transition
to a low carbon, resource efficient and climate resilient
development path delivering high impact economic,
environmental and social benefits” (Department of
Environmental Affairs 2018a). It is administered by
the Development Bank of South Africa (DBSA)
under commissioning by DEA (Green Fund 2017).
The Green Fund has a Funding Window for Green
Cities and Towns with focus areas on sustainable
transport, sustainable waste management and recycling, renewable energy, including off grid and mini
grid, sustainable water management, energy efficiency
and demand side management, sustainable human
settlements, the built environment and green buildings
as well as ecosystem services (ibid.).

Provincial level
Provinces are mandated to support local government
in the country. At the same time, “when a munici
pality cannot or does not fulfil an executive obligation
in terms of the Constitution or legislation, the relevant
provincial executive may intervene by taking any appropriate steps to ensure fulfilment of that obligation”
(Government of the Republic of South Africa 1996).
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Each sectoral ministry at the national level has a provincial counterpart. The provincial departments that
work as counterparts to the national DEA vary in
name by province. For example, the provincial department in KwaZulu Natal province is the Department of Agriculture, Environmental Affairs and Rural
Development, while the one in Northern Cape province is the Department of Environmental Affairs and
Nature Conservation (Department of Environmental
Affairs 2018b).
In dealing with climate change, provinces are mandated to develop Provincial Climate Response Strategies (Expert interview), as well as vulnerability assessments. Western Cape (whose capital is Cape Town)
was the first province to develop a provincial Climate
Change Response Strategy and Action Plan adopted
in 2008 (Western Cape Government 2008), which
was updated in 2014 (Western Cape Government
2014; Expert interviews). DEA supported the development of these strategies with discussions to align the
provincial strategy with the National Climate Change
Response Policy (Western Cape Government 2014).

Municipal level
The mandate of municipal government in South Africa
is “the provision of services to communities in a sustainable manner, the promotion of social and economic development and the promotion of a safe and
healthy environment” (Government of the Republic
of South Africa 1996). Numerous functions relevant
to climate change mitigation and adaptation fall into
the mandates of local government (ibid.). Among
them are transport, public lighting, urban planning,
infrastructure development and disaster management.
Municipalities have executive authority over air pollution, building regulation, storm-water management,
electricity and gas reticulation, firefighting, water and
sanitation services, domestic waste management and
sewage disposal.
Many South African cities and provinces are already
taking initiative and climate change objectives are
increasingly being adopted as part of the agenda of
local and provincial government in the country.
Nevertheless, adaptation and mitigation are in many
cases not at the top of the local-level priorities (Expert
interview).

