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1 Summary

In December 2015 Parties adopted the Paris Agreement at the 21st session of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). In its Article 2 governments agreed to limit global warming to “well
below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” and to pursue to limit it to 1.5°C (UNFCCC 2015). The UNEP Emissions
Gap Report 2015 showed that a gap of 14 GtCO.e exists for 2030 between the (unconditional) mitigation
proposals submitted by Parties as part of their intended nationally determined contributions (INDCs) and a
pathway compatible with holding temperature increase below 2°C (UNEP 2015b). Against this background
international climate initiatives can play an important role for reducing global emissions. Based on an analysis
of 174 initiatives we analysed the potential impact of these initiatives on GHG emissions, shared elements of
initiatives which have a high impact and the relationship between such initiatives and the UNFCCC.

This study is a first attempt to quantify the potential impact of such initiatives in comparison to the INDCs. For
Brazil, China, the EU, India, Indonesia, Japan, Russia, USA and the Rest of World we compare the ambition level
of 19 initiatives with those of the INDCs. The study involved the following key steps:

1) In afirst step, we screened 174 initiatives examining their topic area, scope, expected impact, partic-
ipants and setup. Based on this screening we defined a set of nine criteria to identify those initiatives
suitable for further quantitative and qualitative analysis.

2) Asasecond step we did a quantitative analysis. We first assessed the mitigation impact of the selected
initiatives in a Paris Agreement World, i.e. assuming that the world at large will follow an emission
pathway based on the implementation of all INDCs. Secondly, we broke the impact down on a national
level taking into account national INDCs and the overlap between different initiatives addressing the
same sector. Thirdly, we added all remaining impact of the initiatives to estimate how much they can
help reduce emissions beyond current pledges.

3) In a third step, we then identified good practice elements shared by initiatives with high impact
through a correlation analysis.

4) Finally, we discuss the relationship between these initiatives and the UNFCCC.

For all the steps of our analysis, we assumed that all initiatives will achieve their goals. Additionally, we as-
sumed that all countries will achieve their INDC and not reduce their own efforts due to any additional mitiga-
tion coming from such initiatives.

The main results of our analysis are:

e |nitiatives can play an important role in the transition to a low carbon economy. We estimate that the
19 quantified initiatives have the potential to reduce yearly emissions by approximately 5-
11 GtCO,e/year (average 8 GtCO,e/year) compared to an INDC background in 2030. Corresponding
global emissions would peak by 2020 and bring the world much closer to a 2°C compatible pathway
(Figure 1-1).

e C(Climate initiatives contribute towards achieving INDCs by helping governments in achieving their tar-
gets. National governments could be more ambitious with their national contributions to the Paris
Agreement, if they would take into account the various actions by cities, regions, businesses and sec-
tors that have been pledged and go beyond their INDCs.

e Non-state action and national action reinforce each other. Both pull in the same direction. The com-
parison of stringency shows that many initiatives have targets that go beyond those of national gov-
ernments. If the national governments would take all of the actions into account, they could be more
ambitious in their national contributions.
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e Active involvement of NGOs either as the leader of an initiative or members tends to lead to higher
reductions and more co-benefits. Another common element of many successful initiatives is a perma-
nent secretariat. Voluntary agreements are most suitable for short-term reductions but have a less
important role for 2030 targets.

e Most international initiatives from our selection are not quantifiable. For some this is due to their
inherent nature (e.g. focus on information exchange or MRV) but for many there is a lack of a clearly
defined target, information on actions planned/taken and their impact or follow-up on initial an-
nouncements. Adequate reporting from initiatives would greatly enhance transparency, help replicate
impacts, inform national governments and the UNFCCC process and facilitate access to funding for
the initiatives themselves. A standardised reporting format could greatly enhance transparency.

e large uncertainties remain and further work is needed. Firstly, we did not analyse whether the initia-
tives are likely to achieve their targets. Such an assessment would most likely lead to reduced impacts
by 2030. On the other hand, we were only able to quantify about one tenth of all the screened initia-
tives. Adequate reporting would increase the overall impact of climate initiatives.

Figure 1-1 Global emission (incl. LULUCF) and emissions reduction from initiatives
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Note: Global emission levels incl. LULUCF (historic, future under current policies, and future under INDC lev-
els) along with the potential overachievement of INDC levels by the analysed initiatives scaled up to
the global level. The dashed (dotted) lines indicate the median (10th/90th percentile values) of global
2°C compatible pathways (CAT, 2015). Right: Disaggregation of the contribution of initiatives overa-
chieving INDCs by initiative in 2030 (average number shown). The two CCAC sub-initiatives we ana-
lysed (on HFC and CH4 reduction, respectively) have been grouped together under “CCAC”. Initiatives
with less than 10 MtCO2 expected contribution (ABAOCP and ULCOS) are not in the legend as they are
not visible in the graph.
Source: Author’s own calculations (initiatives), Climate Action Tracker (2015) (current policies, INDCs)
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2 Background

In December 2015 Parties adopted the Paris Agreement at the 21st session of the UNFCCC. In its Article 2
governments agreed to limit global warming to “well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” and to pursue to
limit it to 1.5°C (UNFCCC 2015). According to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions need to decrease by at least 40% to 70% below
current levels by 2050, in order to hold temperature increase below 2°C. During the preparation of the Paris
Agreement the Work Stream Il of the Ad-hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action
(ADP) focused on enhancing mitigation actions up to 2020, with the objective to increase efforts in the near
future already. This is necessary as the existing mitigation proposals for the year 2020 are insufficient to hold
the temperature increase below 2°C compared to pre-industrial levels. The UNEP Emissions Gap Report 2015
showed that a gap of 14 GtCO.e exists for 2030 between the mitigation proposals submitted by Parties as part
of their INDCs and a pathway compatible with holding temperature increase below 2°C (UNEP 2015b). The
report also stresses the importance of pre-2020 action for achieving the overall mitigation target.

