
	

 
 
 
 
 
 

The Role of Cities in Climate 
and Energy Policies: The Case 

of the Covenant of Mayors 

 
 
 
 

David Donnerer 
 
 
 
 

International Studies 
Master Thesis 

1st of August 2016 
  



	

Summary  
David Donnerer’s thesis’ purpose is to examine how the Covenant of Mayors (CoM) has 

shaped the role of cities in climate and energy policies. Cities are a justified focal point, as 

they are on the frontline of climate change and the energy transition, currently the two main 

issues in climate and energy policies. The CoM is an initiative launched by the EU 

Commission in 2008, where cities commit to go beyond the EU climate and energy targets. 

The main reason to engage in this subject is the lack of academic interest in the CoM. 

Research on urban climate and energy policies mostly focuses on Anglo-Saxon city networks 

and initiatives. 

 

A theoretical and an empirical approach were used to analyze the role of cities in climate and 

energy policies through the case of the CoM. The theoretical approach consists of a literature 

analysis, while the empirical part includes qualitative interviews with ten Covenant cities and 

supporting structures, as well as background interviews with key CoM stakeholders and the 

analysis of legislative and political materials in which the CoM is featured. It is proposed that 

the Covenant affects the role of cities in climate and energy policies twofold: by shaping their 

ability to engage in such policies on their territory, and also by enhancing their capability to 

influence these policies outside of it.   

 

In the first chapter, the theoretical perspectives of urban climate and energy governance and 

multi-level climate and energy governance are used to analyze why, how and under which 

circumstances cities enact climate and energy policies. Five different types of urban climate 

and energy governance are determined: self-governing, governing by authority, governing by 

provision, governing by facilitation and governing by collaboration. The relevance of this 

classification is also explained in the fact that certain governance types such as governing by 

collaboration have different implications on the climate and energy policymaking of cities. 

Finally, it is assessed how cities shape and are shaped by multi-level governance processes in 

climate and energy. Depending on whether cities are embedded in a hierarchical, vertical or 

horizontal multi-level governance framework, they are enabled or constrained in their 

capacity to undertake climate and energy policies. 

 

In the second chapter, an overview of the CoM is given. Firstly, the pillars and actors of the 

CoM are elaborated upon. The CoM’s Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP) is a 

cornerstone of the initiative, as it is through the SEAP that CoM cities can go beyond the 



	

EU’s climate and energy targets. The CoM supporting structures (e.g. provinces) are 

furthermore described as a key actor, as they provide crucial support for cities’ SEAP. 

Finally, the CoM’s extensions beyond the EU, the Covenant East and Covenant 

Mediterranean, are outlined. 

 

Chapter three focuses on the empirical methodology. The qualitative interview form of the 

semi-structured telephone interview was chosen for the interviews with ten CoM cities and 

supporting structures, as its flexible approach allows to steer the data gathering process 

effectively. The respondents were selected based on eligibility criteria that can provide a 

qualitatively diverse dataset. The data gathered through this interview form is analyzed 

through a codebook typical of qualitative content analysis. To further enhance data analysis, a 

complementary document evaluation was conducted, in which data from the respondents’ 

SEAPs was extracted and cross-compared. This information enables to complement the 

interviewees’ responses, in particular the CoM’s impact on their policymaking capacity.    

 

The fourth chapter is the cornerstone of David Donnerer’s thesis. It is shown that the CoM 

has a varying impact on cities’ ability to engage in climate and energy policies. This is due to 

the national multi-level climate and energy governance framework in which the CoM is 

embedded, as the initiative affects cities’ relations in multi-level governance processes 

differently. Where national governance frameworks are weak, the CoM is able to establish 

itself as the embodiment of a vertical multi-level climate and energy governance model of 

institutionalized cooperation, while it fails to do so in strong national governance settings. It is 

however also shown that the CoM is systematically used by both cities and EU institutions to 

make cities influential policymakers in EU climate and energy issues. Thus, it is concluded 

that the CoM has overall enabled cities to acquire a key role in climate and energy policies: 

the initiative has built up the climate and energy policymaking capacities of cities, shaped the 

multi-level governance relations of cities and enabled cities to become key actors in EU 

climate and energy policymaking.           
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Abbreviations  
Cities Climate Leadership Group = C40 

Climate Alliance = CA 

Committee of the Regions = CoR 

Covenant of Mayors = CoM 

Covenant of Mayors Mediterranean = CoM-MED 

Covenant of Mayors Office = CoMO 

Council of European Municipalities and Regions = CEMR 

EC Directorate General for Climate Action = DG CLIMA 

EC Directorate General for Energy = DG ENER 

EC Directorate General for Neighborhood and Enlargement Negotiations = DG NEAR 

Energy Cities = ENC 

European Commission = EC 

European Federation of Agencies and Regions = FEDARENE 

European Parliament = EP  

Greenhouse Gas = GHG 

International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives = ICLEI 

Local Authorities = LAs 

Multi-level climate and energy governance = MLCEG 

Sustainable Energy Action Plan = SEAP 

Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan = SECAP 

Sustainable Urban Demonstration Energy Projects = SUDeP 

UN Conference of the Parties = COP 

UN Framework Convention on Climate Change = UNFCCC 

United Cities and Local Governments = UCLG 

Urban climate and energy governance = UCEG 

 

Introduction  
Cities have played a key role in the history of mankind. In Ancient Greece, the polis was the 

incubator of democracy and civilization; the city of Rome built one of the world’s largest 

empires, which stretched from Great Britain to the Persian Gulf; and during the Renaissance, 
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Italian city-states like Venice became powerful global hubs for trade, knowledge and 

innovation (Barber 2013; Bloomberg 2015).  

 

In the 21st century, cities can play an important role in contributing to address humanity’s 

greatest challenges: resource depletion, overpopulation, and most importantly, man-made 

climate change. As humanity continues to pump GHG into the atmosphere at an unchanging 

pace (Irfan 2016), the effects of climate change are exacerbated. Melting polar ice caps lead 

to rising sea levels, and result in Pacific and Alaskan Islands being submerged by the sea 

(Malo 2016; Smith 2015). Changes in precipitation patterns are intensifying the effects of 

droughts, storms and flooding. Average global temperatures are in overdrive, as 2016 is set to 

become the hottest year on record, surpassing the already record-breaking years 2014 and 

2015 (Carrington 2016). And if GHG emissions are not cut drastically, areas like the Middle 

East could become uninhabitable by 2100, forcing hundreds of millions to leave their homes 

(McKay 2015). Cities are on the frontline of climate change: today, half of the world’s 

population live in cities and by 2050, it will be two-thirds; rising temperatures will exacerbate 

the urban heat island effect, and as 90 percent of the world’s cities are built on water, they are 

extremely vulnerable to sea-level rise (Bouteligier 2014; Lenhart 2015).  

 

It is however too limited to perceive cities only as vulnerable actors vis-à-vis the effects of 

climate change. Cities have a vast ecological footprint: while they only cover 2 percent of the 

earth’s landmass, they consume an estimated two-thirds of global energy, use 75% of the 

earth’s resources, produce 75% of the world’s GHG emissions and cause massive amounts of 

waste, pollution and environmental degradation (Bouteligier 2014; C40 & Arup 2015).  

 

But as much as cities are victims and drivers of climate change, parts of the global political 

and academic community argue that cities hold the potential key to the climate change 

problem (Bloomberg 2015; Lenhart 2015). After all, it is noted that cities are centers of 

technological and social transformation, where the bright minds of researchers, entrepreneurs, 

NGOs, communities and small- and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) come together 

(Beermann 2014). Moreover, cities are generally perceived as the governance level closest to 

citizens, and are often also the first responders to climate change (Ibid). City advocates claim 

that mayors and city administrations tend to be more pragmatic and less ideological than 

national governments, as well as more open to fruitful collaboration within and outside their 

constituencies (Barber 2013; Bloomberg 2015). Another argument is that cities are, unless 
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nation-states, also less likely to be chained by tediously long negotiation processes dominated 

by self-interests, and can therefore act faster and more boldly to tackle climate change and 

catalyze the energy transition towards a low-carbon, sustainable society (Ibid). But most 

importantly, it is claimed by some researchers that cities offer the right scale to take climate 

and energy action, as they are on their own small and compact enough to implement effective 

strategies, and together large enough to make an impactful contribution (Lenhart 2015).  

One could argue that instead of cities, the world’s nation-states should be in the spotlight, 

since 195 nations signed the long-awaited global climate agreement in Paris in December 

2015, vowing to reduce GHG emissions to keep global warming below 2 degrees. But as the 

world is urbanizing at a record pace, it is not far-fetched to argue that cities can have a part to 

play in shaping the planet’s future. Hence, cities are a justified focal point for this research.  

 

But why write about the role of cities in climate and energy policies through the lens of the 

Covenant of Mayors, an initiative launched by the EU Commission in 2008 where cities 

voluntarily commit to go beyond the EU’s climate and energy targets (Kern 2014)? The main 

motivation for this is the profound lack of academic interest in the CoM. As academia 

famously skews towards the Anglo-Saxon world, researchers focusing on cities in climate and 

energy policies have mainly written about city networks and initiatives strongly grounded in 

the US and UK, such as C40, the network of global megacities (e.g. Acuto 2013; Bouteligier 

2014; Davidson & Gleeson 2015) or the global city network ICLEI (e.g. Aylett 2015; Betsill 

& Bulkeley 2004; Bhagavatula et al. 2013;). A thorough examination of the CoM, and how 

the initiative shapes the role of cities in climate and energy policies, is still missing, even if 

some scientists have made attempts in the past at engaging in this undertaking (e.g. Bendlin 

2015; Heyvaert 2013).  

 

This thesis will attempt to fill this gap, as it will examine how the Covenant of Mayors has 

shaped the role cities can play in climate and energy policies. By using the Covenant as focal 

point of analysis, it will be demonstrated how the initiative affected the role of cities in 

engaging in climate and energy policies twofold: in cities’ ability to enact such policies on 

their own territory, and their capability to influence policies outside their constituency. This is 

the goal of this research.  

The first chapter of this thesis will use the theoretical perspectives of urban climate and 

energy governance and multi-level climate and energy governance, in order to examine why, 

how and in which circumstances cities can undertake climate and energy policies. It should be 
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noted that climate and energy policies in this work mainly refers to the issues of climate 

change (climate) and the energy transition (energy), which are currently the domineering 

subjects on the global (urban) agenda. The second chapter will examine all the facets of the 

CoM initiative in a comprehensive overview. The third chapter will outline the main 

empirical methodology applied, which is the qualitative interview. Qualitative interviews will 

be conducted with a selection of CoM signatory cities and supporting structures, based on a 

range of predefined eligibility criteria, and subjected to qualitative content analysis 

methodology. Moreover, various background interviews will be conducted with multiple key 

actors of the CoM, which will not be analyzed like the qualitative interviews with signatories, 

but will feed into this research.  

The fourth chapter is the cornerstone of this thesis, as it will combine the theoretical findings 

and the results from the qualitative and background interviews in order to examine how the 

CoM initiative has shaped the role of cities in climate and energy policies since its inception 

in 2008. It will firstly be analyzed how the CoM has influenced the climate and energy 

policymaking capacities of cities. For this purpose, the impact of the CoM’s key pillar, the 

Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP), on cities’ UCEG capacity will be ascertained. This 

will be followed by an examination of the multi-level governance relations and processes 

occurring between cities and the different key CoM actors (e.g. regions), and how the 

Covenant has impacted these relations and processes. Finally, through the analysis of 

legislative and political materials, it will be shown how cities have used the Covenant 

initiative as an instrument to influence climate and energy policies. Then, the conclusion will 

sum up the findings of this work and provide an outlook for further research.           

Chapter 1: Urban Climate and Energy Governance in a 

Multilevel Governance Framework 

This chapter will provide the theoretical foundation that will enable to examine how the 

Covenant affects the role of cities in climate and energy policies. It will be analyzed why and 

how cities engage in climate and energy policies, through the perspective of urban climate 

and energy governance. As cities usually are embedded in national, European - in the case of 

the EU - or international institutions and structures, they never act in a closed setting without 

outside influences. This is why it is crucial to elaborate on the legal, political and societal 

circumstances in which cities act on climate and energy, where the multi-level governance 

theory – in this case multi-level climate and energy governance - provides a suitable 

analytical framework.  
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Chapter 1.1: Governing Climate Change and the Energy Transition – What 

Drives Cities to Engage with these Issues 
Firstly, it is important to elaborate how the concept of urban climate and energy governance is 

understood in this thesis. A traditional definition sees urban governance as what the city 

government does to tackle societal problems, in a centralized, top-down manner (Sarzynski 

2015). But this would be a too narrow viewpoint to approach the concept of urban governance 

for the cross-cutting issues of climate change and the energy transition, which are societal 

issues that generally require resources that go beyond clear jurisdictional and sectoral 

boundaries (Ibid). Therefore, the contributions of a multitude of - mostly local - public (e.g. 

academia), private (e.g. industries, businesses) and community organizations (e.g. the 

Transition Towns movement), as well as NGOs and citizens, has to be taken into account, as 

they all, in one way or the other, have an impact on the management of societal problems in a 

city (Ibid). Moreover, these stakeholders also have a key role in delivering and handling city’s 

core services, such as e.g. a private transportation company managing the city’s public 

transport network in the framework of a public-private partnership (C40 & Arup 2015).  

 

Taking all this into consideration, UCEG is then the act of tackling the cross-cutting issues of 

climate change and the energy transition by the city government, with the contributions from 

citizens, NGOs and public, private and community organizations. Looking individually at the 

contributions of each of these local stakeholders to UCEG would provide valuable insight, but 

is not within the scope of this thesis. The focus will be on city governments, henceforth also 

referred to as local authorities (LAs). LAs are an instrumental player in UCEG, mainly 

because they are the entity that aims at bringing local stakeholders together, by coordinating 

relationships between them, assembling their inputs and translating them in most cases into 

climate and energy policymaking (Bulkeley et al. 2015; Lenhart 2015). 

 

Why do LAs engage in governing climate change and the energy transition? In the 

introduction it was already mentioned that cities are on the frontline of climate change, as e.g. 

rising global temperatures exacerbate the urban heat island effect and the location of most 

cities close to (sea-)water makes them vulnerable to sea-level rise. The threat of these 

potentially devastating climate change impacts makes LAs undertake climate adaptation 

measures, which can be e.g. defensive (flood control through dams), preventive (not 
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constructing new buildings near sites at risk of sea-level rise or flooding) and so-called no 

regrets measures (like renaturing rivers to enhance their water retention effect), the latter 

being actions that address climate change at no cost or even to the benefit of achieving other 

local priorities (Aylett 2015; Kern & Alber 2009). But vulnerability is not the only factor that 

drives LAs in cities to action. Another important factor are so-called co-benefits of local 

climate and energy policies (Sippel & Jenssen 2010). The cost-effectiveness of climate and 

energy measures is a crucial criterion for LAs to implement them (Ibid). This is a policy 

driver that may convince even LAs which are hesitant or even not interested in acting on 

climate change to do something in this field (Waanders 2016). Co-benefits can take on many 

different forms: Energy efficiency measures reduce energy demand and lead to cost savings 

for LAs by bringing down operational costs; shutting down expensive coal power plants – 

which can become stranded assets in a post-carbon world – and switching instead to 

increasingly price-competitive renewables (wind, solar) often results in lower energy bills and 

also better air quality for local residents; green roofs on buildings help to mitigate the urban 

heat island effect, dampen the impact of heat waves on citizens, better manage stormwater 

runoff and also improve the overall aesthetic environment in a city (US EPA 2016; Sippel & 

Jenssen 2010). Stimulating the local economy by creating jobs through employment-intensive 

energy efficiency or local energy projects is another vital economic criterion (Scanu & 

Cloutier 2015; Sippel & Jenssen 2010). Hence, LAs often see climate change and the energy 

transition not as a threat, but also as opportunities, where local action can result in fostering 

local development (Anguelovski & Carmin 2011).  

How a city is perceived on the outside is another driver of LA’s involvement in climate and 

energy policies. LAs may want the city to be seen as a climate leader in and outside its 

constituency, which improves its reputation and image (Ibid). Branding the city as “green”, 

“sustainable” or “climate-smart” can be an important way for cities to distinguish themselves 

from others, and attract capital and workforce that subsequently can enable them to 

implement more policies and projects (Bouteligier 2014; Sippel & Jenssen 2010). Pressures 

from stakeholders within a city, such as from environmental NGOs, to undertake climate and 

energy action are also an influencing factor (Anguelovski & Carmin 2011; Sippel & Jenssen 

2010). Moreover, LAs may enact in climate and energy policies, since these provide as cross-

cutting issues a reason for LAs to include citizens and other stakeholders more into their 

projects and policymaking: a measure such as retrofitting residential buildings requires 

getting tenants on board, as they have to agree to the renovation of their homes in order for 

the action to have any sustained effectiveness.   
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This list of drivers for engaging in UCEG provides a first overview but is not yet exhaustive, 

as it neglects the crucial external enabling/constraining circumstances - stemming from a 

city’s position within the framework of MLCEG -, which determine to a great extent how 

effectively an LA can act on climate and energy policies. This issue will be duly discussed in 

the final sub-chapter, but before, it will be examined how LAs enact UCEG by analyzing the 

different types of UCEG.       

Chapter 1.2: Types of Urban Climate and Energy Governance – How Cities 

Undertake Climate and Energy Policies 
As cities differ, it is clear that not all cities act in the same fashion when it comes to climate 

and energy policies. Yet, cities are in fact much more alike than it appears in this field, as they 

tend to follow certain types of UCEG, as research from various authors has shown (Bulkeley 

et al. 2015; C40 & Arup 2015; Kern & Alber 2009; Lee & Painter 2015). This sub-chapter 

aims to go beyond merely reiterating the work done by the afore-quoted research, as it will 

attempt to combine these different inputs into one comprehensive UCEG typology. Moreover, 

it will be explained why it is important to classify cities into types of UCEG, as these have 

different implications for their policymaking in climate and energy.  

 

The first established approach to categorizing UCEG has been developed by Harriet Bulkeley 

and Kristine Kern (2006). It outlines four types of UCEG done by LAs (in their terminology, 

municipalities): self-governing, governing through enabling, governing by provision and 

governing by authority (Kern & Alber 2009). When self-governing, a LA acts basically as a 

consumer in the policy areas where it is mainly able to undertake climate and energy 

measures – transport, urban planning and land use, waste and energy (Ibid). The municipality 

implements actions in the areas where it can take its own decisions and manage its own 

consumption: e.g. purchasing electric vehicles for the municipal fleet, introducing biogas on 

public buses, reducing energy consumption of municipal buildings or installing solar panels 

on the roof of the city hall (Ibid). Many LAs engage in self-governing UCEG – however, in 

most cases the climate impact is slim, as generally a LA’s energy consumption accounts for 

only one to five percent of total GHG emissions on its territory (Ibid). Another type of UCEG 

that goes beyond the LA’s own ecological footprint is governing through enabling, where it 

takes on the role of a facilitator (Ibid). In this case, LAs seek cooperation with non-state 

actors (e.g. small businesses, citizens) and encourage and facilitate their voluntary climate 
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action, through means such as awareness raising, educational campaigns or public-private 

partnerships (Ibid). This way, LAs look to share the “burden” of climate and energy 

policymaking by convincing other actors to take initiative (Ibid). In the UCEG type governing 

by provision, the city government owns local utility companies for energy, transport, waste or 

water, and is thereby in a position to steer the development of low-carbon infrastructure for 

the entire city (Ibid). However, e.g. many European LAs do not own anymore their local 

energy or water utilities, as they had to privatize them in the 1980s due to neoliberal market 

deregulations enforced by the EU (Ibid). Many German cities were able to take back control 

of local energy supply with their Stadtwerke, while many cities like Paris or Naples have also 

recently regained ownership of their local water utility. Finally, their fourth UCEG type, 

governing by authority, classifies municipalities as regulators, meaning that they take legally 

binding actions in their key areas of responsibility (land use and planning, transport, waste 

and energy) (Ibid). If a city for instance wants to reduce the number of cars in its 

constituency, it can implement a congestion tax (e.g. Stockholm) or even ban cars altogether 

from the city center (e.g. Oslo). Yet even as a regulator, an LA will require the majority of 

local residents supporting such plans, if it wants to serve another term after the next municipal 

elections.   

 

C40, the network of global megacities, and the global consultancy Arup, have developed 

another approach to UCEG (2015).  C40 and Arup have come up with six types of UCEG, 

which characterize the models of governance adopted by cities: commanding, implementing, 

providing, legislating, collaborating and facilitating (Ibid).  

In their view, commanding cities use regulation and enforcement to implement measures; in 

this approach, the role of private and other stakeholders is small. In implementing cities, LAs 

mainly put projects and programs into effect, also without strong input from stakeholders. 

Cities that provide are able to engage in policymaking by having a high level of control over 

service delivery (e.g. water or energy supply). Legislating cities set policy and legislation that 

requires other stakeholders to act. Collaborating cities engage in partnerships with 

stakeholders in order to implement measures in their constituencies. Finally, facilitating cities 

are characterized by a limited power to undertake action directly, which is why they focus on 

creating an attractive environment for stakeholders to act (Ibid). 

 

Even if C40 and Arup’s (2015) UCEG typology is based on an analysis of C40’s membership 

cities, which are most often megacities across the globe (e.g. Rio de Janeiro, Tokyo, Paris), it 
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provides fruitful improvements to Bulkeley and Kern’s (2006) approach, developed a decade 

ago. For instance, Bulkeley and Kern subsume both facilitation and collaboration under their 

category enabling, but in fact it is more conclusive to view both these governance types 

separately, as it is done by C40 and Arup (Ibid). The key reason for this is the different level 

of power and influence a LA has when it engages in facilitating or collaborating UCEG: as a 

facilitator, the LA generally has limited power to act directly, so it sets the circumstances for 

others to do so; in the collaborating type, a LA has generally moderate power over assets and 

decision-making, and will seek to create partnerships with stakeholders in order to leverage 

and enable more climate and energy measures to be taken in its constituency (C40 & Arup 

2015).  

 

Building on the work of Bulkeley and Kern (2006) and C40 and Arup (2015), this thesis 

hence will classify UCEG into five different types, which allow for an overarching, 

comprehensive approach to illustrate how cities undertake climate and energy policies. The 

UCEG types are self-governing, governing by authority, governing by provision, governing 

through facilitation and governing through collaboration. C40 and Arup’s UCEG typologies 

commanding, implementing and legislating fall under Bulkeley and Kern’s governing by 

authority category, as all these three typologies are in one way or the other a form of authority 

demonstrated by LAs in their climate and energy action (Ibid). Self-governing, used only by 

Bulkeley and Kern, and governing by provision, used by Bulkeley and Kern as well as C40 

and Arup, are left unchanged (Ibid). Finally, C40 and Arup’s facilitating and collaborating 

UCEG typologies are preferred over Bulkeley and Kern’s governing through enabling 

approach, as the latter does not take into account the crucial differences in power and 

influence that exist within LAs that apply the UCEG types facilitating and collaborating.  