Several cities were already forerunners in climate
action before climate change became important on
the national agenda. Notwithstanding the absence
of a national policy framework, these cities started
acting and responding to climate change since the
early 2000s. eThekwini and the City of Cape Town
have been leaders in establishing adaptation policies
and plans that link current priorities with expected
future considerations.
The main planning instrument for municipalities is
the cross-sectoral Integrated Development Plan
(IDP), which has a five-year cycle and a corresponding
budget. In 2011, DEA, CoGTA, SALGA and the
GIZ developed the Let’s Respond to Climate Change
Toolkit to support climate-mainstreaming efforts by
municipalities in their IDPs. With the support of
DEA and the operational support of NGO Sustain
able Energy Africa, trainings with several local
governments to support the mainstreaming of climate
change mitigation and adaptation into IDPs have
been conducted since 2012 (Expert interview).
An important platform for multi-level (climate) governance is the South African Local Government
Association. SALGA is an association of all South
African municipalities including metropolitan munici
palities such as Johannesburg and Tshwane, district
municipalities and local municipalities. It is account
able to its members and tasked with supporting them
in their mandate of service delivery, socio-economic
development and safeguarding of a health environment.
With regard to finance for climate responses at the
local level, there are a number of national sources of
funding that are in theory accessible to municipalities.
The Municipal Finance Management Act No. 56 of
2003 (MFMA) of South Africa gives the fiscal and
financial framework for cities in the country. However,
several municipalities are not able to fund the tasks
that they are mandated, to keep up with expenditure
demands. The “current system of intergovernmental
fiscal transfers has led to a growth in grant dependence by cities, while also reinforcing a sector-based
silo mentality” because existing infrastructure grant
and operating subsidy programmes seldom reward
efficient and developmentally effective performance
by cities (National Treasury of South Africa 2012).
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A large portion of South African energy is electricity
and almost 90 percent of that electricity is derived
from coal (IEA n.d.). While generation and transmission of electricity in South Africa is almost entirely in
the hands of the electricity supply industry (in essence
the public utility Eskom, which supplies 95 percent of
national electricity), distribution and electricity sales
is a mandate shared with municipalities. Buying the
electricity from Eskom and re-selling it to end-users
is a significant revenue source for large municipalities
(metropolitan municipalities and larger secondary
cities in the country) (National Treasury of South
A frica 2011). The large-scale adoption of renewable
energy provision by other decentralised providers
has thus a potentially significant financial impact on
municipal revenue.
The Renewable Energy Independent Power Producer
Procurement Programme (REIPPPP) “is a programme
developed to encourage private investment to help
further develop the renewable energy sector within
South Africa” (Energy Intelligence 2016). It “is a
competitive bidding process used by national government to procure renewable energy generation capacity
in line with the national Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP) for Electricity 2010–2030” (Green Cape 2017:
13). It is managed by the IPP Office in the Department of Energy. The “programme is designed to
contribute to meeting the national renewable energy
target while encouraging foreign investment and
developing socio-economic and environmentally
sustainable growth” (Energy Intelligence 2016).
South Africa has a range of Strategic Infrastructure
Projects (SIPs). In relation to these SIPs, the REIPPPP
“fulfils the goal of providing clean and sustainable
electricity combined with specifically mandated
obligations to deliver socio-economic development
benefits to local communities” (Green Cape 2017: 19).
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4.4.4 South Africa’s challenges
and opportunities
Visibility of the local level: In spite of efforts by
national government to support and advise South
A frican municipalities in their response to climate
change, “when it comes to target-setting around
climate change and defining what the country needs
to do, local government is often voiceless […]. Especially related to environmental issues, most of the
systems that are in place are focused on the two
[levels] of government” with concurrent powers: the
national and provincial levels (Expert interview).
Monitoring and reporting: Another challenge,
especially in the field of adaptation to climate change
impacts, is the availability of data and the use of different measurements and indicators by different levels.
At the municipal level, indicators and existing data
focus on service delivery results, because this is the
main mandate of municipalities. It can prove difficult
to find existing data that can be aggregated and
that is useful for making decisions on adaptation.
In c ontrast, local data relevant to mitigation — for
instance on energy and transport — is well-aligned
with national-level indicators.
Bureaucratic burdens for local government and
climate action: In the context of climate change, a
problem raised in the literature is the burdens and
limitations that the existing framework presents for
cities, particularly in their ability to attract investors
and to plan with a long-term perspective. In the development of projects to reduce greenhouse emissions
with funding from the Clean Development Mechanism the Municipal Finance Management Act seems
to restrict the ability of municipalities “to undertake
contracts with a scope larger than three years without
incurring fairly onerous requirements for consultation
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with national and provincial government” (National
Treasury of South Africa 2012: 6). In the energy field,
“the biggest hurdles facing municipal power procurement are the current national regulations governing
generation licensing and the need for a ministerial
determination […] to allow municipalities to purchase
directly from independent power producers (IPPs).
Currently, there is no precedent for this” (Green Cape
2017: 29).
Lack of finance: Finance for action on climate change
at the local level and coordination for climate action
at the provincial level has been indeed cited as one of
the key challenges in the country (Expert interviews).
Limited funding for qualified human resources at the
provincial and local levels often leads to climate
change being managed by one person who also has
other environmental tasks in her or his portfolio
(Expert interview). Multiple sources and experts sustain that this is the main challenge to tackle. “Unless
dedicated funding is allocated from national government for local initiatives, it is unlikely that this work
will be given priority in municipal budget allocations”
(Wolpe and Reddy 2015: 17).
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5 Conclusions
5.1 Key findings
Global recognition of cities’ ability to contribute
to the implementation of the Paris Agreement and
the NDCs is needed. The potential for GHG emissions reductions in cities is substantial (although
quantifications of this potential arrive at different results). If this potential is fully utilised, the world will
be closer to closing the gap between the ambition of
NDCs and the goal of keeping global warming below
2 or even 1.5 ˚C. Recognition of this potential is an
essential precondition for the development of multilevel climate governance frameworks and instruments
that are conducive to using the full potential for urban
climate action.
A range of multi-level climate governance instruments are available to support and encourage the
utilisation of this climate action potential. Information and knowledge, finance, coordination and
cooperation as well as institutional capacities are main
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dimensions of forward-looking policy development
towards decarbonisation. Irrespective of whether a
country is characterised by a top-down, bottom-up or
hybrid multi-level climate governance context, instruments are available that allow local governments to
become reliable partners in implementing the Paris
Agreement. For example, in a top-down context,
national governments may outline clear roles for local
governments in the implementation of national climate policies and require them to mainstream climate
change into their local development plans (Example:
Uganda’s National Climate Change Policy, section
3.3.1). In a bottom-up context, local governments and
other subnational actors may push for more ambitious
climate action and demonstrate the potential for reducing GHG emissions if the national government is
unable, or unwilling, to implement its commitments
under the Paris Agreement (Example: We Are Still In,
section 3.1.1).
All countries benefit from some ‘hybridity’ in their
multi-level climate governance frameworks. This
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does not mean that all countries should strive to adopt
hybrid multi-level climate governance frameworks.
Rather, countries with top-down or bottom-up frameworks may benefit from very minor shifts. For example, countries with top-down frameworks can improve
policies obligating local governments to implement
climate action plans by listening to them to understand how national policies are actually supporting —
or hindering — local implementation. Countries with
strong bottom-up frameworks may benefit from a
minimum of alignment with the national level to avoid
incoherent approaches at the local level. And countries
with hybrid multi-level climate governance frameworks can also benefit from studying the successes of
countries with top-down and bottom-up approaches.
Across all three types of multi-level climate governance
frameworks, consultation and dialogue instruments
that bring together different levels of government
are beneficial to understand the positive or negative
impacts that national policies have at the local level,
facilitate discussions on how different levels of government can cooperate on climate action, and encourage
buy-in for national policies.
Despite these generalisations, it is important to
bear in mind that the concept of multi-level climate
governance does not dictate a particular type or
scope of instruments to be adopted. Thus, for example, while consultation and dialogue instruments
will likely be part of any good multi-level climate
governance instrument mix, there are also many
d ifferent ways of implementing consultation and
dialogue instruments: national policy coordination
committees with participation of different ministries
and different levels of government, national climate
change forums with extensive participation by public
and private actors, and regional climate change
committees with links to national committees are just
some of the possible options. The instruments chosen
in a particular country have to fit the domestic context. However, it is also important to bear in mind
that once selected, instruments create path dependencies. Thus, for example, decisions regarding who is
included — or excluded — from consultation and dialogue formats will likely become entrenched for years.
Instruments are adaptable — and useful — for
d ifferent political and institutional contexts.
For example, in a more top-down context, national