Besides discussions about increasing the ambition of national mitigation targets of individual countries under
the UNFCCC, Work Stream Il also discussed which role other international initiatives, which are not part of the
UNFCCC, could play in the climate negotiations. It is currently unclear how the process will integrate and ac-
count for these activities. The negotiations so far have provided a platform for sharing information on climate
initiatives outside the UNFCCC; however, they have not yet led to an increase in ambition in specific sectors.
Further, large uncertainty about the potential mitigation impact of these initiatives exists. It is for example
unclear, how the ambition level of national actions and targets overlaps with that of international initiatives.

Within the literature, attempts have been made to estimate the impact of international initiatives. For exam-
ple, PBL estimates reductions of 2.5 GtCOe in 2020 and 5.5 GtCO.e in 2030 resulting from the most relevant
initiatives, of which 1.8 GtCOe in 2020 and 3.8 GtCO.e in 2030 overlap with the impact of national pledges
and policies (Roelfsema et al. 2015). The overlap goes back to the assumption that emission reductions are
only additional, if the country whose emissions are affected does not have a pledge or does not include the
targeted sector in their pledge. Further, the report estimates an overlap between the initiatives of 0.2 GtCO,e
in 2020 and 0.3 GtCOze in 2030. UNEP estimates that 15 major initiatives could reduce emissions by 2.5 GtCO.e
to 3.3 GtCOe in 2020 (UNEP 2015a). The authors of the report assume an overlap of these initiatives with
national pledges of one third or less. This is based on a comparison of the existing pledges and the overall
mitigation potential.’

This study aims at further contributing to increasing the clarity on the role of international initiatives by quan-
tifying their potential for emission reductions and comparing this to the emission levels currently assumed
under INDCs.? After the selection of a number of initiatives to analyse (see section 3) the following research
questions were set:

0 Whatis the potential impact of the initiatives on GHG emissions? To answer this question, first a quan-
titative analysis of the technical potential of the initiatives is required. Additionally, one needs to check
how the initiatives relate to other already ongoing actions, such as national climate policy making,
NDCs and other initiatives (see section 4).

0 What classifies a good initiative? To answer this question, the report will evaluate which elements
make an initiative successful and improve its capacity to effectively reduce emissions (see section 5).

1 Both the UNEP and PBL studies include potential LULUCF emission reductions from initiatives in the forestry sector in
their assessment.

2 In this report we refer only to INDCs, however the term also includes NDCs from countries that have already ratified the
Paris Agreement.
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0 How do initiatives relate to the climate negotiations under the UNFCCC? This part of the project anal-
yses options to integrate initiatives in the UNFCCC process and provides recommendations for the
negotiations (see section 6).

3 Identification of initiatives

In order to ensure that the study collected information on initiatives that were representative of the global
potential impact, it was necessary to follow a process to ascertain which initiatives would be considered in the
subsequent analysis. In a first step 174 initiatives were screened and classified. The following sub-sections
provide an overview of the coverage and scope of these initiatives and those ultimately selected for further
guantitative and qualitative analysis.

3.1 Geographical coverage and focus areas of initiatives

Figure 3-1 illustrates the distribution of initiatives to regions. It shows that by far the largest share of initiatives
has global coverage. Of those initiatives that are limited to specific regions, most cover North America, fol-
lowed by Europe and Asia and the Pacific. There are a few initiatives with a focus on Africa or Latin America
and the Caribbean. These numbers provide support to the general perception that initiatives are an instrument
that mainly involves actors of the global North (compare Chan and Hale 2015).

Figure 3-1 Number of initiatives covering geographic regions
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Note: Global initiatives are not counted for individual regions. One initiative may cover various regions.
Source: Author’s own illustration

Figure 3-2 gives an overview of the distribution to focus areas. Themes that are well covered by initiatives are
renewable energy and energy efficiency, as well as cities and subnational governments and businesses. In
terms of sectors, agriculture and forestry as well as transport are a focus of initiatives. Other sectors (energy
supply, industry, buildings) are all of similar importance. Areas that are less covered are the multilateral or-
ganisations, fluorinated gases and methane emissions from oil and gas production. Reasons for this could be
that those issues are well covered in other mechanisms (e.g. F-gases under the Clean Development Mechanism
and short term pollutants are already regulated by national legislation in many countries).
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Figure 3-2 Number of initiatives covering focus areas
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3.2  Characteristics of initiatives and topic areas

3.2.1 Formulation of commitments

Of the 174 initiatives, about 25% have a clear commitment. In some cases, this commitment is of qualitative
nature, or there is no overarching commitment for the total initiative, but the commitments are fixed on a
member level. Most initiatives with clear commitments are in the transport sector, followed by cities, agricul-
ture and forestry and industry. Further, renewable electricity and energy efficiency in buildings have a rela-
tively high number of initiatives with a commitment.

