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Abstract

The aim of this study is to provide policy suggestions on bottom-up climate action in the European
Union. The study draws its recommendations from a unique analysis which maps existing Europeanled multi-stakeholder initiatives that address climate change and identifies needs and challenges
experienced by a range of stakeholders. The main question of this study is: “What does it take to
accelerate non-state climate actions and to enhance effectiveness?”
A database analysis was used to map a large number of European-led cooperative climate actions, and
to provide insights into their geographical, thematic and functional characteristics. Moreover, applying
a unique methodology to measure output performance, the study finds that European-led non-state
actions are performing relatively well compared to the global average.
The study proceeds with a survey-based analysis to indicate the most important needs and challenges
as perceived by different types of non-state actors. Survey results indicate a need to go beyond
‘experience sharing’ practices to stimulate new and more effective climate actions. The study
concludes with recommendations to address imbalanced representation of EU-led climate actions, and
to meet urgent challenges through an innovative, collaborative, and institutionally light-touch policy
framework.
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Summary for Policymakers
The 2015 Paris Agreement and the accompanying Paris Decision consider climate actions by non-state
and subnational actors, such as businesses, civil society organizations, faith communities, platforms,
as necessary complements to governmental actions. Prominent international platforms, such as the
Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA) by the Secretariat of the United Nations
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Climate Initiatives Platform (administered by the
UNEP/DTU Partnership) have greatly improved the visibility of such actions. Building on EESC
opinions NAT/6841 and NAT/7182, this study provides an overview on implementation, effectiveness,
and distribution of non-state climate action in Europe and recommendations in line with the
“European Dialogue on Non-State Climate Action” (ED-NSCA) (see opinion NAT/718) towards a
dynamic framework to accelerate effective non-state action across Europe. Such a framework should
be largely based on existing, but often scattered, efforts to stimulate non-state action. An example of
such an effort is the International Climate Governance Coalition (ICGC) between the EESC, the
European Committee of the Regions (CoR), the French Committee for Sustainable Development
(Comité 21), and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), which inter
alia aims to produce a toolkit for smaller organizations that wish to engage in climate action. The
study maps and analyzes existing European-led multi-stakeholder partnerships that address climate
change and identifies perceived needs and challenges by a range of stakeholders.
Mapping European-led climate actions
●

Europe is a leader of non-state climate action -- EU-led non-state actions represent the
majority (54 percent) of cooperative initiatives registered with UNFCCC's NAZCA platform
(UNFCCC 2017:23). Especially actors from Western Europe are overrepresented. Moreover,
individual EU Member States play leading roles in the Global Climate Action Agenda (also
known as the Marrakech Partnership for Global Climate Action). However, implementation is
not evenly distributed across Europe. In absolute terms, actions in Central and Eastern Europe
are underrepresented. Moreover, few actions are recorded in forestry, transport, renewable
energy, short-term pollutants, settlements, buildings and construction. These geographic and
topical imbalances may reflect biases in international platforms for non-state action. Many
EU-based initiatives are yet unrecorded.

●

European-led non-state climate actions perform relatively well -- European-led non-state
actions seem to perform rather well compared to the global average. The majority of
European-led non-state climate actions achieve a ‘high output performance’. While this does
not mean that actions will achieve desired improvements in social and environmental quality,
they produce the minimal outputs (studies, infrastructure, training, etc.) that would make such
improvements more likely.

●

Most actions focus on mitigation but emission reductions are difficult to assess -- In line
with the EU NDC, most EU-led non-state climate actions focus on mitigation. However, most
mitigation actions do not set clear and quantifiable targets, complicating assessments of
mitigation impacts. Many actions do much more than reducing emissions, or seek to achieve
lower emissions in an indirect manner, for instance by encouraging behavioral change among
target groups. A substantial number of actions aim to build climate resilience and to help
communities adapt to already occurring impacts of climate change.

Needs and challenges
●

Main perceived challenges to more and more effective non-state climate actions -- Based
on almost 100 responses to a perceptions survey of needs and challenges, we identify (1) a
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lack of access to finance; (2) a lack of expertise; (3) a lack of staff; (4) a lack of recognition by
public authorities; and, (5) difficulties to find suitable partners, as the most important
challenges (see figure below).

●

Different types of actors, however, emphasize different types of challenges -- for instance:
○ businesses are mainly concerned with a lack of access to finance, a lack of expertise,
and a lack of staff;
○ local governments are mainly concerned with a lack of access to finance, a lack of
recognition, and too many/complicated administrative requirements;
○ multi-stakeholder partnerships are mainly concerned with a lack of access to finance,
a lack of staff, and a lack of support within partner organizations;
○ civil society organizations are mainly concerned with a lack of access to finance, a
lack of expertise, and complicated public regulations;
○ research and expert organizations are mainly concerned with a lack of access to
finance, a lack of expertise, and a lack of examples to follow;
○ community-led organizations are mainly concerned with a lack of access to finance, a
lack of expertise, a lack of recognition, and a lack of staff.

●

What do non-state actors expect at the European level? -- In order to better understand
what respondents expect from European and national institutions to stimulate action, we
inductively clustered responses around opportunities to enhance climate actions (see figure
below).
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●

According to many respondents, external financial support could unlock more and more
effective climate action. The key is not only to provide finance, but also for (existing)
financing mechanisms to be unambiguous and easy to access.

●

Recognition, and credible communication of existing actions can also be strong stimuli for
non-state actors. The demand for recognition, but also political support is likely directed at
national governments as well as the European level authorities, since many global efforts
towards recognition are ongoing. Recognition, however, should not only take the form of
platforms where good practices are shared and show-cased. Rather, recognition of non-state
actors and their efforts should also help the wider application of proven approaches.

Recommendations
Addressing challenges to climate action - establishing a light-touch framework for action
The establishment of light-touch framework for climate action, not unlike the European Dialogue on
Non-State Climate Action (ED-NSCA) proposed by opinion NAT/718, could be an important
development towards stimulating new, and strengthening existing, non-state climate actions. The
EESC, due to its unique nature and representativeness and building on its experience, for instance,
within the ICGC could play a pivotal bridging role.
Such a framework should consider the following functions.
●

Providing a learning environment for climate action. Non-state actors could benefit from a
learning environment where lessons are shared - not only from 'good practices', but also from
instances where non-state actors failed to achieve their climate ambitions. The learning
environment could be shaped in collaboration with existing and proposed initiatives, such as
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the ED-NSCA, and ‘Multilevel Climate and Energy Dialogue Platforms’ as proposed in the
European Parliament.
●

Developing a platform that gives an overview of non-state action in Europe. At the
European level, there is no overview of what non-state actors (can) contribute, in which areas,
and to which goals. Global platforms also lack this information, as they focus on global
initiatives. Existing research initiatives and dialogues, in particular ED-NSCA, could help
coordinate efforts to build a better overview of Europe-based non-state climate actions.

●

Recognizing non-state action. Make climate action visibly to a wider audience, in particular
by highlighting particularly promising or effective non-state initiatives. This function could be
performed through the appointment of (voluntary) ‘EU climate action ambassadors’, tasked
with brokering cooperation between stakeholders, especially in areas and sectors where nonstate action is currently underrepresented (e.g. in Central and Eastern Europe, and among
small- and medium enterprises). The awarding of exceptional climate actions is also a
promising approach, and can be built on existing awards, for instance the EU Sustainable
Energy Awards, the European CSR awards, and the SEED Awards for Entrepreneurship in
Sustainable Development.

●

Assessing action. Track Europe-based non-state action that can help implementation of the
EU NDC. Better accounting of non-state contributions could help the EU and its Member
States to achieve their goals. Standard methodologies of accounting for non-state contributions
still need to be developed, but can be based on existing methodologies used e.g. in the EU
ETS. Moreover, the Initiative for Climate Action Transparency (ICAT) is currently
developing a guidance, which could help the EU and its Member States to consider non-state
mitigation actions in determining climate targets.

●

Supporting action. Grow climate action through linking investment and non-state initiatives.
Provide a guidance for non-state actors to make use of existing funding mechanisms. Provide
an overview of successful actions and promising solutions as potential investment
opportunities for both private and public investors, for instance the European Investment Bank
and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. In formulating the new EU
Multiannual Financial Framework there may also be opportunities to enable bottom-up nonstate climate action to efficiently deliver on EU commitments under the Paris Agreement.

●

Building capacity and confidence for action. Civil society organizations, and communityled organizations indicate that regulatory and administrative environments are often too
difficult to navigate. Trainings and seminars could help build knowledge and confidence,
especially among smaller and local actors, and in regions that see relatively little
implementation by non-state actors. Because regulatory and policy environments are highly
specific to countries and regions, the EU institutions, for instance the Committee of the
Regions, could promote national and regional 'guides for climate action', possibly adapted for
specific types of actors.

4

Abbreviations
ARIAS Assessing actions, Recognising actions, Improving governance, Accelerating actions,
Supporting actions
CDP (formerly Carbon Disclosure Project, now CDP worldwide)
CEE Central Eastern Europe
CIP Climate Initiatives Platform
CO2 Carbon dioxide
COP Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC
CoR the European Committee of the Regions
CPI Climate Policy Initiative
CSR Corporate Social Responsibility
DTU Technical University of Denmark
ED-NSCA European Dialogue on Non-State Climate Action
EESC European Economic and Social Committee
EU European Union
EU ETS European Union Emissions Trading Scheme
FOF Function-Output-Fit
GAFCA Global Aggregator for Climate Actions
GCAA Global Climate Action Agenda
GDP Gross Domestic Product
GHG Greenhouse Gases
ICAT Initiative for Climate Action Transparency
ICGC International Climate Governance Coalition
ICI International Cooperative Initiatives
IPCC International Panel on Climate Change
MFF Multiannual Financial Framework of the European Union
NAT Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment Section under the EESC
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NAZCA Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action
NDC Nationally Determined Contributions (formerly INDC Intended Nationally Determined
Contributions)
NGO Non-Governmental Organization
OECD Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
PPP Public Private Partnership
UN United Nations
UK United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme
UNFCCC United Nations Convention on Climate Change
WRI World Resources Institute
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1. Introduction
This study supports relevant EESC work, building on and contributing to extensive work on coalitions
to deliver on the Paris Climate Agreement (NAT/684)3, as well as on boosting non-state climate
actions (NAT/718)4. Moreover, the study aims to contribute to the International Climate Governance
Coalition (ICGC), an initiative co-piloted by Comité 21, EESC, European Committee of the Regions,
and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, to provide relevant data analysis,
practical experience from non-state actors, and data-driven recommendations towards an enabling
policy framework for non-state climate action in the European Union. The EESC, in particular and due
to its unique representativeness and composition, could play a pivotal role in promoting the
establishment of a new framework for climate action, for instance by building on its recent experience
within the ICGC.
The aim of this specific study is to provide policy suggestions on how to encourage bottom-up climate
action in the European Union. The analysis provides, for the first time, a mapping of existing
European-led multi-stakeholder partnerships that address aspects of climate change, including the
reduction of greenhouse gases, the adaptation to the impacts of climate change, and the building of
resilience of communities that are vulnerable to climate change. Moreover, the study identifies
challenges to non-state action as perceived by various types of stakeholders. Based on the analysis,
this study provides recommendations towards strengthening and accelerating non-state action, and
towards a voluntary framework - based on existing initiatives such as the European Dialogue on NonState Climate Action (ED-NSCA, see EESC opinion NAT/718) - that can help create a supportive
environment for non-state action across Europe.
The main question of this study, closely related to the above objectives, is:
“What does it take to accelerate non-state climate actions in the EU and to enhance effectiveness?”
This question assumes that the contributions of non-state actors are vital to the achievement of the
goals of the Paris Agreement (see Box 1) and that their positive effects may be amplified through the
scaling and replication of innovative as well as proven activities, for instance across different levels of
governance or across different countries.
Aims of the Paris Agreement
By the aims of the Paris Agreement, we specifically refer to the goals under article 2:
To hold the “increase of global average temperatures to well below 2°C above preindustrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above
pre-industrial level”.
To increase “the ability to adapt to the adverse impacts of climate change and foster
climate resilience and low greenhouse gas emissions development, in a manner that
does not threaten food production”.
To make “finance flows consistent with a pathway toward low greenhouse gas
emissions and climate-resilient development”.
Box 1. Aims of the Paris Agreement.