 

Why is it relevant to classify cities into various UCEG types? The main reason for this is that 

depending on the governing approach taken, the implications for policymaking can differ a 

lot. A self-governing approach e.g. is bound to be less impactful in terms of climate and 

energy policies, since a LA only tackles its own energy consumption and GHG emissions, 

which often make up only a few percent of the territory’s total output. City stakeholders may 

follow the LA leading by example, but there is no guarantee for this, which would mean that 

the city administration is left on its own with its efforts.  

On the other hand, cities adopting an UCEG approach like providing or governing by 

authority can deliver more effective climate and energy policies for the entire constituency: 
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consider e.g. the Swedish city of Växjö, which not only provides renewable district heating to 

its citizens, but also legislates its efficient use by requiring house owners to connect to the 

network. However, an approach like this may also face resistance, such as from heat pump 

companies perceiving an abuse of market dominance in Växjö’s case.    

In the literature, the UCEG approaches facilitating and collaborating are deemed overall most 

balanced and adequate to boost LAs in their capacity and also their legitimacy to undertake 

climate and energy policies. LAs that regularly engage and collaborate with local stakeholders 

(e.g. businesses, NGOs, academia, citizens, industries) generally enhance their capacity to 

govern on climate and energy policies (Lee & Painter 2015; Lenhart 2015). As city 

governments frequently meet (e.g. through means such as forums, partnerships) with local 

stakeholders, they are able draw upon their resources and expertise and subsequently 

incorporate them in their policymaking (Ibid). The collaborating UCEG type can improve the 

acceptance and diffusion of a city’s climate and energy strategies, as increasing stakeholder 

ownership of such strategies and co-creation between the LA and stakeholders enables a more 

effective implementation throughout the city (Ibid).      

 

It has been analyzed how cities undertake climate and energy policies within their 

constituencies. But just focusing the analysis on the city itself in this regard is too limited. A 

city is not a silo, and cannot subtract itself from the impact of outside forces – regional, 

national, European or international – when engaging in UCEG. Moreover, a city also actively 

engages in affecting the impact of these outside forces. Therefore, the position of a city within 

the framework of multi-level climate and energy governance has to be examined, in order to 

assess how this form of institutional architecture impacts – and is impacted - by cities’ climate 

and energy policymaking. 

Chapter 1.3: How Cities Shape and Are Shaped By Multi-Level 

Governance Processes in the Field of Climate and Energy 
The peculiarity of tackling climate change and catalyzing the energy transition is that these 

issues are global in scope, but are also perceived as requiring local involvement in order to be 

effectively implemented – hence, these are “glocal” challenges. The different levels of 

governance – local, regional, national, supranational (e.g. in the frame of the EU) and 

international – are required to undertake joint and coordinated efforts, in order for each of 

their contributions to have a sustained impact (Scanu & Cloutier 2015). The relations between 

the various governance levels play a key role in this regard, as this will determine to a great 
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extent the coherence and effectiveness of climate and energy policies. For cities, the outcome 

of these multi-level governance interactions can have a critical impact on their UCEG 

capacity, as will be examined in this sub-chapter through the theoretical lens of multi-level 

governance theory.  

 

The theoretical perspective of multi-level governance provides a suitable academic 

framework to analyze the impact of climate and energy governance processes on cities, as it 

enables to go beyond the traditional state-centric focus of IR research (Setzer 2015). As an 

academic framework, multi-level governance examines the relationships between actors on 

different government levels, which are engaged in governance processes (Peters & Pierre 

2001). In the understanding of multi-level governance theory, there are no lines permanently 

drawn in the sand between the various levels of government, as well as between public and 

private actors (Kern 2014). Relationships between the myriad of public and private actors 

taking part in multi-level governance processes can be flexible and dynamic: authority and 

competences are not only shifted upwards (e.g. from nation-states to the EU in Europe), but 

also downwards (e.g. subsidiarity principle in EU) or even dispersed among public and 

private actors (Kern 2014; Setzer 2015). While it can occur that the levels of government, and 

the non-state (private) actors that interact with them, are entrenched in a stable hierarchical 

arrangement, oftentimes these arrangements are subject to the aforementioned fluctuations 

(Kern 2014). There can be hybrid arrangements of diverse actors (public and private, state and 

non-state) that engage in different forms of governance; moreover, actors can engage in multi-

level strategies like venue shopping or even start parallel initiatives at various levels (Ibid). In 

the multi-level governance theory, actors at different levels share decision-making 

competences, and national governments are not seen as monopolizing links between actors, as 

they are merely one of the plethora of actors engaging in decision-making at a variety of 

levels (Setzer 2015). If only the state was analyzed as the sole impacting force on cities’ 

UCEG, the crucial effects of other multi-level governance processes - some of which may 

even bypass the state – would be missed out on, therefore leading to an incomplete 

examination.  

 

There are two coexistent types of multi-level governance theory - which have been developed 

by the researchers Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks - that can be used to analyze how the 

multi-level climate and energy governance framework affects a LA’s UCEG capacity (C40 & 

Arup 2015; Setzer 2015). The first type, the vertical dimension, looks at the interactions 
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between the different tiers of government (national, regional, local governments) and 

underlines the links between these administrative units (Ibid). The second type, the horizontal 

dimension, looks at the interactions between actors outside and within government (public 

and private), specifically at the overlapping networks and partnerships these actors form in 

various political and non-political spheres (Ibid). In this type, the different levels of 

government are present, as well as non-state actors (e.g. city networks, NGOs), institutional 

and technical experts, policy entrepreneurs, local businesses, transnational corporations, 

citizens, etc. (C40 & Arup 2015). The two types of multi-level governance theory have to be 

combined in order to constitute a comprehensive MLCEG framework from which the impact 

on cities’ UCEG capacity can be assessed.   

The theoretical approach by Kristine Kern (2014) has managed to bring together both types of 

multi-level governance theory into a model that lays out three forms of MLCEG: hierarchical, 

vertical, and horizontal multi-level climate and energy governance. While the three forms are 

distinct in themselves - as will be explained below - they are indeed interlinked, as these 

forms of MLCEG often overlap in multi-level governance processes. More importantly, all 

three forms of MLCEG shape the urban governance of climate change and the energy 

transition in various ways. The MLCEG constellations can have a decisive impact on how far 

cities can go in their climate and energy policies (UCEG), which is why it is important to 

examine them closer.    

 

In the first form, hierarchical MLCEG, authority and decision-making power is concentrated 

at the federal level (national, EU in Europe, international), while lower government levels are 

tasked with executing the policies coming from the higher tier (“downloading”) (Kern 2014). 

Therefore, relations between the various levels of government are mostly top-down, as 

opposed to bottom-up, where lower government levels (e.g. local and regional) feed into and 

inform with their policies the upper levels (Ibid). In this constellation, the influence of non-

governmental stakeholders (e.g. businesses, NGOs) on decision-making is limited (Ibid). 

Hierarchical MLCEG is characterized by a comprehensive system of controls and sanctions, 

and also by a strong higher tier that harmonizes policies through steering and controlling the 

lower ones (Ibid). Up until now, this form of MLCEG was rarely seen on the international as 

well as the EU level in terms of climate and energy policies, as the issues of climate change 

and the energy transition were perceived as voluntary, but not obligatory tasks for cities 

(Ibid).  
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Hence, there are only a few examples of hierarchical MLCEG that have shaped LA’s UCEG, 

but they have done so decisively, and oftentimes constrained cities in their climate and energy 

policymaking capacity. In France e.g., the largely state-owned energy utility giant Électricité 

de France (EDF) has a monopoly on electricity supply, transmission and distribution. 

Through its subsidiaries Électricité Réseau Distribution France, and Réseau de transport 

d’électricité (RTE), EDF controls nearly all electrical distribution grids in French cities, save 

for a few exceptions (e.g. Strasbourg, Grenoble, Metz). EDF’s monopoly position on the 

French electricity market effectively prevents French cities like Paris to acquire ownership of 

their local grid. Hence, these cities are restrained in their independent decision-making power 

in energy issues and are prevented from adjusting the electricity supply to their citizens, e.g. 

providing more affordable energy to energy-poor households. This can be seen as a de-facto 

example for the hierarchical MLCEG model. 

This is also true when it comes e.g. to building regulation codes, which can only be set by the 

national level and have to be implemented by cities (Scanu & Cloutier 2015). If cities attempt 

to enforce stricter standards or regulation codes than the national level, which e.g. the 

Swedish City of Växjö has done for buildings in its constituency, they may face legal 

repercussions from the national government, that could force them to retract such a measure. 

 

But hierarchical MLCEG can also be beneficial. In France e.g., the central government 

requires intermunicipal structures with more than 20,000 inhabitants to draft and enact a local 

action plan to mitigate and adapt to climate change - the Plan Climat Air Énergie Territorial 

(PCAET). This climate and energy regulation can be of benefit to cities, considering the 

aforementioned multiple co-benefits of (systematic) urban climate and energy policies (e.g. 

cost savings, creating local jobs). Hence, this top-down legislation can condition positively 

how a LA governs climate and energy policies on its territory.  

Overall, hierarchical MLCEG constellations tend to push back the role of cities in climate and 

energy policies and constrain their UCEG capacity, except in the case of a national obligation 

for local action plans, which can be beneficial for cities.   

 

The second form, vertical MLCEG, stands in direct contrast to hierarchical MLCEG, as it is 

exemplified by interdependent relations between the different government levels and an 

overall flexible institutional design (Kern 2014). This constellation is not a one-way street, as 

lower tiers of government such as cities possess enough authority to influence decision-

making procedures at higher levels (Ibid). This influencing can result in more beneficial 
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upper-level climate and energy policies for cities, and enable them to take on a more 

pronounced role in this field, as will be explained below. 

Beyond merely top-down relations, bottom-up relations hence complement vertical MLCEG; 

while hierarchical MLCEG may still play a small role here, the interdependent relations 

among the different government levels supersede its influence (Ibid). In this vertical, dynamic 

interplay, where in the case of the EU cities can even bypass Member State level and directly 

engage with EU institutions, joint decision-making made within formal and informal 

networks is the norm (Ibid). The involvement of multiple governing authorities at various 

levels provides opportunities for mutual monitoring, learning and adaptation in climate and 

energy policies – not only for cities, but also for e.g. the regional or EU level (Ibid).  

 

In the EU, some of the most notable examples of vertical MLCEG can be found, which often 

result in a direct impact on cities’ UCEG capacity. The decisions taken in Brussels have wide 

ramifications for European cities, as there is almost no area of local policy that isn’t affected 

by EU regulations and directives (Kern 2014; Scanu & Cloutier 2015). Especially in terms of 

environment, climate and energy policies, the leadership role of the EU Commission is widely 

acknowledged: the result of this is that e.g. roughly 80% of environmental laws of Member 

States come from the EU level (Scanu & Cloutier 2015). For instance, EU directives in the 

field of renewable energy (RED), energy efficiency (EED), energy performance of buildings 

(EPBD), GHG emission trading (ETS) or internal energy market, which all together constitute 

the so-called EU climate-energy package, are transposed after multiple consultations and 

dialogues with stakeholders into national law and then implemented on national, regional and 

local level (Kern 2014; Scanu & Cloutier 2015).  

A case of applied vertical MLCEG is when the climate and energy targets that LAs set 

themselves in their UCEG, such as GHG emission reduction, RES or EE goals, inform the 

national targets, which then subsequently feed into the overall ambition of the EU and its 

Member States. This allows in principle for policy cohesion and interdependence between all 

government levels, and also enables to raise overall climate and energy policy targets as a 

result. At this point, there are only few examples of this within EU Member States. In Austria 

e.g., which is a federal state, local climate and energy plans are gathered into a provincial 

target by each of the nine provinces. The nine provincial goals then shape the national targets 

set by the national government in Vienna. The Austrian approach can be beneficial for the 

local and higher-tiered levels simultaneously: cities are recognized in their contribution to 

enhance climate and energy policies, while e.g. the regional and national levels are better 
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informed about what is being done on climate and energy in each corner of the country and 

can subsequently react accordingly – for instance, by defining a higher GHG emission 

reduction goal in a province where many cities have demonstrated their willingness and 

capacity to cut their emissions. 

    

Another case of vertical MLCEG in the EU is the “uploading” of policy innovations from city 

and Member State level to the European tier (Kern 2014). In the history of the EU, cities 

constituted an innovation catalyst in certain areas of climate and energy policy, such as the 

RED and the EPBD (Magnin 2016). While the EU Renewable Energy Directive (RED) was 

mainly prompted by German cities that had engaged early on in local renewable energy 

production (e.g. Freiburg), the EU Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD) was 

principally a result of the locally driven Passivhaus-Movement in Germany (Ibid). In this 

regard, the UCEG of LAs shaped European climate and energy governance through a bottom-

up process. For cities, both the RED and EPDB have been crucial in fostering the 

development of local renewable energy and energy efficiency in buildings on their territory, 

as both directives provided a supportive, stable legislative framework for driving investments 

in these fields. For instance, the RED stipulates a priority dispatch for renewables in the grid, 

which has enabled many cities to boost renewables in their constituencies and thereby 

implement parts of their climate and energy policies. The upscaling of local renewables has in 

turn benefited the European climate and energy targets, since the EU is on track to achieve its 

foreseen renewable energy share for 2020 (20% of the energy mix). Hence, this example of 

vertical MLCEG is characterized by a mutually beneficial outcome for various governance 

levels, including cities.    

 

Finally, the vertical MLCEG framework in the EU has enabled cities to establish direct links 

with EU institutions such as the Commission, and thereby opened up new possibilities for 

LAs to go beyond the national sphere (Kern 2014). If the national level is inactive on climate 

and energy policies, cities may be forced to seek out the EU level in order to strengthen their 

UCEG capacity (Scanu & Cloutier 2015). Direct relations between cities and the EU entail 

two main consequences for local climate and energy policies: not only do cities effectively 

bypass their national governments and thereby challenge the traditional gatekeeper position of 

the nation-state, but cities can also make the shift from being EU policy takers to becoming 

policy makers in certain areas (Kern 2014). Moreover, LAs’ direct link with the EC can 

enable them to gain directly access to EU funding in order to be able to better finance their 
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climate and energy policies (Kern & Bulkeley 2009; Kern 2014). For example, in the 

framework of Article 8 of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), hundreds of 

cities (e.g. in Poland or the Netherlands) directly manage a portion of EU funds and use them 

to implement sustainable urban development measures on their territories. In this 

constellation, these cities directly negotiate as managing authorities with representatives of 

the EC Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy (DG REGIO) the scope and use of 

these funds. This process is exemplified not only by cities climbing up the multi-level 

governance ladder, but also by the EU Commission actively seeking out cities and providing 

EU funds to them so they can implement EU policies at the local level (Kern 2014). Hence, 

cities and the EU level profit from this vertical MLCEG constellation: while cities can finance 

their policy measures, the Commission finds allies to e.g. better implement the EU’s climate 

and energy targets. The Intelligent Energy Europe program e.g., was set up with this purpose 

in mind, as it supported for instance the creation of local and regional energy agencies, local 

projects in the field of energy efficiency and renewable energy or the facilitation of 

knowledge exchange and transfer among European cities (Ibid). 

To sum up, vertical MLCEG constellations enable cities to go further in their climate and 

energy policies than in most cases of hierarchical MLCEG. But not only cities benefit from 

vertical MLCEG frameworks, as this form is multi-level governance also has its advantages 

for upper governance levels like regions or the EU. By supporting cities in their climate and 

energy policies, these governance tiers are able to progress on their own climate and energy 

policies, such as the EU Commission with the European climate and energy targets.    

      

In the remaining form of MLCEG, which is horizontal MLCEG, the focus predominantly 

shifts to the cities themselves (Kern & Bulkeley 2009; Kern 2014). Horizontal MLCEG 

mainly concentrates on the relations between and among cities, and looks at processes such as 

policy diffusion, transfer, learning or mobility (Kern 2014). In horizontal MLCEG, exchange 

and capacity-building in climate and energy policies among LAs is fostered through various 

means, such as city twinning (mutual learning tandems between two cities), project 

networking of several cities (like e.g. in the implementation of a nationally or EU-funded 

program) or the multilateral networking of cities in a city network like ENC, CA, UCLG, C40 

or ICLEI (Ibid).  

Horizontal MLCEG has proliferated for two principal reasons: firstly, especially in the EU, 

cities perceived that they were not involved enough in policy shaping and decision-making, 

and therefore founded city networks that should represent their collective interest and function 
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as direct information and lobbying channel with the EU level; secondly, pioneer cities in 

climate and energy had faced obstacles due to the lack of an enabling framework from the 

higher government levels, and wanted therefore to pursue a more political approach through 

the formation of city networks, in order to further the urban agenda and carve out a more 

influential role for cities in climate and energy policies (Bulkeley & Betsill 2013). Hence, it 

becomes clear that even if horizontal MLCEG primarily looks at the relations between cities, 

it has widespread ramifications for the other forms of MLCEG, which are hierarchical and 

vertical MLCEG (Ibid).   

 

It is essential to examine the work of city networks in this regard, as they not only shape 

cities’ UCEG capacity, but also the circumstances in which a city is confronted to in the 

framework of different MLCEG constellations. Here again, it is worth analyzing city 

networks in the EU context, mainly because these networks such as ENC, CA or ICLEI are 

well established (most since the early 1990s), run specialized offices in Brussels and have 

attracted the majority of European LAs as members (Emelianoff 2014; Kern 2014). European 

city networks engage in all forms of MLCEG: they facilitate knowledge transfer, exchange of 

best practices and capacity building in climate and energy policies among their members 

(horizontal MLCEG), lobby at regional and national level on cities’ behalf (vertical MLCEG), 

and also aim to strengthen the position of cities within the EU MLCEG framework, as these 

networks are by organizational nature transnational and subsequently create transnational 

spaces that bypass, cut across and undermine hierarchical relationships in which cities may be 

placed (hierarchical MLCEG) (Kern 2014). Theoretically, the lobbying and advocacy work in 

climate and energy could be done also by individual cities, but for various reasons (e.g. high 

costs of maintaining permanent representation in Brussels, lack of specialized staff, etc.), it is 

difficult for single cities to lobby on a permanent basis on EU level, which is why cities have 

outsourced this work to city networks in which they are members (Heinelt & Niederhafner 

2008; Kern & Bulkeley 2009).  

(European) city networks are frequently shaping processes in vertical MLCEG constellations, 

both on Member State as well as EU level, which aim to foster the role and policymaking 

capacity (UCEG) of cities in climate and energy policies. On EU level, European city 

networks like ENC are lobbying in their political agenda for a stronger role of cities in the 

governance of the EU Energy Union. The Energy Union is the key policy goal of EC vice-

president Maroš Šefčovič and is aimed at stronger integration and harmonization of Member 

States’ energy policy through e.g. the construction of electricity interconnections and the 
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diversification of gas supply (through new gas pipelines e.g.), in order the reduce the EU’s 

dependency on Russian gas. A common issue of all European city networks is that they strive 

to provide cities with better access to regional, national or EU funds (Bulkeley & Newell 

2015). (European) city networks are lobbying for such issues through different means, such as 

maintaining close ties with key staff in relevant DGs of the EC (e.g. DG ENER, DG CLIMA) 

to influence the drafting of EU legislation in climate and energy, responding to consultations 

on new legislative proposals of the EC, launching communication campaigns through media 

channels, writing letters directly to Commissioners and members of the EP (MEPs), 

organizing stakeholder events to open up the space for political debate or proposing 

amendments to legislative files (Heinelt & Niederhafner 2008). This is not a one-way street 

process, driven by city networks trying to carve out more beneficial legislative outcomes for 

their cities’ climate and energy policies in vertical MLCEG constellations: EU institutions 

such as the Commission also often require input from the local level for their legislative work, 

as city networks and cities can provide the permanently understaffed Commission 

bureaucracy with local information and expertise to feed into their legislative proposals (Ibid). 

Hence, there is here a certain interdependency between various governance levels and an 

opportunity for mutual learning and cooperation, which is characteristic of vertical MLCEG 

processes.  

 

Although city networks are strongly involved in vertical MLCEG processes, their core 

business is horizontal MLCEG, meaning the relations between and among cities. In horizontal 

MLCEG, city networks contribute to foster the UCEG capacity of their member cities in 

various ways. Firstly, city networks provide a common forum for their members to exchange 

best (and worst) practices, which can enable LAs to enhance their UCEG capacity by 

adapting e.g. innovative approaches from peers (Lee & Koski 2015). Moreover, city networks 

involve their members as project partners in joint EU projects that deal with climate and 

energy issues (Kern 2014). For instance, the EU-funded IMAGINE project of ENC gathered 

eight different cities and provided them with tools to co-create with local stakeholders a long-

term vision for their energy future. City networks are also strengthening the UCEG capacity 

of their members by providing them with guidelines, handbooks and methodological tools 

(Bulkeley & Newell 2015). The city networks CA and ICLEI e.g. each played a key role in 

providing LAs in various countries with comprehensive reporting frameworks that LAs could 

use to structure and monitor their climate and energy actions (GPC n.d.). Furthermore, city 

networks fulfill an information function, as they keep members updated on EU policy 
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developments and new funding opportunities, and also act as facilitator and matchmaker, by 

linking up members which are looking for project partners with suitable candidates within and 

outside of the network (Kern 2014).    

As vertical MLCEG, horizontal MLCEG constellations positively impact the UCEG capacity 

of cities. City networks foster the ability of cities to undertake climate and energy policies 

with various capacity-building measures, and moreover work to create beneficial policy 

circumstances in which cities’ UCEG can thrive, by lobbying on various governance levels 

and representing cities’ interests. 

  

This chapter has examined urban climate and energy governance in a multi-level governance 

framework, by elaborating on why, how and under which circumstances cities engage in 

climate and energy policies. It was noted that cities shape and are shaped by multi-level 

governance processes in the field of climate and energy, albeit with different impacts 

depending on the MLCEG constellation (mostly constraining in hierarchical set-ups, enabling 

in vertical and horizontal frameworks). The findings of this chapter will provide the 

theoretical foundation for the remaining chapters, which will use the multi-level governance 

case of the Covenant of Mayors in order to examine the role cities can play in climate and 

energy policies.  

 

Chapter 2: The Covenant of Mayors  
The main purpose of this chapter is to give a comprehensive overview of the Covenant of 

Mayors and its functioning. First, the focus will be on the pillars of the CoM, and the key 

actors involved in the initiative. Then, the CoM’s extensions already in place beyond the 

European sphere, namely the initiatives in the EU’s Eastern (CoM East) and Southern (called 

here CoM-MED) neighborhood, will be elaborated upon.  