These numbers approximately reflect the distribution of topic areas, nevertheless, some topic areas with a
large number of initiatives overall tend to have less clearly formulated commitments. The largest deviation is
evident in the sector “agriculture and forestry”, where there are more than 35 initiatives in total, but only 7
(19%) have a clear quantified commitment. This ratio is much more promising for initiatives for energy effi-
ciency in buildings (38%) and renewable electricity (44%). However, the total number of initiatives in these
sectors is lower.

3.2.2 Reporting and monitoring

The availability of information on monitoring and reporting frameworks of the initiatives is unfortunately lim-
ited. From the description of the initiatives on their websites it is often not clear, whether they regularly mon-
itor and report their activities or progress towards their targets. Thus, our data shows significant gaps here
and the conclusions are limited.

Of the 180 initiatives included in this overview, 54 have implemented a framework for regular reporting. This
may for example be annual reports of activities and progress of the overall initiative, or reporting of green-
house gases emissions and/or reductions, other performance indicators or actions of individual members.

For 93 initiatives, no information could be found within the scope of this project phase. The remaining either
have in place conditions which would allow them to regularly report, although they do not yet do so, or do not
have any monitoring and reporting system.
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3.2.3 Distribution of responsibilities

Of all the initiatives considered here, only 22% have established a permanent secretariat. This is of relevance
as it provides the organisations with a stable structure and helps to assure continuance of the activities. Par-
ticularly in the transport sector, a high share of initiatives has a permanent secretariat (41%). This share is also
high in the topic area “Methane emissions from oil and gas production”, however only four initiatives in this
area are included in our analysis.

3.3  Choice of initiatives and topic areas for further analysis

In order to select a number of initiatives for the quantitative and qualitative analysis, the following key criteria
were considered:

e (Concrete definition of aims and activities: This does not exclude activities without a quantified target
but requires that the goals of the initiative and strategies to reach this goal are clearly defined.

e Data availability: The initiative needs to transparently show information to allow for a quantitative or
gualitative assessment of its impact on emission reductions.

These two key criteria mainly determined the number of initiatives selected for further analysis, however the
following additional criteria were also considered during the selection process and in the qualitative analysis
when identifying best practice:

e High mitigation impact in the envisaged topic area: A high mitigation potential in the tackled area
should have been identified by another source (e.g. UNEP gap report) to ensure that the initiative is
able to make a meaningful contribution to the global efforts.

e Direct mitigation impact expected: It needs to be clearly stated how the initiative aims to contribute
to mitigation so that a quantified impact can be expected or any other approach to contribute to
mitigation is defined.

e Significant geographical scope: The initiative needs to have a scope that is sufficiently large to contrib-
ute to mitigation in a meaningful way.

e Innovativeness of approach: The initiative needs to be able to trigger support for its cause as well as
public attention.

e Relevance of the issue: The initiative needs to tackle an issue that is of interest for a sufficiently large
group of stakeholders. Co-benefits such as improving air quality, reducing poverty or adaptation to
climate change can dramatically increase the relevance for stakeholders and the likelihood for imple-
mentation.

e Influence of the initiative: The initiative shall involve well-known and influential members in order to
be able to reach its envisaged targets and raise public attention.

e Timeframe: The initiative should aim to achieve relevant results by 2020/2030.

e Qutside of national action: the initiative should contribute to emission reductions that are not primary
driven by national governments and are outside of the national action that is usually reported under
the UNFCCC process.

When applying these additional criteria to the overall list of initiatives, not all of them need to be fulfilled in
order to select an initiative for further analysis. Rather, they serve as guidelines for filtering the database in
order to get to a selection of initiatives that are representative of the overall landscape of initiatives in terms
of topic areas, actors and global distribution.
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4 (Quantitative assessment

The quantitative analysis of initiatives has been performed in three distinct steps (Figure 4-1).

In principle, all initiatives can contribute towards countries reaching their INDC ambitions, but some
may also have an impact that is likely to go beyond quantified INDC targets. In the first step, the global
potential impact of the selected initiatives has been estimated against global scenarios of current pol-
icies including INDCs, or (if such a scenario was not directly available) our own approximation of what
a realistic baseline scenario under INDCs would look like.® The estimations are based on converting
the quantified/quantifiable goal of an initiative into an energy- or emissions-related metric that can
be compared to the outcome of the INDC scenarios. This first step serves to assess the overall emission
reductions that an initiative theoretically covers, and thus get an idea of the “scale” of the initiative.
This step does not include any assessment of possible overlaps between initiatives within and across
sectors or with potential double-counting between initiatives.