Although governments, as signatories and Parties to the agreement, are chiefly responsible for meeting
the requirements of the Paris Agreement, there is broad acknowledgement of the potential of and the
need for actions by actors that are not Party to the Paris Agreement or the United Nations Framework
3

EESC opinion: Coalition to deliver commitments of the Paris Agreement, NAT/684-EESC-2016-00713-00-01AC-TRA
4
EESC exploratory opinion: Boosting climate actions by non-state actors, NAT/718-EESC-2017
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Convention of Climate Change (UNFCCC). We refer to this broad category as non-state actors.5 This
category includes investors, businesses (including multinational/medium/small/micro enterprises),
civil society organizations, faith-based organizations, networks and coalitions, community-led
organizations, as well as cities and regions.
Non-state actors have played an increasingly important role in global climate governance. Especially
in the run-up to the landmark 2015 Paris Climate Agreement, the world has witnessed a rapid rise of
the number of climate actions by non-state actors. Prominent non-state actions, such as those by ‘the
Compact of Mayors’, the ‘We Mean Business’ coalition, as well as countless of individual businesses,
have attracted considerable attention from both media and decision-makers.
There are multiple reasons for the growing attention for non-state actions.
First, an evolving ‘Global Climate Action Agenda’ (GCAA) is partly responsible for the high visibility
of, and public attention for, non-state action. The GCAA could be seen as a series of programmatic
efforts by UN organizations and governments to mobilize, support, and publicize these actions. This
agenda began in earnest in 2014, when UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon convened leaders from
governments, the private sector, and civil society organizations at the 2014 UN Climate Summit with
the aim to take concrete climate actions. The agenda was carried on by successive presidencies of the
UNFCCC. The Peruvian and French governments established the ‘Lima-Paris Action Agenda’ to
mobilize non-state action globally, and to announce a growing number of commitments by non-state
actors. The Paris Climate Conference also saw a strong recognition of the role of non-state actors. In
the Paris decision of the Conference of the Parties (COP) governments agreed to appoint two ‘HighLevel Climate Action Champions’ acting on behalf of the COP Presidency providing leadership in the
continued mobilization of both Parties and non-state actors. Under the first post-Paris UNFCCC
presidency, the Moroccan government launched the ‘Marrakech Partnership for Global Climate
Action’ to further propel non-state actions, as well as to demonstrate their progress.
Second, non-state action is considered a necessary complement to governmental actions. The Paris
Agreement recognizes non-state actors an implementation role under article 6b “enhancing public and
private sectors participation in the implementation of nationally determined contributions”. More
importantly, non-state climate actions could make important contributions beyond what governments
promise and stimulate upward revisions of government policies. Indeed, the most far-reaching role
attribution to non-state actors is found in the Paris COP decision on enhancing pre-2020 action and
ambition. In other words, non-state actors and their efforts could significantly and effectively
contribute to different aspects of climate change action beyond what governments do on a
comparatively short term. The Paris Climate Agreement introduced a ground-breaking flexible and
‘bottom-up’ architecture, which requires governments to formulate their own climate targets in socalled ‘nationally determined contributions’ (NDCs). The rationale is that these contributions progress
over time, across subsequent review cycles, to ultimately achieve the aims of the Paris Agreement.
While current NDCs represent a significant departure from a pre-Paris scenario, they would still lead
to a catastrophic 3-4°C warming by the end of the century (IPCC Fifth Assessment Report, 2014;
UNEP, 2017). In this context, non-state contributions could help the (accelerated) implementation of
existing NDCs. Indeed, current research indicates that non-state climate actions have the potential to
significantly bring closer development pathways consistent with the long-term Paris goals to limit
global warming to well below 2°C or 1.5°C. The aggregated mitigation potential of non-state

5

We acknowledge that the term ‘non-state actors’ is controversial. Cities and regions, for instance, are decidedly
part of the state and many networks and coalitions also include public authorities (e.g. ‘public-private
partnerships’). In the context of the UNFCCC, the term ‘non-Party actors’ is used as a more accurate term.
However, we decided against using this term, as ‘Party’ is linked to international UNFCCC membership,
whereas we do not necessarily want to limit ourselves to action in the context of the UNFCCC. Moreover, the
term ‘non-state action’ has become an increasingly popular reference to this broad category of actors, both in
scholarship, as well as among policy-makers and practitioners.
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contributions has been estimated as similar to, or even surpassing, the potential of all NDCs combined
(Blok et al., 2013; UNEP, 2015; Hsu et al., 2015; Hsu et al., 2016).
The optimism surrounding non-state actions seems to relate to their growing number, macro trends
that point towards the decoupling of emissions and economic growth, as well as strong signals that a
global low-carbon and climate resilient economy is imminent. Non-state actors are also ascribed
properties that make them seem particularly effective in furthering low-carbon and climate resilient
transitions. Especially cooperative non-state actions (networks and coalitions) have a great potential to
combine strengths of different types of actors, for instance the legitimacy and credibility of civil
society organizations, the economic power of businesses and investors, and the knowledge of research
organizations. Operating at a distance from often gridlocked international political processes, such as
climate negotiations, non-state actions’ versatility and inclusiveness have made them a preferred
instrument to accelerate transformation and to leverage means of implementation.
Although the Paris Agreement associates non-state actors mostly with helping the implementation of
governmental climate commitments and the delivery of actions before 2020, the versatility and
diversity among non-state actors translate into widely varying roles that they could play in global
climate governance. These roles include:
●
●

●

●

●

●

Norm and standard-setting: the establishment and promotion of standards – e.g. in terms of
quality or due process – that are considered beneficial to sustainable and low-carbon
development.
The improvement of transparency and provision of data and occasionally the production of
new knowledge that can support more effective climate policies and governance. For instance,
standards for reporting have been pioneered by private initiatives (such as reporting under the
CDP6) and subnational governments (for instance the 'Greenhouse Gas Protocol for Cities'7).
The implementation and formulation of governmental climate mitigation policies. For
instance, the Initiative for Climate Action Transparency (ICAT)8 is developing a guidance to
help governments include contributions by non-state and subnational actors in their national
climate policies.
The delivery on sustainability, adaptation and resilience aspects of climate change
governance, including the building of resilience, and the adaptation to already occurring
climate change. For instance, through the development of new climate resilient and lowcarbon products and services or the provision of insurance to communities that are vulnerable
to extreme weather events.
The provision of material and immaterial resources to allow for better climate policy and
governance. For instance, non-state actors – in particular investors and businesses – could
contribute towards closing climate financing gaps, in particular towards meeting the
internationally agreed goal to raise 100bn USD in climate funding by 2020 (see e.g. Westphal
et al., 2015).
Non-state actors can also stimulate growing engagement by motivating peers to take up roles
in climate action and towards low-carbon development. A growing number of non-state
actions could signal to actors that are not yet taking action that a new low-carbon and climateresilient economy is imminent and that climate friendly practices are quickly becoming the
norm.

While the growing and varied roles of non-state actors in climate governance have been applauded by
many policy makers, practitioners, and researchers, some have also criticized their growing presence
in global climate governance. The fact that many non-state commitments are made without explicit
6

