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Abbreviations and acronyms

Acronym Description

CcCcC Climate City Contract

CoP Community of Practice

Eol Expression of Interest

MCs Mission Cities
Non-Mission Cities (considered as those who replied to the needs

NMCs : .
assessment survey launched in April 2024)

MEL Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning

Ré&l Research and Innovation

Summary

The European Commission's Mission "100 Climate-neutral and Smart Cities by 2030" aims to accelerate
Europe's climate action at the local level. Launched in 2021, the initiative has two main objectives: to
deliver at least 100 European climate-neutral and smart cities by 2030 and to ensure these cities serve
as innovation hubs for other cities to follow. In alignment with these goals, the Mission Platform,
coordinated by NetZeroCities, plans to expand its resources and services to support additional cities in
achieving climate neutrality by 2050.

Building on previous needs assessments carried out by the NetZeroCities consortium, this report uses
the results of an original survey launched in April 2024 to analyse how the needs of Mission Cities
overlap or differ from the needs of Non-Mission Cities (62 cities that answered the survey).

The report concludes by providing recommendations on how services delivered to cities through the
Mission Platform, coordinated by NetZeroCities, can be tailored to address the identified needs.

This first "Non-Mission City Needs & Pathways" report will inform the development of NetZeroCities
tools and services such as the City Readiness Self-Assessment Tool, the Helpdesk for Non-Mission
Cities, and peer collaboration initiatives. Future iterations of this report will delve deeper into
partnerships and tailored support pathways, leveraging resources from initiatives like Horizon Europe,
the Covenant of Mayors, and the Smart Cities Marketplace to ensure that any service gaps are
addressed.

Keywords

Non-Mission Cities, Needs assessment, Pathways
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Introduction

In the context of implementing the European Green
Climateeneut ral and Smart C(hancerth Cities Blissior im 2021yto a2oel8rdtedthe
achievementof Eur opeds cl i mat e atthdlacallavelcTheritiés Misseom initmtive aims

to achieve two main objectives®:
Deliver at least 100 European climate-neutral and smart cities by 2030.
Ensure that these cities act as experimentation and innovation hubs for others to follow.

Two years after the selection of the 112 Mission Cities (MCs), and in line with the second objective of
the Cities Mission, the Mission Platform, currently coordinated by NetZeroCities, is planning to expand
its resources and services to scale-up the climate neutrality goal. The ambition is to build the capability
and capacity of all other cities in Europe, to achieve climate neutrality by 2050 at the latest, by learning
from Mission Cities and allowing them to benefit from tools and resources developed by the Mission
Platform.

For the purpose of t-Mi ss i @ pNMas)willdcuged to elentify thipde cities
that are not among the 112 Mission Cities and who replied to the needs assessment survey shared by
the NetZeroCities consortium in April 20242,

As European cities embark on their journey towards climate neutrality under varying conditions and at
different stages, this first report aims to assess their needs and map out how the Mission Platform can
better tailor its demand-driven services to this new and diverse target group. Specifically, the report
addresses the following research questions:

(RQ1) How do needs of Non-Mission Cities overlap or differ from the Mission Citiesbneeds?

(RQ2) How can the mapped needs of Non-Mission Cities help NetZeroCities tailor demand-driven
services and identify service gaps in the Mission Platform?

The following chapters build on the assessment carried out by the NetZeroCities consortium when the
Cities Mission was launched,namel y t he @ Re p o riversand Batriers Jowadds €lidhate Dr
Neut r3anditteyi®Re por t on Support N e ed (shaptes 5 Bexds mfeMissionf o r
Cities). Additionally, the report utilises the results of an original survey launched by the consortium in
April 2024, which was answered by 62 Non-Mission Cities®, to compare the needs of MCs and NMCs
(chapter 2. Non-Mission Cities Profiles and Needs). In conclusion, the analysis results are used to reflect

1 European Commission. (2021). Implementation Plan. European Missions - 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities
by 2030. Brussels: European Commission

2For more clarity on -Mihesiucre Oift itdeo teee dMNomter 2. By
term Non-Mission Cities to generalise the results to all European cities that are not part to the Cities Mission Yet.