In the second step, the impact of the initiatives — wherever possible — was broken down to the level
of eight countries: Brazil, China, the EU, India, Indonesia, Japan, Russia and the USA. The impact in
each of these countries was assessed by taking into account the overlaps of the initiatives with other
initiatives in the same sector, initiatives in other sectors, and any particular specific policy or INDC
elements in the country not considered in the global INDC scenarios in the first step. Types of overlaps
considered include:

0 One commitment counted twice, i.e. when the same company/city/etc. is subscribed to two dif-
ferent initiatives with a similar target;

0 Initiatives quantification of whose target is expressed in the same metric and which therefore
could be complementary or overlapping;

0 Initiatives that replace the same emissions, i.e. the targets of solar and wind energy initiatives both
striving for a certain share of electricity generation could together account for a higher share of
generation than there are non-renewables to replace;

0 Initiatives with targets formulated at an aggregate level, i.e. city/region initiatives, or business in-
itiatives, striving to reduce total emissions below a certain baseline, which could be partly achieved
by (for instance) renewable energy, buildings, transport, and waste sector initiatives.

The aggregate of initiatives on a country-by-country basis thus represents in how far the impact of the
initiatives goes beyond the country’s own INDC. If an initiative could not be analysed on a country-by-
country basis, the overlap analysis was done on the global level.

In the third step, the country specific impacts of initiatives — now with overlaps among initiatives taken
into account — were aggregated back to a worldwide level, thus resulting in an overall potential impact
including overlaps that could be compared to projections resulting from INDCs on the global level.

3

For the energy sector we used as baseline the “New Policies Scenario” of the IEA World Energy Outlook 2015, which
takes into account the energy-related components of all INDCs submitted by 1st of October 2015.

10
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Figure 4-1 Schematic representation of the three steps outlined above
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Note: (1) The calculation of the potential impact of each initiative in absolute terms; (2) the disaggregation
of these impacts to a country-level and the analysis of their contribution relative to countries’ INDCs
and the overlaps between initiatives; (3) the re-aggregation of these results to the global level, result-
ing in the impact of initiatives relative to worldwide INDC trajectories.

Source: Author’s own illustration

4.1 Global potential impact

The assessment of the overall potential impact going beyond INDCs of the selected initiatives has led to the
estimated reduction levels plotted in Figure 4-2 By 2030, a high global impact beyond INDCs could be attained
by the Climate and Clean Air Coalition’s (CCAC) sub-sectoral initiatives striving to reduce black carbon?, me-
thane and HFC® emissions. This is due to its high level of ambition in reducing non-CO, climate pollutants in
combination with the comparatively low number of quantified goals in INDCs addressing methane and HFC
emissions reductions. The Bonn Challenge / New York Declaration on Forests could have a similarly high impact
due to its high ambition in afforestation (although our estimation is subject to a comparatively high uncer-
tainty, owing to the nature of estimating emissions from forestry), another area where there is a general lack
of quantified targets in INDCs (Climate and Clean Air Coalition 2016; Petersen, K. & Varela, J. 2015).

4 Asblack carbon is not included in most projections of GHG emissions, the figures below do not include reductions of
black carbon emissions.

5 Note that the CCAC aims to reduce HFCs via an amendment of the Montreal Protocol. As it is ambiguous whether to treat
such reductions as a contribution of the CCAC, the uncertainty range in Figure 4-2 reflects the potential impact of the
targeted HFC emission reductions in active CCAC members (US, Canada, EU).

11
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Most initiatives in the power, buildings and transport sector have been estimated to have the potential to
reduce emissions by numbers in the order of hundreds of MtCO,e/year by 2020 and 2030. These initiatives
focus on diverse issues such as renewable energy generation, energy efficiency appliances, reduction of ther-
mal energy demand and increased fuel efficiency. Some of these initiatives apply only in certain regions
whereas others are estimated to have potential impact across all investigated countries/regions.

The potential impacts of the industry initiatives are quite diverse in size. It must be mentioned here that busi-
ness initiatives have been assessed based on the current pledges of their signatories, and they are generally
expected to grow by getting higher numbers of endorsers and signatories over the next years, which could
lead to potentially much higher reductions than found here. For the Ultra-Low CO; Steelmaking (ULCOS) - the
most ambitious initiative to reduce emissions in steelmaking - the reason for the comparatively low reductions
until 2020 and 2030 is that most of the technologies under development are only expected to be ready for
roll-out by the end of the 2020s.

The initiatives categorized under “companies”, as well as the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves, have not
been disaggregated to the country-level. For the company initiatives, emissions of each company would have
to be broken down to countries (information, which is often undisclosed) which is beyond the scope of this
analysis. The Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves, on the other hand, would have an impact on the global
level but very little in most of the countries/regions (USA, EU, etc.) investigated here, and has thus only been
quantified globally (as has its overlap with other initiatives).

Figure 4-2 Global potential impact of the quantified initiatives in 2020 and 2030
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Note: The estimated overall (global) potential impact of the initiatives selected for quantification until 2020

(a) and 2030 (b). These numbers have been calculated against a baseline scenario on a global level
that assumes full implementation of the INDCs. Error bars indicate uncertainties in the translation of
the initiative’s quantified goals to emission reductions.