Formerly known as ‘Carbon Disclosure Project’.
Introduced by World Resources Institute, C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group and ICLEI – Local
Governments for Sustainability.
8
A collaboration of NewClimate Institute, World Resources Institute, CDP, and The Climate Group.
7
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reference to dedicated resources, or lack transparent organization, casts considerable doubt about their
ability to effectively deliver on promises (Michaelowa and Michaelowa, 2017). As non-state actors are
ascribed greater importance in climate governance, issues of legitimacy are also raised. While
international climate politics is determined by sovereign governments, many of which popularly
elected, non-state actors represent a new form of authority that is not legitimized on the basis of more
traditional governmental accountability arrangements. A lack of responsiveness of non-state actors,
and intransparency of policies that promote non-state actors in global climate governance, could raise
serious questions of legitimacy (Bäckstrand and Kuyper 2017). Even if non-state climate actions
effectively address governance gaps in certain geographic and thematic areas, their benefits are not
equally distributed across geographies and sectors (Chan et al. 2018a; Chan et al. 2018b). Moreover,
critics have regularly regarded the embrace of non-state actors in the governance of public
responsibilities as a form of window-dressing to distract from governmental inaction (e.g. Pattberg et
al. 2012), or as a means for unwarranted privatization of public responsibilities. Apart from
recognizing opportunities for non-state climate actions, the possibility of ineffective and nontransparent governance also justifies a careful consideration of risks and challenges associated with a
greater reliance on non-state actions.
1.1. Objectives and grounds for the study
Within the scope of a single study it will not be possible to answer all questions concerning the role,
risks, and opportunities of non-state climate actions. However, this study makes a vital contribution
through its regional focus, clearly oriented to the goal of providing policymakers data-informed
elements to steer the process of creating an enabling environment for non-state climate action as
envisaged by EESC opinion NAT/718. Research could help the climate action community (both nonstate actors, and institutions) to better understand the context and scope of ongoing non-state climate
actions, and to identify conditions that could stimulate more action at the EU and national levels also
supporting ongoing existing efforts in this sense - e.g. with the EESC being a member of the
International Climate Governance Coalition.
Since the Paris Agreement there has been a significant rise in non-state action at the regional level,
with action agendas emerging in North America, Latin America and Europe (Chan et al. 2018). Intraregional knowledge is necessary because non-state actions varies much, and do not perform equally,
across different sub-regions and countries (Chan 2009; 2014; 2018). Although most existing studies
consider non-state actions at the global level, non-state actors in a regional context are arguably of
greater importance to implementation and the upward adjustments of national climate targets. For
instance, non-state actors within Europe are more likely to share and inspire specific roles, because of
geographic proximity, and shared political and cultural environments that are conducive to learning
(Chan 2018b; also see Abbott 2017). Effective non-state actions within a region can be an important
catalyst for national climate action, the implementation of NDCs, and innovation. Moreover, a better
regional understanding of non-state climate action could inform better policies to stimulate more, and
more effective, non-state climate action.
Europe is of particular interest for an investigation into non-state actions. European-based non-state
actors, as well as governments, have widely been considered as leaders and supporters of non-state
climate action. Recent studies indicate high engagement of EU-based non-state actors in the Global
Climate Action Agenda; a large share of non-state implementation occurs in Europe; and a high
proportion of Europe-based actors lead and coordinate climate actions. Politically, the EU is also
considered a leader in (stimulating) non-state engagement. The European Union has been a
particularly strong and early supporter of non-state actions and partnerships with non-state actors,
particularly in the form of ‘International Cooperative Initiatives’ (ICIs). The European Union has set
itself the formidable task to reduce domestic GHG emissions by at least 40% by 2030. Some Member
States have formulated even more ambitious mitigation targets, and have taken measures to increase
resilience and to adapt to already occurring climate change.
However, the EU currently lacks a comprehensive framework to create an enabling environment to
help accelerate and coordinate efforts. To be effective, a voluntary framework (also proposed by
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opinion NAT/718) should indeed steer, or sustain, a) mobilisation; b) recording; c) monitoring and
verification; d) a comprehensive assessment (Chan and Pauw 2014).
Important hiatuses exist as well in the understanding of non-state climate action in the European
context. A lack of data hampers effective policy responses to catalyse effective actions. Most studies
take global/international samples of climate action, obscuring region-specific, and intra-regional
patterns. For instance, there is little understanding about how non-state actions perform across certain
(sub-) regions. Moreover, because of a lack of understanding of the regional characteristics,
operations, and challenges of climate action, Member States and the EU may miss out on non-state
contributions that could accelerate implementation of NDCs and stimulate higher climate ambitions.
1.2. Methodology
This study maps UNFCCC registered partnerships led by EU-based actors for the first time. On the
basis of an in-depth analysis, it explores trends and patterns in Europe-led climate actions, as well as
identifies obstacles that might stand in the way of effective, bottom-up, non-state actions. To address
the main questions raised in this study, a mixed methodology approach is followed, which allows the
most comprehensive assessment and mapping of cooperative climate actions that involve non-state
actors in Europe to date. Moreover, the study provides an overview of needs as expressed by non-state
actors in Europe. The analysis combines (1) a database analysis using the largest research database on
multi-stakeholder climate partnerships, the Global Aggregator for Climate Actions (GAFCA) 9; and (2)
a survey of challenges and opportunities among constituencies of the EESC10.
The database analysis takes a substantial sample of non-state actions registered with the UN’s ‘Nonstate Actors Zone for Climate Actions’ (NAZCA) platform that primarily implement actions in
Europe, and that are led by Europe-based non-state actors. This analysis addresses, inter alia:
geographic patterns of implementation; functional patterns of non-state actions; and, patterns of
effectiveness in Europe as compared to the rest of the world. The database analysis helps to map a
large number of cooperative climate actions in Europe, providing insights into e.g. geographical and
thematic characteristics of climate actions led by EU-based actors. Rather uniquely, the database
analysis provides an indicative understanding of effectiveness of Europe-led climate action. To
measure effectiveness, the study applies the Function-Output-Fit (FOF), a versatile performance
measure which assesses the consistency between an actor’s (or an initiative’s) declared function, and
the outputs it produces – in terms of tangible and attributable products. The findings of the database
analysis may be useful in determining what functions, specific types of actors, or specific themes
should be prioritized in mobilization campaigns and policies that stimulate non-state actions.
Database analysis is, however, of limited explanatory value as it does little to inform about specific
challenges and risks that non-state climate actions may face within the EU. Therefore, a survey was
devised (see Annex C) to gain a better insight into what non-state actors perceive as the main
challenges they encounter in taking and/or implementing non-state climate actions. The survey helps
to indicate in greater detail the needs as perceived by non-state actors. Survey findings help to break
down what is needed, e.g. in terms of access to finance; the type of recognition that would stimulate
more and greater action; and, the type of knowledge that would support effective operations. Results
from the survey could help build an explanatory basis for a possible policy framework to stimulate
Europe-based non-state climate actions.
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GAFCA, initially developed by the German Development Institute/Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik (DIE) together with the
London School of Economics and Political Science, collects descriptive data for over 150 cooperative initiatives, as well as data on
functions/roles and outputs of individual initiatives. GAFCA takes its sample from UN platforms for non-state action, in particular initiatives
launched at the 2014 UN Climate Summit, as well as initiatives launched under the Lima Paris Action Agenda (2014-2016). Many of these
initiatives are also featured in UN registries, in particular UN Environment’s ‘Climate Initiatives Platform’ (CIP), and UNFCCC’s ‘Non-state
Actor Zone for Climate Action’ (NAZCA).
10
The survey was developed by the author of this study, in close consultation with the EESC.
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The two analyses are complemented with observations from scholarly and grey literature, as well as
with follow-up correspondence and interviews with non-state actors who have completed the survey. 11
These complementary investigations help to contextualize findings, and to provide commentaries and
experiences from a range of different non-state actors, illustrating both successes and challenges that
they encounter. Specific non-state actors' experiences derived from interviews are highlighted in text
boxes (see boxes 2-8). Together, our analyses help indicate what policy interventions could stimulate
effective and timely bottom-up climate action across Europe.
The study proceeds as follows. The next chapter presents a mapping and analysis of cooperative nonstate actions registered on the NAZCA platform. Chapter 3 presents survey findings on perceived
challenges of non-state action in the European Union. Chapter 4 concludes with a summary of the
findings and policy suggestions.
2. European-based and -led non-state action in the world
The world has seen a wave of non-state climate action since 2014. More than 12,000 non-state climate
actions are currently registered with the UNFCCC’s NAZCA platform. Many more actions – e.g. by
smaller and local non-state actors – exist under the radar. In general, one might even speak of nonstate leadership. Before governments agreed on the Paris Agreement, businesses and cities and regions
around the world declared the necessity of an ambitious agreement and made eye-catching climate
commitments – signaling to governments that decisive action on climate change increasingly makes
(business) sense. However, non-state leadership and advocacy for greater non-state engagement are
not evenly distributed around the world. In terms of world regions, Europe could – with some
justification – be regarded as a champion of non-state action.
2.1. EU-based leadership of non-state engagement
The European Union and Member States have long advocated the engagement of non-state climate
action in global climate politics. As early as in 2013 the EU proposed to recognize ‘International
Cooperative Initiatives’ (ICI) in the context of the UNFCCC. ICI were conceived as partnership-like
governance arrangements that include state and non-state actors. In the context of the UNFCCC, the
conversation around ICI casted non-state actors in a different light. The UNFCCC, long seen as an
exclusively intergovernmental regime, formally admitted non-state actors as ‘observers’, suggesting a
role as ‘bystander’ rather than as an active participant in the shaping of climate policies and the
achievement of targets. Suggested ICI, however, were intended as complementary arrangement –
strengthening the intergovernmental regime by achieving additional mitigation contributions, and by
helping governments to implement their targets. Although the concept of ICI did raise some critical
voices, especially from developing and emerging countries (see Chan et al 2016), opposition was
fairly mild. For instance, India and China emphasized that non-state contributions should not
substitute responsibilities of developed (‘Annex 1’) countries to take effective mitigation measures.
EU member states have played a key role in promoting non-state actions. For instance, the idea of ICI
was further developed beyond the context of the UNFCCC with sponsorship by Nordic countries, a
platform was established to record and showcase ICIs, and facilitating analysis of samples of ICIs (e.g.
UNEP 2015). With support from the Dutch government, the platform was further developed into the
UNEP/DTU Partnership administered ‘Climate Initiatives Platform’. The platform remains the largest
online register of cooperative climate actions and is one of the ‘data providers’ of UNFCCC’s
NAZCA platform.

11

A lack of reliable data on European climate actions, partly due to geographically and thematically unbalanced records obtained from
international climate action platforms, places limits on the representativeness of case studies. The reflection of individual experiences of nonstate actors in this study cannot be generalized. However, they help to effectively contextualize climate actions in specific local and thematic
settings.
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EU member states have also exerted considerable leadership in promoting non-state engagement in the
run-up to the Paris Climate conference. In particular, the French government, as holder of the
UNFCCC COP presidency, has initiated high-level mobilization campaigns. Together with the
preceding Peruvian presidency, France launched the ‘Lima-Paris Action Agenda’, which mobilized
around 70 large-scale cooperative climate initiatives, involving over 10,000 state and non-state actors
by the time of the Paris Climate Conference in December 2015. After the Paris Agreement, France
continued to support the subsequent ‘Marrakesh Partnership’ together with the Moroccan government,
which has the similar aim of widening non-state engagement, also in view of implementing the aims
of the Paris Agreement.
European leadership has also been expressed in the position of ‘High-level Climate Action
Champions’, established in the Paris COP decision. To date the position has been held by two
European officers, Laurence Tubiana (France, 2015-2016), and Tomasz Chruszczow (since 2017).
These high-level champions are also charged to lead global efforts to mobilize climate actions among
non-state actors. Given the crucial political role the EU and EU Member States played in furthering
the Global Climate Action Agenda, it could be expected that EU-based non-state actors have equally
played a leading role among UN registered non-state actions. However, despite considerable European
leadership at the global level, hitherto there have been no specific analyses and mappings of EU-based
non-state actions.
The following analysis takes a sample of cooperative initiatives registered with the UNFCCC
administered NAZCA Platform and the UN Environment/DTU partnership administered Climate
Initiatives Database. The analysis includes 42 initiatives12 that were selected because they are led by
EU-based non-state actors, and, also implement in Europe. The analysis aims to better understand the
types of EU-based actors engaged, their activities, and goals, as well as their thematic focus.
Moreover, using the FOF methodology described in the introduction, the output performance of this
sample of climate actions is assessed.
2.2. Mapping and analysis
The 2017 Yearbook of Global Climate Action presented a survey-based analysis of about 150
responses of organizations involved in climate actions and found that an overwhelming majority of
recorded global non-state action is led by actors based in the EU and North America, respectively 54
per cent and 22 per cent (UNFCCC 2017:23). This overrepresentation of the EU and North America is
remarkable, and – in a global context – somewhat concerning. The geographic imbalance between e.g.
developing and developed countries suggests that benefits of non-state actions are unequally
distributed. Moreover, the lack of recorded actions in developing countries could point to a lack of
attention and investment in communities that are most vulnerable. Nonetheless, the same report also
pointed out that the pace of implementation by non-state actions in developing countries is picking up.
Moreover, the imbalances may reflect a perpetuating bias that more climate actions by (mostly Northbased) large businesses and subnational actors are recorded, while many smaller actions (often in
developing countries) remain under the radar. Subsequently, the Climate Initiatives Platform and
NAZCA may be less suitable as data repositories to understand climate action in developing countries.
However, they provide relatively good starting points to better understand EU-led climate actions,
especially multi-stakeholder partnerships led by (larger) businesses, civil society organizations, cities,
and regions.
2.2.1. Distribution of multi-stakeholder climate actions in Europe
The first question relates to the distribution of multi-stakeholder climate actions in Europe. Although
European and EU-based actors have been identified as particularly active in the global context of
climate actions, the spread and distribution of climate actions within Europe has hitherto remained
uncharted.
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See Annex B for a list of sampled initiatives.
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Our analysis of implementation by non-state climate actions was based on two questions: (1) in which
country/countries did an individual climate action planned to implement in 2014-2015; and, (2) in
which country/countries have they produced outputs13 since 201514, which we use as a proxy for
actual implementation. Based on data a sample of 100 initiatives (all initiatives registered launched at
the 2014 UN Climate Summit, and presented under the Lima-Paris Action Agenda in 2016) we find
Europe-wide but unequal distribution of implementation (both planned and actual) across 28 Member
states (Figure 1-2).
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Figure 1. Implementation (planned and actual) across EU Member States.
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We define outputs as tangible and attributable production of climate actions. Examples of output include infrastructure (roads, buildings,
dams, computer installations etc.), training seminars, studies, campaigning material, instruction manuals, etc. In total, we have inductively
distinguished 26 categories of such outputs.
14
Data on outputs were collected until October 2017.
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Figure 2. Implementation across EU Member States - actual implementation.