3 LIAKOU, L., Flanagan, B., Altman, N., Rendle, N.,Kiernicka-Allavena, J., Wildman, A., Heyder, M., Gresset,
S.,Diaz A., Castafieda, M., Ancelle, A. Johansson, H., Titley, R., Minoz, A., Holmberg, L. (2022). Report on City
Needs, Drivers and Barriers Towards Climate Neutrality. NetZeroCities, Deliverable 13.1

4 Synnott, E.,McLaughlin, J. (2023). Report on support needs assessment for CCC. NetZeroCities, Deliverable 1.8

5 In this context, the term Non-Mission Cities refers to the cities that answered the survey. For more details, see
chapter 2 Non-Mission Cities Profiles and Needs
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on how the services planned for NMCs, to be delivered through the Mission Platform, can be tailored to
meetci ti es & need gotentimldgaps @hapted & Aramindegs to support pathways for ).

The work detailed in this first "Non-Mission City Needs & Pathways" report will inform the support
provided by the Mission Platform. Specifically, it will guide the development of the City Readiness Self-
Assessment Tool, the NMCs Helpdesk, and the peer collaboration organised both at EU and national
level (also thanks to national platforms). The second yearly iteration of this report will delve into the
mapping exercise delivered by the NetZeroCities consortium about the multi-level partnerships,
initiatives, and projects. The objective of this report will be to identify the full range of relevant support
and gaps in current provision, and to fully exploit existing partnerships to address them. Finally, the third
and last iteration of the report will evaluate how NMCs have been engaging with the tailored services
from the Mission Platform and will elaborate pathways through which eventual gaps can be addressed
through partnerships with external initiatives such as Horizon Europe projects, the Covenant of Mayors,
Smart Cities Marketplace, the Intelligent Cities Challenge, and more®.

This wildl advance the third specific objective of
compl ementarities and facilitate mut ual, Eusopearp@mmissioni t h
(2021). Implementation Plan. European Missions - 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities by 2030. Brussels:
European Commission
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1 Needs of Mission Cities

The first objective of this report is to assess the needs of Non-Mission Cities (NMCs) compared to those
of Mission Cities. To this end, the following chapter begins by examining the needs of Mission Cities
(Chapter 1.1). This assessment is based on previous deliverables from the NetZeroCities project,
particularly the insights gained from focus groups that informed the "Report on City Needs, Drivers, and
Barriers Towards Climate Neutrality" (NZC D13.1) and the analysis of the results from the Expression
of Interest (Eol)?, as presented in the "Report on Support Needs Assessment for CCC" (NZC D1.8).

1.1Report on City Needs, Drivers and
Barriers Towards Climate Neutrality (NZC

D13.1)
Before the 112 Mission Cities were selected, an analysis of cites 8 needs wa shy tha
Net ZeroCities Project and outlined in the rep

NeutralitydA (Deliverable D13.1)
Through a series of focus groups that involved 64 cities across Europe, three questions were explored:

Why might a city engage with the concept of climate neutrality and strive to become climate neutral?
(drivers)

What hinders a citydéds path to climate neutra

What creates the enabling environment at various levels for a city to achieve climate neutrality?
(needs)

The focus groups and the results were organised around five themes: policy and governance;
implementation practices; culture, social innovation and participation; finance and business models; and
strategic learning. The following section briefly describes the identified needs and barriers for European
Cities to accelerate their journey towards climate neutrality.