governments may require local governments to collect
data on their mitigation and adaptation actions according to a harmonised national approach. This d
 ata
can then be aggregated at the national level and be
used to guide policy decisions. Conversely, in a context characterised by a multi-level climate governance
framework leaning towards a bottom-up approach,
the national government may not be involved in developing a harmonised approach to collecting local
data on mitigation and adaptation activities. However, local governments may decide to independently
monitor and publish reports on these issues to communicate what they are doing, and build a stronger
case for more support from the national government
or even international partners.
Instruments should not be seen as compartmentalised solutions that can be inserted into existing
institutional and political contexts, but as part of
an enabling policy mix for local climate action.
What local governments in different countries need
to enable action depends largely on the domestic
(national, local) context and on the interplay between
different instruments (the policy mix). For instance,
national climate change policies that specify a role
for local governments will usually be more successful
if they are accompanied by meaningful consultation
platforms that involve representatives from different
levels of government. Similarly, instruments to
strengthen institutional capacities, for example by
training expert personnel, can hardly work without
a reasonable and sustainable finance stream, whether
it is municipal own-source revenue, domestic finance
or international finance.
Well-designed instruments are not only useful in
a domestic climate policy context — they can also
fulfil important functions in an international
context (i.e. global implementation of the Paris
Agreement). The area of monitoring and reporting is
a good example of how climate action at the local
level can link to global discussions on the implementation of the Paris Agreement. For example, the global
stocktake is intended as a periodic assessment of
“collective progress towards achieving the purpose
of the Paris Agreement and its long-term goals”
(Paris Agreement, art. 14). It is moreover supposed to
“inform Parties in updating and enhancing […] their
actions and support” (art. 14, para. 3). While Decision
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1/CP.21 (para. 99) suggests several inputs for the
global stocktake (including e.g. information on the
overall effect of NDCs, state of adaptation efforts,
support, experiences and priorities, mobilisation and
provision of support, IPCC reports, reports from
subsidiary bodies), additional inputs may also be considered. Thus, if urban issues are in some manner
covered by these or additional inputs, it is possible
that countries learn that the scope for the ambitious
climate action is greater if subnational action is considered. Countries may also be in a better situation to
improve conditions for local climate action, based on
revised understanding of scope for action, lessons
learned from conducive frameworks for local climate
action in other countries, etc.