Climate initiatives implementing in France show very high levels of actual implementation compared
to the rest of EU Member States. This finding probably relates to the large mobilization campaigns
under the French-led Global Climate Action Agenda during the crucial period between 2014 and 2016.
The fact that many initiatives were initiated in France, also led to a relatively early delivery of outputs
(actual implementation). France, however, is by no means the only leader of non-state and multistakeholder climate action. In absolute terms, the UK, Germany and Italy feature much activity by
non-state and multi-stakeholder climate actions. Some countries feature a relatively wide gap between
planned and actual implementation. These countries have often been targeted as location for
implementing non-state and multi-stakeholder initiatives, yet actual operations are still lagging. It is
important to be mindful of the novelty of the majority of initiatives. A wider gap between actual and
planned implementation may be indicative of the fact that initiatives and actions might need more time
to become operational, rather than their ‘ineffectiveness’. Generally speaking, however, there is seems
to be less recorded non-state climate actions in Central and Eastern Europe. This should not lead to the
conclusion that – in the universe of all climate actions – there are few activities in CEE. Rather,
smaller scale and local climate actions in CEE may not yet be recorded in international platforms.
On the basis of absolute numbers, it is difficult to normatively determine whether there are many or
few non-state actions in a particular country; much less to determine whether non-state actors do their
'fair share' of implementation. In the following, we give some alternative lenses to assess the scale of
implementation through non-state actions; namely, in view of the size of populations, the size of
national economies (measured by GDP), and the amount of greenhouse gas emissions originating from
a country.15
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Given limitations of our sample data, and the lack of reliable macro-data, finer grained contextualization, for instance in view of domestic
economic inequalities, or individual economic sectors is not possible.
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2.2.2. Distribution of non-state climate actions by population
The number of EU non-state actions can be expected to partly depend on demography; in other words,
more non-state actions are probably found in larger countries. This is confirmed in Figure 1, which
shows planned and actual implementation in absolute terms.
However, if we take into account the size of each country’s population, we would expect see a
different pattern. To better assess the presence of non-state climate actions in individual countries by
population, we contextualise implementation by dividing implementation (respectively planned and
actual implementation) by a country's total population:
݅݉ )݈ܽݑݐܿܽ(݊݅ݐܽݐ݊݁ ݈݉݁ ݉݅ )݈݀݁݊݊ܽ(݊݅ݐܽݐ݊݁ ݈݉݁
;
݊݅ݐ݈ܽݑ
݊݅ݐ݈ܽݑ

By these measures, smaller Member States, on average, see more implementation (planned and actual)
by non-state actions (Figure 3). The gap between planned and actual implementation, however, seems
particularly wide in some of the smaller countries.
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Figure 3. Implementation (planned and actual) across EU Member States by population (source of 2016 population data:
World Bank Open Data)

2.2.3. Distribution of non-state climate actions by size of economies
If we take into account the size of national economies (as measured by GDP), we expect to see yet a
different pattern. To assess implementation by non-state actions relatively to the size of national
economies, we divide instances of (planned and actual) implementation by the size of a country's,
economy measured by GDP:
݅݉ )݈ܽݑݐܿܽ(݊݅ݐܽݐ݊݁ ݈݉݁ ݉݅ )݈݀݁݊݊ܽ(݊݅ݐܽݐ݊݁ ݈݉݁
;
ܲܦܩ
ܲܦܩ
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This assessment shows that medium-sized and smaller economies see a considerable share of
implementation by non-state actors (Figure 4). On the other hand, implementation by non-state climate
actions in larger economies is relatively low. This observed pattern may be due to the fact that
currently recorded non-state actions, particularly with UNEP/DTU (Climate Initiatives Platform) and
UNFCCC’s NAZCA platform, take care to feature representation of actions across all countries. Many
local, sub-national, actions may not be recorded. A proportionate representation of non-state actions in
larger economies, might render non-state actions in smaller economies/countries less visible.
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Figure 4. Implementation (planned and actual) across EU Member States by GDP (source of 2016 GDP data: World Bank
Open Data).

2.2.4. Distribution of non-state climate actions by GHG emissions
Together, the 28 EU Member States are the third largest emitter of GHG worldwide; in 2017 the EU
was responsible for almost 10 percent of global CO2 emissions (World Resources Institute 2017). In
historical terms, Europe has had a large share in anthropogenic GHG emissions, placing considerable
responsibility on both governments and non-state actors in the EU to effectively take climate actions.
Arguably, countries with a higher level of GHG emissions should see more climate action, both state
and non-state. To assess implementation by non-state actions relatively to GHG emissions, we divide
instances of (planned and actual) implementation by the size of national GHG emissions (as measured
by CO2 eq.):
݅݉ )݈ܽݑݐܿܽ(݊݅ݐܽݐ݊݁ ݈݉݁ ݉݅ )݈݀݁݊݊ܽ(݊݅ݐܽݐ݊݁ ݈݉݁
;
ܱܥ2݁݉ ݅ݏ݊݅ݏݏ
ܱܥ2݁݉ ݅ݏ݊݅ݏݏ

This assessment shows yet another pattern (Figure 5). Relatively large emitters, such as Germany and
Poland see a lower proportion of implementation (both planned and actual) of non-state climate
actions, while a few smaller and Nordic Member States see more implementation.
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Figure 5. Implementation (planned and actual) across EU Member States by 2015 CO2 emissions (source: UNFCCC
Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data).

2.3. Thematic and functional foci of non-state climate actions in Europe
Our analysis of functional and thematic foci is based on a subset of the sample of 100 initiatives (all
initiatives registered launched at the 2014 UN Climate Summit, and presented under the Lima-Paris
Action Agenda in 2016; used in the above analysis), and includes 57 cooperative initiatives that are
led by EU-based actors.
2.3.1. Adaptation/mitigation focus of European-led non-state climate actions
The EU NDC is among the minority of NDCs not referring to other than mitigation measures,
reflecting the European prioritization of mitigation of greenhouse gases within a much broader area of
climate actions. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the large majority of European-led non-state climate actions
primarily focuses on mitigation (64%), while another 9% focus on adaptation and mitigation to a more
or less equal degree (Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Mitigation/Adaptation focus.

The strong mitigation focus could also be understood in the light of Europe’s position in the world as
the third largest emitter of greenhouse gases; it is only fair for European-based non-state actors to
reduce emissions. However, since many European-led climate actions also implement in developing
countries, the strong emphasis on mitigation does raise the question to which extent Europe-based
non-state actors can, and are willing to, strengthen climate resilience and adaptation among more
vulnerable, non-European, communities. Moreover, despite a strong focus on mitigation, the large
majority of European-led climate actions do not set mitigation targets (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Mitigation targets.

The discrepancy between the overwhelming mitigation focus of European-led climate actions and the
relatively low number of actions setting (quantified) mitigation targets raises a number of questions.
First, can the progress and actual contributions of European-led non-state actions be assessed when no
clear targets are set? The lack of accountability and monitoring of European-led non-state actions
could raise doubts about the sincerity and effectiveness of commitments. Second, a more positive
reading may be the fact that many non-state actions seek to achieve mitigation contributions in an
indirect manner. For instance, instead of building installations that directly result in a reduction of
emissions, an individual action might aim to change the behavior of larger populations through
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training or raising awareness. The resulting (indirect) emissions reduction may be sizeable, but
difficult to quantify.
2.3.2. Functional foci of European-led non-state climate actions
An analysis of the main functions (by 15 inductively determined categories) that initiatives seek to
fulfill suggests that many European-led actions aim at mitigation impacts in an indirect manner, e.g.
by facilitating and supporting new public policies through institutional capacity building; promoting
the inclusion of new actors ['participatory management']; producing and disseminating knowledge;
and setting norm and standards. Relatively few actions involve direct ‘on-the-ground’ technical
implementation, for instance the building of low-emissions infrastructure and installations (figure 8).16
A smaller number of activities we also see in the areas of knowledge production, funding,
campaigning, lobbying, product development, and the building of non-state capacities.

Figure 8. Main functions of European-led non-state actions.

2.3.3. Main action areas of European-led non-state climate actions
European-led climate actions, those recorded internationally, are also unevenly distributed across
various thematic action areas (Figure 9). Stark differences can be discerned regarding energy. While
energy-efficiency actions make up a large part of recorded European-led actions, much less action is
identified in renewable energy. It is not possible on the basis of our descriptive analysis to explain the
stark differences between thematic action areas. However, the thematic patterns may represent a bias
in terms of what is captured as climate action in global level climate action platforms, or, a bias
towards areas that feature more international cooperation at the expense local and regional actions. As
a result, the main international platforms that record climate actions may not be sufficiently
representative of the wider the universe of climate actions within Europe. Many Europe-based climate
actions in building and construction, forests, settlements, and renewable energy are simply not
communicated and reported to international platforms.
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Coders interpreted self-descriptions to indicate up to three of the most important governance functions for
each non-state action.
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Figure 9. Thematic foci.

2.3.4. Output performance of European-led climate actions
To indicate the effectiveness of EU-based registered climate action this study applied the functionoutput-fit (FOF) methodology to measure ‘output performance’, matching data on functions and
outputs (attributable and tangible production) and assessing the consistency between them. 17 For
instance, if a climate action aims to raise awareness (function), at the very least that action should
produce specific outputs, such as campaign material, advertisements, and popular events before it
could claim any effects in terms of changes in social or environmental indicators. In contrast to most
other studies of non-state climate actions, the FOF methodology allows an ex-post assessment of
climate actions. In other words, FOF considers what initiatives and actions actually produce, whereas
most studies of climate actions focus on ex-ante measurements, for instance by aggregating promised
amounts of emissions reduction. As a minimal indicator for effectiveness, a full fit between functions
and output, or ‘high output performance’, does not guarantee desired environmental or social effects.
Rather desired effects are more likely when an initiative produces fitting outputs. Albeit a minimal
indicator, output performance enables comparison across a large number of climate actions, allowing
to identify possible contextual factors that are conducive or challenge effective climate actions.
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See Annex A for a detailed explanation of the function-output-fit (FOF) methodology.
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Figure 10. Output performance of climate action led by EU-based actors compared to action by non-EU actors (own
analysis; GAFCA).