Policy and governance

Policy and governance have been identified as a key subject in which cities require help. Especially the
fragmentation of responsibilities within the municipal administration implementing climate action is
hindering citiesé journey towards <climate neu
department collaboration. For example, if energy and planning departments lack cooperation, it is
difficult to gain positive results in heating and cooling. Solving this issue requires a systemic approach

7 For more details on the Eol see: European Commission. (2021). Commission invites cities to express their interest
to become part of European Mission 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities by 2030. European Commission,
Directorate-General for Research and Innovation. https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-
and-innovation-news/commission-invites-cities-express-their-interest-become-part-european-mission-100-climate-
neutral-2021-11-25 en

8 LIAKOU, L., Flanagan, B., Altman, N., Rendle, N.Kiernicka-Allavena, J., Wildman, A., Heyder, M., Gresset,
S.,Diaz A., Castafieda, M., Ancelle, A. Johansson, H., Titley, R., Minoz, A., Holmberg, L. (2022). Report on City
Needs, Drivers and Barriers Towards Climate Neutrality. NetZeroCities, Deliverable 13.1
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and new governance models linking different actions to overarching strategy. Lack of coordination is
not only a problem inside city administration, but it should work between administrative levels, so
national policies would not conflict with local goals. The mandate and space of action for cities to
commit climate actions varies greatly country by country, so it is necessary to emphasize the national
level support.

From planning to Implementation practices

Cities also recognised that it is not enough to have a strategy, but the change happens through
implementation. Many cities struggle in translating overarching and broad strategies into concrete
actions and measures. In the window until 2030, great changes should take place at a rather fast pace,
which is seen as difficult. This is true especially with domains such as mobility, energy systems, and the
built environment, where the changes are difficult without a systemic approach. Moreover, cities often
have a large number of small-scale projects and pilots, which do not connect well to each other or wider
goals. Cities require help in taking systemic approach to transformation and scaling up initiatives and
identifying synergies and co-benefits between them.

Social innovation and engagement

Cities recognize that climate transition requires onboarding all relevant actors within the city. This ranges
from private companies to civic society and local inhabitants. Co-creation of climate actions builds
support, trust, responsibility, ownership and transparency, which is particularly necessary given the
growing polarisation in some communities. Engagement is necessary not only in terms of strategy, but
civic behavioural change is a necessary part of achieving climate neutrality. The transition is difficult, if
it is not tied to wider socio-economic development priorities, so cities have to actively build the integration
in collaboration with communities. Cities have varying capabilities in engaging with citizens and
the private sector.

Finance and business models

Cities recognize a lack of funding and financing opportunities as one of the main barriers to implementing
the transition towards climate neutrality. Cities are in different positions in regards of their opportunities
to tap into different funding sources, but in general their knowledge about possible opportunities is
incomplete and they need tailor-made support to access funding and financing for projects. Investing in
climate projects is recognized as a way to bring new business opportunities to local actors in cities and
act as an important driver by the cities. In concrete terms, cities need a more structured framework to
assess funding alternatives and the profitability of different financing options, trigger private investments,
measure impacts and foster experimentation.

Monitoring and strategic learning

Strategic learning is key to progress the climate transition. In order to measure progress, results and
impacts and make learning structured, cities need monitoring frameworks. Cities see a need for new
approaches for data collection and visualization. Also measuring different impacts, (co-)benefits and
risks is highly important and requires access to quality data and KPIs, and in general their availability.
Data analysis and learning from data is a challenge for cities. Strategic learning can happen also in
collaboration with other cities. Peer-to-peer learning is an effective way for cities to harness new
practices. Cities want to learn from those who face similar problems and share similar journeys.

In addition to the needs above, the report mentions previous research highlighting that cities lack
technical expertise that would help them undertake long-term climate and energy actions and financial
resources to implement projects.

Table 1 Synthesis of barriers from NZC D13.1

Selected themes Needs and Barriers

Policy, and 1 Silos approach in the local administration
Governance
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1 Fragmentation of responsibilities across
multiple levels of government

From planning to 1 Mismatch between strategic planning with a

implementation systemic approach and project-based
implementation

Social innovation and Lack of administrative capacity and

Engagement capabilities to engage with citizens and the
private sector

Finance and 1 Lack of knowledge about opportunities in

business model accessing funding and financing schemes

1 Lack of administrative knowledge in climate-
related investment planning
Monitoring and 9 Lack of access to quality data to monitor
strategic learning impacts and co-benefits
1 Lack of consistent monitoring framework
required by different levels of government

1.2Report on Support Needs Assessment
for CCC (NZC D1.8)