Chapter 2.1: The Key Pillars and Actors of the Covenant of Mayors 
The Covenant of Mayors is an initiative that built upon several key pillars. Firstly, the CoM is 

open to cities of all sizes, forms or resources (Mega 2016). Cities that have signed the CoM 

voluntarily commit to reduce GHG emissions within their constituency through energy 

efficiency and renewable energy measures, in particular in those sectors that are not part of 

the EU Emission Trading System, which are buildings (municipal buildings, tertiary buildings 

like hospitals, residential buildings), transport (municipal fleet, public and private transport) 
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and some others like public lighting (Lombardi et al. 2014; Pablo-Romero et al. 2015). These 

sectors were also chosen, because these are those areas of climate and energy policies where 

LAs have most policy control over (Lombardi et al. 2014). While buildings and transport are 

Covenant key sectors in which signatory cities primarily take measures, a city may also 

undertake measures in other sectors like waste or agriculture. Within one year of their 

adhesion to the CoM, cities commit to submit a Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP) to 

the Joint Research Centre (JRC), the scientific arm of the EU Commission, for approval and 

technical feedback (Ibid). Moreover, Covenant cities are required to regularly report (every 

two years) to the JRC on the implementation of their SEAP. The city’s SEAP includes two 

key sections: a Baseline Emissions Inventory, in which a LA makes an assessment of the 

energy consumption (in MWh) and GHG emissions (especially CO2 and CO2-equivalent, 

since this is the main GHG emitted in cities) in its key sectors buildings and transport, and a 

strategic action plan, in which it describes the actions it will take in those key sectors in order 

to reduce GHG emissions (Ibid). Cities can freely choose the format of their SEAP, yet it has 

to be aligned with general principles laid out in the CoM SEAP guidelines of the JRC: the 

SEAP has to be approved by the municipal council or an equivalent decision-making body, it 

has to feature a GHG emission reduction target, emission and energy consumption data, and a 

minimum set of actions – including best-practice measures in monitoring reports (so-called 

Benchmarks of Excellence) - have to be provided by the city for the CoM key sectors 

buildings and transport (Pablo-Romero et al. 2015).  

Covenant signatories that cannot submit their SEAP and SEAP monitoring reports to the JRC 

on time, due to circumstances outside of their control (e.g. municipal elections resulting in a 

new city administration), are granted extensions of varied length (CoM FAQ 2016). If 

signatories still don’t submit their SEAPs on time after having used up their extension, they 

accept to be temporarily suspended from the CoM (Bendlin 2015). The same is true if the 

JRC rejects their SEAP, because it did not fulfill the CoM SEAP guidelines (Ibid). The 

Commission enforces the temporary suspension of these cities, in order to uphold the 

credibility of the CoM by ensuring that cities submit tangible, verifiable and transparent 

climate and energy commitments (CoM 2010d). This is exemplified by the fact that 

suspended cities are made public on the CoM website (Ibid). Yet, if cities then fulfill the CoM 

SEAP criteria, either by submitting a corrected SEAP or a SEAP and monitoring reports for 

which they had missed the deadlines, they are reintegrated into the CoM (Ibid).  
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However, the CoM is not only about penalties towards cities. CoM signatories also receive 

incentives in the form of support from various actors within the initiative. The EU-funded 

Covenant of Mayors Office in Brussels, run by a consortium of city networks led by Energy 

Cities and composed of Climate Alliance, CEMR, EUROCITIES and FEDARENE, assists 

signatories in the CoM adhesion process, answers inquiries through a helpdesk, organizes 

capacity-building events (webinars, workshops, etc.) to support SEAP development and 

implementation, facilitates networking and exchange of know-how between cities, provides 

information on EU funding opportunities through a finance working group and ensures the 

promotion of the CoM through communication campaigns and materials (e.g. even an own 

CoM theme song) (CoM 2010a; CoM 2010b; Heyvaert 2013; Kern 2014). The JRC mainly 

provides technical support for cities’ SEAP development and implementation in the form of 

guidance documents, methodological tools and handbooks (Heyvaert 2013).  

 

However, the most important support for Covenant cities comes in the form of the Covenant 

supporting structures: a variety of external actors – regions, provinces, national energy 

agencies, national governments, associations and networks of cities, federations of energy 

industries, cooperatives, local and regional energy agencies, etc. – provide technical as well as 

financial support for LA’s SEAP development and implementation (CoM About 2016). 

Regions and provinces are considered to be key actors in implementing the Covenant, since 

they constitute the governance level closest to the cities. Provinces and regions often have 

technical know-how and human resources to help small cities in particular develop their 

climate and energy plan, since the latter generally lack the human and financial capacities to 

do so themselves.  The Covenant considers itself an initiative that should enable cities of all 

sizes, resources and forms to develop and implement a local action plan in the field of climate 

and energy. Since the Covenant secretariat in Brussels cannot provide detailed technical 

support in local climate and energy policies to all 7000 cities of the Covenant, it has sought 

out climate- and energy-savvy provinces and regions to assist them in this undertaking.  

Finally, the Commission ensures the visibility of the CoM initiative on the EU level through 

various means, such as promoting the CoM at urban conferences worldwide.   

 

Since its launch in 2008, some of the key features of the CoM initiative have evolved due to 

several developments. In March 2014, the CoM’s sister initiative, Mayors Adapt, was 

launched by the EC DG for Climate Action to support climate adaptation activities of cities 

(Mayors Adapt About n.d.). This initiative is very similar to the CoM, except that its 
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secretariat is run jointly by city networks (CA, CEMR, EUROCITIES) and consultants 

(Ecofys, IFOK) (EUROCITIES Mayors Adapt 2016). However, Mayors Adapt was a fairly 

short-lived initiative on its own, as it became obsolete due to EU policy developments. In 

October 2014, the EU agreed on a new climate and energy package, in which it upped its 

GHG (at least 40% reduction), EE (27%) and RES (27%) targets by 2030 (Jacobsen & Crisp 

2014). Merely half a year later, in March 2015, EU climate and energy commissioner Miguel 

Arias Cañete announced that a new CoM would be launched right before COP21 in December 

in Paris (Bolle 2015a). After a public consultation with more than 800 Covenant cities and 

stakeholders, the EU Commission and city networks running the CoM secretariat decided on 

merging the CoM with its 2020 target (mitigation) with Mayors Adapt; cities would now 

commit to go beyond the EU’s 2030 climate and energy targets by cutting their GHG 

emissions by at least 40%; additionally, signatories would take an integrated approach to 

climate mitigation and adaptation by developing a Sustainable Energy and Climate Action 

Plan (SECAP) and undertake stronger efforts to provide affordable, sustainable and secure 

access to energy for citizens (CoM 2015b). Moreover, the model of the EU-grounded CoM 

would be extended worldwide. This new CoM was then launched in October 2015 – exactly 

one year after the EU adopted its 2030 climate and energy package - and was branded as 

“Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy” (Bolle 2015b). It did not include yet the 

envisaged global extension, but by merging the 2020 CoM and Mayors Adapt, the work of 

two EC DGs (ENER and CLIMA), two different consortia (CoMO and Mayors Adapt-Office) 

and two different groups of cities (CoM signatories and Mayors Adapt ones) was unified into 

one all-encompassing climate and energy initiative.  

Chapter 2.2: The Covenant of Mayors and its Related Initiatives Beyond 

the EU’s Borders 
Over the years, the Commission started related Covenant initiatives in the eastern and 

southern neighboring regions of the EU through the European Neighborhood and Partnership 

instrument (ENPI), a key axis of EU neighborhood policy. Hence, in 2011 the CoM East 

initiative was established for the Eastern Partnership countries, and in 2012, the CoM-

Mediterranean came into existence for the Southern Partnership countries (ENIC 2011; ENIC 

2012). Since two of the cities studied in the empirical part of this work belong to these 

initiatives, they will be both examined here, including how they differ from the EU-grounded 

CoM.  
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The CoM East initiative, started in 2011, is the expansion of the EU Covenant into eleven 

Eastern European, Caucasian and Central Asian Countries, which are Georgia, Ukraine, 

Armenia, Belarus, Moldova, Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan 

and Kyrgyzstan (ENIC 2011). As in the EU Covenant of Mayors, the EC funds a secretariat – 

the CoMO East – in charge of assisting cities in these countries to undertake sustainable 

climate and energy policies through the development and implementation of a SEAP (Ibid). 

Additionally, the JRC gives technical support in this regard for cities, while national CoM 

coordinators (e.g. ministries, administrations) and supporters also provide financial support. 

Compared to the EU Covenant, it is a different Directorate-General, DG NEAR - the EC’s 

administrative entity responsible for neighborhood policy -, which is in charge of the CoM 

East. Furthermore, the consortium running the CoMO East office is not only made up of city 

networks (ENC, CA, Energy Efficient Cities of Ukraine) - some of which are already 

involved in the EU CoM -, but also of development stakeholders like the Central Asia 

Regional Economic Cooperation and the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs (for the period 

2011-2013) (CoMO East 2016). The CoMO East office was also decentralized through the 

setup of two regional offices in Lviv (Ukraine) and Tbilisi (Georgia) (ENIC 2011). But more 

importantly, the CoM East sets no fixed GHG emission reduction target for its signatories, as 

the initial main goal was set on encouraging and supporting LAs to engage in climate and 

energy policies at all, in a zone where awareness and engagement in these fields is not at the 

same level as within the EU (Ibid). Finally, the CoM East is complemented through additional 

funding for cities via the SUDeP-East, a project launched in 2014. SUDeP-East finances 19 

actions typically featured in cities’ SEAPs (e.g. retrofitting buildings) in five of the eleven 

target countries, and accompanies each of these actions with technical assistance in order to 

ensure their actual implementation (CoMO East 2016; Waanders 2016).  

The SUDeP-East project is implemented by a consortium of consultants and city networks 

(ENC, Energy Efficient Cities of Ukraine, Energy Efficiency Centre Georgia), which is led by 

a subsidiary of the Austrian Bank Kommunalkredit, the Kommunalkredit Public Consulting 

GmbH. 

 

While the CoM East is an apparent extension of the EU-grounded CoM, the story is slightly 

different for the CoM-MED initiative. Firstly, the goal of the Mediterranean Covenant is only 

to support a selection of 2-3 LAs in each of the ten target countries (Algeria, Egypt, Israel, 

Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Tunisia, Palestinian Territories and Syria – though EU 

cooperation with Syria is suspended due to the current war in the country, therefore Syria is 
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not part of the initiative) (ENIC 2012). Its goal is to build up the capacities of these cities so 

they can develop and implement sustainable local climate and energy policies, like e.g. 

efficient water use (Ibid). The approach of the Mediterranean Covenant is also different, as 

the initiative works closer with national governments in each target country, in order to raise 

their awareness for a stronger role of cities in climate and energy policies (Ibid). Moreover, 

there is no dedicated secretariat like in Covenant East. Two regional offices, one in Rabat 

(Morocco) for the Maghreb countries and another in Beirut (Lebanon) for the Mashreq 

countries (Arab countries east of Egypt), liaise with the EU Covenant secretariat and the JRC 

for technical issues (e.g. developing SEAP guidelines tailored to Mediterranean LAs) (CoM-

MED Project Progress 2015; ENIC 2012). Perhaps the most striking difference between the 

Eastern and Mediterranean Covenant is that no city networks are involved in the consortium 

that runs the latter: instead, the Austrian consultancy Human Dynamics implements the 

Mediterranean Covenant together with other consultants, think tanks (Centre for European 

Policy Studies), research institutes and the Assembly of European Regions (CoM-MED 

Consortium Members n.d.).    

Still, there are some things that the Eastern and Mediterranean Covenant have in common. 

DG NEAR also funds and is in charge of the CoM-MED. Furthermore, Mediterranean cities 

also receive additional EU funding via the SUDeP-South project, which is the twin of the 

SUDeP-East project (ENIC 2014; Hammami 2016). The SUDeP-South project is led by the 

German international development aid giant GIZ (Gesellschaft für Internationale 

Zusammenarbeit) and managed by consultants (Junge 2014).    

 

Chapter 3: Empirical Methodology – The Qualitative Interview 

In this chapter, the empirical backbone of this thesis will be outlined. Firstly, the empirical 

approach of this thesis will be elaborated and justified: its qualitative interviewing form, the 

analytical method used for extracting empirical findings from the interviews and a 

complementary document evaluation that enhances the data collection and analysis (Folkestad 

2008). Following this, it will be explained why a selection of ten Covenant cities and 

supporting structures was interviewed and analyzed. The qualitative interview guide will then 

be provided, followed by an elaboration of the analytical strategy for this thesis’ sample of ten 

Covenant cities and supporting structures.  
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The qualitative interview is a versatile tool of empirical methodology, as it is used in 

qualitative research of all kinds (e.g. case studies, ethnographies) (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree 

2006; Myers & Newman 2007). For Myers & Newman, it is even “[…] the most common and 

one of the most important data gathering tools in qualitative research” (2007, p. 3). There are 

three different forms of qualitative interviews: the structured, the semi-structured and the 

group interview (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree 2006; Myers & Newman 2007). In the 

structured interview, which is often used in surveys, there is no room for maneuvering – the 

complete interview script is prepared beforehand, meaning that the researcher cannot 

improvise during the interview (Myers & Newman 2007). On the other hand, the semi-

structured interview entails an incomplete script, where some questions have been prepared 

beforehand, but improvisation is needed during the interview in order to collect all necessary 

information (Ibid). Finally, the group interview involves two or more people being 

interviewed at once, and can be either structured or semi-structured (Ibid). In qualitative 

research, the semi-structured (in-depth) interview is the most widely used interviewing form 

(DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree 2006).  

The qualitative interview is acknowledged as a powerful data gathering technique for 

knowledge generation, since it allows e.g. for the collection of detailed, complex data, helps 

record an interviewee’s unique perspective or experience on a particular issue and goes 

beyond simple yes or no answers that provide incomplete feedback (McQuerrey n.d.; Myers 

& Newman 2007).  

 

This thesis uses the qualitative interview form of the semi-structured interview for various 

reasons. Firstly, this approach provides room for steering the data gathering process, as it 

allows e.g. for the asking of follow-up in-depth questions that can enable interviewees to 

further elaborate on their responses. Furthermore, the qualitative interview guide of this thesis 

– presented later in this chapter – includes a variety of open-ended questions that, depending 

on the replies of the interviewees, can bring the interview into different directions. Hence, the 

researcher needs to be ready to improvise during the interview process, in order to collect the 

most effective data. Most importantly, in this thesis the semi-structured interviews are 

conducted via telephone and not face-to-face. This decision was taken in light of several key 

factors. Telephone interviewing allows overcoming the wide geographic dispersion of the ten 

Covenant signatory cities and supporting structures interviewed (Trier-Bieniek 2012) and the 

lack of financial resources on part of the researcher. Moreover, telephone interviews provide 

flexibility, as they can be adjusted according to the interviewee’s schedule and current 
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location – whether he/she is currently working in an office or from home, the interview can 

still be conducted in both circumstances (Ibid). In addition to this, research has shown that if 

semi-structured interviews are combined with previous communication (e.g. by mail), 

subjects are more likely to drop their guard and provide personal and in-depth insight on 

issues, leading to interviews rich in data (Ibid). This previous communication effectively 

tackles the pitfall of the artificiality of the qualitative interview (researcher interviewing 

complete stranger) (Myers & Newman 2007). Also, the anonymity of a phone interview can 

make participants, who are uncomfortable with being in face-to-face situations with complete 

strangers, more willing to share information (Trier-Bieniek 2012). Another pitfall the semi-

structured phone interview has to overcome is that questions could be formulated 

ambiguously, resulting in the subject not understanding the question and subsequently giving 

an irrelevant answer for the researcher (Myers & Newman 2007). This issue is effectively 

tackled in this thesis by providing the respondents with the bullet points of the qualitative 

interview guide in the mail communication, so that the subjects can prepare for the interview 

and then provide relevant answers for an effective data collection and analysis.   

 

In order to ensure coherence and consistency, the data gathered through the qualitative semi-

structured phone interviews will be analyzed through a qualitative data analysis method. For 

this thesis, qualitative content analysis was chosen. Qualitative content analysis classifies 

written or oral materials into identified categories of similar meanings (Cho & Lee 2014). Its 

main advantage is that it enables to examine any kind of communication materials, including 

phone interview transcripts (Ibid). Moreover, this method is flexible enough to allow using 

inductive, deductive, or a combination of both approaches to extract manifest (visible text) as 

well as latent (underlying text going beyond the manifest) meaning from the available data 

content (Ibid). While in induction categories are directly extracted from the data (appropriate 

when there is a prior lack of knowledge on the study object), in deduction pre-identified 

categories are derived from existing theory and research (appropriate when e.g. testing 

existing theory in a new context) (Ibid). The researcher uses an analytical grid, also called a 

codebook, to code the data systematically into categories and aims to find themes from these 

categories (Ibid). Categories have to adhere to certain criteria: they should be exclusive and 

exhaustive, so that e.g. data does not fall between two categories (Ibid). Qualitative content 

analysis also entails data reduction, as it focuses only on specific aspects of the available data 

(unit of analysis - in this thesis the phone interview transcripts) that are relevant to answering 

the research question(s) (Ibid). Data reduction is crucial, as otherwise, the coding process 
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could become overly complex, labor-intensive and time-consuming, if there are e.g. too many 

categories to be coded (Ibid). To sum up, “[…] the process of data analysis includes the 

following core steps: selecting the unit of analysis, creating categories, and establishing 

themes” (Cho & Lee 2014, p. 10). And while there are no specific evaluation criteria for 

checking the trustworthiness of qualitative content analysis, known qualitative research 

criteria also apply to this method: credibility, consistency and applicability (Ibid).    

 

This thesis goes one step further in its empirical approach, as it also uses complementary 

document evaluation that enhances the data collection and analysis. Firstly, it also gathers 

data from the ten Covenant signatory cities and supporting structures themselves, namely the 

raw data these cities and supporting structures have provided in their Sustainable Energy 

Action Plans (SEAPs) in the CoM extranet, to which the researcher has access. This is 

necessary, since the raw data is not publicly displayed on the Covenant website - only a 

selection of it is translated into infographics. The main reason for analyzing this background 

information is that it allows for further building on the responses of the interviewees 

(Folkestad 2008), in particular regarding the impact of the Covenant on cities’ climate and 

energy governance policymaking capacity. In the SEAPs, Covenant cities detail all their 

foreseen climate and energy measures, and also outline the UCEG governance approach they 

are using to implement these measures. Hence, the systematic evaluation of the SEAP 

documents enables to see the full picture of cities’ climate and energy policies through the 

Covenant of Mayors.  

The second complementary approach entails the comparison of the qualitative interview and 

background data – i.e. the SEAPs (cross-case analysis) (Ibid). Although the qualitative 

interview guide is semi-structured and requires additional questions depending on the 

respondents interviewed, there is a standardized set of questions for all respondents that 

enhance comparability (Ibid). The same applies for the SEAPs, where Covenant cities and 

supporting structures fill in a mostly pre-defined template from the JRC. Comparing the 

interviews and SEAP data is necessary in order to assess the potential differences or 

similarities in the impact of the CoM in different countries and governance frameworks, and 

thereby draw conclusions for the role of the initiative.    

 

As mentioned before, a selection of ten Covenant cities and supporting structures was chosen 

for this thesis. A clear set of eligibility criteria was adopted in the selection of the 

respondents, not only in order to enable better comparison within the dataset, but also to allow 
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for deeper understanding of the impact of the Covenant for the respondents. This sample of 

ten Covenant cities and supporting structures was selected according to the following 

eligibility criteria:  

  

1) Signatory City / Supporting Structure has signed the CoM or its related fully active 

initiatives (CoM East and CoM MED); this can be a single city, but also a group of 

cities for instance. 

2) Signatory City / Supporting Structure has developed a Sustainable Energy Action Plan 

(SEAP); in the case of the supporting structure (region, province), it has developed 

SEAPs for a group of cities or supported the development of cities’ SEAPs.  

3) Signatory City / Supporting Structure has experience working with any type of 

Covenant actor (e.g. local and regional energy agencies, city networks, EC-JRC, etc.)  

 

The selected Covenant signatory cities and supporting structures were Lviv (Ukraine), 

Bielsko-Biala (Poland), Menjez (Lebanon), Associazione Intercomunale Terre Estensi (Italy), 

Metropolitan city of Genova (Italy), Province of Vlaams-Brabant (Belgium), Province of 

Valencia (Spain), Munich (Germany), Aberdeen (UK) and Echirolles (France). Qualitative 

interviews were conducted by phone with respondents from these cities and supporting 

structures.  

 

It is of course clear that this sample of ten is by no means representative of the entire 

Covenant, seeing that the initiative now includes nearly 7000 cities and hundreds of 

supporting structures. This is definitely a shortcoming of this thesis. Yet, this empirical deficit 

has been addressed by selecting a sample that is highly relevant due to its wide geographical 

and socio-political disparity. By interviewing and analyzing Covenant cities and supporting 

structures from nine different countries, three different Covenant initiatives (EU Covenant, 

Eastern Covenant – Lviv, Mediterranean Covenant – Menjez), diverging (multi-level) 

governance set-ups and more importantly, different stages of socio-economic development 

(contrasting Ukraine, Lebanon with EU countries), a rich qualitative dataset could be 

extracted, compared and evaluated. The fact that cities and regions of different sizes (e.g. 

populated ones like Munich or Valencia province, medium-sized cities like Aberdeen or 

Bielsko-Biala and small cities like Menjez or Echirolles) comprised the sample, also 

contributed to a qualitatively diverse dataset.     
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The following qualitative semi-structured interview guide was used for this thesis: 

 

Drivers for engaging in climate and energy policies 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

 

Urban Climate and Energy Governance (UCEG) 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? (Note: for the regions/provinces 

interviewed which support cities in their SEAP drafting, this refers in particular to the impact 

on urban, not only on the regional level) 

 

Multi-level Climate and Energy Governance 

Cities only: In what ways have you worked with supporting structures from different 

government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? (e.g. provinces, regions etc.) 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

Supporting Structures only: In what ways have you supported Covenant signatory cities in the 

framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with cities due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

 

Both: Are there funding schemes in place in your country that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors? (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.) 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft climate and 

energy action plans? 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors in your country? 

 

Finally, the analytical strategy for the empirical approach of this thesis will be elaborated. 

Firstly, a selection of ten Covenant cities and supporting structures was contacted in the 

beginning of May for a qualitative interview. After their first positive response to participate 
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in an interview, the bullet points for the qualitative interviews were sent to them before the 

actual interview by phone took place. The qualitative phone interviews were conducted with 

one representative of each city/supporting structure between the 20th of May and 17th of June. 

Representatives were either from the technical level (e.g. energy managers) or political level 

(e.g. mayors, deputy mayors), with the latter being also knowledgeable on technical issues.  

 

In parallel to the interviewing process, the analytical grid (codebook) was developed, which 

can be found in the appendix of this thesis. Between the 17th of June and the 1st of July, the 

ten qualitative interviews conducted were then systematically coded using the analytical grid, 

and complemented by the documentary analysis: firstly, the information from the Sustainable 

Energy Action Plans’ (SEAP) raw data from the interviewed Covenant cities and supporting 

structures was coded individually into the analytical grid. After the extraction of the 

qualitative interview as well as the SEAP data was done for these Covenant cities and 

supporting structures, the results were then compared (cross-case analysis) among the sample. 

This then allowed the researcher to examine the potential differences or similarities in the 

impact of the CoM on the local level in different countries, governance and development 

circumstances (e.g. unitary/federal state, well- / not-well developed climate and energy 

policies), etc., and thereby draw findings for the Covenant initiative as a whole. The outcome 

of this undertaking will be elaborated upon in Chapter 4 of this thesis.   