What stands out about the sample of European-led climate actions, as compared to the non-European
led climate actions, is its very good output performance (Figure 10). Almost 60 percent achieve a
“high” output performance (globally, just about 50 percent do so), another 35 percent achieve a
“medium” level of output performance (circa 5 percent more than the global average). Moreover, no
EU-led non-state climate actions shows “very low” output performances as of 2017, compared to 15
percent of non-EU-led actions that produced no output at all. The large majority of European-led
climate actions that are recorded in global platforms are producing relevant outputs, and therefore
meet minimal criteria of output performance, suggesting that they are in a good position to generate
progress towards positive environmental or social impacts.
The above analysis is of limited explanatory value, as it does little to inform about specific challenges
and risks that non-state climate actions may face within the EU. Moreover, since the sample chiefly
includes cooperative initiatives, the motivations and considerations of individual non-state actors
cannot be traced. The selection of climate actions that are already recognized by UN organizations,
and governments, furthermore introduces a bias; while the analyses shows trends and patterns of
already existing climate actions, it does not show insight into those actors that do not take action, or
who encounter significant barriers to realise climate efforts and to get them recognized at various
levels of governance.
Cognisant of the shortcomings of the above database analysis, the next chapter presents the findings of
a survey that was specifically devised to gain a better insight into what non-state actors perceive as
challenges they encounter in taking and/or implementing non-state actions (see Annex C).
3. Needs identification of non-state climate actors in the EU
To identify challenges that non-state actors in the EU might encounter, and to find opportunities to
facilitate more, and more effective non-state climate action, this study conducted a survey. The survey
is aimed to break down what is needed, e.g. in terms of access to finance; the type of recognition that
would stimulate more and greater action; and, what type of knowledge gaps hamper effective
operations. Findings from this survey help inform possible policy interventions in the European
context to stimulate non-state climate actions.
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3.1. Survey design and sampling
The survey was designed to reach a broad array of Europe-based non-state actors, and to elicit their
views in a systematic manner. To achieve this, the survey needed to be online, and short – in order to
minimize the burden for responding organizations and individuals. However, to allow
contextualization of answers, and possible challenges and factors that might have been overlooked in
the design of the questions and multiple choice answers, open questions were included, as well as an
open invitation to comment and a request for follow-up conversations. An overview of the survey
questions can be found in Annex C.
3.1.1 Sampling
In terms of sampling, the close collaboration and coordination with the EESC was particularly
important. EESC, as a broadly representative organization of both civil society, business and workers
is uniquely positioned to capture the breadth and the diversity of the larger universe of European based
non-state actors. With support from the EESC, invitations to participate to the survey were sent to
EESC member constituency organizations through mailing lists and direct emails to participants from
these organizations at previous hearings on related subjects. The addressees were invited to respond to
the survey between 23 November 2017 and 11 February 2018. In total, 98 responses were received,
from various actor types (see Table 1)18.

Business
Local governments
Multi-stakeholder
partnerships
Civil society organisations
(excl. Business)
Research and expert
organisations
Community-led
actions/initiatives

Number of responses
27
9

Percentage of total
respondents
27,55%
9,18%

7

7,14%

16

16,33%

18

18,37%

19

19,39%

Table 1. Summary of survey responses.

Based on previous surveys conducted by the EESC, the number of responses was beyond our
expectation. Nonetheless, we should still apply caution in generalizing findings. We received
relatively few responses from a number of actor categories, for instance from local governments and
multi-stakeholder partnerships.
The overwhelming majority of organizations affiliated to the respondents are taking action to adapt to
climate change, or to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (89%); only 8% indicated that their
organization is not taking any climate action, another 3% indicated they did not know or 'other'. The
vast overrepresentation of organizations that take climate action (either on mitigation or adaptation)
places limits on a more in-depth understanding of ‘non-action’. However, due to the openness of some
of our survey questions, we attained contextualized insights into the reasons why non-state actors fail
to take climate action (see Box 2).

18

The typology of actors is based on the EESC classification of constituencies.
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Reasons for non-action: (excerpt from follow-up interview):
------------------------------------------------------------“Often, local networks and communities have insufficient knowledge about climate change,
and how to develop climate action. Of course they receive a lot of everyday information about
climate change in general through mainstream media, but it seems something too far away from
them, something not even real. Estonia, for example, is covered by forests for more than half its
national territory, pristine nature is flourishing everywhere. How could we make locals (farmers)
truly understand, and not underestimate, risks from climate change? How can we make them
understand the importance of their actions?
There is a need to mainstream “easy to reach” information about climate change. To do so,
there is a need for concrete action plans. It is mainly up to institutional players (states) to
mainstream those policies, to raise awareness. States, in general, should take the lead in
coordinating climate action at the national level”.
M. Maastik, leading specialist, Rural Network Department, Estonian Agricultural
Research Centre (EE). Written comments received on 12.04.2018.
Box 2. Reasons for non-action.

3.1.2 Identified needs and challenges
Based on challenges and obstacles identified in existing literature and policy documents, we defined
categories of challenges that non-state actors might face in initiating and conducting climate actions.
We identified the following possible categories of challenges: (1) a lack of access to finance; (2) a lack
of expertise; (3) a lack of staff; (4) a lack of recognition (e.g. by government authorities and
international organizations); (5) difficulty to find suitable partners (in the case of envisaged
collaborative actions); (6) the existence of too many administrative requirements (within the non-state
organization); (7) the presence of too many/complicated public regulations (e.g. laws, regulations and
guidelines); (8) a lack of support from within the organization; (9) a lack of examples to follow.
Moreover, we also probed for possible challenges not captured in these eight categories.

Figure 11. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge.

Our survey findings show that – overall –challenges that are identified most are (1) a lack of access to
finance; (2) a lack of expertise; (3) a lack of staff; and (3) a lack of recognition. Interestingly, a lack of
examples to follow was only mentioned by 18% of the respondents. This raises questions as to
whether the provision of ‘good practices’ and exemplary climate actions is the best strategy to
incentivize more actions. However, the need for learning functions may also be captured under ‘lack
of expertise’, which almost half of our respondents indicated.
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3.2. Actor type specific analysis
To gain a finer grained understanding of challenges across a very diverse landscape of non-state
actors, we mapped challenges by type of actor19. We could for instance expect that businesses are
inclined to take climate action once their peers also take action; while the supply of, and access to,
finance may be more of a determinant for civil society organizations to take effective climate actions.
3.2.1 Businesses
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Figure 12. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge - Businesses.

Perhaps surprisingly, the lack of access to adequate funding is perceived as a chief challenge for
businesses, although other actor types mention this challenge more frequently (see below). At the
same time, businesses in our survey also perceive a lack of lack of expertise and, and a lack of
dedicated staff as formidable challenges. Interestingly, business respondents did not mention
regulatory obstacles among the main challenges.
In follow-up interviews with respondents, we also identify the role of businesses as an enabler of
climate action, e.g. by providing a sales platform for local products (Box 3). In these interviews we
furthermore identify challenges for public-private cooperation (Box 4). In some cases, dialogue
between the private sector, governments, and local communities will not even start because of a lack
of agreement on what the shared goals might be.
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We based our categories of actor types on EESC classifications.
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When private capital joins community-led initiatives: a success story (excerpt from followup interview):
Internal EU borders are financially permeable, therefore private capital supporting local action
in a certain country is often coming from another one. Perhaps, this happens even more in
Central Eastern European countries. Foreign private investments could anyway contribute in
sustaining local initiatives abroad, and that is what happened in Bucharest during the last years.
A group of goodwill citizens voluntarily started building small urban allotments and taking care
of them, also applying advanced and sustainable farming techniques. The experiment gained
visibility, but goodwill-based operativity quickly reached its peak, with almost no option to
further sustain, or even expand, that action. Then, a foreign supermarkets multinational noticed
those results, and - willing to improve own CSR actions - decided to invest in the practice,
building on what had been done by local volunteers [emphasis added]. Now, almost all their
shops and supermarkets in Bucharest have their own urban, sustainable allotments”.
Claudian Dobos, Asociatia România în Tranzitie RO NGO / ECOLISE AISBL (RO-BE).
Interview held on 10.04.2018.
Box 3. Business as an enabler of climate/sustainability action.

Partnerships between the private and the public sectors (excerpt from follow-up interview):
“Despite an increasing attention towards Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) from public bodies,
committed private actors still cope with a lack of attention on how, rather than on if, the EU
public and private sectors could cooperate on solutions to fight climate change. At the present
stage, PPPs stimulating and supporting non-state climate initiatives are not likely to flourish
given current challenges and misunderstandings; public policymakers still tend to consider their
private counterparts as a mere source of finance, rather than true partners [emphasis added]
with whom to develop actions together. In my experience, partnerships emerge from the local level
where the private sector engages directly with communities and local authorities to build up
solutions. Partnerships are the only solution for the implementation of innovation and what I call
smart solutions across sectors.
Concerning EU non-state climate action specifically, in Europe we are not yet at the stage when
involved actors are able to agree on a common goal, and then sit at the same table to decide who
does what. The private sector, still observed with a degree of suspicion by many public actors,
could provide much more than cash: expertise in financial management, delivery of services, etc.
On the other hand, many public actors still don’t understand the private sector’s language and
needs, or its tremendous potential - for example, also in linking climate action to the creation of
new jobs. To develop, PPPs on climate action need the establishment of a safe space for
discussion, together with governments and NGOs, in a context of mutual trust. A major challenge
for PPPs will be also to engage with local communities. Farmers should be involved, as they are
both contributors to - and final beneficiaries of - any implemented climate effort”.
Michel Lavollay, founder, Public Private Partnership Europe. Interview held on 10.04.2018.
Box 4. On partnerships between the private and public sectors.
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3.2.2 Local Governments
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Figure 13. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge - Local governments.

Respondents from local governments clearly indicate a lack of access to finance as the major
challenge to climate action. However, even when funds are available, the perceive a lack of
recognition (possibly by national level government agencies), complicated administrative
requirements, and public regulations as important challenges to climate action. This particular pattern
of perceived challenges seems to indicate how cities seek to straddle between their relative autonomy
to enact their own initiatives on the one hand, and the fact that they are also part of the state, and
subordinated to a national government, on the other hand. Moreover, smaller local governments often
perceive public regulations as too complicated as they lack of specifically trained staff (see Box 5).
Even in larger localities, only a single officer may be working at multiple tasks at once, leaving them
with less opportunity to receive training, let alone to find and to apply innovative solutions.
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Local governments and administrative burdens (excerpt from follow-up interview):
“EU funding mechanisms need to be simplified and to recognize that often local councils depend
on government support for various applications - this may include the use of public land. When
local councils request devolution of land, government response is frequently very long and
bureaucratic, thus effectively hindering local council application processes for EU funds. Due to
their small size and limited funds (also due to a lack of fiscal autonomy), local councils do not
always have the necessary technical expertise to fill in certain applications [emphasis added].
Not all local councilors and administrators are sensitive to the importance of climate change
initiatives. More education and training are required. It would also help if programmes and
initiatives that facilitate collaboration between local councils and agencies involved in climate
change action. Same goes for collaboration between different local councils and with civil
society actors, academia etc. To date, such processes exist only on paper. Procedures are
sometimes too complex and bureaucratic”.
Michael Briguglio, councilor, Sliema Local Council (MT). Written comments received on
13.04.2018.
Box 5. On local governments and administrative burdens.