In 2021, during the early stages of Cities Mission implementation, an open call for Expression of Interest
(EQI) was launched®. The Eol was designed as a comprehensive questionnaire (374 questions)
touching on strategic, technological, social, political, and financial aspects related to climate mitigation
and beyond, with the overarching aim of delineating past trajectories, current policies, and expected
future actions of the cities willing to join the Mission. In total, 362 eligible cities answered the
guestionnaire. In order to better tailor the Mission Platform support service to Mission Cities needs, the
Report on Support Needs Assessment for CCC analysed the submissions of the 112 Mission Cities (100
European cities and the 12 cities from Horizon Europe Associated Countries).

The analysis conducted on the section of the Eol entitled 'Barriers, Risks and Need for Assistance' is of
great interest in the context of this work. The Report found that when it comes to cross-sectoral
challenges for cities to reach climate neutrality, the two main barriers identified by most cities were lack
of funding/financing schemes, and fragmentation of responsibilities at city level. A further six main
barriers were commonly identified by around one third of cities (as outlined in Figure 1).

9 European Commission. EU Mission: Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities. 2022. htt ps://research-and-
innovation.ec.europa.eu/funding/funding-opportunities/fund ing-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe/eu-
missions-horizon-europe/cl imate-neutral-and-smart-cities_en.
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Figure 1 Top barriers identified by Mission Cities in their expressions of interest (from D1.8)

Difficulties in building collaborations
between public and private sectors

Insufficient administrative and/or
operational capacity

Lack of citizen participation and
proactiveness

Regulatory red tap

Prohibitive investment costs

Lack of enabling policy at Member State
level

Fragmentation of responsibilities
Lack of funding/financing schemes

0 10 20 30 40 50 o0 70 80 90

On a sectoral basis, the analysis considered energy, transport and waste barriers in which cities were
asked to select their top six barriers from a predefined menu.

Energy sector: most cities identified high initial capital costs as the most relevant barrier
(selected by over 70 Mission Cities).

Transport sector: most cities identified high initial capital costs as the most relevant barrier
(selected by over 70 Mission Cities).

Waste sector: most cities identified cultural and behavioural challenges as the most relevant
barrier (selected by over 70 Mission Cities). In addition, lack of infrastructure for circular
economy stood out as a challenge for the transition to climate neutrality in the waste sector
(selected by almost 60 cities).

In terms of capacity building and learning needs, the analysis of the answers to the Eol found cities lack
knowledge on climate finance and investment planning (selected by 61% of cities), knowledge on how
to address climate neutrality with a cross-sectoral approach (selected by 47% of cities), and skills in
project development through pre-feasibility to finance-ready (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2 Capacity building needs (from D1.8)1°

Capacity-building needs idenitified by cities (percentage)

2 Non-Mission Cities Profiles and Needs

The analysis of the needs of Non-Mission Cities is based on a survey launched in April 2024 by the
NetZeroCities consortium. The survey remained open for six weeks and gathered a total of 62
responses, of which 19 from Second Wave Cities (cities that already replied in 2021 to the Eol to become
Mission Cities). The survey comprised 56 questions divided into five sections (Annex 1):

1T Respondentsd profile

91 City profiles

1 Climate targets

9 Strategies, barriers, and needs for climate neutrality

1 Engagement with the Mission Platform coordinated by NetZeroCities

After describing the sample of cities that answered the survey and compare them with Mission Cities by
looking at geographical distribution, population size, and readiness level in terms of climate targets'?,
this chapter presents a critical analysis of the survey results. This analysis is organized according to the
topics used in the "Report on City Needs, Drivers, and Barriers Towards Climate Neutrality" (NZC D13.1)
and the "Report on Support Needs Assessment for CCC" (D1.8), namely:

1 Policy and Governance

1 From Climate Planning to Implementation

10 For a better visualisation of the graph see: Synnott, E.,McLaughlin, J. (2023). Report on support needs
assessment for CCC. NetZeroCities, Deliverable 1.8.