Chapter 4: The Covenant of Mayors as Key Catalyst for 

Strengthening the Role of Cities in Climate and Energy Policies  
In this chapter, it will be analyzed how the CoM has shaped the role of cities in climate and 

energy since its launch in 2008. Firstly, chapter 4.1 will address the impact of the Covenant of 

Mayors on the policymaking capacities of cities in climate and energy. The following sub-

chapter will then examine the effect of the Covenant of Mayors on cities’ relations with 

higher-level institutions (e.g. regions, EU institutions like the Commission) in multi-level 

climate and energy governance processes. Finally, chapter 4.3 will determine the actual 

influence of cities in climate and energy policies through the Covenant.    
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Chapter 4.1: The Impact of the Covenant of Mayors on Cities’ 

Policymaking Capacities in the Field of Climate and Energy 
Here it will be examined how the Covenant of Mayors has affected cities’ policymaking 

capacities in climate and energy. This will be done mainly through the qualitative interviews 

that were conducted with ten Covenant signatory cities and supporting structures, coming 

from nine different countries in Europe and beyond, and which are taking part in the three 

main Covenant initiatives – the EU Covenant, the Covenant East (EU’s Eastern Partnership 

countries) and the Covenant Mediterranean (EU’s Southern Partnership countries).   

 

As mentioned before, the interviewed Covenant signatory cities and supporting structures 

were Lviv (Ukraine), Bielsko-Biala (Poland), Menjez (Lebanon), Associazione Intercomunale 

Terre Estensi (Italy), Metropolitan city of Genova (Italy), Province of Vlaams-Brabant 

(Belgium), Province of Valencia (Spain), Munich (Germany), Aberdeen (UK) and Echirolles 

(France). Apart from Menjez (Covenant Mediterranean) and Lviv (Covenant East), all other 

Covenant signatories and supporting structures are part of the EU Covenant.  

  

In the first part of the qualitative interview, the respondents from the ten selected Covenant 

cities and supporting structures were asked what drove them to engage in climate and energy 

policies, why their cities / provinces had joined the Covenant and what role local and regional 

stakeholders (e.g. citizens, businesses) played in their adhesion to the Covenant. The drivers 

for engaging in climate and energy were examined in Chapter 1.1, where the literature 

analysis revealed a variety of reasons why cities undertake climate and energy policies: 

notably addressing vulnerability to climate change, making use of the co-benefits of climate 

and energy measures (cost savings, job creation, etc.), enhance city’s reputation and image, 

pressures from stakeholders to act, and using climate and energy measures (e.g. retrofitting 

private buildings) to engage more with stakeholders.  

 

Some of these drivers addressed in the literature also apply to the ten Covenant cities and 

supporting structures interviewed, as can be seen in the table below:  

 

Drivers for engaging in climate and energy policies 

Listed by respondents Cities Supporting Structures  

Address climate vulnerability Lviv Valencia province 

Tackle climate change and Menjez, Munich Vlaams-Brabant province 
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catalyze energy transition 

Co-benefits of climate and 

energy measures 

Aberdeen, Bielsko-Biala, 

Munich, Echirolles 

 

Engage stakeholders Associazione Intercomunale 

Terre Estensi 

 

Support cities in climate and 

energy policies 

 Valencia province, Vlaams-

Brabant province, 

Metropolitan City of Genova 

Other factors Echirolles and Bielsko-Biala 

(historical engagement); 

Aberdeen (engage to 

implement city strategy) 

 

 

For the city of Munich, Wolfgang Qual (2016), Covenant coordinator from the department of 

environment and health, mentioned the necessity of cities to act on climate and energy, 

considering that they are responsible for a large share of GHG emissions. This echoes what 

was noted already in the introduction, that cities are important drivers of climate change and 

are therefore keen to be part of the solution. Mayor Georges Youssef (2016) from the small 

Lebanese city of Menjez confirmed this notion, saying that even a mayor of a small city like 

Menjez had an inherent duty to address climate change.   

Tackling climate change and catalyzing the energy transition comes at a cost, but several of 

the interviewed cities saw valuable opportunities in this undertaking. Bielsko-Biala, 

Aberdeen, Echirolles and Munich respondents’ perceived local climate and energy action as 

beneficial to improve the quality of life for citizens, bring down costs through energy savings, 

create local jobs and reduce consumers’ energy bills in order to tackle fuel poverty. Despite 

widespread differences in size, economic wealth and culture, cities share similar motivations 

when it comes to enact in climate and energy policies. 

 

For the Italian Associazione Intercomunale Terre Estensi, which brings together the 

(neighboring) cities of Ferrara, Masi Torrelle and Voghiera, the involvement in climate and 

energy policies is a key reason to engage more with stakeholders and mobilize local society. 

This is similar for the provinces of Valencia and Vlaams-Brabant and the Metropolitan City 

of Genova, which enact in climate and energy in order to support cities on their territory in 

developing local action plans. Els Cornelis (2016), environment expert from Vlaams-Brabant 
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province, stated that supporting local climate and energy action is crucial for the province, 

because without its cities’ engagement, it can’t achieve its goal of becoming climate-neutral 

by 2040. This awareness of interdependence and the need for cooperation between various 

governance levels (here provinces and cities) is exemplary for vertical MLCEG constellations 

as was noted earlier, and is duly reflected in the responses from the interviewed CoM 

supporting structures.  

 

Interestingly, none of the respondents interviewed said that pressure from stakeholders or the 

aim to enhance their reputation and image drives them to undertake climate and energy 

policies, two drivers frequently mentioned in the literature. Instead, several of the respondents 

are proactively engaging stakeholders in their climate and energy policies, independent of 

external pressures or the need to improve their reputation and image.  

Moreover, Aberdeen, Echirolles and Bielsko-Biala indicated drivers that were quite different 

from those provided by researchers in the field. For Amy Gray (2016), sustainable 

development officer in Aberdeen, working on climate and energy issues is key to implement 

the city’s strategy, especially in terms of tackling fuel poverty, which is a pressing challenge 

in Scotland. In this regard, undertaking climate and energy policies serves as a policy 

instrument to achieve other city goals such as addressing fuel poverty.  

And then, there are cities like Echirolles and Bielsko-Biala, where climate and energy policies 

are part of the cities’ historical concerns. Stéphane Durand (2016), head of Echirolles’ 

sustainable development department, especially illustrates this, as he said that enacting 

climate and energy policies was a logical continuation of the city’s historical engagement in 

sustainable urban development. Already in the 2000s, Echirolles had been involved in the 

sustainable urban development initiative Local Agenda 21, thereby setting the precedent for 

local climate and energy policies later on.  

 

Regarding the reasons for joining the Covenant initiative, the interviews showed some 

striking differences: several respondents indicated varying motivations for adhering to the 

Covenant, compared to the factors that drove them to engage in climate and energy policies:  

 

Reasons for joining the Covenant of Mayors 

Listed by respondents Cities Supporting Structures  

Enhance reputation/image Aberdeen, Munich  

Support cities in climate and  Valencia province, Vlaams-
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energy policies Brabant province, 

Metropolitan city of Genova 

International visibility Munich  

Engage stakeholders Associazione Intercomunale 

Terre Estensi 

 

Define strategy Lviv, Menjez, Terre Estensi  

Other factors Echirolles and Bielsko-Biala 

(historical engagement) 

 

 

Munich and Aberdeen both stated that they had joined the Covenant in order to enhance their 

reputation and image, and also gain international visibility for their climate and energy 

policies. “It was seen as a good thing to sign up for, in order to make the city and its climate 

and energy actions look good”, explains Amy Gray (2016) from Aberdeen. Hence, for both 

these cities the CoM is more a tool to promote the measures they are already taking, instead of 

an instrument that actively shapes their climate and energy policies.  

But the story is different for cities less experienced in climate and energy policies. For these 

cities like Lviv, Menjez and Terre Estensi, joining the Covenant was a crucial policy driver, 

because it pushed them for the first time towards defining a climate and energy strategy. “The 

Covenant has helped us immensely, by providing us with a local climate and energy policy”, 

says Roman Vaskovets (2016), head of Lviv’s energy management department. In this case, 

the Covenant is perceived by these cities as a key toolbox to undertake climate and energy 

policies. Without it, they would not be able to do so.   

Others like Javier Ferrer (2016), Covenant coordinator in the environment and sustainable 

development department of Valencia province, sees the Covenant as a facilitating tool for 

cities. Valencia province engages in the Covenant to help its cities gain better access to 

finance from EU programs (Ibid), which is deemed crucial in times of prolonged austerity 

where the national government cannot provide much financial support to Spanish cities.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in the Covenant adhesion of the interviewed 

cities and supporting structures? A mixed one, according to their responses:  

Role of Stakeholders in joining Covenant 

Listed by respondents Cities Supporting Structures  

Important role   

Engage stakeholders Bielsko-Biala, Terre Estensi Valencia province, Vlaams-
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Brabant province, 

Metropolitan city of Genova 

Not important role   

Joined out of own motivation Lviv, Menjez, Aberdeen, 

Munich, Echirolles 

 

 

Valencia, Genova and Vlaams-Brabant confirmed what they had indicated earlier, saying that 

they are keen on helping cities, especially small ones with few human and financial resources, 

to enact systematic climate and energy policies. For Vlaams-Brabant, as mentioned before, 

this involvement is key to achieve its own goals (become climate-neutral by 2040). Terre 

Estensi indicated that both the province (Ferrara province) and region (Emilia-Romagna) it 

belongs to were paramount in enabling its Covenant involvement. These responses prove that 

the Covenant strengthens the interdependent links between cities and provinces in a vertical 

MLCEG framework, as they rely on each other in cooperative, dynamic arrangements to 

engage in mutually beneficial climate and energy policies.  

For the rest of the respondents, stakeholders had no important role in their Covenant adhesion. 

In Lviv, Menjez, Munich, Aberdeen and Echirolles, it was the city administration itself that 

wanted to join the Covenant. This means that the process was driven intrinsically, by actors 

like the city council (Lviv, Menjez, Echirolles), individual city officers (Aberdeen) and the 

local energy agency (such as in Munich the Stadtwerke München), regardless of stakeholders.  

 

The second and key part of the qualitative interview asked the selected Covenant cities and 

supporting structures to indicate the Covenant’s impact on their policymaking capacity and 

governance in climate and energy, in particular the effect triggered by the CoM’s Sustainable 

Energy Action Plan (SEAP). As explained earlier, the SEAP is one of the key pillars of the 

Covenant: Signatories commit to go beyond the EU’s climate and energy targets by drafting 

and implementing a SEAP, that includes a set of actions that will reduce local GHG emissions 

through energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.  Firstly, the respondents described 

their approach to governing climate and energy on their territory. Their answers were coded 

into the five UCEG types identified in Chapter 1.2, which are self-governing, governing by 

authority, governing by provision, governing through facilitation and governing through 

collaboration. The aim of this undertaking was to see whether each of the respondents could 

be classified into the UCEG types this thesis had defined earlier. Then, a complementary 

document analysis was done to examine whether the respondents’ SEAPs (i.e. those of the 
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seven cities interviewed, as the two provinces and the Metropolitan city of Genova support 

other cities in their SEAP development) would reflect their climate and energy governance 

approach (UCEG types), in order to ascertain if there is a strong link between the two. Having 

the governance approach reflected in the SEAP would mean that the SEAP constitutes a tool 

that enables cities to systematize climate and energy policies.     

Despite the interviewed Covenant (metropolitan) cities and provinces being very different 

from one another in terms of size, socio-economic development and culture, their climate and 

energy governance approach is remarkably similar. More importantly, it can be classified into 

the five UCEG types identified previously:  

 

Urban Climate and Energy Governance Approach 

Listed by respondents Cities Supporting Structures 

Self-governing Lviv  

Governing by provision Menjez Valencia province, Vlaams-

Brabant province, 

Metropolitan City of Genova 

Governing through 

collaboration 

Aberdeen, Bielsko-Biala, 

Munich, Echirolles, Terre 

Estensi 

 

 

The Ukrainian city of Lviv takes a self-governing approach to UCEG, by renovating all 500 

city buildings to save costs and reduce GHG emissions. Its self-governing approach is 

reflected in the city’s SEAP (Lviv SEAP 2011), in measures such as the heat modernization 

of buildings, installation of more efficient lighting or the optimization of thermal energy 

consumption. However, by being self-governing, Lviv’s UCEG approach is bound to be less 

impactful for the city as a whole, as was already noted in Chapter 1.2, since the city is only 

tackling its own consumption and emissions, but not the overall ones of the city.   

Menjez, the metropolitan city of Genova and the provinces of Valencia and Vlaams-Brabant 

meanwhile follow a providing approach to UCEG. The Covenant supporting structures 

Genova, Valencia and Vlaams-Brabant provide profound support to their local authorities, 

from SEAP guidelines, methodological tools to develop a Baseline Emissions Inventory and 

measure the CO2-impact of actions, a template for possible SEAP measures (e.g. electrifying 

the municipal fleet) to recommendations for an effective local climate and energy policy 

grounded in strong stakeholder participation. Vlaams-Brabant province also runs a helpdesk 
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for the 60 cities under its supportive umbrella in the Covenant. The Lebanese city of Menjez 

focuses in its SEAP on measures to provide more services to its citizens, such as a new solar 

plant to reduce frequency of supply shocks, new roads and cycling routes, more trees and a 

positive energy kit for residents (Menjez SEAP 2016). For Menjez’ mayor Georges Youssef 

(2016), these measures are key to provide citizens with a higher quality of life, especially in a 

politically troubled country like Lebanon. The providing UCEG approach of these 

respondents enables them to deliver more climate and energy measures than a merely self-

governing one, as e.g. in the case of the supporting structures, they are allowing their cities to 

thrive in climate and energy policies, due to the support they are providing them. Hence, the 

UCEG approach taken impacts the overall effectiveness of the Covenant, since cities can go 

further by receiving this support by provinces.   

Terre Estensi, Aberdeen, Munich, Bielsko-Biala and Echirolles all described their urban 

climate and energy governance as primarily collaborative. Terre Estensi (Ferrara, Masi 

Torrello and Voghiera) is taking a collaborative UCEG approach because it deems it much 

more effective in tackling climate change, since the impact of action only by the city 

administrations would be too limited. They developed and are implementing a joint SEAP, 

meaning that they have a common GHG emission reduction target for the territory of Terre 

Estensi. Their SEAP has indeed a strong focus on collaborative measures, notably many 

initiatives aimed at educating and training local stakeholders (e.g. citizens) in adopting more 

sustainable behaviors (i.e. reducing energy consumption, encourage switch to green energy) 

(Terre Estensi SEAP 2016). Moreover, it features cooperations with stakeholders like the 

University of Ferrara, chamber of commerces and private energy companies to e.g. optimize 

water use, upscale local energy production and make the public transport fleet more efficient 

(Ibid). Bielsko-Biala (SEAP 2010) and Echirolles (SEAP 2011) have similar measures in their 

SEAPs like Terre Estensi. Aberdeen (SEAP 2016) and Munich (SEAP 2011) however differ 

in their collaborative approach. For instance, Aberdeen’s local energy strategy, “Powering 

Aberdeen” (Aberdeen SEAP 2016), is more systematic, as it is embedded in an own 

governance structure within the city, which is overseen by a program manager and works 

closely with external stakeholders like local businesses (except the oil and gas industry, which 

isn’t interested in climate action). And in Munich, a key part of its local action plan 

Integriertes Handlungsprogramm Klimaschutz München (IHKM) is based on an alliance with 

local stakeholders such as entrepreneurs or NGOs, where the latter even receives funds from 

Munich to implement climate protection projects (through the Ökoprofit program) (Munich 

SEAP 2011). It was already mentioned earlier that the collaborative UCEG approach, which 
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includes regular engagement and cooperation with stakeholders, is deemed most balanced and 

adequate to enhance local capacity and legitimacy in climate and energy policies. These 

interviewed cities reflect this notion, and have achieved tangible results because of it. In Terre 

Estensi e.g., the engagement of and collaboration with 40 stakeholders have resulted in 

stronger GHG emission reductions. “Thanks to these collaborations, we have recently 

increased our GHG emission reduction goal for 2020 from 24,7% to 25,5%”, says Valentina 

Caroli (2016), environmental officer in Ferrara, one of the three municipalities of the 

Associazione Intercomunale Terre Estensi. 

It was shown that the cities’ SEAPs and the supporting structures’ assistance in the CoM 

reflect their respective UCEG approach. As noted before, this strong link between the UCEG 

approach and the SEAP would mean that the SEAP has had a strong impact, since it provided 

cities with an enabling framework to systematize climate and energy policies. Yet, 

respondents provided a mixed perception of the Covenant and its SEAP’ impact on their 

climate and energy policymaking capacity: 

 

Impact of SEAP on Climate and Energy Policymaking Capacity 

Listed by respondents Cities Supporting Structures 

Strong impact   

Created capacity to act Lviv, Menjez  

Strengthened capacity to act Terre Estensi Metropolitan City of Genova, 

Valencia province 

No strong impact   

Already had plan, SEAP 

merely an additional plan 

Bielsko-Biala, Echirolles, 

Aberdeen 

 

Other Munich (negative impact due 

to SEAP) 

Vlaams-Brabant province 

(already support for cities) 

 

For Lviv and Menjez, developing a local action plan like the SEAP had a strong positive 

impact on their policymaking capacity. Both state that because of the Covenant and its SEAP, 

they could acquire the capacity to undertake climate and energy policies. In Lebanon, a 

country where awareness and know-how on climate and energy policies was long not existent, 

the Covenant attempts to fill a gap and catalyze local development in this field (Hammami 

2016). While the Covenant Mediterranean provides technical support to some Lebanese cities 

and engages external consultants to help them draft their local action plans, the EU-funded 
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SUDeP-South project is financing the implementation of measures from these SEAPs (Ibid). 

“It is certain that without the Covenant’s involvement in Lebanese cities, we would not have 

been able to make such progress”, says Menjez’ mayor Youssef (2016).     

Ukraine is more advanced than Lebanon in climate and energy, notably regarding awareness 

on these issues, due to the work of local city networks like Energy Efficient Cities Ukraine 

(Kyrchiv 2016). Yet, climate and energy policymaking capacity was lacking among many 

Ukrainian cities, until the Covenant East initiative built up this capacity by providing 

technical and financial support to cities so they could develop their SEAPs (Ibid). Before the 

Covenant East, only 11 Ukrainian cities had signed the CoM but hadn’t drafted a single 

SEAP; now, 100 cities have adhered to the Covenant and 55 of them have developed and are 

implementing a SEAP (Ibid). Moreover, similarly to the aforementioned SUDeP-South 

project in Lebanon, the EU-project SUDeP-East finances the implementation of 11 SEAP 

projects (e.g. retrofitting public buildings) in Ukrainian cities, and also provides them with 

technical assistance in the form of procurement training or handbooks (Waanders 2016).  

 

In Valencia province and the metropolitan city of Genova, their engagement in the Covenant 

as supporting structure for cities’ climate and energy policies has also enabled them to 

strengthen their own policymaking capacity. For Genova, which does not have many funds at 

its disposal, its participation in EU-funded Covenant capacity-building projects like Energy 

for Mayors or Mayors in Action enabled it to provide better technical support to Covenant 

cities on its territory, as Miriam Badino (2016), technical advisor for the metropolitan city, 

states. For Valencia province, the Covenant is also crucial, because without it, the province 

would not be able to effectively promote and encourage climate action by its cities. “Since we 

started our Covenant work in January 2016, the number of Covenant cities on our territory has 

increased almost ten-fold, from 17 to 115”, says Javier Ferrer (2016).  

Valencia province’s increased ability to drive its cities towards climate and energy action with 

the Covenant e.g. proves that the Covenant has made leeway in strengthening the climate and 

energy policymaking capacity of these provinces and cities alike.  

 

But for Bielsko-Biala, Echirolles, Munich, Aberdeen and Vlaams-Brabant province, their 

involvement in the Covenant did not strongly affect their climate and energy policymaking 

capacity. Vlaams-Brabant province was working with and supporting cities in climate and 

energy already before joining the Covenant, and the CoM did not change the province’s 

approach. Bielsko-Biala and Echirolles had been drafting and implementing local action plans 
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long before adhering to the Covenant. Bielsko-Biala’s first local action plan dates back to 

2004, already several years before the CoM’s inception in 2008, as Zbigniew Michniowski 

(2016), Bielsko-Biala’s deputy mayor, explains. The city was the first in Poland to develop a 

SEAP in 2010, but at that point, it was another local action plan (Ibid). Similarly, Echirolles 

made a plan under another urban climate and energy initiative called Cit’ergie, already in 

2007. But unlike Bielsko-Biala, Echirolles did not draft a new plan for the Covenant, but used 

its Cit’ergie plan for its SEAP, in order to avoid the problem of having too many plans at 

once, that then would not be properly implemented. Amy Gray (2016) from Aberdeen even 

states that its SEAP, “Powering Aberdeen”, would have been done irrespective of the 

Covenant. This is because Aberdeen’s climate and energy policies are driven mainly by 

Scottish legislative requirements for cities, which will be elaborated upon in Chapter 4.2. 

Munich even noted a negative impact of the SEAP on its ability to undertake climate and 

energy policies. Similar to Echirolles, Munich has used its own local action plan (IHKM) as 

its SEAP. However, it had to change its GHG emission monitoring of the IHKM in order to 

complete its SEAP, which turned out to be a time-consuming process. In the case of all these 

interviewed cities and provinces, the Covenant’s SEAP made no particular improvement to 

their policymaking capacity. The main reason for this is that these cities already had an 

established plan in place, and the SEAP could not provide any added-value, compared to the 

other cities before, where it filled a planning gap on the local level (e.g. Lviv, Menjez).   

 

While the responses regarding the SEAP’s impact on policymaking capacity were divided 

among respondents, it was more uniform when they were asked about how the SEAP had 

affected their climate and energy governance:  

 

Impact of SEAP on climate and energy governance 

Listed by respondents Cities Supporting Structures 

Strong impact   

Brought governance into 

existence 

Lviv, Menjez  

Improved governance Bielsko-Biala Metropolitan City of Genova 

Raised awareness Terre Estensi Valencia province 

Other Munich (our own plan as 

SEAP makes it important) 

 

No strong impact   
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Did not affect governance Echirolles Vlaams-Brabant province 

Other Aberdeen (Scottish law on 

planning more important) 

 

 

Both Lviv and Menjez noted, similarly to the previous question, that it was the Covenant and 

its SEAP that brought climate and energy governance into existence in their constituencies. In 

Lviv, where mainstream society is closed off to climate and energy challenges, taking part in 

the Covenant gave the city council a reason and authority to act on these issues, as Vaskovets 

says (2016). Bielsko-Biala and the metropolitan city of Genova noted an improved climate 

and energy governance due to their Covenant involvement. While Genova was able to 

develop closer ties with its municipalities, Bielsko-Biala managed to increase collaboration 

with local companies. Having a SEAP approved by the EU Commission enabled Bielsko-

Biala to become more attractive to private investment in the field of climate and energy, 

according to deputy-mayor Michniowski (2016). A similar notion was brought forth by 

Munich, which underlined that by having its own action plan (IHKM) approved by the EU as 

a SEAP, it gave the plan certain significance. Moreover, this approval was good for the image 

of the city as a climate protection pioneer, as Wolfgang Qual (2016) recalls.  