3.2.3. Multi-stakeholder partnerships
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Figure 14. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge - Multi-stakeholder partnerships.
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Lack of access to finance, lack of staff and lack of support within the organization are equally
perceived as hampering climate actions by multi-stakeholder partnerships.20 Nonetheless, respondents
from partnerships indicate lack of access to finance less frequently than other actor types in our
survey. This may reflect the fact that - by the time partnerships are set up - they usually already have
some (base) funding. Nonetheless, more access to financing could help partnerships to e.g. roll out
activities on a larger scale.
Interestingly, for many partnerships climate (and sustainability) action is already their chief mission.
They are therefore keenly aware of existing barriers and challenges related to the broader governance
context. For instance, they note fragmentation and dispersed efforts that might lead to suboptimal
outcomes, or the need for an enabling and inclusive governance environment for non-state actors (see
Box 6).
The need for an integrated multilevel governance (excerpt from follow-up interview):
“Despite a broad focus on resolving financial and technical constraints to ambitious climate
actions at the local level— there remain some stubborn social and political challenges. One
thing the past years has taught us, is that effective multi-level governance and inter-sectoral
collaboration are key components of low emission, climate-resilient development strategies.
Identifying and addressing challenges of multi-level governance can improve clustering of
disparate actors (e.g. cities and rural areas) and result in new domestic institutional
arrangements and improved integrated governance. There is a great deal of purposeful behavior
happening across different sectors and tiers of government. Integrated governance, new domestic
institutional arrangements and more balanced territorial approaches will foster joint actions and
new investments for more ambitious—and more equitable climate actions.
The EU should consider ways to support non-state and subnational actors to assemble in a
context inclusive of (and not parallel to) sovereign States and governments, promoting
transparency, trust, and governance integration [emphasis added]. Indeed, megacities and
metropolitan areas have tremendous climate action options available to them, but their vision
and investments should not be dislocated from a more balanced territorial approach, that also
incorporates second tier cities, rural areas, biodiversity and energy-water-food systems, etc.
Integrated, multi-level governance represents a key success factor in promoting European
climate action locally, and in achieving the NDC goals of the EU.”.
Scott A. Muller, Chair- Working Group on Subnational Integration, LEDS GP - Low
Emissions Development Strategies Global Partnership. Interview held on 04.04.2018.

Box 6. Multi-stakeholder partnerships and fragmentation in governance.

20

We note that the number of respondents from partnerships and networks is relatively low, placing considerable limits to generalize these
findings.
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3.2.4. Civil society (ex. business)
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Figure 15. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge - Civil society (ex. businesses).

Respondents from civil society organizations perceive inadequate access to funding as the most
important challenge to take climate action. The lack of funding may relate to the fact that national and
international organizations are not aware of what civil society organizations do locally, hence funding
is not directed towards promising or proven climate actions led by civil society (see Box 7). Another
major concern for civil society is a lack of expertise. Interestingly, civil societies organizations hardly
indicate that they lack staff (or volunteers), neither do they find it difficult to find suitable partners to
work with. Perhaps related to civil society organizations' the lack of expertise is the fact that many
indicate public regulations as a challenge - as they also require a deep understanding of regulatory
provisions. The emerging picture of perceived civil society needs suggests that training and capacity
building may prove effective strategies to help civil society organizations step up with climate actions.
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The need for agility, and good communication (excerpt from follow-up interview):
“When it comes to grassroots-led climate action and small climate NGOs, often what is
happening on the ground differs from what is perceived as happening by institutional funders,
and therefore funds are often misdirected. On the other hand, it is difficult for grassroots
organizations to explain how they are implementing actions to institutions. We therefore perceive
the need for an observatory which, putting together as many corners of EU societies as possible,
could bring agility to the process (to the Commission). The observatory would also create a
stable connection between grassroots movements and the private sector, which is starting
supporting local climate action also in Central Eastern European countries. Borders are
permeable: albeit investors may not be nationals, they are starting supporting community-led
initiatives previously implemented only by goodwill. Good examples [such as the one explained
in box 3] highlight the necessity for a comprehensive policy, putting those actors at the same
table, supporting emerging convergences. This approach could also help downloading
methodologies to the national level.
A lot is going on in Central Eastern Europe and yes, definitely many initiatives are still under the
radar. This happens - not only in CEECs - because individuals contributing to grassroots
initiatives are often more action-oriented rather than conscious of possible benefits coming from
networking and the establishment of learning spaces. Cultural resistance should be addressed
through a cultural change supported by institutional players. Cultural and political change, in
general, is also expected to tackle growing inequalities.
Perceived lacks of expertise, sustainability and effectiveness all depend on capacity and funding,
which in turn could vary depending on all mentioned variables. The creation of a new
governance layer based on micro-regions [emphasis added] (with funders closer to local action)
could perhaps accelerate change, and contribute overcoming current challenges”.
Claudian Dobos, Asociatia România în Tranzitie RO NGO / ECOLISE AISBL (RO-BE).
Interview held on 10.04.2018.

Box 7. Civil society and the necessity for more comprehensive policies.
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3.2.5. Research and expert organizations
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Figure 16. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge - Research and expert organizations.

Respondents from the research community most frequently pointed to a lack of access to finance as a
major challenge to climate action. However, this does not set researchers apart from other types of
non-state actors, who indicate the same. More interestingly is the fact that researchers point out the
lack of expertise as a major challenge, where one might expect that researchers would have sufficient
knowledge. The frequent mentioning of the lack of expertise, however, could more generally refer to
the need for more knowledge on non-state climate action, e.g. by pursuing unanswered questions, or
the collection of more and better quality data. This may also explain why respondents from the
research community place so much emphasis on the need for 'examples to follow', in terms of sharing
lessons learned among different cases of non-state climate action. It is worth to mention that
researchers might see themselves in a more facilitative role; rather than implementing climate actions
themselves; they aim to produce the knowledge that could enable more and more effective actions by
others.
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3.2.6. Community-led organizations
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Figure 17. Percentage of actors facing a specific challenge - Community-led organizations.

Responses from community-led organizations are quite similar to those from local governments; there
is a perceived lack of recognition; access to funding; expertise; and, dedicated staff.21 One difference
is that respondents from community-led organizations do not mention administrative requirements or
the public regulatory as frequently as local governments, which could be expected as regulatory and
administrative requirements vis-à-vis government agencies are probably stricter for municipalities and
other local governments. However, there many respondents indicate the need for recognition by (local)
authorities, including access to policy makers (see Box 8). Another important difference is the fact that
a lot of community-led organization specifically aim at sustainability and climate actions, they
therefore do not experience much opposition within their own organization to such initiatives.

21

We note that the number of respondents from community-led organizations is relatively low, placing considerable limits to generalize
these findings.
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Non-state action, land, and inclusive governance (excerpt from follow-up interview):
When analyzing non-state climate action by local communities and local organizations networks,
it is imperative to take some local variables into account. Access to local policy makers and the
availability of local democratic fora for local policy discussion are key variables in promoting
and supporting community-led action. For example, vast administrative divisions with a low
degree of proximity between citizens and policy makers disempowers citizens and could
represent a less fertile environment for community-based climate action.
Land ownership, at the same time, is a key variable. Further research should analyze the main
features of land ownership (diffusion, concentration, foreign ownership, political power over
private properties, price, ownership register etc.) as climate action by local communities
frequently requires access to land or property.
Specific funding from the central government can certainly help boost action, but it has to
support medium- to long-term efforts, not just short-term projects. Volunteer-based action
groups can lose momentum or collapse when skilled and experienced staff are lost at the end of a
project funding period or, for example, when renewable energy subsidies (e.g. feed-in tariffs in
Scotland) are changed at short notice. Empowering communities is not only about financing
their action, but also about supporting them through more collaborative/participatory
frameworks, recognizing existing efforts and involving active citizens in key debates (e.g. on
land use planning). Networking can be very valuable but can also be very challenging for those
groups, as conducting active regional/national/EU wide networking actions are costly, and local
communities’ organizations are often run by volunteers”.
Philip Revell, Convenor, SCCAN – Scottish Communities Climate Action Network
Scotland. Interview held on 05.04.2018.

Box 8. Community-led organisations and the need for funding and access to authorities.

3.3. What might help climate actions by non-state actors
In order to better understand what respondents might expect from European and national institutions
to stimulate more and more effective actions, we analyzed responses to open survey questions on
challenges to climate action. We specifically asked respondents to elaborate when they chose 'other'
among the multiple choice categories on challenges. Moreover, we asked what type of support
respondents expect that could help them realize climate action. The open character of the questions
and responses limit options for systematic analysis and generalizable findings. Nonetheless, we
carefully read all responses and inductively clustered them around opportunities to enhance climate
actions (see Figure 18).
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Figure 18. Answers to the open question on how to realise climate action.