11 To compare the sample of NMCs with NMCs, data from the survey were compared to data from the Eol
summarised i n the ACity Dossiero space on the NetZeroCities
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1 Financing and Business Models
1 Monitoring and Strategic Learning

I Capacity Building Needs

Theconcludngc hapt er fiKey Findings and Resultso addresses

by elaborating on how the needs of Non-Mission Cities overlap with or differ from the needs of Mission
Cities.

In this context, the term Non-Mission Cities (NMCs) refers to the 62 respondents to the survey. As
explained later in the analysis, the survey results cannot be considered statistically significant or
representative of other European cities.

2.1 Geographical distribution

The geographical distribution of Non-Mission Cities is analysed using four geographical European
regions (Figure 3)12

1 Central/Eastern Europe

1 Northern Europe

9 Southern Europe (including Turkiye, and Israel)
1 Western Europe

Contrary to Mission Cities, which are equally distributed across European regions, almost half of the
Non-Mission Cities are located in Southern Europe (30 NMCs). 16 NMCs are in Central and Eastern
Europe. In Western Europe, which is the most represented region for Mission Cities (24 MCs), only 16
NMCs are located. Northern Europe is the least represented region for both Mission and Non-Mission
Cities, with 23 and 6 cities respectively.

12 pyblication Office of the European Union. (2023). EU Vocabularies - 7206 Europe Concept scheme.
https://op.europa.eu/en/web/eu-vocabularies/concept-scheme/-/resource?uri=http://eurovoc.europa.eu/100277
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Figure 3 Mission and Non-Mission Cities by European Region
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2.2 Population

Population data show a substantive difference between Mission and Non-Mission Cities. While the
population of Mission Cities ranges between 20,600 and 15,000,000 inhabitants, Non-Mission Cities
have smaller sizes, ranging between 3,145 and 1,818,133 inhabitants. The average number of
inhabitants reinforces the difference, with Mission Cities having a mean of 318,206.5 dwellers, and Non-
Mission Cities having a mean of 121,500 inhabitants (Table 2)*3.

Table 2 Summary statistics - population
N°of Mean Median Standard  Min Max
cities  (n° of (n° of deviation  (n° of (n° of
inhabitants) inhabitants) inhabitants) inhabitants)

112 668427.6 318206.5 1523440.2 28600 15000000
Cities

Non- 62 257163.9 121500.0 370162.9 3145 1818133

Mission
Cities

The number of inhabitants is analysed using the following categories (Figure 4) 14

Large metropolitan areas: 1.5 million or more inhabitants;

13 1t should be noted that when tested, the difference in population size between Mission and Non-Mission Cities
is statistically relevant (p-value= 0.0119397).

14 OECD. (2024). Urban population by city size (indicator). OECD. doi: 10.1787/b4332f92-en. The category
Aitownso was added by the author t o r ep Pleaseenatdthatwheni e s

referring to Al arge metropolitan areaso and fAMetropolitan

reference is made to the administrative structure.
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Metropolitan areas: 500 000 - 1.5 million inhabitants;

Medium-size urban areas: 200 000 - 500 000 inhabitants;

Small urban areas if their population is between 50 000 and 200 000 inhabitants.
Towns: 07 50 000 inhabitants.

The difference in the average number of inhabitants between Mission and Non-Mission Cities is reflected
in the different distribution of cities across the population categories. While Mission Cities are almost
equally distributed among the central categoriesd metropolitan, medium-size, and small urban areasd
the distribution of Non-Mission Cities is skewed towards the categories representing smaller urban
areas. More specifically, the small urban areas category represents the most NMCs (42%), followed by
towns (23%) and medium-size urban areas (21%).

When it comes to the geographical distribution of cities by population size, it is worth noting that 7 of the
9 large and metropolitan areas are located in Southern Europe. Similarly, 9 of the 14 Towns are located
in Southern Europe. Medium and Small urban areas are more equally distributed across European
regions (Figure 5).