5.2 Recommendations
The following recommendations can help guiding
different target groups for the improvement of local
climate action by employing multi-level climate
governance approaches. Accordingly we outline, as
far as possible, the different addressees: national governments, local governments, development agencies
(e.g. GIZ).

5.2.1 Information and knowledge
Monitoring and reporting
The data gathered through monitoring and reporting
helps to track progress, evaluate key challenges and
incentives for implementation, and provide an evidence base for future policy decisions. Monitoring
and reporting also helps local governments demonstrate their importance as climate governance actors.

Recommendation:
Government and international partners/cooperations
should support the development of national programmes for city-scale GHG emissions inventories as
well as local vulnerability assessments to ensure that
the data collected is comparable and can be aggre
gated. This may also include (financial) support for
adequately trained local personnel that are able to
collect and analyse relevant data. National governments should also ensure that relevant available
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data — e.g. national statistics — is spatially disaggregated to allow for comparisons of progress at the subnational level. International partners should support
the identification of monitoring and reporting methodologies that lead to useful comparable data for mitigation and adaptation efforts at the local level.

Rationale:
ʶʶ All levels: Information and knowledge are key strategic requirements to enable action at different levels.
ʶʶ Local: Based on data from GHG sources and on
climate change impacts, local governments are able
to identify the key entry points and priorities for
action.
ʶʶ National: National governments are able to conduct
progress-tracking and monitoring of implementation
through data generated at the local level. This information in turn can be used as evidence for future policy decisions.
ʶʶ International: Urban data can contribute to the
implementation of the Paris Agreement through
better understanding of local emissions levels.