 

It is interesting to note that Bielsko-Biala and Munich see no strong impact of the CoM on 

their policymaking capacity, but a strong effect on their governance. The Covenant enabled 

them to enhance their reputation and image, thereby allowing them to attract more private 

capital, and subsequently govern climate and energy more effectively on their territories. The 

visibility the Covenant provides is one of its “soft” powers, which can benefit cities that are 

already well underway in their climate and energy policies such as Munich or Bielsko-Biala.  

 

This chapter has sought to analyze the impact of the Covenant on cities’ climate and energy 

policymaking capacity, mainly through the interviews of ten Covenant cities and supporting 

structures from nine different countries in the EU Covenant, Covenant East and Covenant 

Mediterranean. It was revealed that the Covenant has had a mixed impact on the cities and 

provinces interviewed, with Lviv, Menjez, Terre Estensi, Valencia province and the 

metropolitan city of Genova indicating a strong influence of the CoM on their capacity to 

engage in climate and energy policies, while Aberdeen, Bielsko-Biala, Echirolles, Munich 

and Vlaams-Brabant reported no such effect. However, these findings have to be further 

contextualized: it is not fully clear why the CoM is effective in cities/provinces in e.g. Italy or 
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Spain, but not in France or Germany. In order to explain this, it is crucial to examine the 

national multi-level climate and energy governance frameworks in which these respondents 

are embedded, and how these link to the CoM. This will be analyzed in the next chapter.   

Chapter 4.2: The Covenant of Mayors’ Effect on Cities’ Relations with 

higher-tiered Institutions in Multi-level Climate and Energy governance 
Cities shape and are shaped by multi-level governance processes in the field of climate and 

energy. This was already discussed in Chapter 1.3, where MLCEG processes were divided 

into three different forms, with each having a distinct impact on cities’ ability to engage in 

climate and energy policies.  

 

Top-down relations between cities and higher government levels characterize hierarchical 

MLCEG, meaning that decision-making power is concentrated e.g. at national or EU level 

and policies are imposed on cities. In the second form, vertical MLCEG, interdependent 

bottom-up relations between cities and higher-tiered institutions are the norm: LAs are able to 

influence decision-making procedures at higher levels, and can also bypass government tiers 

in order to directly engage with e.g. EU institutions. Horizontal MLCEG, the third form, 

examines the relations between cities, notably in city networks.   

 

The undertaking of this chapter will be to determine how the Covenant has shaped cities’ 

relations with higher government levels in MLCEG processes. It will be also analyzed why 

the Covenant has had a diverging impact on cities in different countries, and why this is due 

to the varying national climate and energy governance frameworks the Covenant is working 

with. As in Chapter 4.1, these issues will be tackled mainly through the qualitative interviews 

that had been conducted with the ten Covenant signatory cities and supporting structures.  

 

It was in the last part of the qualitative interviews, the MLCEG section, that the respondents 

were first asked to reflect on their relations with various governance levels in the Covenant:     

 

Nature of Cities’ relations with different governance levels in Covenant 

Listed by respondents Cities 

Received funding support Terre Estensi (for SEAP), Bielsko-Biala (not 

for SEAP) 
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Received capacity-building support Lviv, Menjez, Terre Estensi (all for SEAP); 

Aberdeen, Echirolles and Munich (all not for 

SEAP) 

Received data of territory for SEAP Terre Estensi 

Co-development of strategies / laws Terre Estensi 

 

For several city respondents, their involvement with supporting structures in the Covenant 

(e.g. province, national institutions) has been limited. Echirolles, Munich, Aberdeen and 

Bielsko-Biala didn’t engage in relations with other governance levels specifically for the 

Covenant. If they are working with higher-tiered governance actors, it is for national MLCEG 

processes. Bielsko-Biala e.g. receives funding support from the Polish national fund for 

environmental protection and water management (Polish fund). This Polish fund has recently 

developed a local action plan initiative modeled after the SEAP, called the low-carbon 

economy plan. Over 1000 Polish cities, including Bielsko-Biala, have made their own low-

carbon economy plan due to the support from the Polish fund. In the Covenant, only around 

30 Polish cities have made a SEAP (CoM About 2016). The low-carbon economy model has 

been appealing to many more Polish cities than the SEAP, as it has lower and less binding 

requirements (e.g. there is no minimum GHG emission reduction target of 20%). Many Polish 

cities still rely on coal as primary energy source, and do not perceive themselves as being able 

to swiftly reduce their emissions drastically. Therefore, the national low-carbon economy plan 

has been more impactful than the European SEAP of the Covenant.    

In Echirolles, the French Environment and Energy Management Agency ADEME has helped 

the city implement measures from its Cit’ergie action plan. And in Aberdeen’s case, the city 

is supported in its climate and energy policies by the county it is embedded in 

(Aberdeenshire). Aberdeenshire supports Aberdeen in a typical vertical, mutually beneficial 

and interdependent MLCEG framework, since Aberdeen’s measures shall contribute to the 

climate and energy strategy Aberdeenshire is currently defining for itself.   

Lviv, Menjez and Terre Estensi are on the other hand involved in relations with other 

governance tiers in the Covenant. Both Lviv and Menjez have been maintaining close 

relations with the regional offices of the Covenant East (in Lviv) and Covenant Mediterranean 

(in Beirut). These Covenant regional offices constitute the interface between the Covenant 

cities and the EU Commission, and provide know-how and technical support to these cities. 

“The Covenant Mediterranean office in Beirut luckily found and paid for an external expert to 
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draft our SEAP. As a city of 800 inhabitants, we didn’t have the human and financial 

capacities to do this ourselves”, explains Menjez’ mayor Youssef (2016).  

For Terre Estensi, the relations it maintains with its upper governance levels, first Ferrara 

province and then Emilia-Romagna region, are a defining pillar in its Covenant work. While 

Terre Estensi cooperates with Ferrara province in the organization of awareness-raising 

events like the local Energy Days, Emilia-Romagna region supports and coordinates Terre 

Estensi’s and all other Covenant cities’ climate and energy policies in its constituency. For 

instance, Emilia-Romagna region included all its Covenant cities in a methodological working 

group to agree on a common SEAP definition. Moreover, the regional energy agency ARPAE 

worked with cities to develop tailored tools and data for their SEAP GHG emission 

evaluations. These processes are typical of vertical MLCEG constellations, as different 

interdependent governance levels (city – province – region) collaborate to develop coherent, 

coordinated and systematic climate and energy policies. 

 

For most city respondents, taking part in the Covenant has not led to a profound change in 

their relations with supporting structures from different governance tiers: 

 

Change in relations with various governance levels due to Covenant 

Listed by respondents Cities 

Yes Menjez, Lviv 

No Aberdeen, Munich, Echirolles, Bielsko-

Biala, Terre Estensi  

 

Only Lviv and Menjez have perceived a change: this is because the Covenant East and 

Mediterranean has brought a new, European dimension to their climate and energy policies. 

Prior to the CoM, both cities hadn’t really engaged in relations with EU-funded supporting 

structures like the Covenant regional offices in a MLCEG framework. Now, both Lviv and 

Menjez are linked to the EU Commission, especially to the JRC as its scientific arm, in 

climate and energy policies through the interface of the Covenant East and Mediterranean 

regional offices.  

 

Already in Chapter 4.1, the comprehensive technical SEAP support provided by the provinces 

of Valencia and Vlaams-Brabant and the metropolitan city of Genova to their Covenant cities 
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was elaborated upon. The table below outlines also the non-technical support these supporting 

structures are giving to CoM cities:   

 

Nature of Supporting Structures’ Relations with Cities in Covenant 

Listed by respondents Supporting Structures 

Provided funding support Valencia province, Vlaams-Brabant province 

Provided capacity-building support Valencia province, Vlaams-Brabant 

province, Metropolitan City of Genova 

Organization of events in framework of CoM Valencia province, Vlaams-Brabant 

province, Metropolitan City of Genova 

Other form of relation Valencia province, Vlaams-Brabant province 

and Metropolitan City of Genova (all contact 

points for cities vis-à-vis Commission) 

Genova only (Covenant club Genova) 

 

Although their resources are limited, Valencia province (400,000 Euros available to aid small 

cities draft their SEAPs) and Vlaams-Brabant province (500,000 Euros in subsidies for SEAP 

creation) are providing some financial support to their cities to upscale their abilities to 

undertake climate and energy policies in the CoM. Moreover, all three supporting structures 

assist their cities in more practical terms in the Covenant, by being their contact points vis-à-

vis the EU Commission. In Valencia and Genova, especially smaller cities struggle with the 

English language and cannot always submit all necessary information (e.g. city profile on 

Covenant website, which has to be filled in in English) to the Commission. In such 

circumstances, administrative staff in Valencia and Genova help these cities overcome these 

language barriers. Moreover, when e.g. a small city has a problem with its SEAP, oftentimes 

the supporting structures can fix this issue together with the Commission. This is a mutually 

beneficial MLCEG situation typical of a vertical framework: cities can rely on their CoM 

supporting structures for valuable assistance, and the Commission only engages directly with 

one contact point (the supporting structure) instead of hundreds of different cities for 

administrative tasks, which allows for a more effective and accelerated implementation of the 

Covenant on the local level.   

In the case of Genova, its relation with CoM cities is also characterized by a more political 

element, typical of horizontal and vertical MLCEG. Genova runs the Covenant club Genova, 

which assembles all signatory cities on its territory and gathers several times throughout the 
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year to discuss pressing local climate and energy issues (networking of cities as in horizontal 

MLCEG). Genova then brings this local feedback to Liguria region, in order to advocate the 

cities’ interests (vertical MLCEG). In Italy, the regions hold legislative power, while the 

metropolitan cities do not. Hence, Genova aims to bring the interests of its cities to the region 

(policy uploading), in order to convince the region to address them in its legislation.  

 

All three supporting structures interviewed said that their relations had changed positively due 

to the Covenant. For Vlaams-Brabant province e.g., the Covenant has made their work with 

cities more integrated and systematic. This is also reflected in a stronger cross-collaboration 

between departments in the provincial administration on climate and energy issues, which has 

enabled to avoid e.g. duplication of efforts or uncoordinated policy approaches.  

These Spanish, Italian and Belgian CoM supporting structures have had surprisingly uniform, 

profound relations with cities in MLCEG processes through the Covenant. On the other hand, 

several Covenant cities stated having had little relations with supporting structures in the 

Covenant. How can this be explained? 

 

The answer lies in the diverging national climate and energy governance frameworks the 

Covenant has embedded itself in. Especially in the countries where the climate and energy 

governance frameworks were either inexistent or not well-developed, the Covenant was able 

to install itself on a widespread scale as the defining multi-level climate and energy 

governance framework, characterized by institutionalized cooperation between cities and 

upper governance levels (provinces, regions, etc.) (Heidrich et al. 2016; Kern 2014; Scanu & 

Cloutier 2015). This is the primarily the case in Italy, Spain and Belgium.  

 

Out of currently 185 Covenant supporting structures, a staggering 140 come from one of these 

three countries, with Italy (nearly 100) having the largest share. Furthermore, half of the 7000 

Covenant signatory cities are Italian municipalities, which range from small villages, 

medium-sized cities to large metropolis like Milan. Close to 1500 Spanish cities have signed 

the Covenant, where also cities of all sizes are engaging. And in the small country of 

Belgium, even 250 cities have adhered to the initiative. This Italian, Spanish and Belgian 

dominance in the Covenant is also seen in the number of developed SEAPs, as close to 3000 

Italian, 1300 Spanish and 170 Belgian municipalities have submitted a SEAP and are on their 

way to implement their foreseen SEAP measures (CoM About 2016).  
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In Italy and Spain, the Covenant has been a success, because it managed to fill a void left by 

weak climate and energy policies in these countries. The national level in Italy and Spain has 

been historically inactive on climate and energy, and has taken a long time to develop and 

implement comprehensive climate and energy strategies (e.g. on climate adaptation or 

mitigation) (Heidrich et al. 2016; Scanu & Cloutier 2015). Moreover, Spanish and Italian 

governments have never passed legislation that requires local and regional authorities to draft 

climate and energy plans (Badino 2016; Ferrer 2016). This national inactivity is contrasted 

with proactive local engagement on the other hand, as already at the turn of the 21st century, 

hundreds of Italian and Spanish municipalities had been actively involved in furthering 

sustainable urban development through the Local Agenda 21 and the Charter of European 

Sustainable Cities and Towns (Echebarria et al. 2004; Sancassiani 2005). Faced with the 

challenges of tackling climate change and catalyzing the energy transition, the local and 

regional level in Italy and Spain could not rely on support and action from their national 

governments. Hence, as the EU Commission and the European city networks running the 

Covenant secretariat launched the Covenant in 2008 in order to seek cities’ assistance in 

implementing EU climate and energy targets, thousands of Italian and Spanish cities 

answered this call, as they saw an opportunity e.g. to receive the financial and technical 

support the national level would not give (Kern 2014).  

In order to assist this large number of cities, the Covenant then allied itself with Italian and 

Spanish provinces, metropolitan cities and regions, which were deemed to be the governance 

level best placed to directly support Covenant cities on the one hand, and on the other act as 

interface between cities and the EU Commission. By providing strategic guidance and 

support, these Covenant supporting structures played a crucial role in helping especially 

smaller, less-developed and resource-scarce Italian and Spanish cities in the undertaking of 

climate and energy policies through the Covenant (Pablo-Romero et al. 2015).  

 

In Italy and Spain, the Covenant is the most embodied example of vertical MLCEG: the local 

(cities, city networks) and regional (provinces, regions) levels engage in direct, 

interdependent and mutually beneficial relations with the EU Commission, effectively 

bypassing the inactive national level in the process. The Commission enhances these relations 

through funding instruments such as the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), 

which can complement the limited financial resources of the CoM supporting structures. In 

Italy, regions like Liguria or Emilia-Romagna have used these EU funds to finance concrete 

SEAP measures in cities, like the energy efficient renovation of buildings. The European level 
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funding hence enables to further cities’ climate and energy policymaking in the EU Covenant, 

which is typical of vertical MLCEG constellations. This has also happened through the EU 

Commission’s European Local Energy Assistance funding facility, which in 2013 e.g. gave 

34 million Euros to Covenant cities and supporting structures to develop bankable climate and 

energy projects (CoM 2013a). Taken all this into consideration, it is unsurprising that in the 

qualitative interviews, the Italian (e.g. metropolitan city of Genova) and Spanish (Valencia 

province) respondents perceived the strong impact of the Covenant on the relations between 

different governance levels in a vertical MLCEG framework.  

 

In Belgium, the Covenant has seen similar success as in Italy and Spain, implementing its 

MLCEG framework marked by institutionalized cooperation between different governance 

levels. In the context of a traditionally weak central government - that imposes no legislative 

requirements on cities to draft climate and energy action plans and has no dedicated funding 

lines for Covenant implementation (Cornelis 2016) - it is the powerful regions Flanders and 

Wallonia and their respective provinces like Vlaams-Brabant that have stepped in to catalyze 

the proliferation of the Covenant in Belgium. As in Italy and Spain, the vertical MLCEG 

framework mutually reinforces the capacities of each of the governance levels, be it the local, 

provincial or regional level. It was already mentioned that Vlaams-Brabant uses the support it 

provides to Covenant cities to achieve its own provincial goal of becoming climate-neutral by 

2040. Additionally, in Flanders the Flemish regional government encourages its cities to join 

the Covenant through financial incentives (e.g. funding becomes available when city signs the 

CoM), thereby increasing the local level’s ability to undertake climate and energy policies, 

which subsequently enables Flanders to raise its own climate and energy strategic ambitions. 

Similarly, in Wallonia region, Covenant cities with a SEAP received funding for e.g. covering 

50% of their tendering costs through the POLLEC campaign, in which local city networks, 

associations and the regional energy agency were involved (CoM 2013b). In Belgium, the 

Covenant has enabled to strengthen the cooperation between different governance levels in 

vertical MLCEG processes. “It has stimulated local climate policy development at an 

unprecedented scale”, says Els Cornelis (2016) from Vlaams-Brabant province.  

 

In Ukraine the Covenant has also made an impact, as Ukrainian cities account for the fourth 

highest number of signatories in the initiative (CoM About 2016). As mentioned earlier, the 

Covenant East has managed to build from scratch the capacities of Ukrainian cities to draft 

and implement SEAPs, and thereby enable them to undertake climate and energy policies. 
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Although there is already a Ukrainian law requiring cities to make a local plan in these fields, 

it is general and has had little influence on the situation of cities, as Vaskovets (2016) from 

Lviv says. Hence, it was possible for the Covenant, with its established SEAP model, to 

provide an alternative. With the SEAP’s focus on energy efficiency and renewable energy, the 

Covenant’s key pillar also constituted a crucial policy instrument for Ukrainian cities, which 

are keen to reduce their energy consumption in order to decrease dependence on Russian gas 

(Kyrchiv 2016). In comparison with Italy, Spain and Belgium, the vertical MLCEG 

framework that characterizes the Covenant – bottom-up, interdependent relations between the 

local and higher-tiered governance levels, with the latter providing technical and financial 

support to cities – is still at an early stage in Ukraine. So far, the Covenant East initiative has 

been the main driving force for these developments, as higher-tiered Ukrainian governance 

levels have not yet taken on the same role as regions and provinces in Italy, Spain and 

Belgium. In the following years, city networks like ENC and Energy Efficient Cities of 

Ukraine will try to nationalize the Covenant in Ukraine, by focusing on training Ukrainian 

regions and national institutions, so that these can then lead themselves a more effective 

implementation of the CoM in Ukraine (Ibid). 

 

In Lebanon, the Covenant faces a similar challenge of carving out a space for itself in the 

national governance framework, which has neglected climate and energy policies until 

recently (INDC process for COP 21) (Hammami 2016). Yet, in Lebanon this task is much 

more difficult for the initiative to achieve than in Ukraine (Waanders 2016). Menjez is the 

only Lebanese city so far to have signed the Covenant and developed a SEAP, as other 

Lebanese cities have not been able to overcome their lack of capacities to do the same. In 

contrast to Ukraine, where the national government encourages its cities to boost energy 

efficiency and renewables to make the country independent from Russian gas, the Lebanese 

government has shown no interest in fostering the development of the Covenant, as Menjez’ 

mayor Youssef (2016) says. Cities in Lebanon also have less decision-making power than in 

Ukraine, as they e.g. often have to ask for permission from the national level to undertake 

climate and energy policies (Waanders 2016). Taking this into consideration, the CoM 

currently stands more chance to implement its vertical MLCEG approach of institutionalized 

cooperation in Ukraine, rather than in Lebanon (Ibid).  

 

While the Covenant has succeeded in systematically shaping cities’ relations with higher-

tiered governance levels in vertical MLCEG processes characterized by institutionalized 
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cooperation in several countries with weak or inexistent national climate and energy 

governance frameworks (Italy, Spain, Belgium and to some extent Ukraine), it has failed to 

achieve the same in other key countries. As the qualitative interviews with Aberdeen, 

Echirolles, Munich and Bielsko-Biala revealed, the Covenant has not succeeded in embedding 

itself in the multi-level climate and energy governance frameworks in Scotland, France, 

Germany and Poland. In the case of France and Germany, which are the two largest EU 

countries and should be in principle key to implementing the EU Covenant, the initiative has 

not made its mark. The main reason for this is that in both these countries, a strong national 

MLCEG framework had already been in place before the Covenant’s arrival. As noted earlier, 

in France the central government requires intermunicipal structures with more than 20,000 

inhabitants to draft a local climate and energy plan similar to the SEAP (the Plan Climat Air 

Energie Territorial – PCAET). 2,000 French cities are under this obligation since 2015, but 

even before that, many of them had submitted a similar plan (Scanu & Cloutier 2015). The 

French national energy agency ADEME supports French cities in this undertaking, by 

engaging in support that is remarkably similar to what Italian or Spanish provinces and 

regions are doing for their Covenant cities. Against such a well-developed hierarchical, 

locally beneficial MLCEG framework (a national obligation for local action plans can 

positively impact a city’s UCEG capacity, as noted already in Chapter 1.2), the Covenant and 

its SEAP are redundant for many French cities.  

 

The EU Commission and the JRC has aggravated this situation by refusing to accept the 

French local plans like the PCAET or Echirolles’ Cit’ergie plan as full equivalent to the 

SEAP. This often forces French cities to choose between the national or the Covenant’s 

climate and energy plan, as they don’t have the resources to draft, implement and report on 

both plans at the same time. Yet, they would need a “real” SEAP for some big EU funding 

programs like e.g. the Smart Cities program. The inflexibility of the EU Commission and the 

JRC to integrate the SEAP with the French PCAET has rendered the Covenant nearly 

irrelevant in France: there are only few signatories (only around 80) with even fewer active 

SEAPs (CoM About 2016). “At the moment, the Covenant struggles seriously in France. 

Many cities are frustrated with the administrative burden of the double reporting (SEAP / 

national plan) and don’t see any added value to their climate and energy policies with the 

Covenant”, as Durand (2016) from Echirolles explains. 

In Scotland, the Covenant has also failed to succeed due to a similar context as in France. The 

2009 Climate Change Scotland Act is a law that asks Scottish cites to meet GHG emission 
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reduction targets (minus 42% by 2020, minus 80% by 2050) and requires them to report to the 

national government on their progress in achieving these targets. Scottish cities have to fulfill 

this national obligation by making and reporting on a local plan, which is similar to the SEAP 

implementation and reporting process, as Amy Gray (2016) from Aberdeen says. Here also, 

there is no integration between the Covenant and the national process, meaning that Scottish 

cities joining the Covenant would have to duplicate their climate and energy policy efforts. 

“Only a few large cities like Glasgow or Edinburgh have some capacity to do this, while the 

smaller and medium-sized cities lack the necessary resources”, as Gray (Ibid) explains. 

Hence, these cities focus on ensuring the fulfillment of the national climate and energy law, 

thereby sidelining the Covenant and its SEAP. Apart from large cities, the Covenant is 

therefore barely active in Scotland.  

Also in Poland, as mentioned earlier, there is currently no integration between the Polish 

Fund’s low-carbon economy plan and the SEAP. As noted before, many more cities (1000) 

have opted for the Polish Fund’s plan rather than the SEAP (some 30), mainly due to the 

lower requirements of the low-carbon economy plan. It is clear that the Covenant would 

possibly have to adjust the requirements of its SEAP, in order to attract more Polish cities. 

Interestingly, there is also a national law in Poland that requires cities to make an energy plan, 

but it is not really enforced by the government and therefore not relevant, as Michniowski 

(2016) from Bielsko-Biala says.  

 

In Germany, before the Covenant arrived with its SEAP, there was a legally non-binding local 

action plan instrument called Klimaschutzkonzept already firmly in place. The German 

Klimaschutzkonzept, which is similar to the SEAP, is embedded in a well-functioning vertical 

MLCEG process that has provided various benefits for participating cities. The German 

ministry of environment set up a national program to enable German cities to draft and 

implement Klimaschutzkonzepte, by providing them with skilled local energy managers and 

funds for climate and energy measures in fields such as energy efficiency or renewables. “It’s 

a popular program among German cities because it is not only financially attractive, but also 

characterized by effective technical assistance that builds up the urban climate and energy 

policymaking capacities”, says Wolfgang Qual (2016) from Munich. It is clear then that the 

SEAP of the Covenant cannot provide added value to the climate and energy policies of 

German cities, as the national program has already provided them with what they needed.  