Figure 4 Mission and Non-Mission Cities by Population Size (share of cities in the population
category)

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

Large metropolitan Metropolitan areas Medium-size urban Small urban areas Towns
areas areas

Mission Cities m Non-Mission Cities
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Figure 5 Map of Mission and Non-Mission Cities by population
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2.3 Climate target

When Mission Cities applied to join the 100 Climate Neutral and Smart Cities Mission through the
Expression of Interest, 89% of them already had a GHG emissions target in place with a target year
after 2020. Only 3 out of 112 Mission Cities did not have a climate goal with a target year beyond 2020,
and 9 cities were in the process of adopting one. In contrast, the starting level of ambition and
commitment among Non-Mission Cities is slightly lower. Of the 62 Non-Mission Cities that responded to
the survey, only 53% have a GHG emissions goal in place. Another 28% are planning to adopt a target,
while 6% reported that they have no target and do not intend to adopt one (Figure 6)15. Additionally, it is
worth highlighting that when examining targets based on the population size of cities, 60% of cities with
a target in place or in the process of adopting one are small urban areas and towns (this distribution is
rather equal with the distribution of population sizes).

Upon examining the specifics of existing GHG emissions reduction targets, it becomes apparent that
Non-Mission Cities embark on their journey towards climate neutrality with less ambitious goals
compared to Mission Cities. Regarding the target year, a significant majority of Mission Cities (82%)

15 It should be noted that the question in the Eol differs from the question in the NMCs survey. The question in the

EOlwas:iHas your <city officially adopted a Greenhoufe Gas ( GH
with a target Wheeeastha fluesdonin h® NMC)sitvey was: i Has your city officialldl
target for reaching absolute-zero, net-z er o GHG emi ssi ons or GHG emission reductd.i
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aimed to achieve their climate goals by 2030 even before joining the Cities Mission. In contrast, Non-
Mission Cities have target years ranging from 2030 to 2050: only 43% aim for 2030, 35% for 2040, and
36% for 2050 (Table 4)16. Similarly, the expected GHG emissions reductions demonstrate that Mission
Cities had more ambitious targets upon joining the Mission compared to Non-Mission Cities. Although
18% of Non-Mission Cities have an absolute-zero target (Figure 7)17, the remaining cities have either a
net-zero target (58%) or only a GHG emissions reduction target (24%), with expected reductions
consistently lower than those planned by Mission Cities?8,

Even though the survey provided respondents with clear definitions of the different types of targets,
discrepancies were identified when comparing the stated target levels with the quantitative expectations
in terms of GHG reductions. For instance, some of the NMCs aiming to reach climate neutrality reported
expected residual emissions that do not comply with the definition. Overall, the survey results highlight
the need for more clarity around the definitions of different types of climate targets.

Figure 6 MCs and NMCs - Existing future Climate target at the time of answering the survey

Planned
Mo

Yes
MISSION CITIES MON MISSIONCITIES

Table 3 NMCsd limate target by city size

No target in Planned target Existing target in
place place

Large metropolitan

areas

16 It should be noted that this is not statistically relevant. Only 28 cities provided this information.

17 The following definition of absolute-z e r 0 was pr ovi d e #00% af greeehsugecgascemissiors are fi
avoided, i.e. the city no longer emits or causes any greenhouse gases directly, or indirectly through the
consumption of grid-supplied energy in the sectors /scopes covered by the climate neutrality definition of the Cities
Mi s s.iWhereas the following definition of Net-zero GHG emissions was given to respondents: fthe balance
between direct reduction and compensation of residual emissions is zero.o

18 It should be noted that this is not statistically relevant.
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Metropolitan areas 4 4

Medium-size urban 1 4 8
areas

Small urban areas 1 6 e
2 10 2

Table 4 Target year (MCs and NMCs)

Total By 2030 By 2040 By 2050
respondents

MlSSlon Cities 82% 14% 10%

Non Mission 28 34 43% 35% 36%
Cities

Figure 7 Level of ambition of Non-Mission Cities with a future target in place®®

Absolute-zero GHG
emissions target by 2030

® GHG emissions reduction
target

Met-zero target by 2050

Table 5 Exclusions in GHGs target of Non-Mission Cities?°

Excluded Sectors IPPU

 AFOLU

Energy generation
Stationary energy
Waste/wastewater
Excluded areas Airport

' Port

Private businesses

NPFPWFREFPPFPWW

19 For the definition of absolute-zero target and net-zero target please see footnote 17.

20 This refers only to the 9 cities that reported exclusions from their target.
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Figure 8 GHG emissions reduction target by target year for Mission Cities (99) and Non-Mission