Unsurprisingly given the previous analysis, according to many respondents, external financial report
would unlock more and more effective climate action. The key is not only to provide finance, but also
for (existing) financing mechanisms to be unambiguous and easy to access. Moreover, policy and
legislative support for climate actions could, according to respondents, could also stimulate non-state
climate action.
Recognition, and credible communication of existing actions may also be strong stimuli for non-state
actors to take climate action. It is interesting to note that recognition at the international level has
strongly increased in recent years. The demand for recognition, but also political support and access to
policy makers, is therefore likely directed at national governments as well as the European governance
environment.
Recognition, however, should not only take the form of platforms where good practices are shared.
Rather, recognition of non-state actors and their efforts should also help the wider application of
proven approaches, which would - again - require adequate funding.
4. Main findings and recommendations
This final chapter of this study summarizes main findings and presents recommendations for European
policy-makers to further stimulate more - and more effective - non-state climate actions.
4.1. Summary of the findings
Europe is a leader of non-state action. Smaller scale actions often remain under the radar.
In many ways, Europe is a global leader in non-state climate action. EU-led non-state initiatives
represent the majority (54 percent) of cooperative initiatives registered with UNFCCC's NAZCA
platform (UNFCCC 2017:23). Also, especially actors from Western Europe seem to deliver more nonstate implementation activity. Individual Member States play leading roles in the Global Climate
Action Agenda, in particular France and Poland. While UNFCCC registered non-state actions
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implement across Europe, there are still significant geographic imbalances within the European Union.
In absolute terms, countries like Slovenia, Lithuania, Malta, Slovakia and Estonia, see relatively few
non-state activities. However, taking into account the population size, GDP, and total emissions, one
could argue that larger Member States should do much more to stimulate non-state climate actions.
Geographic imbalances, however, may also reflect biases of international platforms for non-state
action (in particular UNFCCC's NAZCA platform and UNEP/DTU's Climate Initiatives Platform).
Although the EU as a whole is well represented, smaller EU-based grassroots initiatives and climate
actions, especially in Central Eastern Europe, largely remain under the radar.
Energy, agriculture and trade as main action areas. According to available data, EU-led non-state
climate actions mainly focus on energy efficiency, agriculture, trade and investment, and transport.
Interestingly, few actions are recorded in a number of areas, including renewable energy, short-term
pollutants, settlements, buildings and construction. We found no EU-led actions on forests, innovation
or air pollution. This, again raises questions about the representativeness of the international climate
action platforms (in particular NAZCA, and UNEP/DTU's Climate Initiatives Platform).
There is a strong focus on mitigation, but climate action involves more than reducing emissions. Our
analysis shows that non-state action has a great potential to contribute to the EU's mitigation-focused
NDC, as the large majority of European-led, UNFCCC registered, climate actions primarily focus on
mitigation (66 percent), or equally on mitigation and adaptation. However, despite a strong mitigationfocus of European-led climate actions, most do not set quantifiable mitigation targets (see chapter 2).
This may be reason to call for greater transparency by non-state actors who take mitigation actions.
However, rather than imposing strict transparency frameworks, the EU and Member States should also
acknowledge that contributions by non-state climate actions are manifold. They may not always
directly lead to mitigation, rather they build capacities, for instance through training and the promotion
of climate action as a norm. Indeed, our mapping of the functional scope of European-led non-state
actions demonstrates a wide range of non-state activities, including institutional capacity building,
participatory management, knowledge dissemination, norm and standard setting, policy planning,
besides on-the-ground/ technical implementation.
European-led non-state climate actions perform relatively well. Rather encouragingly, European-led
non-state actions seem to perform rather well compared to the global average. Using the FunctionOutput-Fit methodology (see chapter 2; Annex A), we demonstrated that a majority of European nonstate climate actions achieve a high output performance. While this does not mean that these actions
will achieve desired improvements in social and environmental quality, at the very least they produce
the minimal outputs (studies, infrastructure, training, etc.) that would make such improvements more
likely (see chapter 2).
Challenges to effective climate actions remain, but are differentiated by types of actors.
Using a survey, main perceived challenges were identified. In particular, limited access to finance,
limited availability of expertise, a lack of dedicated staff and recognition stand out as main perceived
challenges. The need to share good practices is not perceived as especially urgent. While respondents
point out the need for better access to finance, perceived challenges vary somewhat across different
types of actors. For instance, respondents from multi-stakeholder partnerships emphasize the need to
overcome a fragmented governance environment; community-led initiatives point out the need for
access to policy makers; local governments emphasize complicated regulatory and administrative
procedures and the lack of recognition (by national government agencies); researchers particularly
point out the need for expertise and examples to follow to facilitate more effective climate actions;
civil society organizations that often rely on voluntary work emphasize the need for expertise and
mention complicated public regulations as particularly challenging; businesses - perhaps surprisingly point out that a lack of access to finance is a major challenge to climate action, however they also
occasionally enable climate action, for example by providing market access.
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4.2. Recommendations
The mapping of European-led climate actions, and the survey of individual actors and their perceived
challenges in climate action, reveal a complex governance environment for non-state action.
At the international level, growing recognition of non-state climate actions has put Europe in the
spotlight as a champion of climate action. On prominent international platforms, in particular
UNFCCC's NAZCA platform and UNEP/DTU's Climate Initiatives Platform, European-led initiatives
make up a large proportion of actions, even the majority. Despite this, internationally recorded actions
are probably not representative of the greater field of actions within Europe. At the very least,
European-led climate actions featured in international platforms are overwhelmingly implementing in,
led by, and based in Western Europe. Smaller, grassroots action, that may not have a huge mitigation
potential, but are nonetheless important for their replicability and innovativeness, are largely absent.
Moreover, European-led initiatives in several action areas, such as forests and air pollution are
completely absent, while renewable energy actions and actions in the built environment are also badly
represented. There are at least two ways to address these representative shortfalls. First, the EU could
aim for a more geographically and thematically balanced representation within international platforms,
by encouraging registration of underrepresented types of climate action. However, this may not be the
most effective strategy: international platforms usually capture globally operating climate actions,
rather than actions within Europe, or within a single country. Moreover, by encouraging even more
European non-state actors to register their actions, existing imbalances between the number of
internationally recorded climate actions from developing and developed countries will be aggravated.
Based on our study, we see with much merit a European framework for non-state actions that builds
advantageous linkages between non-state actions and EU climate governance, contributing to the
development of stronger, interactive linkages between politics, administration and civil society. The
establishment of the European Dialogue on Non-State Climate Action (ED-NSCA) is already an
important and encouraging development in this direction, as well as the EESC’s participation to the
International Climate Governance Coalition. The Dialogue aims to provide a learning environment, by
allowing the sharing of lessons - not only from 'good practices', but also from instances where nonstate actors failed to achieve their climate ambitions. However, based on our survey of non-state actors
indicates a clear need to go beyond the sharing of experiences. Instead, a European framework for
non-state climate action should accelerate and sustain action through the performance of
interconnected and mutually reinforcing functions, such as assessment, recognition, high-level
support, acceleration and support of non-state action. Opinion NAT/718 of the EESC refers to these
functions as the ARIAS-functions: Assessing actions, Recognising actions, Improving governance,
Accelerating actions, Supporting actions. Based on these suggestions, and our analysis we emphasize
the following recommended functions.
●

Recognizing action. The European Union could consider to establish its own online platform
to give visibility and recognition to Europe-based (grassroots) initiatives across all action
areas. A better visibility of actions within Europe can also help to determine whether climate
action is indeed concentrated in Western Europe, as international platforms suggest. If such is
the case, EU-led mobilization of actors based in central and eastern Europe would be
appropriate. In addition, a European online platform that provides a comprehensive overview
of climate actions could also effectively recognize non-state climate leadership. Europeanlevel recognition could stimulate action by raising awareness at the local, regional and
national levels. The highlighting of climate action by local councils, municipalities,
community-led and grassroots initiatives could help gather political support and promote
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climate action as a norm among peers. Existing research initiatives and dialogues, in particular
ED-NSCA, could help coordinate efforts to build a better overview of Europe-based non-state
climate actions. The platform should not replicate existing international platforms, but focus
on local, and intra-European non-state initiatives.
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●

Assessing action. In terms of mitigation, current European-led climate actions provide limited
data on emissions reduction, even when a majority of actions primarily focus on mitigation.
Mitigation actions should provide sufficient data to avoid 'double counting', for instance, when
the mitigation benefits of one local project again accounted for at the provincial, and at the
national level. A European platform could register emission reductions for non-state
mitigation actions. In the light of the European NDC, it is worthy to investigate a more rigid
accounting framework for non-state mitigation actions, as such actions could directly
contribute towards achieving EU climate goals. However, there is a narrow line to straddle
between incentivizing voluntary non-state climate actions and imposing reporting
requirements. New methodologies to account for non-state mitigation actions are currently
being developed. Most notably, the Initiative on Climate Transparency (ICAT 22) has been
developing a comprehensive “Non-State and Subnational Action Guidance” to help
governments consider non-state contributions into their NDCs. The EU could use the guidance
(and possibly adapt it to ensure compatibility with other methodologies - e.g. used in the EU
ETS) to ensure the inclusion of non-state mitigation actions into EU climate policies, and into
subsequent NDCs.
The EU should not consider mitigation actions as the only legitimate form of climate action.
Many climate actions could lead to lower emissions indirectly, while others build resilience
and help communities to adapt to already occurring impacts of climate change.

●

Supporting action. Access to funding remains a chief challenge for all types of non-state
actors, including businesses. This challenge does not only entail the availability of more and
additional funding, but also the clarity of existing funding mechanisms. European non-state
climate actors - especially smaller ones - expect help from European institutions to mobilize
dedicated climate funds, and to gain better access to funding through simpler procedures. A
European framework could help to develop guidance documents for non-state actors to make
use of existing funding mechanisms. Moreover, a European framework could help connect
particularly promising and effective non-state solutions to private and institutional investors.
To perform this function collaboration should be sought with, for instance, the European
Investment Bank and/or the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
Financial measures (apart from access to funding) could also incentivize non-state action, or
climate-friendly behavior by non-state actors. For instance, tax deductions at the national level
could help low-carbon production, and stimulate participation by non-state actors in climate
action. For such measures to be taken, however, the European Union will need close
cooperation with Member States, who are chiefly responsible for such budgetary incentives.
In formulating the new EU Multiannual Financial Framework there may also be opportunities
to enable bottom-up non-state climate action to efficiently deliver on EU climate
commitments under the Paris Agreement.

●

Building capacity and confidence for action. Multiple stakeholders have pointed out
complex regulatory and administrative environments as obstacles to non-state climate action.

http://www.climateactiontransparency.org/icat-guidance/non-state-subnational-action/
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Civil society organizations, and community-led organizations, in particular, could benefit
from capacity building efforts that help them navigate regulatory and administrative
environments. To unlock new actions and strengthen existing ones by providing policy and
legislative support a EU framework could seek collaboration with regional authorities and/or
the EU Committee of the Regions to develop national and regional 'guides for taking climate
action', possibly adapted for specific types of actors. Trainings and seminars could further help
build knowledge and confidence among - especially smaller and local - non-state actors to
take action, and also make them feel part of a larger effort to realize a low-carbon and climate
resilient future.
Finally, we highlight two principles for a European framework for non-state action.
A light-touch framework
To ensure a light institutional footprint and to avoid organizational duplication, functions for a
European framework for non-state action should be developed together with EU and EU-based
institutions that are already performing some of these functions. For instance, the EU LIFE
programme and investment programmes by the European Investment already provide support to many
climate action projects; research on non-state climate actions is already undertaken e.g. by the Joint
Research Center, the Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik/German Development Institute,
Oxford University, etc. Initiatives are underway to help link non-state actions and NDCs, in particular
the earlier mentioned Initiative for Climate Action Transparency. Several awarding schemes are
already recognizing particularly effective and promising non-state initiatives, for instance the EU
Sustainable Energy Awards, the European CSR awards and the SEED Awards for Entrepreneurship in
Sustainable Development. EU institutions and the Commission could facilitate cooperation within a
cooperative framework in which these actors perform functions in a compatible manner, and thus
ensure a close functional correspondence between recognition, NDC implementation, capacity
building, learning, and investment functions. The EESC, with its unique composition and
representativeness, could effectively lead efforts related to all ARIAS functions by collaborating with
other EU bodies and institutions, and its own constituencies, in the spirit of reinforcing the existing
coalition of politics, administration, and civil society by setting up the new light-touch framework.
Inclusive and expanding non-state climate action
The transition to a low-carbon and climate resilient economy presents the greatest challenge to
Europe. This transition cannot happen without the involvement of, and collaboration with, all types of
actors.
However, platforms and dialogues that involve dialogue among all actors are scarce. The EESC,
which is a unique representative of all European social partners, and the European Dialogue on NonState Climate Action (ED-NSCA) have a pivotal role to play in the promotion of low-carbon and
climate resilient development.
On the basis of our study, it is difficult to draw conclusions on 'non-action', or why many social and
economic actors do not yet choose to take climate action. However, this question is absolutely crucial.
Even when the growing number of climate actions is encouraging, in reality unsustainable practices
keep fueling an old fossil-fuel based economy that are incompatible with the climate-safe future
Europe has itself committed to. We suspect that one of the reasons for the persisting old economy is
the fact that climate action does not always entail win-win constellations, even when most non-state
climate actions are currently portrayed as such. A low-carbon and climate resilient Europe is a worthy
and necessary future to pursue, however, difficult choices need to be made. For instance, some
industries and sectors stand to lose in this pursuit. Not only do all European institutions need to ensure
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more state and non-state climate action, they need to make sure that the transition they bring is just
and will ultimately benefit all. A European framework, through a participatory approach should set the
stage for necessary exchange and dialogue among all social partners, which can only be a starting
point.