Source: Author’s own illustration

Full details on the estimations of the global potential impacts are available in an accompanying report, provid-
ing all necessary information to replicate the analysis. The general methodology was to translate an initiative’s
targets/goals into an energy- or emissions-related metric depending on the nature of the initiative. For exam-
ple, we expressed the target of RE initiatives in additional renewable energy generation in MWh by 2020/2030,
or potential for reducing emissions from deforestation in Mt CO, by 2020/2030 for a forestry initiative. These
values were then compared to baseline INDC trajectories of the same metric up to 2020/2030.
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The differences between the total 2020 and 2030 potential impact stems mainly from two factors. Firstly,
initiatives” ambition generally is estimated to be higher for 2030 than for 2020 (some initiatives set interme-
diate targets for 2020 and 2030; for others, we have estimated the intermediate potentials based on the over-
all ambition of the initiative). Secondly, the baseline values for overall emissions for 2020 are lower than those
in 2030, as global emissions are projected to keep rising under INDC implementation in the time horizon 2020-
2030.

4.2 Country-level assessment

In this section, we describe the main results from the country-level analyses of the EU as an example. The EU
has been treated as a “country” in this context because the European Commission submitted one INDC to the
UNFCCC on behalf of all its member states. Similar analysis will be available for Brazil, China, India, Indonesia,
Japan, Russia and the USA in an upcoming report. Unless mentioned otherwise, emission trajectories (historic,
current policies and INDC levels) shown in this chapter are from the Climate Action Tracker (2015) which in
turn takes its data from various authoritative sources.

421 Country-level assessment example: EU

The largest contributors to potential emission reductions beyond INDC levels in the EU are given by the Euro-
pean Wind Initiative and the Solar Europe Industry Initiative. Both are EU-only initiatives; the former aims for
a share of wind energy of 20% (33%) by 2020 (2030) of the EU’s total electricity generation, compared to 12%
(19%) under the IEA’s New Policies Scenario (NPS); the latter aims for a share of solar energy of up to 12%
(20%) in electricity generation by 2020 (2030), compared to 4% (12%) under the NPS. This translates to a large
potential for further decarbonisation of the power sector, with impacts of in the order of hundreds of mega-
tons of CO; per year (Figure 4-3). Similar impacts could be attained by energy efficiency measures in the build-
ings sector.

Other initiatives that contribute are those of the many C40 cities and Under2MOU signatories in the EU, many
of which have set emission reduction targets below a base year that turn out more ambitious than the EU’s
overall target of achieving at least 40% by 2030 below 1990 levels, under the assumption that the implemen-
tation of all such targets would follow a linear trajectory between base year and target year. The potential
impact by 2030 is furthermore increased by the ambition of SEAD (thermal energy in buildings), UIC (modal
shift to public transport), ULCOS (enhanced steelmaking technologies) and CCAC (reduction of short-lived cli-
mate pollutants). Notably, the full impact of CCAC in the EU is achieved by the reduction of CH, emissions, as
targets for HFC reduction do not go beyond current EU regulation on fluorinated gases.

Overlaps between initiatives are illustrated by two cases: the lower values indicate highest possible overlaps
between initiatives, and the higher values indicate complete additionality of all initiatives (Figure 4-3). This
figure includes only those initiatives whose potential was estimated to go beyond the INDC baseline. For in-
stance, we estimate the impact of the CCAC sub-initiatives on CH4 and HFC emission reductions by 2020 to be
less than the reductions under the baseline by 2020 (which is why no CCAC impact is shown in the left-hand
chart), but more than the reductions under the baseline by 2030.
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Figure 4-3 Potential impact of initiatives in the EU in 2020 and 2030
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Note: Potential impact (compared to INDC levels) of initiatives in the EU up to 2020 (a) and 2030 (b), with

minimum numbers assuming largest possible overlap with other initiatives, maximum values indicat-
ing complete additionality of all initiatives. If a “minimum” bar is zero whereas the “maximum” bar is
not, this indicates that the initiative has a potential impact on emission reduction beyond INDC levels,
but could be overlapped completely by (an)other initiative(s).

Source: Author’s own illustration

The emission reduction from the initiatives are aggregated into overall economy-wide emission reductions
and compared to historical and future projection trends of emissions in the EU from all sectors (Figure 4-4).
EU’s emissions (excluding forestry) could roughly be cut in half by 2030 compared to current levels if the initi-
atives deliver according to their ambition. Similarly, the inset to Figure 4-4 shows reduction potential in the
LULUCEF sector.

Graphs with potential reductions excl. LULUCF for all countries are included in Figure 4-5 (please note the non-
uniform vertical scale between the different graphs). For Indonesia, we have included the LULUCF graph in an
inset, as it is the only country where this represents the major share of potential initiative reductions. Full
details on the assessments in the other seven countries analysed will be available in a future report, as will full
descriptions on the calculations involved.

Importantly, large-scale initiatives in the power sector only appear in the EU and the US in our analysis, where
their potential impact is significant. We note here that this reflects a lack of comparable initiatives in the other
countries, not necessarily an unambitious INDC in the EU and US, nor that other countries have more ambi-
tious INDCs. It is merely a manifestation of the fact that we are not aware of similar initiatives in other countries
that fall outside of what is covered in INDCs, and of the fact that these power sector initiatives themselves
have set very ambitious targets for the EU and US.
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Figure 4-4 Emission levels for the EU under Current Policies, INDC and initiatives' potential
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42.2 Initiatives analysed globally

The initiatives not scaled down to a country level include three business initiatives (Caring for Climate, the
American Business Acts on Climate Pledge (ABAOCP), and RE100) and the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves
(GACC). The former have not been scaled down due to a lack of data to know which emissions reduction should
be counted in which country. The latter has not been taken along due to the fact that its impacts are assumed
to be highest in countries outside of the analysed sample of eight.