Evidence from the case studies:
As discussed in section 3.1.1, the Global Protocol for
Community Scale GHG Emissions Inventories is
spearheading efforts to develop local emissions inventories that are compatible with IPCC guidelines for
national emissions inventories, and can therefore be
aggregated at the national level. Experience with the
GPC has shown that regularly compiling local emissions inventories can be an important tool to help local
governments understand the activities in their community that make the most substantial contribution
to local GHG emissions (GPC 2014). This, in turn,
can guide evidence-based policymaking for local
climate action. The GPC has been applied in several
of the countries discussed in chapter 4, including
several cities in India and Brazil.
Certification and award schemes
Certification and award schemes recognise climate
action efforts by local governments. Certification
schemes guide and assess the adherence to standards,
benchmarks and processes, and acknowledge this
adherence through certification. Award schemes
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honour outstanding achievements. Both certification
and award schemes may incentivise local governments
to engage in local climate action due to the benefits
conferred by a certificate or label, such as increased
recognition value. They may also influence the decisions of other actors, such as investors (who may
prefer to invest in cities which have demonstrated a
commitment to climate action as indicated by certi
fication).

Recommendation:
National governments looking
to establish long-term institutionalised processes
supporting local climate action that contributes to
the achievement of national targets should consider
the introduction of certification schemes. Depending
on the design of such certification schemes, they can
also encourage the establishment of municipal climate
management teams to guide local climate action in
the long term. In addition, national and local governments can consider introducing certification and
award schemes in certain sectors to encourage investment and innovation.
Rationale:
ʶʶ Local: On-the-ground climate solutions are recognised (and ideally supported financially). Depending on the sector addressed, local governments can
communicate arising co-benefits to other local governments.
ʶʶ National: National governments obtain insights on
solutions on the ground that can inform further
national policies. National governments can more
over incentivise, recognise and identify standards,
processes and benchmarks.
ʶʶ Private sector: Based on the nature of the schemes,
private sector players may have significant incentives to contribute to and benefit from innovative
solutions.

Evidence from the case studies:
As discussed in section 3.1.2, a hallmark of several
certification schemes — e.g. the European Energy
Award and Comuna Energética — is that they do not
merely certify municipalities for adherence to certain
standards, but aim to incentivise the creation of
long-term, institutionalised processes for energy management. Crucially, the eea process requires that new

municipal energy management systems are coordinated by a dedicated team — not just an external consultant that comes in temporarily. Certification is
only one step in this process: once cities have reached
a certain level of achievement and impacts, they can
be audited and certified according to the national
eea. The fact that such energy management certification schemes are currently being piloted and implemented in a wide range of countries, including e.g.
Austria, Chile, Morocco, Romania, Switzerland, and
the Ukraine, indicates their wide appeal and adaptability to different contexts. Moreover, certification
schemes can be applied to many different issues.
While the abovementioned examples all relate to
energy management, they are also a pplied to other
issues. For example, South Africa’s Green Building
Council awards certification of green buildings
according to international standards (section 4.4).

5.2.2 Finance
Municipal own-source revenues
The ability of local government to mobilise ownsource revenues and its autonomy to determine how
to allocate their expenditures can help ensure that
climate action can be implemented at the local level.
Most often, there is strong competition for national
financial sources and alternative sources of income
can provide a stronger argument for local climate
action in a municipality.

Recommendation:
The overall principle of adequate fiscal decentralisation (not only strictly linked with tasks related to climate change mitigation and adaptation) should be
upheld and provisions for its implementation should
be established and put into practice by the national
government. This clearly also has important repercussion to the climate change policy field, when local
government tasks are related to climate change adaptation (for instance water service delivery, spatial
planning and storm water management) and/or mitigation (for instance public transport planning and
provision, waste management). National governments
can help to strengthen the resource base of local governments for targeted functions related to climate
policy that are particularly important in the country’s
NDC.
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Moreover, national governments and/or relevant
partners should carry out assessments examining the
extent to which existing domestic policy and regu
latory frameworks allow or impede municipal
resource-raising power. In addition, processes of
“climate-sensitive local budgeting” may be supported, depending on the degree of fiscal, administrative
and public sector decentralisation enabled by higher
levels of government. Local governments should carry
out a ssessments of financial needs and opportunities
to leverage own resources. In addition, local governments should raise awareness and communicate to
their constituencies the socio-economic benefits that
local climate action has.