As in France with the PCAET, the EU Commission and JRC have not really integrated the 

SEAP with the Klimaschutzkonzept, meaning that German cities would have to report on both 
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plans. And as in France, many German cities are not willing, or simply don’t have the 

resources to achieve this time- and cost-effectively. The end-result is the same: there are 

comparatively few German Covenant signatories (only around 60) with fewer active SEAPs 

(CoM About 2016). Most German cities are frustrated by the inflexibility and missing added 

value of the Covenant to their climate and energy policies, explains Qual (2016) from 

Munich. Hence, in France, Germany, Scotland and Poland, the Covenant has failed to carve 

out a strong place for itself, mainly because of the Commission and JRC’s inability to adapt 

the SEAP model to the respective national local climate and energy plans.  

 

The EU Commission and European city networks have attempted to nationalize the Covenant 

through other means in these countries, notably through the NET-CoM project, which was 

aimed at fostering Covenant implementation by setting up national Covenant clubs 

(Networking the Covenant 2013). In theory, these clubs should have acted as capacity-

building, knowledge exchange and advocacy platforms for Covenant cities and supporting 

structures in many EU Member States, with the goal to complement the Covenant’s vertical 

MLCEG framework of institutionalized cooperation with a political dimension (Bendlin 

2015). National Covenant clubs were supposed to be the national lobbying platform for cities, 

trying to influence national climate and energy legislation to their needs and engaging with 

the EU Commission to impact the future Covenant development as a whole (Ibid). Although a 

multitude of national Covenant clubs came out of the NET-CoM project, notably in France, 

Germany but also Romania or Bulgaria (Networking the Covenant 2013), its impact was not 

long-lasting. Nowadays, only a few Covenant clubs are really active, unsurprisingly notably 

in Italy and Spain. In France and Germany, both Covenant clubs still exist on paper, but as 

Munich and Echirolles noted in the interviews, the clubs are effectively dormant: few cities 

are meeting only once or twice a year to exchange their (frustrating) Covenant experiences. 

Recently, the city networks Energy Cities and Climate Alliance have tried to revive the 

German and French Covenant clubs, by co-drafting with them a declaration destined for 

French and German national governments, which e.g. calls for more national support to the 

implementation of the Covenant (CoM 2016). Whether this effort will be sustainable in 

making the Covenant more relevant in France or Germany, is yet to be seen. 

 

This chapter has shown that the Covenant has seen varying degrees of success in effectively 

shaping cities’ relations with higher-tiered governance levels in MLCEG processes in the nine 

countries focused upon in the qualitative interviews. In Germany, France, Poland, Scotland 
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and Lebanon, the Covenant has not been able to embody its vertical MLCEG model of 

institutionalized cooperation between interdependent governance levels, while in Italy, Spain, 

Belgium and to some extent Ukraine, it has been able to do so. A key influencing factor in 

this regard has been whether the Covenant introduced itself in an established or weak national 

climate and energy governance framework.  

It has to be noted however, that even in Covenant strongholds like Italy or Spain, the initiative 

and its cities are not yet included as such in national climate and energy legislation, even if 

their position is influential through e.g. their maintenance of close ties with the EU 

Commission. One has to examine a non-EU country to find an example of explicit recognition 

of the Covenant in national legislation: in Georgia, the Covenant and cities’ SEAPs are a key 

part of the country’s INDC in the COP21 Paris Agreement, as the national government 

realized the crucial contribution its cities can bring to the table in tackling climate change and 

catalyzing the energy transition (Georgia INDC 2015).    

Chapter 4.3: How Cities Influence Climate and Energy Policies through the 

Covenant of Mayors  
It has been shown how since 2008, cities in Europe and beyond have been mobilized through 

the Covenant of Mayors to voluntarily commit and implement EU climate and energy 

objectives on their territories. In the Covenant, local authorities are acting firstly on the local 

level to catalyze the energy transition and tackle climate change. But they are also actively 

shaping climate and energy policies beyond their territory through the Covenant. They are 

doing this through the city networks as their representative arm. A review of legislative 

documents and materials, in which the Covenant initiative was included, will show how 

climate and energy policies have thus been influenced. 

 

The fact that the Covenant of Mayors was put in place as a dedicated initiative for cities by 

the EU Commission as a supranational institution in 2008, was a first crucial proof that cities 

were recognized as key player by higher government tiers in the implementation of climate 

and energy policies. Cities and their mayors, via the interface of city networks, often use the 

Covenant of Mayors to enhance their political force in climate and energy policies. Cities’ 

advocacy efforts through the Covenant have enabled them to exercise and gradually increase 

their actual influence over the outcomes of political decisions in these fields. This hypothesis 

will be proven here through analyzing the key role Covenant cities played in several 

milestones in climate and energy policies.      
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Back in 2010, the Covenant of Mayors was making headway in the EU and beyond. Close to 

2000 cities had already signed the initiative and were preparing their Sustainable Energy 

Action Plans. In that year, following pressure from the European city networks running the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. ENC, CA), the EU Commission announced the extension of the 

initiative to the EU’s Eastern Partnership countries (e.g. Ukraine, Georgia) (CoM 2010c). 

Two years later, cities flexed their political muscles again and succeeded in pushing the EU 

Commission to adopt other key extensions of the Covenant. By using the political leverage 

force of the European Parliament, European city networks drove the Commission to support 

the creation of the Pact of Islands, which is a climate and energy initiative for islands modeled 

after the Covenant of Mayors. The five city networks involved in the CoM (ENC, CA, 

CEMR, FEDARENE and EUROCITIES) convinced Parliamentarians (MEPs) in the EU 

Parliament to adopt an declaration on the 19th of January 2012, calling for the establishment 

of the Pact of Islands as an official EU initiative (CoM 2012a). The declaration received 

support from all parties in the EP and was signed by 388 MEPs (Ibid). Up until this point, the 

Pact of Islands had been merely a short-term EU project (ISLE Pact project) with the aim to 

involve all European islands in developing SEAPs and implementing the EU’s 2020 climate 

and energy targets (Ibid). In its declaration, the EP called on the Commission to provide the 

same dedicated support to islands, as it was the case in the Covenant of Mayors (EP Pact of 

Islands Declaration 2011). After the EP’s declaration, the situation changed for the Pact of 

Islands. It is nowadays a full-fledged extension of the CoM: signatories receive dedicated 

support from a secretariat run by the Greek Aegean Energy agency and the JRC, the 

Commission’s scientific arm.  

In 2012, cities – with the help of regions – also successfully advocated for the extension of the 

Covenant to the EU’s southern partnership countries in the Mediterranean zone (Maghreb and 

Mashreq regions). A high-level event of the Euro-Mediterranean Regional and Local 

Assembly, together with the European Committee of the Regions, on the 29th and 30th of 

January 2012 in the Southern Italian city of Bari, especially brought this issue on the 

European agenda (CoM 2012b). One year after the emergence of the Arab Spring, the event’s 

key stakeholders such as CoR renewable energy rapporteur Michel Lebrun or CoR president 

Mercedes Bresso stressed that the Covenant would be a major tool to support local and 

regional authorities in this zone in their economic, sustainable and social development (Ibid). 

In 2012, the CoM Mediterranean became operational and turned out to be a game changer for 

local authorities in this region, as it was proven in the previous sub-chapters.   
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But the influential role of cities in climate and energy policies is not only limited to actively 

steering the Covenant of Mayors initiative towards their own goals and needs. Through the 

initiative, cities have shaped climate and energy policies that go beyond the Covenant. This 

happened in particular during the European energy security crisis in summer and autumn 

2014. Russia and Ukraine were quarreling over the price for Russian gas and the transit costs 

towards the EU. The Russians cut off natural gas supply to Ukraine in the summer, and 

threatened to uphold this measure if Ukraine would not pay its gas bills to Russia. Since 

Ukraine is a major transit country for Russian gas supply to the EU, the EU Commission and 

the EU’s eastern Member States – most of which are dependent on Russia for their gas supply 

– grew nervous amid the Russian-Ukrainian energy tensions. As the gas dispute between 

Russia and Ukraine loomed into the autumn, European leaders were worried that the homes of 

millions of Europeans could not be heated in the winter due to a shortage of gas. European 

energy security was seriously jeopardized by the Russian-Ukrainian face-off.  

The European city networks running the Covenant of Mayors saw an opportunity in this 

situation to bring the Covenant cities into the EU energy security agenda. They commissioned 

the JRC, the EU Commission’s scientific service, to run a study that looked at the 

contribution of cities’ Sustainable Energy Action Plans in the six most energy vulnerable EU 

Member States (countries that depend on Russia for the entirety of their gas imports) (CoM 

2014b). Specifically, the JRC analyzed the SEAP measures of Covenant signatories that were 

aimed at improving energy autonomy (e.g. by building up local renewable energy supply) and 

increase energy savings (e.g. through energy efficiency actions such as renovating buildings) 

(Ibid). The JRC concluded that implementing all these measures (worth some 8,5 billion 

Euros) from Covenant signatories’ local action plans in the six most energy vulnerable EU 

Member States would reduce their natural gas consumption by 58%, thereby vastly reducing 

their dependence on Russian gas (CoM 2014b; CoM 2014c). This result proved that Covenant 

signatories had a crucial role in maintaining and reinforcing European energy security, in 

particular in its vulnerable eastern part.  

Covenant cities’ contribution to EU energy security was then prominently showcased on the 

9th of October in Brussels, when the European city networks engaged in the CoM succeeded 

in organizing a high-level Covenant of Mayors conference on EU energy security (CoM 

2014b). This conference featured high-level representatives from the EU institutions, 

including the then Commission Vice-President Günther Oettinger, CoR president Michel 

Lebrun, the chair of the EP’s industry, research and energy committee, Jerzy Buzek and DG 
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ENER Director-General Dominique Ristori (Ibid). Covenant signatory cities from the six 

most energy vulnerable EU Member States were invited to present how their actions from 

their SEAPs strengthen EU energy security (Ibid). Covenant cities such as Helsinki, Riga or 

Tartu (Estonia) described how e.g. their investment in renewable-powered district heating 

networks (e.g. waste heat, biomass) contributed to decrease natural gas dependence within 

their territories (Ibid). The high-level Covenant of Mayors conference on EU energy security 

turned out to be an advocacy success for cities, as European leaders hailed their key role in 

enhancing EU energy security. High-level Commission representatives publicly called upon 

Covenant cities, in particular in the energy vulnerable EU Eastern Member States, to 

accelerate the implementation of their sustainable energy action plans to strengthen the 

resilience of the energy system and reduce dependency on Russian gas imports (CoM 2014a).  

         

But besides mere public appraisal, which is a form of public influence, the contribution of 

Covenant cities to EU energy security was more importantly effectively acknowledged in EU 

policymaking. In the 2014 energy security strategy of the EU Commission, the Commission 

called upon Member States to assist Covenant cities in accelerating the implementation of 

their SEAPs in order to better secure the EU’s energy supply (EC Energy Security Strategy 

2014). Moreover, the EU Commission launched in autumn 2014 a dedicated campaign in 

Covenant cities, especially those that are in the six most energy vulnerable EU eastern 

Member States, in order to raise awareness about energy security priorities in this zone and 

also to strengthen their capacity in strategic long-term energy planning, fostering self-

sufficiency through energy efficiency and local energy supply measures and building up 

financial capabilities (CoM 2014c). EU eastern Member States supported this campaign in 

Covenant cities, with capacity-building events notably being held in Czech Republic, Latvia 

and Slovakia during the autumn of 2014 (Ibid).  

In the end, the EU leadership managed to mediate the gas conflict between Russia and 

Ukraine and avoid a European gas supply shock before the winter of 2014. The 2014 

European energy security crisis turned out to be a major stepping-stone for cities, as they 

gained high visibility, support and acknowledgement (e.g. through the Commission’s energy 

security strategy and related campaign) for their contribution to EU energy security. 

  

The 2014 European energy security crisis was not the sole time the EU institutions, in 

particular the EU Commission, realized what contribution the Covenant cities could bring to 

EU climate and energy policies. Since the CoM’s inception in 2008, the JRC as the 



	

57	

Commission’s scientific arm has calculated in several studies the European impact of 

Covenant signatories’ climate and energy measures: it projects that the SEAPs of now more 

than 5000 Covenant cities will cumulate in a GHG emission reduction of 28% by 2020, 

meaning that cities will likely surpass the EU’s efforts (currently at 23% GHG emission 

reduction) (Kona et al. 2015). Moreover, the JRC estimated that GHG emission reduction by 

Covenant signatories would contribute to at least 17% of the EU’s 2020 GHG emission 

reduction target of 20% (CoM 2014d). Such (statistical) evidence has made the Covenant 

more recognized and supported within EU institutions, which has ultimately translated into a 

stronger influence and role for cities in climate and energy policies. 

 

The Covenant’s involvement in the 2014 European energy security crisis, had required active 

advocacy efforts from cities themselves (especially via city networks) to bring the initiative 

and its signatories into climate and energy policies. But starting from 2015 onwards, there 

was a notable shift: now, even without very pronounced advocacy efforts by cities, their role 

in climate and energy policies grew more influential. The main reason for this is that the 

major EU institutions (especially the Commission, but also the Committee of the Regions) 

have been systematically including the Covenant of Mayors in their policymaking.   

 

On the 6th of February 2015, the Covenant of Mayors was mentioned prominently at an 

Energy Ministerial Conference in Riga, held in the framework of the Latvian Council 

Presidency (CoM 2015a). Climate and Energy Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete stated in 

his opening speech that the Covenant of Mayors would have a key role in the upcoming 

policy priorities and actions of the Commission (Ibid). This promise was echoed later on by 

his colleague Maroš Šefčovič, one of the Commission’s Vice-Presidents and responsible for 

implementing the EU Energy Union, a key climate and energy policy pillar of the 

Commission aimed at integrating climate and energy policies across the EU Member States. It 

is an open secret in the Brussels Eurosphere that both Cañete and Šefčovič believe that the 

Covenant of Mayors can play a key role in the implementation of EU climate and energy 

policies. Hence, it came as no surprise that a few months later, in July 2015, the Covenant of 

Mayors was underlined as a vital policy instrument for the Commission in its communication 

titled “Delivering a New Deal for Energy Consumers” (EC Delivering a New Deal 2015). 

This Commission initiative has the goal to better include the energy consumers in the energy 

system and is part of its forthcoming (end of 2016) legislative proposal for a new energy 

market design (Ibid). In its New Deal for Consumers communication, the Commission vows 
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to work “[…] with the Covenant of Mayors to facilitate consumer participation in the energy 

market and in the effective governance for the Energy Union including through local energy 

initiatives” (EC Delivering a New Deal 2015, p. 6). And in November 2015, the Commission 

integrated the Covenant of Mayors in yet another major policy initiative, this time in the 

aforementioned EU Energy Union (EC Energy Union 2015). In the State of the Energy Union 

communication, the Commission underlined the need for ambitious action at the local level to 

tackle climate change and highlighted in this regard the Covenant of Mayors as an effective 

instrument to deliver this goal (Ibid).  

In 2016, the Commission’s approach to systematically include the CoM in its policymaking 

continued: in its February 2016 Heating and Cooling Strategy, the Commission called upon 

Member States to support local and regional actors to develop more efficient and sustainable 

heating and cooling policies, in particular through urban initiatives like the Covenant of 

Mayors (EC Heating and Cooling 2016). In March 2016, the Commission released a post-

COP21 communication where it assessed the outcome of the landmark Paris UN climate 

conference (EC Road from Paris 2016). In this communication, the Commission underlined 

yet again the importance of cities’ contribution to the EU’s low carbon transition, and vowed 

to intensify its work on the urban level through increased support for the Covenant of Mayors 

and the set-up of a one-stop shop for cities (EU Urban Agenda i.e.) (Ibid). The continuous 

inclusion of the Covenant of Mayors in the Commission’s climate and energy policymaking 

makes it clear that the Commission is now using the Covenant as a strategic policy 

instrument. This tendency is not only exemplified in the support from the highest hierarchy 

levels within the institution (Commissioners Šefčovič and Cañete), but also from its lower 

tiers, which are the different units in the DGs developing legislative proposals and documents. 

For instance, Commission units managing the Smart Cities and Communities initiative – 

which is aimed at supporting cities in developing integrated and innovative (ICT-driven) 

solutions – are seeking synergies with the Covenant of Mayors initiative. In the Commission’s 

agency for SMEs, EASME, policy officers are using the Covenant of Mayors and its nearly 

7000 cities to multiply their outreach for major EU energy and climate policy events such as 

the EU Sustainable Energy Week or the Green Week. In light of all these developments, it is 

justified to state that the Covenant of Mayors has been effectively mainstreamed into the 

Commission’s climate and energy policymaking, which underlines the key role of cities for 

the EU’s main legislative engine. 
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The same counts for other major EU institutions, notably the Committee of the Regions. The 

Committee of the Regions, the EU’s institution representing local and regional authorities, has 

adopted in December 2015 an opinion specifically on the Covenant of Mayors, called “The 

future of the Covenant of Mayors” (CoR CoM opinion 2015). This opinion by rapporteur 

Kata Tüttő underlines the CoR’s willingness to support the development of the initiative, and 

lays down recommendations to the Commission for improving the functioning and 

effectiveness of the Covenant, such as simplified SEAPs and better access to and information 

about European funds for signatories (Ibid). The CoR also calls in its opinion on all its 

members to join the Covenant, and offers its assistance to the Commission to spread the 

Covenant model of multi-level governance and institutionalized cooperation globally (Ibid). 

In June 2016, the CoR upped its support for the Covenant further, by launching the Covenant 

ambassadors: these are ca. 30 CoR members of local and regional elected politicians from 21 

different countries, that come from Covenant signatories and will encourage other cities and 

regions in Europe and beyond to join the Covenant (Crous 2016).   

These two developments are not surprising, considering that since the inception of the 

Covenant in 2008, the CoR has been keen on supporting the initiative. Michel Lebrun, former 

CoR president, advocated already in 2014 for the global extension of the Covenant and a 

more influential place for the initiative within EU climate and energy policies (Lebrun 2016). 

Additionally, more than a third of the CoR’s membership has adhered to the Covenant, which 

is evident considering that local and regional authorities are part of the CoR (Jaadla 2016). 

This strong link “[…] makes the Committee of the Regions therefore the most appropriate 

institution to support and further the Covenant of Mayors”, says Lebrun (2016). For Andres 

Jaadla (2016), influential member of the CoR’s committee for Environment, Climate Change 

and Energy, developing the Covenant is one of the top priorities of the CoR, notably to 

transform the initiative into a political force supporting ambitious EU climate and energy 

policies. Similarly to the Commission, the Covenant is then a crucial strategic policy 

instrument for the CoR. The key difference is however that the Commission can actively steer 

the Covenant towards its own climate and energy policies and priorities, while the CoR lacks 

this ability, as it is a consultative, non-legislative EU body that can only give policy 

recommendations to the three EU law-making institutions (Commission, Parliament and 

Council of Ministers). Hence, the CoR is more focused on supporting the development of the 

initiative, due to its limited influence within the EU climate and energy policy cadre.  
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It has been proven here that the Covenant of Mayors and its signatory cities have made their 

mark on EU climate and energy policies. Especially the Commission, which co-runs the 

initiative with major European city networks, but also the Committee of the Regions, are 

attributing an influential role to cities in their climate and energy policymaking, by using the 

Covenant as a systematic policy instrument.  

Conclusion  
This thesis has set out to define the role cities can play in climate and energy policies through 

the Covenant of Mayors initiative. Firstly, through the theoretical perspectives of urban 

climate and energy governance (UCEG) and multi-level climate and energy governance 

(MLCEG), it was analyzed how and under which governance set-ups cities can engage in 

climate and energy policies. Urban climate and energy governance was classified into five 

different types – self-governing, governing by authority, governing by provision, governing 

through facilitation and governing through collaboration – in order to illustrate how cities 

undertake climate and energy policies. The qualitative interviews with ten Covenant cities and 

supporting structures (Lviv, Menjez, Munich, Bielsko-Biala, Echirolles, Aberdeen, Terre 

Estensi, Valencia province, Vlaams-Brabant province, metropolitan city of Genova), showed 

that these UCEG types are applicable to their governance approaches, with the governing by 

provision and governing through collaboration types dominating among respondents. 

Moreover, the Covenant interviewees transposed their UCEG governance approaches into 

their CoM Sustainable Energy Action Plans (SEAP), thereby linking a key Covenant pillar 

with their own climate and energy policies. In principle, this cohesion between UCEG and the 

Covenant’s SEAP would mean that the initiative has strongly influenced the policymaking 

capacities of cities in climate and energy, since the SEAP made it possible for cities to 

systematize their climate and energy policies. But the qualitative interviews revealed that the 

Covenant and its SEAP model have had a varying impact on the Covenant respondents. In 

Lviv (Ukraine) and Menjez (Lebanon), the Covenant has strongly influenced local climate 

and energy policymaking capacities, since it was the SEAP process that enabled these cities to 

acquire the capacity to undertake climate and energy policies. Similarly, the Italian (Terre 

Estensi, Genova) and Spanish (Valencia) respondents perceive the Covenant and its SEAP as 

key tools to strengthen their climate and energy policymaking capacities, as it e.g. increased 

their ability to mobilize stakeholders (Terre Estensi) or provide better support and outreach to 

cities (Genova and Valencia). On the other hand, Aberdeen (Scotland), Echirolles (France), 

Munich (Germany), Bielsko-Biala (Poland) and Vlaams-Brabant province (Belgium) noted no 
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strong or even a negative effect of the CoM on their own climate and energy policymaking 

capacities: Echirolles, Bielsko-Biala and Vlaams-Brabant had already engaged in climate and 

energy policies before the Covenant, Aberdeen developed a local action plan irrespective of it 

(to fulfill national legislation), and Munich criticized that it had to drastically change its GHG 

emission monitoring because of the SEAP.  

 

But this assessment of the Covenant’s impact on cities’ climate and energy policymaking 

capacities does not explain why the CoM fared better in cities and provinces of certain 

countries, but not in others. Therefore, the national multi-level climate and energy governance 

frameworks in which the Covenant respondents are embedded, as well as how they relate to 

the initiative, were examined. Based on the theoretical notion that cities shape and are shaped 

by MLCEG processes that can be either hierarchical (top-down, higher levels impose 

regulation on cities), vertical (bottom-up, interdependent relations between cities and higher-

tiered levels) or horizontal (relations between and among cities, notably in city networks), it 

was determined how the Covenant affected relations between cities and higher governance 

levels in MLCEG frameworks. The Covenant, which is the embodiment of a vertical MLCEG 

model characterized by institutionalized, interdependent cooperation between different 

governance levels (cities – provinces – regions and beyond), has been able to implement its 

MLCEG approach in Italy, Spain, Belgium and also Ukraine, mainly because it filled the void 

left by weak national climate and energy policies in these countries. The Covenant model of 

the EU Commission and European city networks was perceived as a valuable opportunity for 

thousands of cities, regions and provinces in these countries to engage in climate and energy 

policies, in order to tackle climate change and catalyze the energy transition. On the other 

hand, the Covenant failed to nationalize itself in those countries (France, Germany, Poland 

and Scotland) where there was already an established national climate and energy governance 

framework in place, or where the national level doesn’t foster the development of the 

Covenant (Lebanon). A key reason for the Covenant’s failure in France, Germany, Poland and 

Scotland was that it didn’t seek the integration between its SEAP and the national local action 

plans, which led to the problem of duplication of local planning and reporting. Even in France 

or Germany, many cities lack the capacities to draft, implement and report on two or more 

action plans, and hence prefer to focus on the national local action plan framework in place. 