40

References
Reports and databases
“EESC opinion: Coalition to deliver commitments of the Paris Agreement, NAT/684-EESC-201600713-00-01-AC-TRA” by the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC),
https://www.eesc.europa.eu, EESC official website, last accessed April 2018.
“Boosting climate actions by non-state actors, NAT/718-EESC-2017” by the European Economic and
Social Committee (EESC), https://www.eesc.europa.eu, EESC official website, last accessed April
2018.
Adoption of the Paris Agreement,
https://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agreement.pdf,
UNFCCC official website, last accessed April, 2018.
UNFCCC Yearbook of Climate Action 2017,
http://unfccc.int/tools/GCA_Yearbook/GCA_Yearbook2017.pdf, UNFCCC official website, last
accessed April, 2018.
IPCC Fifth Assessment Report, https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/, IPCC official website, last accessed
April, 2018.
The Emissions Gap Report 2017, UNEP
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/22070/EGR_2017.pdf, UNEP official
website, last accessed April, 2018.
ICAT Transformational Change Guidance, First Draft, http://www.climateactiontransparency.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/07/ICAT-Transformational-Change-Guidance-First-Draft-26-JUL-2017.pdf,
ICAT official website, last accessed April, 2018.
World Bank Open Data, https://data.worldbank.org/, World Bank Open Data official website, last
accessed April, 2018.
UNFCCC Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data, http://di.unfccc.int/time_series, official UNFCCC website,
last accessed April, 2018.
WRI CAIT Climate Data Explorer, http://cait.wri.org/ last accessed April, 2018.

Literature
K. Abbott (2017) “Orchestration: Strategic Ordering in Polycentric Climate Governance”. SSRN
paper, 2017. Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2983512.
K. Bäckstrand, J. Kuyper, et al. (2017) “Non-state actors in global climate governance: from
Copenhagen to Paris and beyond”. Environmental politics, Volume 23, Issue 4, 2017, pages 561-579.
K. Bäckstrand, J. Kuyper (2017), “The democratic legitimacy of orchestration: the UNFCCC, nonstate actors, and transnational climate governance”. Environmental politics, Volume 26, Issue 4, 2017,
pages 764-788.

41

D. Benson and A Jordan (2010), “European Union environmental policy after the Lisbon Treaty: plus
ça change, plus c'est la même chose?”. Environmental Politics, Volume 19, Issue 3, 2010, pages 468474.
S. Chan, R. Falkner, M. Goldberg, and H. van Asselt (2018) “Effective and geographically balanced?
An output-based assessment of non-state climate actions”. Climate Policy, Volume 18, Issue 1, 2018,
pages 24-35.
S. Chan, P. Ellinger, O. Widerberg (2018) “Exploring national and regional orchestration of non-state
action for a < 1.5 °C world”. International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics,
Volume 18, Issue 1, 2018, pages 135-152.
S. Chan et al. (2015) “Reinvigorating International Climate Policy: A Comprehensive Framework for
Effective Nonstate Action”. Global Policy, Volume 6, Issue 4, 2015, pages 466-473.
S. Chan, R. Falkner, H. van Asselt and M. Goldberg (2015) “Strengthening non-state climate action: a
progress assessment of commitments launched at the 2014 UN Climate Summit”. Centre for Climate
Change Economics and Policy and Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the
Environment working papers, 242, 216.
S. Chan, P. Pattberg (2008) “Private Rule-Making and the Politics of Accountability: Analyzing
Global Forest Governance”. Global Environmental Politics, Volume 8, Issue 3, pages 103-121.
A. Hsu, A. Weinfurter, K. Xu (2017) “Aligning subnational climate actions for the new post-Paris
climate regime”. Climatic Change, Volume 142, Issue 3-4, 2017, pages 419-432.
A. Hsu et al. (2015) “Towards a new climate diplomacy”. Nature Climate Change 5, 2015, pages 501503.
J. Kuyper, K Bäckstrand, H. Schroeder (2016) “Institutional Accountability of Nonstate Actors in the
UNFCCC: Exit, Voice, and Loyalty”. Review of Policy Research, Volume 34, Issue 1, 2017, pages
88-109.
K. Michaelowa, A. Michaelowa. (2017) “Transnational Climate Governance Initiatives: Designed for
Effective Climate Change Mitigation?”. International Interactions, Volume 43, 2017, pages 129-155.
P. Pattberg, J. Stripple (2008) “Beyond the public and private divide: remapping transnational climate
governance in the 21st century”. International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and
Economics, Volume 8. Issue 4, 2008, pages 367-388.
O. Widerberg, P. Pattberg (2014) “International Cooperative Initiatives in Global Climate
Governance: Raising the Ambition Level or Delegitimizing the UNFCCC?”. Global Policy, Volume 6,
Issue 1, 2015, pages 45-56.
M.I. Westphal, P. Canfin, A. Ballesteros, and J. Morgan (2015) “Getting to $100 Billion: Climate
Finance Scenarios and Projections to 2020.” World Resources Institute working Paper, 2015.
Available at: www.wri.org/publication/getting-to-100-billion.

42

Annexes
a) FOF methodology
Methodology for determining output performance
i. The results shown in Figure 10, and described in Chapter 2 are based on
analysis of a set of initiatives which were launched in 2014 and can this be
used to gain insight into trends over time. The results were developed using
the Global Aggregator for Climate Actions (GAFCA) created by DIE and the
London School of Economics. GAFCA aggregates data on initiatives by nonstate and subnational actors (‘climate actions’) that address aspects of climate
change, including mitigation and adaptation.
ii. To develop Figure 10, a three step Function-Output-Fit (FOF) methodology
was applied: (1) the main functions of individual climate actions were
identified; (2) data on outputs/production by individual initiatives was
gathered; and (3) the accuracy and consistency between functions and outputs
was assessed. For instance, an initiative which claims to build capacity by
training people, would at the very least need to produce training manuals,
organize training seminars, etc. to have any environmental or social impact.
For an extended description of the methodology used, see: Chan, Sander,
Robert Falkner, Matthew Goldberg, and Harro van Asselt. "Effective and
geographically balanced? An output-based assessment of non-state climate
actions." Climate Policy (2016): 1-12.
iii. The categories of function-output-fit used are the following:
Very low output
performance

Low output
performance

Medium Output
performance

High Output
performance

The climate
commitment given by
the actors remains
largely a promise on
paper, as it has not
produced any output
except for expressing a
willingness to take
climate action.

The first steps have
been taken towards
implementing the
climate commitment.
Outputs are produced,
even when they are not
yet enough to fulfill
every declared
function.

The climate
commitment has
become an action with
the potential to
improve environmental
and/or social
indicators. Outputs are
relevant outputs to
some of the functions
that the initiative
wants to address.

The climate action
produces relevant
outputs. The initiative,
meeting minimal
criteria of output
performance, is also in
a good position to
generate the
environmental or
social impact it aims at.
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b) List of European-led cooperative initiatives sampled for the investigation in chapter 2
Initiative name
District Energy Accelerator
En.lighten Initiative
Food Security Climate Resilience Facility (FoodSECuRE)
Global Energy Efficiency Accelerator Platform
Global Fuel Economy Initiative
Industrial Energy efficiency accelerator
Low Carbon Investment Registry
Low Carbon Rail Transport Challenge
Mobilise Your City
Montreal Carbon Pledge
Paris Pact on Water and Climate Change Adaptation (lakes, rivers and aquifers)
RE100
Report climate change information in mainstream reports as fiduciary duty
United for Efficiency (U4E - Appliance Efficiency)
Small Farms, big Impacts: Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP)
The Blue Growth Initiative (BGI)
Life Beef Carbon – Toward the low carbon beef farm
GWP Global Water, Climate and Development Programme (WACDEP)
R4 Rural resilience Initiative
Banking Environmental Initiative (BEI)
Municipal Solid Waste
Refrigerants, Naturally!
Responsible Corporate Engagement in Climate Policy (WMB)
ACT – Assessing low Carbon Transition**
Global District Energy Initiative
G7 Climate Risk Insurance Initiative
Global Initiative on Food Loss and Waste Reduction
ICO: Encouraging the global coffee sector towards climate smart agriculture
Global Research Alliance for Agriculture (GRA) on Agricultural Greenhouse gasses
GFAR: Empowering Farmers Organisations on Climate Change Through Better Foresight
Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) Booster
Compact of States and Regions
Global Energy Efficiency Accelerator Platform
Vehicle Fuel Efficiency Accelerator / Global Fuel Economy Initiative
Efficient Appliances Accelerator / Global Partnership on Appliances and Equipment
Buildings Efficiency accelerator
Oil and Gas Climate Initiative
The Oil & Methane Partnership
Green Global Freight
Phasing Down Climate Potent HFCs
The International Railway Association (UIC) Low-Carbon Sustainable Rail Transport
Challenge
Report climate change information in mainstream reports as fiduciary duty
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c) Survey questions
EESC Questionnaire - Boosting non-state actors
●

The EESC is working on an exploratory opinion on ways to boost climate actions by non-state
and subnational actors, such as businesses, investors, civil society organizations, faith
communities, cities and regions.

●

To effectively understand how such actions can be better facilitated, this survey seeks to
understand opportunities and challenges to initiatives to reduce emissions and to adapt to the
impact of climate change.

●

We kindly ask you to fill out this survey, which should take no longer than 5-10 minutes.
Your individual responses will be treated anonymously.
○ Given name, family name (optional)
○ Name of your organizational affiliation
○ Is your organization taking action to adapt to climate change, or to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions? Yes; No; Other/do not know
○ Can you briefly describe the type of action(s) taken? Only answer if you have
answered ‘yes’ to the previous questions.
○ Which, in your opinion are the most pressing challenges to climate action in your
affiliated organization? Choose one or more. (lack of) access to finance; (lack of)
expertise (e.g. technical expertise, data, etc.); (lack of) recognition (e.g. towards
larger public, higher-level officers, policy makers, etc.); (lack of) staff; (difficulty) to
find suitable partners; (too many/complicated) administrative requirements (e.g. rules
and procedures within the organizations); (too many/complicated public regulations
(e.g. laws and guidelines); (lack of) examples to follow; (lack of) support within the
organization; Other [option to clarify]
○ Would you welcome (more) climate action within your organization? Choose one or
more. Yes; No; Other [option to clarify]
○ What would help you realize climate action within your organization? Only answer if
you have answered ‘yes’ to the previous questions. Please explain briefly. [Long
answer text]
○ Thank you very much for taking time to fill out this survey. Can we contact you if we
have further questions? If yes, please fill out your email address. Please explain
briefly. [Short answer text]
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