Furthermore, due to the fact that non-CO; gases account for a large share of the emission reductions of im-
proved cookstoves (Lee et al. 2013), the overlap between reductions from CCAC and the Global Alliance for
Clean Cookstoves is best calculated on the worldwide level.
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4.3  Aggregation to global level

In the last step of this analysis, we have aggregated the country-level impacts with all overlaps taken into
account back to a worldwide level, thus resulting in an overall potential impact including overlaps that could
be compared to current policy (including INDC) projections on the global level.

In order to re-aggregate an initiative back to a global level, we had to make an estimation of the contribution
of the initiative to the “rest of the world” (i.e. outside of the eight countries analysed in detail). Thus, the global
numbers calculated here are:

0 Higher than the sum of the initiatives’ contributions in each of the eight countries plus the worldwide-
only initiatives, as it involves an estimation of the contribution to the rest of the world that has not
been explicitly used anywhere else;

0 Lower than the sum of the initiatives’ contributions to the potential overall impact, since no overlaps
were taken into account in that analysis.

Since the country-level analyses include not only an assessment of the overlaps between initiatives within and
across sectors, but also of the overlap with INDCs — either by comparison to INDC scenarios (OECD & IEA 2015,
New Policies Scenario) or by explicit comparison to quantified goals stated in a country’s INDC — these globally
aggregated numbers together represent the contribution, assuming full implementation, of these initiatives
to global emission projections in addition to what would be expected under successful implementation of
INDCs.

In Figure 4-6, we plot these aggregated contributions in 2020 and 2030 along with historic data of worldwide
impact and future projections under current policies (i.e. without INDC levels) and under projections
assuming full implementation of INDCs (Climate Action Tracker 2015). We have also compared these potential
reduction levels with those required for a pathway consistent with limiting temperature rise to maximum 2°C
above pre-industrial levels. It can be seen that the maximum contribution of these initiatives (i.e. under the
most opti-mistic assumptions of emission reductions and assuming the initiatives are maximally additional to
each other) would just fall short of reaching the median of the 2°C pathways. Figure 4-6 also shows how
the individual initiatives are expected to contribute by 2030.

To clarify the flow of calculations by which we arrive at this worldwide impact, in Figure 4-7 we show a
Sankey diagram to explain this. It details how the calculation flow goes from the “potential impact” numbers
(on the left, here divided by thematic area for ease of reading) to the country-level disaggregation, where
overlaps are calculated between initiatives and with INDCs (middle, showing how the “outflow” — rep-
resenting reductions after overlaps — are smaller than “inflow”), and finally to the global-level impact aggre-
gated back from a country-level. Numbers presented in this graph refer to the 2030 impact.
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Figure 4-5

Overview of potential emissions reduction from initiatives in each country
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Figure 4-6 Global emission (incl. LULUCF) and emissions reduction from initiatives
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Figure 4-7 Flow of emissions reduction from initiatives per sector and per country
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Source: Author’s own calculations

5 Good practice analysis

In addition to the quantitative assessment, we also analyse potential qualitative contributions of initiatives.
These are grouped into indirect impacts on GHG emissions (e.g. informational diffusion, political effects, tech-
nology development), co-benefits (e.g. air pollution, health impacts, energy security, economic development)
and whether an initiative directly causes emission reductions through projects on the ground.

Both the quantitative and the qualitative assessment then provide the basis for a good practice analysis. The
goal of the good practice analysis is to find overarching success factors, i.e. characteristics of initiatives that
tend to lead to large emission reductions and/or high qualitative contributions. The characteristics assessed
are topic area, geographical coverage, type of initiative, functions, type of member organizations and the ex-
istence of a permanent secretariat.

For each characteristic, we then calculate the correlation (correlation coefficients r) with quantitative and
gualitative impact indicators, as well as the means of the impact indicators under different characteristics. As
guantitative impact indicators, we use the global potential impact in 2020 and 2030, both absolute and relative
to the total emissions covered by an initiative, as well as the achieved emission reductions to date. As qualita-
tive impact indicators, we use the number of indirect impacts by an initiative, the number of co-benefits, and
whether an initiative directly causes emission reductions. Finally, we derive success factors and good practice
initiatives.
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It is important to note that the number of initiatives with a target allowing for quantification in section 4 is too
low for a solid statistical analysis. Therefore, while the results presented in this section are descriptive of this
set of initiatives, they do not apply to climate initiatives in general.

5.1 Results

We start the analysis by comparing the quantitative impact by topic area. Figure 5-1 shows the mean of the
relative global potential impact of all initiatives in a certain topic area.

Figure 5-1 Mean of relative global potential impact by topic area
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We find that forestry initiatives have the highest impact in 2030. Forestry is not comprehensively included as
a mitigation option in INDCs (Zeleke et al. 2016) and existing targets suffer from a lack of clarity (Petersen, K.
& Varela, J. 2015). Therefore, initiatives play an important role in this topic area and their targets easily surpass
national policies and INDCs. Further, we see that city initiatives have a large impact in 2020, but the impact in
2030 is much smaller. This indicates that most cities set rather ambitious short-term targets, but are more
hesitant with long-term commitments.