Rationale:
ʶʶ Local: Local governments gain more independence
of intergovernmental transfers (or even international
transfers) for policy formulation and improve their
resource base for climate action.
ʶʶ National: National governments can identify modifications in the domestic framework that can en
able a better local revenue base for climate action.
To the extent that local governments use their
opportunities to generate own-source revenues for
climate action in innovative ways, national governments can also promote successful innovations for
adoption by other local governments.

Evidence from the case studies:
The Boulder Climate Action Tax (section 3.2.1) illustrates how a proactive local government can develop
new sources of revenue for climate projects with the
support of its citizens. While such ambitious initiatives may not be politically feasible in many countries,
due to limited mandates or political issues associated
with an additional tax on electricity use, there are
a lso other options. For example, while there are few
feasible instruments for municipalities in South Africa
(section 4.4) to generate additional revenue for climate
action, the City of Johannesburg has increased the
refuse collection fee by 2 cents and will invest the proceeds into climate projects.

Domestic climate and development finance
Adequate allocations of domestic public finance (and
redirected international finance) for local governments
can be crucial to ensure that sufficient funding is available for the implementation of local climate actions.

Recommendation:
National governments should consider a financial
needs assessment for local climate action as a pillar of
NDC implementation. Based on this assessment, an
investment plan (cross-cutting, sector specific) and/or
specific funding arrangements can be established to
support local climate activities.
Rationale:
ʶʶ Local: Local governments benefit from financing
sources that complement the existing locally-owned
resource base.
ʶʶ National: National governments can capitalise on
the potential of local climate action by relying on
and complementing existing municipal climate
f inance structures, or providing alternative sources
of funding where the leeway for municipal own
source r evenues for climate action is too limited.
This can complement NDC implementation mea
sures at the national level to achieve intended mitigation and adaptation results.

Evidence from the case studies:
Sweden’s Klimatklivet (Climate Leap) is an example
of a national subsidy scheme that supports local climate activities effectively (section 3.2.2). Its funding
for measures such as infrastructure for electric vehicles,
biogas plants, extensions of district heating networks,
and cycle lanes or other bike infrastructure has in the
period from 2015 to 2017 already enabled an estimated
760,000 tonnes of annual carbon dioxide reductions.
Moreover, by requiring applicants to demonstrate that
the measures they wish to implement are more ambitious than what is required by law, and demonstrate
significant and lasting GHG emissions reductions,
the Klimatklivet incentivises municipalities and other
applicants to be particularly ambitious in their efforts.
Colombia’s (section 4.3) national royalties system
(Sistema General de Regalías) is another example of
an investment plan that supports local climate acti
vities. This system is interesting for its dual incentive
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function. Firstly, it promotes investment at the departmental and municipal level in micro-energy projects.
Secondly, the royalties collected to fund the mechanism are derived from the exploitation of non-renewable resources (e.g. mining and oil).

5.2.3 Coordination and cooperation
National policy alignment
The alignment of national policies and coordination
between levels of government can help to translate
the targets to which countries have committed in their
NDCs into concrete, multi-level implementation
strategies. National policy alignment assists in implementing a coherent allocation of responsibilities and
mandates between different levels and standardising
approaches for the country.

Recommendation:
National, regional and local governments should
initiate processes of policy coordination to help them
define how to move from short-term objective to
long-term targets and identify what role the different
levels should play. Such processes should also aid in
the identification of the concrete measures to be
taken at different levels to ensure an enabling environment that is conducive to climate action.
Rationale:
ʶʶ All levels: Processes of national policy alignment
can help to establish clear mandates and responsibilities for different levels regarding implementation of NDCs.
ʶʶ Local: Consultation and coordination processes
a llow insights from local governments to be included in national policies.
ʶʶ National: These processes allow feedback and the
evaluation of the effectiveness of national policies
on the ground.