  

Finally, it was explained how cities, through city networks as their representative arm, have 

effectively used the Covenant to influence climate and energy policies. The European city 
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networks running the Covenant secretariat (ENC, CA, CEMR, EUROCITIES and 

FEDARENE) have managed to pressure the Commission to extend the initiative to Europe’s 

Eastern (CoM East) and Southern Partnership countries (CoM-MED), as well as to islands 

(Pact of Islands). Moreover, the European city networks succeeded in bringing Covenant 

cities in the EU energy security agenda in 2014, as the Commission recognized signatories in 

Eastern Europe as key players in reducing dependence from Russian gas. But most 

importantly, starting from 2015, the Covenant and its cities have become influential in 

shaping EU climate and energy policies, even without pronounced advocacy efforts from city 

networks. Especially EU institutions like the Commission, which co-steers the initiative with 

city networks, has now been systematically including the Covenant in its climate and energy 

policymaking, as from the top-level (e.g. Commissioners) down to the DGs, officials working 

on climate and energy have defined the Covenant as a key pillar in delivering their climate 

and energy policies (like e.g. for the Energy Union, 2030 targets, implementing the Paris 

Agreement, etc.). The Committee of the Regions, the non-legislative EU institution for cities 

and regions, has also made the CoM one of its top policy priorities in climate and energy, and 

is supporting the development of the initiative through systematic policy instruments like e.g. 

the Covenant ambassadors.  

 

Taking all this into consideration, the Covenant of Mayors has overall enabled cities to 

become key players in climate and energy policies. The initiative has managed to build up and 

strengthen the climate and energy policymaking capacities of thousands of cities in diverse 

countries like Italy, Spain, Belgium, Ukraine or Lebanon, as it has provided them with a 

systematic local action plan instrument in the form of the SEAP. Where the national level has 

been absent on delivering climate and energy policies, such as especially in Italy, Spain or 

Belgium, the Covenant has provided a vertical multi-level governance model that brings a 

well-developed form of institutionalized cooperation between cities and higher-tiered 

governance levels keen to engage in climate and energy. Hundreds of provinces and regions 

in these countries have made Covenant cities their key partners, providing them with technical 

and financial support to enable them to implement SEAPs, and also acting as a crucial 

supportive interface between the EU Commission and cities. In Ukraine, the national level 

looks to Covenant cities’ efforts in fostering energy efficiency, in order to ensure the 

country’s energy security by decreasing dependence on Russian gas. 

Partnership relations between Covenant cities, provinces, regions and the Commission – 

which are effectively bypassing the national level - have turned out to be mutually beneficial, 
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as cities’ climate and energy policies not only enable regions and provinces (e.g. Vlaams-

Brabant, Valencia) to reach their own climate goals, but also provide a key contribution to 

implementing the EU’s climate and energy goals. The EU Commission, the legislative engine 

of the EU, now systematically looks to Covenant cities for delivering on its own climate and 

energy policies, whether it is for the implementation of the global COP21 Paris Agreement or 

fostering the role of energy consumers through the Energy Union. Eight years after its 

inception in 2008, the Covenant and its cities are at the forefront of tackling climate change 

and catalyzing the energy transition in Europe.  

 

Still, the examples of France, Germany, Poland and Scotland have shown that the Covenant 

has to adjust its model in order to mobilize and support more cities in their climate and energy 

policies in the future. In established national climate and energy governance frameworks like 

in France or Germany, the Covenant could be more impactful by seeking fruitful synergies 

with the local action plans in place, instead of refusing their flexible integration in the 

initiative. By doing this, the Covenant would provide a new incentive for French, German, 

Scottish or Polish cities, provinces and regions to join the initiative. How the Covenant could 

be concretely integrated in the national MLCEG frameworks in these countries could be a 

subject for future research in urban climate and energy policies. Moreover, it would be also 

interesting to conduct research on the future global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and 

Energy, which is bound to start in 2017 and will attempt to bring the Covenant model to 

regions beyond the European and Mediterranean regions, e.g. to Asia, the Americas and India. 

If the Covenant succeeds in this, this could make cities worldwide collectively lead the fight 

against climate change and for the global energy transition.         
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Annex 

Transcripts of qualitative interviews with Covenant of Mayors signatory 

cities and supporting structures 
 

Interview with Roman Vaskovets, Head of the Energy Management Department in Lviv 

Phone interview conducted on the 20th of May 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

The climate and energy conditions are declining each year in Lviv, which is why we need to 

engage in these issues. 

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

We wanted to take a systematic approach to climate and energy policies. The Covenant has 

helped us immensely, by providing us with a local climate and energy policy.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

None really. It was a decision of the city council to join the Covenant.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

In our city we have 500 public buildings, which we want to thermorenovate in order to 

decrease the costs for their support and reduce GHG emissions.  

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

Making a local action plan like the SEAP has done a great deal for us. The Covenant has 

really enabled us to do something substantial on climate and energy.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

It is because of the SEAP that we can now govern climate and energy issues. Our 

participation in the Covenant has given the city council a reason and more importantly the 
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necessary authority to act in this field. You should know that in Lviv, the mainstream society 

is closed off to pressing issues like climate change. Therefore, as city council we had to take 

the first step to drive policies in the right direction. 

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

The Covenant East office in Lviv has helped by providing us with training on how to monitor 

the development of our emissions and energy consumption. They have provided us with the 

most support so far. 

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

In our work, we have gotten closer to the European Union because of the Covenant. This is 

true in particular for our relations with the European Commission.   

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

No, not in Ukraine. We have some cooperation with funding structures like GiZ, USAID or 

the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

Yes, there is a law that requires cities to make a local plan, but it is very general and didn’t 

influence our situation really. The law is bound to be reformed by the government, but I don’t 

know yet when this will happen. 

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

Yes, it is very active. Almost 100 cities in my country have joined the Covenant, and more are 

planning to do so in the future.  

 

Interview with Valentina Caroli, environmental officer in Ferrara, one of the three cities 

of the Associazione Intercomunale Terre Estensi 

Phone interview conducted on the 27th of May 2016 
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What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

We have to move towards a low-carbon economy, and to achieve this, mobilization at all 

levels is necessary, from the citizens to the national government. As cities we want to be fully 

involved in this process, engage our stakeholders better and mobilize thereby our local 

society.  

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

For a similar reason really, we wanted to engage local stakeholders on a common climate 

commitment. 

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

They played a key role. For instance, the province we belong to, Ferrara province, as well as 

our region Emilia-Romagna, were crucial actors in our involvement with the Covenant. 

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

We are taking a collaborative approach, because if only the city administrations in the three 

cities of Terre Estensi would act, the impact would be much more limited in tackling climate 

change effectively and bringing us towards a low-carbon economy.  

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

We have had the capacity already before to make climate and energy policies, but the 

Covenant has certainly strengthened this capacity.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

Creating our SEAP has helped to raise more awareness on climate and energy issues in Terre 

Estensi, especially among citizens and local social institutions. Our events like the Energy 

Days and other communication activities, which we have done through the SEAP, have 

played a major part in this. 

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 
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We have worked in many different ways with institutions from other governance levels in the 

Covenant. I mentioned already before that Ferrara province and Emilia-Romagna region have 

an important role in this regard. Ferrara province helps us for instance in the organization of 

our Energy Days. The region supports and coordinates all local climate and energy policies on 

its territory. It also provided us with funding for our SEAP development. In addition to that, 

Terre Estensi and other cities are part of the region’s methodological working group, in which 

we have achieved an agreement on a common definition of the SEAP. We are also part of an 

energy efficiency working group, in which we contribute to defining the energy plan of 

Emilia-Romagna region. Also, the regional agency ARPAE supports us in our work in the 

Covenant, by developing with us tools that can help us monitor and evaluate our emissions. 

ARPAE also provides us with some local emissions data.  

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

No, we had been working a lot with the province and region also before the Covenant.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

Yes, Emilia-Romagna region receives funds from the European Regional Development Fund, 

which they use to improve the energy efficiency of municipal buildings in our region. 

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

No, not at the moment. 

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

In Italy, the Covenant of Mayors is very active. In our region, almost all municipalities have a 

SEAP or are in the process of making one.  

 

Interview with Georges Youssef, mayor of Menjez 

Phone interview conducted on the 30th of May 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 
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It is our duty as a city, and my duty as mayor to do so. Even if Menjez is a small city, we have 

to do what we can to fight climate change.  

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

We joined the Covenant because we wanted to take a systematic approach to climate and 

energy. We wanted to make a strategy, and for this the Covenant and its SEAP was the right 

instrument to do this.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

They did not have an important role in this regard. Menjez’ city council decided to join the 

Covenant of Mayors.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

My goal as a mayor is to provide a better life for Menjez’ citizens. This is especially 

important in a country like Lebanon, where peace and stability are something very fragile. In 

order to improve the life of our citizens, we are planting new trees, building new renewable 

energy facilities, building new cycling routes and doing many other things.   

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

The Covenant has given us so much. Before we became part of this initiative, we practically 

had no systematic climate and energy policies here in Menjez. Now, we have a SEAP and are 

implementing concrete measures from it to improve the life of our people. It is certain that 

without the Covenant’s involvement in Lebanese cities, we would not have been able to make 

such progress. 

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

It has made a great impact. Due to the Covenant and its SEAP, we are now taking a 

systematic governance approach to climate and energy in Menjez.  

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 
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We have been working a lot with the Covenant Mediterranean office in Beirut. They have 

been a great help in our climate and energy policy work. The Covenant Mediterranean office 

in Beirut luckily found and paid for an external expert to draft our SEAP. As a city of 800 

inhabitants, we didn’t have the human and financial capacities to do this ourselves.   

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

Yes, through the Covenant Mediterranean office we were able to participate in a study tour in 

the Belgian city of Gent. It was a valuable experience to go to Gent and learn from their 

experiences in implementing good climate and energy policies. Hopefully, I can take part in 

such an exchange again in the future.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

No, there is nothing in Lebanon. The national government in my country has done nothing for 

the Covenant here. They are not interested in doing anything productive with it. 

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

No, there isn’t. 

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

My city is the only one so far that has been able to make a SEAP in the Covenant. My 

colleagues from other Lebanese cities would like to do the same, but unfortunately they 

cannot, because they don’t have the money and enough skilled people to do it. It’s a shame 

really, because the Covenant could have potential in Lebanon.  

 

Interview with Miriam Badino, technical advisor for the Metropolitan City of Genova 

Phone interview conducted on the 1st of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Our main motivation is to help cities engage in climate and energy policies. 

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 
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For the same reason that I mentioned before, to support cities in their climate and energy 

policies. We are supporting 30 municipalities in the Metropolitan City of Genova through the 

Covenant. Most of these are really small cities or even villages.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

The cities we want to support on our territory played a crucial role in us joining the Covenant 

as a supporting structure.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

Our primary objective is to help cities implement climate and energy policies, especially those 

small ones that lack human and financial capacities. We provide them with various forms of 

technical and administrative support. 

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

We are helping cities on our territory in drafting and implementing their SEAPs. Metropolitan 

City of Genova was the first Covenant supporting structure to make a grouped SEAP for 

several small municipalities. Unfortunately, we lack financial means to help cities finance 

some of their SEAP measures. But we have participated in many EU-funded capacity-

building projects for the Covenant, such as Energy for Mayors or Mayors in Action. By doing 

this, we have been able to provide more and better technical support to our Covenant cities.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

It has certainly improved our governance, by enabling us to have closer ties with our cities 

and doing more with them and for them in the Covenant.  

 

In what ways have you worked with cities in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

I said already before how we help our cities in drafting and implementing their SEAPs. For 

this purpose, we also go into the cities and meet with their stakeholders, to take in their input 

for the SEAPs. We have also developed a SEAP methodology that our cities can follow. 

Moreover, we are a contact point for them if they have any questions towards the JRC or the 

Commission. City staff in smaller cities especially is struggling with the English language, 

and therefore it is difficult for them to communicate with the EU. We are here to help them do 
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it. Finally, we also run the Covenant club Genova, where we regularly meet with our cities 

and ask them if they need support from the region (i.e. Liguria) for their climate and energy 

policies. Then, we go to Liguria region with the feedback from our cities and try to convince 

them to do something about it. You should know that in Italy, the regions have the legislative 

power, not the metropolitan cities.  

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with cities due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

The Covenant has definitely had a positive impact on our relations with cities, as we have 

been able to do more for them through the initiative.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

No, but Liguria region can provide some funds to our cities through the European Regional 

Development Fund.  

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

No. Climate and energy policies are voluntary for the local level.  

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

It is very active, much more than I had personally expected it to be. The cities are very 

committed to implementing the measures they have defined in their SEAPs. The Covenant 

and the SEAP has been a driver for change in this crisis we have been facing for several years 

now. It has been a change for the better, as it has given us and our cities an excuse to do 

something good. 

 

Interview with Zbigniew Michniowski, deputy-mayor of Bielsko-Biala 

Phone interview conducted on the 3rd of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Climate and energy have been important historical issues for my city, long before it became 

an issue of global concern in the recent years. 

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 
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As I said before, we have been working on climate and energy issues for a long time already. 

Joining the Covenant, as one of the first Polish cities, was therefore just another step in our 

path towards sustainability.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

They played an important role, as we wanted to engage more with them through the 

Covenant. We wanted to do something for our citizens, by providing them with a better 

quality of life.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

We believe that by working together with our citizens, our local businesses and entrepreneurs, 

we can achieve our goal to make Bielsko-Biala a sustainable city with a high quality of life 

for all.  

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

Actually, the SEAP of the Covenant did not change much for us, because we already had a 

local plan dating from 2004. As you see, this was long before we joined the Covenant. We 

made our SEAP in 2010, as the first city in Poland. But six years after our 2004 plan, it was 

just another action plan.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

Even though the SEAP did not change much in the way we implement climate and energy 

policies, it has improved our relations with local businesses. We have also been able to attract 

more companies to our city, due to our SEAP approved by the EU. These companies saw that 

Bielsko-Biala was a good city to invest in, because the European level recognized its plan.  

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

In the Covenant not really, but we have on the national level. The Polish Fund for 

environmental protection and water management has recently helped us finance the 

development of our low-carbon economy plan.  
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Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

As I said before, we have not really worked with such structures in the Covenant.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

Not for the SEAP, but for the low-carbon economy plan that I mentioned before. 

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

Yes. We have to make an energy plan, but the government does not really enforce this law. It 

is therefore not a relevant law for us.  

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

It is not as active as it could be. I think there are some 60 Polish cities that have signed the 

Covenant, but not many of them have made a SEAP yet. But on the other hand, more than 

1000 cities in Poland have made a low-carbon economy plan, which is quite impressive.  

The local level in Poland is keen to transform the climate and energy policies in our country, 

much more than our national government. The national government only talks, but doesn’t 

act. Polish cities have to lead in order to get things moving in the right direction. We can’t 

rely on the nation-state to do it for us.  

 

Interview with Amy Gray, sustainable development officer in Aberdeen 

Phone interview conducted on the 6th of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Engaging in climate and energy can enable us to gain many benefits, such as creating jobs, 

achieve financial savings, reduce the energy bills of citizens, etc. It’s also key to implement 

our city strategy, which aims at alleviating fuel poverty. Fuel poverty is an important issue in 

Scotland, and engaging in climate and energy policies helps us address it in Aberdeen.  

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

It was seen as a good thing to sign up for, in order to make the city and its climate and energy 

actions look good.  
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What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

Stakeholders were not involved when Aberdeen joined the Covenant. This was a process that 

was primarily driven by city staff.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

Our goal is to work together with our stakeholders to achieve our climate and energy 

objectives. For this purpose, we have set up an entire governance structure for our local 

energy strategy “Powering Aberdeen”. The structure is rooted in the city administration and is 

overseen by a program manager, which works together with local stakeholders like our 

citizens, entrepreneurs and local businesses. The oil and gas industry plays an important role 

in Aberdeen, but so far we have not been able to bring them on the table. They are not really 

interested in doing something for the climate.   

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

The Covenant did not really have an impact as such. We would have done our plan “Powering 

Aberdeen” irrespective of the Covenant. We are primarily driven by our own legislation in 

Scotland to make and implement our climate and energy plan.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

The Scottish law on local planning in climate and energy is much more important in this 

regard than the Covenant. It really shapes how we govern climate and energy issues.  

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

We have not really done this yet in the Covenant. We have worked with our county, 

Aberdeenshire, which supports us in our climate and energy policies. Aberdeenshire is 

currently making a regional climate and energy strategy, to which we are also contributing.   

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

No. We haven’t worked with Covenant supporting structures yet.  
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Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

It’s difficult to say, because there are many different funding schemes in place. But I haven’t 

seen one particularly for the Covenant yet.  

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

Yes, the 2009 Climate Change Scotland Act. This law requires us to meet GHG emission 

reduction targets, which are minus 42% by 2020 and minus 80% by 2050. We also have to 

report regularly on our progress in reducing our emissions and achieving these targets. This is 

essentially the same exercise, as we’ll have to do for our SEAP in the Covenant.  

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

It is not really active. The main problem is that the Covenant asks us to duplicate our efforts, 

by requiring the same reporting we are already doing for the national level. Only a few large 

cities like Glasgow or Edinburg have some capacity to do this, while the smaller and medium-

sized cities lack the necessary resources. The major cities in Scotland are the only ones that 

can afford to have a SEAP, while all the other cities have to focus their limited resources on 

fulfilling the national legal obligation. The Covenant should seek much more synergies with 

the national law in Scotland, and also work much more with national organizations like 

Adaptation Scotland. By doing this, it would have a greater chance to make an impact.    

 

Interview with Javier Ferrer, Covenant coordinator in the environment and sustainable 

development department of Valencia province 

Phone interview conducted on the 7th of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Climate change is an important challenge in Valencia province, especially for smaller cities. 

As a province, we want to reduce the climate change impact on the local level.  

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

Because we want to help our cities in tackling climate change. The Covenant can be an 

instrument that enables us and our cities to do this effectively. Moreover, we are engaged in 
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the Covenant in order to provide our cities with better access to European funding. In Spain, 

cities are short of national funds, which is why we look to the European level for a solution to 

this challenge.   

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

Our cities were very important in us joining the Covenant. As I said before, we want to help 

our cities in their climate and energy policies through the Covenant.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

Our objective is to provide our cities with the best support possible, so they can reduce their 

GHG emissions, reduce their energy consumption and adapt to the effects of climate change.  

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

It has certainly strengthened our ability to promote and encourage climate action by our cities. 

Without the Covenant as an instrument of mobilization, this would not be really possible. 

Since we started our Covenant work in January 2016, the number of Covenant cities on our 

territory has increased almost ten-fold, from 17 to 115. This is a satisfying development in 

such a short period of time.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

It has definitely enabled us to do more in our governance of climate and energy, because we 

can mobilize our cities better than before. Climate and energy issues have become priority 

policy issues in our cities now, because of what we have done through the Covenant of 

Mayors.  

 

In what ways have you worked with cities in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

Through our funding program worth 400,000 Euros, we have been able to support in 

particular small cities and villages in drafting their SEAPs. We are also helping them report 

on their emissions, and are also working together with external technical companies for this 

purpose. Valencia province is also the contact point towards the EU Commission. If our cities 

have issues with their SEAPs, they can come to us and we will then work with the 

Commission to resolve this. We are also helping many cities fill in their online Covenant 
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profiles, especially smaller cities where the city staff does not speak English very well. 

Valencia province is also organizing regional seminars for all its cities, in order to exchange 

best practices among cities and build up their capacity, so they can better develop and 

implement their SEAPs.   

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with cities due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

It’s true that we had had a close relation with our cities before joining the Covenant, but the 

initiative has certainly had a positive effect. We can support and mobilize them better now. 

This will be good for our cities and also for us as a province, because we will be able to better 

tackle climate change.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

No, the national government provides no such support in Spain.  

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

No, Spanish cities are not obliged to make such a plan. The law only establishes the 

competencies of cities and local rules.  

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

It is very active indeed. I’ve heard that least 20% of Covenant signatories come from Spain. 

Only Italy is home to more signatories in Europe. The Covenant works really well in Spain, 

both on the local and the regional level, and I hope that we as a province can do our part that 

this continues to be so.  

 

Interview with Wolfgang Qual, Covenant coordinator from the department of 

environment and health in Munich  

Phone interview conducted on the 13th of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

It is our task as cities to do something for climate protection. About 75% of GHG emissions 

come from cities. We are part of the problem, but also part of the solution. Moreover, 
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engaging in climate and energy can be good for the local economy, especially with measures 

such as energy efficiency in buildings, which bring down costs for citizens and also the city.  

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

We joined the Covenant because we wanted to have a greater international visibility for the 

climate and energy actions we are doing. The Covenant was also a means for us to improve 

our reputation and image as a climate leader.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

Not an important one. It was mostly the local energy agency, the Stadtwerke München, as 

well as some parts of the city administration that pushed Munich to join the Covenant. It was 

an internal process.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 

Overall, we are working with other stakeholders in the city to achieve our climate and energy 

goals. For instance, we are providing support to climate NGOs for their climate protection 

projects through our program Ökoprofit. We are also cooperating with local entrepreneurs, 

businesses and communities. In our local action plan, the Integriertes Handlungsprogramm 

Klimaschutz München (IHKM), we have systematically bundled all our climate and energy 

measures foreseen for the next years. This plan is renewed every three years, in close 

collaboration with all stakeholders in the city.  

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

We had used our local plan IHKM as a SEAP, and thought that we could take it over as it was 

in the Covenant. Unfortunately, we found out that the process was much more complicated 

than expected. We had to change entirely the way we report on our GHG emissions in order 

to fulfill the SEAP requirements. The reporting requirements of the SEAP are very high. This 

transition was a difficult and time-consuming process, because the SEAP template is not 

always self-explanatory.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 
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After we had made the necessary changes to our local IHKM, it was accepted by the EU 

Commission as a SEAP. This approval by the EU gave our plan a certain significance, and 

helped to improve our image and branding as climate protection pioneer and leader. This was 

a positive effect for our climate and energy governance here in Munich.  

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

We are meeting other German cities in the German Covenant club once or twice a year, but 

that’s all really.  

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

No, not really.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

No. But there is a funding program on the national level, called Nationale Klimaschutz-

Initiative, which is managed by the Ministry of Environment. It finances local plans in 

German municipalities, which are called Klimaschutzkonzepte. It’s a popular program among 

German cities because it is not only financially attractive, but also characterized by effective 

technical assistance that builds up the urban climate and energy policymaking capacities. 