Another interesting finding concerns the role of business members. Figure 5-2 shows the quantitative impact
in 2030 in relation to the share of business members for each initiative. The left figure shows the absolute
impact in MtCOe and the right figure shows the relative impact as a share of the covered emissions of the
initiative in percent. Each point represents one initiative. Furthermore, the figures show a linear fit to the data
points and the corresponding correlation coefficient r.
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Figure 5-2 Absolute and relative impact of initiatives in 2030 and their share of business members
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We find that initiatives with a high share of business members tend to be smaller, in terms of total emissions
covered, than other initiatives, but have a similar relative impact. Further, analogous analyses reveal that those
initiatives tend to more directly cause emission reductions than other initiatives, and that those initiatives are
also associated with indirect impacts on emissions, mainly through technology development.

We have performed similar analyses for all characteristics mentioned at the beginning of this section. Many
characteristics showed no apparent connection to the quantitative and/or qualitative impact of an initiative,
notably geographical coverage and the type of an initiative (e.g. implementation, political or technical dia-
logue, intergovernmental process). However, some further success factors can be derived:

The first success factor is the presence of NGOs. We find that NGO-led initiatives tend to have a high relative
impact both in 2020 and 2030 (r = 50% (2020), 37% (2030)). Further, initiatives with a high share of NGO mem-
bers tend to have large co-benefits (r = 21%, highest correlation among member organization types), mainly
health impacts and biodiversity.

Additionally, we find that voluntary agreements tend to have a high relative impact in 2020 (r = 58%, highest
correlation of all initiative functions). However, the connection is less strong, but still positive, for 2030
(r=22%).

Finally, we find that a permanent secretariat may support a high impact of an initiative. The existence of a
secretariat comes with above-average absolute and relative impact in 2020 and 2030, and with already
achieved emission reductions. It also indicates more indirect impacts and more co-benefits. However, the dis-
claimer is especially important for this characteristic: only four of the initiatives in our quantified sample have
a permanent secretariat.
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5.2  Good Practice Initiatives

In this section, we describe three good practice initiatives, which we have derived from the set of quantified
initiatives. These three initiatives combine high impact with several of the success factors developed in the
previous section.

The first good practice initiative is the combination of the Bonn Challenge and the New York Declaration on
Forests, calling for the restoration of 150 million hectares of deforested and degraded lands by 2020, and an
additional 200 million hectares by 2030. We estimate the potential impact of the initiative to be between 250
MtCO.e and 680 MtCO.e in 2020 and between 1.2 GtCO,e and 3.2 GtCOe in 2030. The initiative covers an
area, forestry, which is underrepresented in INDCs (Zeleke et al. 2016). It further covers a wide range of coun-
tries and is therefore a truly global initiative. In addition, it has a permanent secretariat and is based on volun-
tary agreements. Finally, the website of the Bonn Challenge® provides detailed descriptions of their activities,
an own estimation of their impact, and provides guidance for potential new members.

Second, the Global Fuel Economy Initiative (GFEI) aims to halve the fuel consumption of the light-duty vehicle
fleet in 2050 compared to 2005 (in litres of gasoline equivalent per 100 km). In the short-term, the initiative
targets a halving of fuel consumption for new cars by 2030. The potential impact is estimated at roughly 160
MtCOze in 2020 and 360 MtCO.e in 2030. As a transport initiative, the GFEI has considerable co-benefits,
mainly in the reduction of air pollution and the associated health impacts. Further, the initiative also has a
permanent secretariat and substantial NGO involvement. Finally, as a research and awareness raising initiative
it nicely targets the long-term shift needed in the transport sector.

Third, the member companies of the RE100 initiative commit to 100% renewable electricity by a certain target
year. We estimate the potential impact at between 17 MtCOze and 34 MtCOe in 2020 and between 24
MtCOe and 50 MtCOze in 2030. The RE100 initiative is a collection of voluntary agreements by businesses
and led by an NGO, The Climate Group. As a renewable electricity initiative, it also causes large co-benefits in
air pollution and energy security. The relative impact of the initiative is quite high, estimated at 77% in 2030.
Finally, the initiative is very transparent on its targets and achievements, as the website provides concrete
targets and current data for almost all member companies.

6 International initiatives and the UNFCCC

In December 2015 Parties adopted the Paris Agreement at the 21st session of the UNFCCC. In its Article 2
governments agreed to limit global warming to “well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels” and to pursue to
limit it to 1.5°C (UNFCCC 2015). The UNEP Emissions Gap Report 2015 showed that a gap of 14 GtCO,e exists
for 2030 between the mitigation proposals submitted by Parties as part of their INDCs and a pathway compat-
ible with holding temperature increase below 2°C (UNEP 2015b). Based upon the outcome of the quantitative
assessment undertaken in section 4, it is clear that international initiatives have the potential to help support
the mitigation efforts of national governments.

Given the potential of international initiatives to support and enhance the mitigation efforts of national gov-
ernments, the Paris Agreement specifically refers to their role within the UNFCCC framework. Decision 1/CP.21
which adopts the Paris Agreement includes a section on non-party stakeholders (refer to paragraphs 118-120
and 134-137), ‘welcoming’ their efforts to address and respond to climate change (UNFCCC 2015). The Paris
Agreement ‘invites’ non-party stakeholders to scale up their abatement efforts and demonstrate their activi-
ties via the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action Platform (UNFCCC 2015).