Evidence from the case studies:
In Colombia, the push for national policy alignment
and mainstreaming climate change into country-wide
development planning, multiple relevant sector ministries and across all levels of governance has been
institutionalised in an all-encompassing system for
multi-level climate governance launched by

presidential decree in 2016. As detailed in section
4.3.3, the National Climate Change System
(SISCLIMA) coordinates all of Colombia’s climate
change efforts and commitments at the local, departmental, national and international levels. With this
model, Colombia is moving from a myriad of fragmented initiatives for disaster risk reduction, climate
change adaptation and mitigation to a long-term process with clear targets established in its NDC and a
coherent all-encompassing system to govern multilevel climate governance and to link the country with
the UNFCCC process.
Another promising step is South Africa’s National
Climate Change Response Policy White Paper
(NCCRP) — adopted in 2011 — , which establishes
the vision for climate change-resilient and low-carbon
development. It has been described as the first coherent adaptation and mitigation policy in the country,
specifically declares the significant roles in implementing climate policy of provincial and local government,
and calls for a coordinated approach between the three
levels of government.

Inter-municipal and regional cooperation
Inter-municipal and regional cooperation assist in
addressing system-jurisdictional mismatches by
reshaping and/or coordinating competencies at new
scales, integrating spatial planning through relational
and contractual schemes when climate-relevant
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functions and systems (infrastructure systems or
ecos ystems) fall beyond the administrative bound
aries of local and/or subnational governments.

the Mexico Valley surrounding Mexico City in both
a horizontal and vertical manner.

Networks, city twinning and partnerships
Recommendation:
National governments should create rules and regulations in the domestic administrative and policy
framework that are conducive
to enable effective inter-municipal and regional co
operation. In addition, it can assess, when necessary,
whether inter-municipal and regional instruments
reshaping competences across jurisdictions are doing
so in a manner aligned with democratic legitimacy.
Rationale:
ʶʶ Local: Efficiency of local service delivery can be
improved through the reduction of costs and eco
nomies of scale and scope. Inter-municipal and
regional cooperation also allows local governments
to bundle their expertise and power and to assure
control over relevant assets and functions across
boundaries.
ʶʶ National and regional: Governance effectiveness can
be increased through coherent regional strategies.

Evidence from the case studies:
In Brazil (section 4.2), lack of effective metropolitan
governance structures has led to urban sprawl. Recognising this challenge, the federal government has
supported the creation of new metropolitan agencies.
Existing metropolitan agencies in Brazil moreover
a lso work on climate-related issues. For example, the
Inter-municipal Consortium of the Western Region
(Consórcio Intermunicipal da Região Oeste, CIOESTE)
integrates eight municipalities in the western region
of the state of São Paulo, and works on issues related to
climate change response through exchange but also
joint contracts and procurement.
In Mexico, the Environmental Commission of the
Megalopolis of Mexico (Comisión Ambiental de la
Megalópolis) (section 3.3.2) is an interesting example
of a metropolitan governance structure as it combines
vertical and horizontal elements. Thus, the Commission involves not just subnational governments, but
also the federal government of Mexico. It is thus an
opportunity to coordinate on administration, planning and implementation of environmental issues in
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Networks, city twinning and partnerships aggregate
the voices of local governments and represent them
vis-à-vis the national and international spheres. They
also enable local governments in finding peers for
sharing information, learning and knowledge. By
a ssociating with networks and partnerships, local
governments can increase international recognition
and prestige, and may gain access to international
debates. Moreover, as indicated in chapter 2, collaboration with partners can be an important means for
cities to deliver climate action despite a lack of control
over specific assets or functions.