Munich has also benefitted a lot from this national program.  

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

No, there is no law as such. But cities are encouraged to make their plans, because it enables 

them to get access to the technical and funding support given by the Nationale Klimaschutz-

Initiative.  

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

It is barely active in Germany. We have some 60 cities that have signed the Covenant, but 

compared to the number of municipalities in Germany, that is a very small number. The issue 

is that there is no harmonization between the SEAP and the German Klimaschutzkonzept. 
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Cities need to report on both plans, which is very time-consuming for them. Moreover, they 

choose the Klimaschutzkonzept because they can get funding for it.  

When I’m meeting other Covenant cities in our Covenant club in Germany, we are really 

asking ourselves what the added-value of the Covenant is. Is it only to spend large amounts of 

time reporting on our plans? It’s frustrating that there is no harmonization between the SEAP 

and the German plan. The Covenant should be much more flexible, so it can integrate itself 

much better in the German framework. The German Klimaschutzkonzept should be accepted 

without conditions as a SEAP. The work we do on the national level has to be much more 

valued in the Covenant. If the Commission would do this, this could revive the Covenant in 

Germany. At the moment, the initiative is practically dormant here.   

 

Interview with Stéphane Durand, head of the sustainable development department in 

Echirolles 

Phone interview conducted on the 15th of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Echirolles has a long history of engagement in this field, especially in sustainable urban 

development. In the 2000s, we participated in the Local Agenda 21, a global initiative to 

foster sustainable urban development. Focusing now on climate and energy policies is a 

logical continuation of the work we have done so far in making our city more sustainable. 

Furthermore, engaging in climate and energy policies allows us to tackle fuel poverty, 

preserve our biodiversity, improve our energy efficiency, etc. It has social, environmental and 

economic benefits for us, and enables Echirolles to improve the quality of life of its citizens.   

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

There was not a particular reason for doing this. Joining the Covenant of Mayors was for 

Echirolles just one more step in our long-term engagement to become a sustainable and 

ecological city.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

Not an important one. It was the city council in Echirolles that decided to join the Covenant of 

Mayors.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 
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We believe strongly in a collaborative approach. It is how Echirolles functions. We are 

pragmatically engaging our citizens on various issues, such as adopting energy efficient 

behavior, consuming more sustainably or using alternative means of transport. The city 

administration has a strong link to the local community. We have set up several working 

groups where citizens are actively involved in co-creating our climate and energy policies.  

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

It did not change much really. We had already made our local plan in the framework of the 

Cit’ergie initiative in 2007, before we joined the Covenant of Mayors. We then adapted this 

plan to have it approved as a SEAP when we adhered to the Covenant. It is important to have 

just one plan and implement it properly; if you have several plans, you get lost in the planning 

phase and do not move on the implementation phase. The problem we have is that we are 

required to do double reporting on our plan, for Cit’ergie as well as for the Covenant. This is 

very frustrating and time-consuming. It would be much better if there would be harmonization 

between the Covenant and national plans, so that we have to do only one reporting exercise.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

As I said before, we had already our plan in place and adapted it to have it approved as a 

SEAP. The Covenant did not really impact the way we govern climate and energy issues.   

 

In what ways have you worked with supporting structures (e.g. provinces, regions) from 

different government levels in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

Not in the Covenant specifically. The French national energy and environment agency 

ADEME has supported us in implementing some of our measures from our Cit’ergie plan. 

This was before we joined the Covenant and adapted our Cit’ergie plan as a SEAP. 

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with supporting structures from different 

government tiers due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

No. 

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 
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No, not for the Covenant. 

 

Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

Yes, many intermunicipal structures are obliged to make a Plan Climat Air Energie 

Territorial, which is similar to the SEAP. Echirolles does not fall under this obligation, 

because we are not an intermunicipal structure with more than 20,000 inhabitants. 

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

It is not really active. At the moment, the Covenant struggles seriously in France. Many cities 

are frustrated with the administrative burden of the double reporting (SEAP / national plan) 

and don’t see any added value to their climate and energy policies with the Covenant. If the 

Covenant doesn’t change, there is a danger that it may disappear in France. Instead of 

focusing its attention on expanding globally, the Covenant should reach out more to European 

cities and provide more support. After all, it is an initiative from the European Commission, 

which means that it should strengthen its European dimension. 

 

Interview with Els Cornelis, environment expert for Vlaams-Brabant Province 

Phone interview conducted on the 17th of June 2016 

 

What are the main factors that drive you to engage in climate and energy policies? 

Our goal as a province is to become climate-neutral by 2040. Climate change will have 

devastating impacts on our livelihoods, if we don’t do something about it. In order to be able 

to become climate-neutral, we need the cities on our territory as partners. This is why we are 

supporting our cities in their climate and energy policies. By doing this, we will be able to 

achieve our own climate goals.  

 

Why did you join the Covenant of Mayors? 

For the same reasons I mentioned before.  

 

What role did local/regional stakeholders play in you joining the Covenant of Mayors? 

They played an important role, especially our cities which we want to support.  

 

What is your approach to governing climate and energy on your territory? 
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As I said before, we support cities so that we can achieve our own climate goals. We do this 

by providing different forms of support, be it financial, technical or administrative. For 

instance, we run a helpdesk for the 60 Covenant cities on our territory.   

 

How has the creation of your SEAP in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

your capacity to engage in climate and energy policymaking? 

The Covenant has not changed much in our policymaking. We have been providing this 

dedicated support to our cities already before joining the Covenant.  

 

How has the establishment of your SEAP in the frame of the Covenant of Mayors impacted 

climate and energy governance within your constituency? 

Here also, the Covenant did not have a strong impact. Our climate and energy governing 

approach has been like this before we adhered to this initiative.  

 

In what ways have you worked with cities in the framework of the Covenant of Mayors? 

We have worked with our cities in different ways through the Covenant. Every year, we 

provide 500,000 Euros in subsidies to Covenant cities so that they can effectively make their 

SEAPs. Moreover, we are the contact point for signatories vis-à-vis the EU Commission and 

the JRC, in case they have any issues with their SEAPs. We are also working with several 

technical stakeholders, like for instance universities, in order to develop tailored GHG 

emission monitoring tools for the SEAPs. Moreover, we are regularly meeting with our cities 

in order to exchange experiences and improve their capacity to draft and implement SEAPs.  

 

Do you perceive a change in your relations with cities due to the Covenant of Mayors? 

Even if we have been working closely with our cities for a long time already, the Covenant 

has made this work more integrated and systematic. For instance, we are collaborating much 

more with other departments in the provincial administration in order to support cities in the 

Covenant in different fields, such as climate mitigation or adaptation. As we are cooperating 

much more internally, we can provide more coordinated, tailored support to our cities.  

 

Are there funding schemes in place in your nation-state that support implementation of the 

Covenant of Mayors (e.g. SEAP funding, capacity-building events, etc.)? 

Not on the national level, but regions like Flanders or Wallonia provide such support.  
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Is there a national law in place that requires cities and regions/provinces to draft local 

climate and energy action plans? 

No, there is no such requirement.  

 

How active do you consider to be the Covenant of Mayors initiative in your nation-state? 

The Covenant is very active in Belgium. In my province, 60 out of 65 cities have joined, and 

the situation is similar in other provinces. Most Belgian provinces are Covenant supporting 

structures. The Covenant has made a strong impact here. It has stimulated local climate policy 

development at an unprecedented scale.  

Analytical Grid for qualitative interviews with Covenant of Mayors 

signatories and supporting structures 
	
1) Drivers for engaging in climate and energy policies 

 

Main factors driving engagement in climate and energy policies (multiple selection 

possible): 

a) Address vulnerability to climate change 

b) Tackle climate change and catalyze energy transition 

c) Climate and energy measures as opportunity (co-benefits) 

• Saving costs  

• Create local jobs 

• Reduce citizen’s energy bills 

• Improve overall quality of life in city/region 

• Other co-benefits  

d) Enhance reputation and image (e.g. green city image) 

e) Engage local/regional stakeholders (e.g. citizens, businesses, industries etc.) 

f) Pressure from local/regional stakeholders to act 

g) Support cities in climate and energy policies (as supporting structures, through e.g. 

funding, capacity-building, etc.) 

h) Other factors 

 

Reasons for joining Covenant of Mayors (multiple selection possible): 

a) Address vulnerability to climate change 
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b) Tackle climate change and catalyze the energy transition 

c) Enhance reputation and image (e.g. green city image) 

d) Gain easier access to funding opportunities and capacity-building support 

e) Support cities in climate and energy policies (as supporting structures, through e.g. 

funding, capacity-building, etc.) 

f) Neighboring municipalities / supporting structures (e.g. regions) joined CoM 

g) Improve overall quality of life in city / region 

h) Exchange with other cities / regions (network, know-how transfer, best practices, etc.) 

i) International visibility for actions through CoM 

j) Engage local/regional stakeholders 

k) Define climate and energy strategy 

l) Other reasons 

 

Role of local/regional stakeholders (e.g. citizens, businesses, industries, etc.) in joining 

the CoM: 

a) Important role 

• Local/regional stakeholders pressured city / region to join 

• City / Region wants to engage local/regional stakeholders 

• Other factors 

b) Not important role 

• City / Region joined out of own motivation 

• City / Region did want to consult with local / regional stakeholders 

• Other factors 

 

2) Urban Climate and Energy Governance (UCEG) 

 

Approach in governing climate and energy on territory – to be complemented with 

SEAP analysis of interviewed cities / supporting structures 

a) Self-governing 

b) Governing by authority 

c) Governing by provision 

d) Governing through facilitation 

e) Governing through collaboration 

f) Other 
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Impact of SEAP on climate and energy policymaking capacity 

a) Strong impact 

• Created capacity to act 

• Strengthened capacity to act 

• Raised awareness for climate and energy as policy issues 

• Made climate and energy policymaking more systematic 

• Other effects 

b) No strong impact 

• SEAP did not affect climate and energy policymaking capacity 

• City / Region is already implementing a local action plan, SEAP is merely an 

additional plan  

• Other 

 

Impact of SEAP on climate and energy governance within constituency: 

a) Strong impact 

• Brought climate and energy governance into existence 

• Changed and improved overall climate and energy governance approach 

• Raised awareness for climate and energy policies  

• Other effects 

b) No strong impact 

• SEAP did not affect climate and energy governance 

• Other 

 

3) Multilevel Climate and Energy Governance  

 

Cities only: Nature of work with supporting structures from different government levels 

in CoM: 

a) Received funding support 

b) Received capacity-building support (e.g. assistance in drafting SEAP, workshops, etc.) 

c) Received GHG emissions, energy consumption and other data of local territory 

d) Co-development of regional / national climate and energy strategies and laws 

e) Organization of events in framework of CoM (e.g. awareness-raising for climate and 

energy action) 

f) Other form of joint work 
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Change in relations with supporting structures from different government levels due to 

CoM 

Yes/No, to elaborate upon by interviewer 

 

Regions/Provinces only: Nature of work with cities in CoM: 

a) Provided funding support 

b) Provided capacity-building support (e.g. assistance in drafting SEAP, workshops, etc.) 

c) Provided GHG emissions, energy consumption and other data of local territory 

d) Co-development of regional climate and energy strategies and laws with cities 

e) Organization of events in framework of CoM (e.g. awareness-raising events) 

f) Other form of joint work 

 

Change in relations with cities due to CoM 

Yes/No, to elaborate upon by interviewer 

 

Both Cities and Regions/Provinces: 

Existence of national funding and capacity-building schemes to support CoM 

implementation (e.g. SEAP funding, technical assistance, etc.) 

Yes/No, to elaborate upon by interviewer 

 

Existence of national law that requires cities and regions to draft local climate and 

energy action plans 

Yes/No, to elaborate upon by interviewer 

 

Activeness of CoM in nation-state 

a) Active 

• Many signatory cities 

• Many supporting structures 

• Many CoM-related events 

• Integration of CoM in climate and energy legislation/strategies (e.g. INDCs) 

• Dedicated funding lines for CoM implementation 

• Dedicated capacity-building support for CoM implementation 

• Other factor  
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b) Not active 

• Not many signatory cities 

• Not many supporting structures 

• Not many CoM-related events 

• No CoM integration in climate and energy legislation/strategies (e.g. INDCs) 

• No dedicated funding lines for CoM implementation 

• No dedicated capacity-building support for CoM implementation 

• Other factor 

 

Transcripts of background interviews with key Covenant of Mayors 

stakeholders 
 

Interview with Gérard Magnin, founder and former executive director of Energy Cities 

Telephone interview conducted on the 7th of April 2016 

 

 How do you perceive the role of cities in climate and energy policies? 

Nowadays, cities have a strong role in climate and energy policies, especially in the EU. They 

are considered to be allies of the EU, as cities can deliver climate and energy policies on the 

local level. The Covenant of Mayors constitutes the framework through which this can 

happen. Cities also have the legitimacy to do so, because they are involved in governing the 

daily lives of the citizens. But cities did not always have this part to play in climate and 

energy policies. Certain developments had to happen, in order for cities to become 

sufficiently legitimate to drive climate and energy action. 

 

What were these developments? 

Cities had to show their ability to innovate in order to become climate and energy leaders. 

Since the 1970s, they have done so in certain areas of EU climate and energy policy, notably 

in the field of energy efficiency in buildings and renewable energy. In these areas, cities 

showed what was possible on the local level and how this could be upscaled to the EU level. 

In a way, they have been the innovation catalyst in this domain. 

 

Which EU cities were in particular involved in this undertaking? 
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In the field of renewable energy, it was mainly German cities like Freiburg or Heidelberg that 

had already engaged early on in local renewable energy production. This started in the 1970s 

and extended to cities in other EU countries over time. These local efforts in renewable 

energy then drove the EU institutions in 2009 to adopt the EU Renewable Energy Directive 

(RED). In the buildings sector, the EU Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD) is 

mainly rooted in the locally grounded Passivhaus-Movement in Germany, which had pushed 

for ambitious energy efficiency standards in buildings.  

 

Interview with Michel Lebrun, former president of the Committee of the Regions 

Telephone interview conducted on the 8th of April 2016 

 

As former president of the Committee of the Regions, you have been able to follow the 

development of the Covenant since its beginning in 2008. What has been the Committee of the 

Regions’ position on the Covenant? 

For us, this has been an absolutely crucial initiative from the first day it came into being. The 

CoR is the institution for local and regional authorities in the EU, and is therefore fully 

legitimate to speak on their behalf. Many of our members have been part of the Covenant for 

years, both cities as signatories and regions as supporting structures. This strong link of our 

members with the initiative makes the Committee of the Regions therefore the most 

appropriate institution to support and further the Covenant of Mayors.  

 

What has been your personal involvement with the Covenant? 

I have been one of the first policymakers in 2014 to advocate for the global expansion of the 

Covenant. I have always believed that the Covenant should have a more influential place 

within EU climate and energy policies, and also in the field of circular economy and resource 

efficiency. This extension to the entire resource efficiency agenda of the EU has not happened 

yet in the Covenant, because it would overwhelm the Covenant.  

Moreover, I was the first in Wallonia to make my commune, the municipality of Viroinval, 

adhere to the Covenant, of which I am very proud.  

 

What opportunities do you see for the Covenant in its global extension foreseen for 2017? 

This is a very good opportunity to mobilize more cities worldwide to engage in climate and 

energy policies. The Committee of the Regions provides its full support for this expansion, 

and its members will ensure that more cities and regions join the Covenant.   
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Interview with Andres Jaadla, Estonian member (Rakvere municipality) of the 

Committee of the Regions 

Face-to-Face interview conducted on the 11th of April 2016 

 

As member of the CoR’s commission for Environment, Climate Change and Energy (ENVE) 

you are directly involved with issues pertinent to the Covenant of Mayors. What has the 

ENVE commission been doing so far regarding the Covenant? 

The Covenant is one of our top priorities in ENVE, but also within the entire Committee of 

the Regions. For us it is crucial to support the Covenant of Mayors, and we are natural allies 

of the initiative. More than one third of our members is already part of the Covenant, which is 

a logical development since cities and regions make up the membership of the CoR. I have 

seen in my own city Rakvere in Estonia how beneficial the Covenant can be for catalyzing 

local sustainable development and citizen involvement. 

 

The CoR has adopted in December 2015 an opinion specifically on the future of the 

Covenant. Where should the initiative evolve towards in your opinion? 

The Covenant has already an important role in EU climate and energy policies, but much 

more can be done still. As Committee of the Regions, we want to play our part to transform 

the initiative into a strong political force that can effectively support ambitious EU climate 

and energy policies. Even after the COP21 Paris Agreement, EU policies are not ambitious 

enough, so there is a real need to do something in this regard. The Covenant can be the 

instrument that drives transformative change.  

 

How do you perceive the foreseen global extension of the Covenant in 2017? 

This is certainly a step in the right direction, and as Committee of the Regions we will fully 

support the successful global expansion of the initiative. The Covenant is a multi-level 

governance success model and can be a game-changer for local and regional authorities 

across the world.    

 

Interview with Andriy Kyrchiv, Director of Association Energy Efficient Cities of 

Ukraine and Manager of the Covenant East Regional Office in Lviv  

Skype interview conducted on the 12th of April 2016 
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What has been the impact of the Covenant East in Ukraine so far? 

The Covenant East initiative has done a great deal for many Ukrainian cities. The Covenant 

East has managed to build up the policymaking capacity in climate and energy issues of 

Ukrainian cities. We have provided technical and financial support to these cities, notably 

through the organization of capacity-building workshops, conferences and technical trainings. 

As a result, 100 Ukrainian cities have joined the Covenant, and out of these, 55 have managed 

to make a SEAP and are now implementing it. Before the Covenant East, there were only 11 

Ukrainian Covenant signatories, of which none had been able to develop a SEAP. Through 

these figures you are able to see that the Covenant East initiative has been able to make a real 

impact in my country. 

 

What has been the role of your association, Energy Efficient Cities of Ukraine, in this 

process? 

My association had effectively paved the ground before the arrival of the Covenant East. In 

the early 2000s, we made a lot of efforts to raise awareness about climate and energy policies 

among Ukrainian local authorities, so that they would start thinking about how to address 

issues in this field. When the Covenant East started its work in Ukraine, many Ukrainian 

cities were eager to join and learn on how to develop a systematic local climate and energy 

policy.  

 

What has the SEAP model changed for Ukrainian cities in their policymaking? 

For many Ukrainian cities, the SEAP is not only a very useful local planning tool, but also a 

crucial policy instrument. As you may know, Ukraine is still dependent to a large extent on 

Russian gas. Therefore, many Ukrainian local authorities are keen to achieve energy savings 

through their SEAP, in order to become much less dependent on Russian gas. In the case of 

Ukraine, the Covenant has had a strong impact on how we approach energy security. One day 

in the near future, we hope to become an energy independent country, mainly by becoming 

much more energy efficient.    

 

Interview with Jan Waanders, project leader of SUDeP-East 

Skype interview conducted on the 14th of April 2016 
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You are team leader of the SUDeP-East project, in which you are working with cities from the 

EU’s eastern partnership countries to support them in the implementation of SEAP measures. 

What has been your experience working with these cities so far?       

It has been quite a fruitful experience so far. We are financing already 19 SEAP measures in 

five of the eleven target countries of the Covenant East. These are typical SEAP actions like 

for instance the retrofitting of buildings or the energy-efficient modernization of local district 

heating networks. We are not only financing the actions, but also providing concrete technical 

assistance in the form of guidelines, handbooks, procurement training and many other forms 

of support.  

 

The SEAP measures you mentioned were mostly in the field of energy efficiency. Are energy 

savings the predominant issue for Covenant East cities? 

Not predominant, but certainly an important one. You should know that many cities in the 

East are not primarily driven by climate considerations when they engage in climate and 

energy policies. For them, it is mostly about cost savings. They can use these financial 

savings to repair roofs and walls of buildings for instance, to better insulate them for cold 

winters. Saving money is such an important factor in this region, that it will convince even 

cities to act on climate and energy even if they are hesitant or not interested in doing 

something in this field.  

 

This thesis aims to determine the impact of the Covenant East in Ukraine, mainly because a 

representative from the Ukrainian city of Lviv will be interviewed. What have you been able 

to do through SUDeP-East in Ukraine? 

Actually, 11 of the 19 SEAP measures we are financing and co-implementing with the 

Covenant East cities take place in Ukrainian cities. So the SUDeP-East project is very active 

in Ukraine. 

 

There is also the SUDeP-South project that has a similar purpose than SUDeP-East. Have 

you been exchanging with SUDeP-South for your own project? 

Yes of course. It is a completely different story for SUDeP-South and the Covenant 

Mediterranean than in our case. In the East, the Covenant is much more advanced than in the 

South.  
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Could you explain why this is the case? 

Take the example of Lebanon. Cities in this country have less power to decide autonomously 

compared to cities in Ukraine for instance. Oftentimes, Lebanese cities have to ask their 

national government for permission in order to be able to do something on climate and 

energy. And if they can finally do so, it is only possible after long approval procedures. In 

Ukraine on the other hand, cities are more independent and have more resources at their 

disposal. The national level is also backing the Covenant much more than in Lebanon. This is 

why I am much more optimistic for the Covenant in Ukraine, rather than in countries like 

Lebanon, where the initiative still has a long way to go to make a strong impact on the 

national governance framework.   

 

Interview with Naceur Hammami, project leader of SUDeP-South  

Skype interview conducted on the 18th of April 2016 

 

You are project leader of SUDeP-South, which is financing SEAP measures of Covenant 

Mediterranean cities. Are there differences compared to the SUDeP-East project? 

Not really. SUDeP-South is basically the twin of SUDeP-East. Both projects are EU-financed 

and are supporting cities in the financing and implementation of their SEAP measures.  

 

This thesis assesses the impact of the Covenant Mediterranean in Lebanon, notably because a 

representative from the Lebanese city of Menjez will be interviewed. What has been your 

experience working with cities in Lebanon through SUDeP-South?   

We are aiming to finance the implementation of measures from Lebanese cities’ SEAPs in 

SUDeP-South. We are still at an early starting point in Lebanon since only Menjez, the city 

you have mentioned, has effectively developed a SEAP. It is not easy to work in Lebanon on 

urban climate and energy policies. Climate and energy issues have long been neglected there, 

and have only become recently a real issue because of the INDC process for the COP21 in 

Paris. As a result of this long-term negligence, there is still a wide awareness and knowledge 

gap on climate and energy in Lebanon.  

 

How are you trying to address this gap through SUDeP-South? 

We want to work closely with cities and enable them to implement concrete projects from 

their SEAPs, so the SEAPs are not just a paper tiger. When more SEAPs will be drafted by 

Lebanese cities, we will be able to finance the implementation of more measures. By doing 
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this, we will contribute to accelerate local development in climate and energy policies and 

hopefully close the awareness and knowledge gap that is currently there.  

 

How is the national government in Lebanon involved in this process? 

At the moment, it is not really involved. I know that the Covenant Mediterranean is trying to 

engage with national ministries to get them to support the Covenant more in Lebanon, but 

they have not been able to make much progress so far. The Covenant has not succeeded yet in 

finding its place in the national governance framework in Lebanon. Hopefully this will 

change in the future.     

 

  