¢ http://www.bonnchallenge.org/
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The emission reductions associated with the international initiatives reviewed in this study could, if achieved,
contribute considerably to the existing INDCs in 2030 pledged by Parties to the Paris Agreement. For example,
the European Wind Initiative and the Solar Europe Industry Initiative could collectively contribute up to 165
MtCO; towards the EU’s renewable energy target in 2030 (included within the EU’s INDC). While this by itself
does not lead to additional reductions it is by no means guaranteed that all governments will be able to achieve
their INDCs on their own. For the process as a whole it is important that the INDCs are credible and will be
achieved; if not, there is a high danger of losing the momentum generated through the Paris Agreement.

Figure 6-1 illustrates the potential GHG impact of a selection of initiatives (from the energy and building sec-
tors) towards the achievement of the INDCs in the EU and the USA by 2030. A key assumption underlying the
analysis is that the new policy scenario from the WEO is sufficiently ambitious in order to meet the INDCs set
for both countries in 2030. The contribution of the selected initiatives (from the energy and building sectors)
towards the INDCs is the difference between the GHG reductions calculated for each initiative relative to the
WEO current policy scenario baseline and the GHG reductions calculated for each initiative relative to the WEQO
new policy scenario baseline. The contribution of these initiatives to the INDC of both the EU and the USA in
2030 are represented by the dark blue (energy) and light blue (building) bars in Figure 6-1. The dark orange
(energy) and light orange (building) bars represent the contribution of a selection of initiatives to GHG reduc-
tions beyond the 2030 INDCs, which are calculated as GHG reductions that exceed the WEO new policy sce-
nario baseline. The relatively large contribution from renewable initiatives demonstrates the greater level of
ambition of these policies compared to current expectations, if achieved.

Figure 6-1 Potential contribution of initiatives towards the achievement of the 2030 INDC for the EU
and the USA and their contribution on GHG reductions beyond the INDCs.
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Figure 6-1 shows that in addition to supporting national governments with the achievement of their existing
INDCs, international initiatives may also provide encouragement for increasing INDC targets as part of the
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global stock-take every five years based on their mitigation impacts. Especially mitigation targets of interna-
tional initiatives which go beyond current government planning may provide additional evidence to inform
national governments on whether or not to increase their INDC target. By engaging more closely with key
stakeholders, national governments may learn from the experiences of international initiatives and develop
better policies to overcome common barriers and realise the abatement potential that exists in many sectors
of the economy. Indeed, international initiatives may have great levels of expertise in certain sectors that are
not well understood or influenced by government policies.

The previous quantitative analysis (see section 4) provided an illustration of how international initiatives could
raise INDC ambition levels by assuming that the associated mitigation effort is entirely additional to state ac-
tion. In the case of the EU the additional mitigation effort from international initiatives could raise ambition
levels from at least 40% below 1990 levels in 2030 (European Union 2015) to over 60%. The United States’
2030 emissions could reach 55% below 2005 levels compared to their INDC target of 26-28% below 2005 levels
in 2025.

The challenge is how best to integrate these efforts into the UNFCCC process, with the adequate support and
incentives in order to ensure that international initiatives play an important role in mitigation actions. Two
possible means by which the UNFCCC could support the efforts of international initiatives include:

Increase transparency of reporting: The mitigation efforts achieved by international initiatives will only be
credible if they can be transparently accounted for. The UNFCCC or another international body could encour-
age consistent reporting, e.g. by developing a template, that includes the following key information:

e Scope, gases, sectors, stakeholders, updates
e Actions done/planned by initiative
e Impacts (assumptions, data, projections, CO, reduction potential, methodology)

e Currentstatus, regular updates. Update should be in-depth every five years in time for stock take/INDC
review (i.e. 2018 and every 5 years from then on).

Financial support linked to criteria: International initiatives may be supported in their mitigation efforts by the
use of UNFCCC funds, which is specifically referred to in the decision to give effect to the Paris Agreement
(UNFCCC 2015, para. 58). Access to financing from the Green Climate Fund and the Global Environment Facility
by international initiatives should be linked to certain criteria such as:

e Transparent reporting based on a future reporting template for initiatives
e |Initiatives can prove that they have an impact beyond INDC levels of ambition
e Initiatives are considered to be following good practice

The recommendations above address two potential limitations associated with international initiatives,
namely (a) that initiatives do not deliver on their mitigation objectives and (b) that initiatives are not suffi-
ciently incentivised to engage in the UNFCCC framework and contribute to new solutions in order to address
and respond to climate change. By improving the transparency of reporting and providing financial incentives
for good practice, it is envisaged that the UNFCCC can play an important role in supporting the mitigation
efforts of non-party stakeholders. Furthermore, the UNFCCC can establish platforms to facilitate exchanges of
information between party and non-party stakeholders to collaborate together to raise levels of ambition.
Indeed, if the efforts of international initiatives were considered within the five yearly reviews of INDCs this
would provide an excellent way for non-party stakeholders to show their mitigation impacts in order to influ-
ence greater ambition from national governments in the setting of future INDCs targets.
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