Recommendation:
Local governments looking to establish partnerships
and combine their voice with those of other partners
should assess whether joining such networks and
partnerships is beneficial. Considering the regional
biases in the membership of city networks mentioned
in section 3.3.3, city networks should endeavour to
communicate their tangible benefits — such as proven
learning and diffusion of good practice — to a wider
membership. National governments and international
partners should recognise the value of city networks
as a partner that can aggregate the concerns of local
governments and communicate them to higher levels
of government, and assist local governments in understanding and localising the Paris Agreement and
NDCs. This implies, for example, supporting strong
national city networks that have a broad and inclusive
membership — not just the largest cities in a country.
Rationale:
ʶʶ Local: Constructive relations with domestic and
transnational peers facilitate exchanges of experiences and peer learning amongst local governments. P
 articipation in networks may also be of
value to local governments to the extent that it
increases recognition and prestige.
ʶʶ National: Domestic partnerships and networks
can be a valuable partner to involve the voice of
local government in consultations.

5 Conclusions

Evidence from the case studies:
The case of the city of São Paulo (section 4.2) illustra
tes the role that city networks can play in promoting
learning and supporting ambitious climate action.
São Paulo adopted a Municipal Climate Law at an
early stage (2009), which included mandatory emissions targets and sectoral measures. The adoption of
this law came after a technical cooperation agreement
that the city signed with ICLEI in 2003, which required the city to compile a baseline emissions inventory, define emissions reductions based on this inventory, and a Local Action Plan (Valente de Macedo et
al. 2016). Moreover, ICLEI supported the drafting
of the Municipal Climate Law (ibid.). Thus, São Paulo
benefited from the support and international experience of this city network. Moreover, the positive
experiences of São Paulo were later used by ICLEI as
good practices to share with other member cities.

to climate change mitigation and adaptation. International partners should continue supporting on-thejob capacity development for government officials in
all departments of the local, regional and national
level on climate issues.

5.2.4 Institutional capacities

ʶʶ National: Supporting training of municipal employees at the local level makes local governments
effective partners in implementing NDCs. At the
national level, e.g. ministerial employees need to
have sufficient capacities and knowledge to be able
to e ffectively coordinate climate policy across
different ministries.

Human resources and capacities
Adequate human resources and capacities are crucial
to initiate, monitor, design and support the implementation of local adaptation and mitigation strategies
and concepts most suitable to the local context. Wellcapacitated institutions can serve as focal points or
support horizontal and vertical coordination as well
as key contact to coordinate climate action between
different municipal departments and other key actors
and entities. Skilled personnel are also important to
raise awareness and create knowledge.

Recommendation:
National and local governments should ensure that
adequate personnel working on climate change is attracted to the public sector and included in their
budgets. Through its university system and national
public administration academies, national governments should ensure high-quality education of skilled
engineers, architects and public sector staff to prepare
them to deal with climate change uncertainty, crosscutting planning and specific technical issues related

Rationale:
ʶʶ All levels: Skilled personnel and sufficient staff in
the public sector are a necessary condition for local
climate action.
ʶʶ Local: Adequate personnel enables local governments, inter alia, to make use of available funding
instruments, to develop and implement locallyowned local climate action plans on the ground, to
connect climate change priorities meaningfully
with their service delivery and socio-economic
mandates and to respond to the needs of their local
constituencies.

Evidence from the case studies:
In Germany, human resources and capacities for
climate action by local governments are supported
through multiple instruments. First and foremost,
municipalities can apply for funding for a climate
manager (Klimaschutzmanager) who is the focal point
for local climate action, coordinates municipal climate
activities, communicates and builds networks with
all relevant stakeholders. Moreover, climate managers can make use of various forms of support, such as
mentoring from more experienced climate managers,
training programmes, and networking events. These
and other measures have enabled Germany’s National
Climate Initiative (Nationale Klimaschutzinitiative) to
implement more than 12,500 projects in more than
3000 municipalities since 2008 (BMU 2017a).
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