Cities (23)
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2.4Governance, and engagement
Coll aboration within the cityds administrative
ecosystem of actors is a key element of the Cities Mission. More specifically, one of the objectives of
the Cities Missionisit o hel p cities devel op, where neces

capacity through innovative governance to overcome a silo approach and to ensure buy-in and
commitment from citizens, local public and private stakeholders (i.e. industry, businesses) as well as
regional and national authorities@!. In this respect, the survey verified what the starting level of
collaboration is for Non-Mission Cities.

2.4.1 Administrative structure of cities

Regarding the administrative structure responsible for developing the mitigation agenda within cities,
only 32% of NMCs reported having a cross-sectoral organisation to foster a collaborative approach and
overcome siloed operations (Figure 9). In all other cases, the mitigation workstream is not addressed
collaboratively. In 15% of the cities, the mitigation workstream is managed entirely by a climate office or
an environmental department. In another 19%, the work is led by a different sectoral department, such
as energy or transport. Notably, 24% of NMCs indicated that the responsibility for the mitigation
workstream is fragmented across various city departments, lacking coordination.

When looking at the type of administrative structure internal to the city compared to the city size, a clear
pattern is not visible. For instance, small urban areas (the majority of the sample) emerge both for
addressing their mitigation agenda through cross-department collaboration and through sectoral
departments with fragmented responsibilities (Table 6). On the contrary, a clear pattern is visible when
comparing the administrative structure and the GHGs reduction targets cities committed to between

21 European Commission. (2021). Implementation Plan. European Missions - 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart
Cities by 2030. Brussels: European Commission
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2030 and 205022, For the large majority, targets are already in place in cities with a specific department
leading the work on climate mitigation (14%) and in cities with an established collaborative approach
between departments (20%) (Table 7).Conversely, cities with no target in place or in the process of
adopting one, are more distributed across the different types of administrative structure including
multiple departments with fragmented responsibilities.

Figure 9 Administrative structure responsible for the development of climate-mitigation agenda

Cross-sectoral department

® Ad hoc climate/environmental
department

Sectoral department

® Fragmented responsinility
across sectoral departments
m Other

Table 6 Type of administrative structure by city size

Cross- Sectoral Ad-hoc Fragmented
sectoral department environmental | responsibility
collaboration | leading office

Large
metropolitan
areas

2
areas
Medium-size 4 4 1 3 1
Small urban 4 2 4

il B [

5 2 4 3

Table 7 Type of administrative structure by climate target

Cross-sectoral | Sectoral Ad-hoc Fragmented Other
collaboration department environmental responsibility
leading office

No target 2

22 See Figure 6
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Planned 7 3 5 3 7
target
Existing 9 3 2 6
target

Collaboration with multiple levels of government

When asked about the main stakeholders involved in formulating and implementing local climate change
mitigation policies and plans, NMCs most frequently mention government bodies (Figure 10). In 87% of
cases, cities already collaborate with national and regional governments to advance their climate
agenda. Two types of support from higher government bodies emerged as particularly relevant for most
NMCs: 56% of cities work with national and regional governments to formulate relevant policies and
regulations, and slightly fewer cities (48%) receive financial support to develop and implement climate
projects?3. Looking at the least selected option, it is important to note that no NMCs selected coordination
between multiple levels of government as valuable support they receive from national or regional
governments. This might indicate a lack of a coordination among levels of government (Figure 11).

Figure 10 N° of Non-Mission Cities indicating the involvement of various actors in their climate
mitigation agenda (absolute number)

Government bodies
(national, regional)
60

50
40
30
20
10
Citizens and civil society Academia or Research &

L 0 S
organisations Innovation institutions

Private sector

23 Please refer to Annex 1 for the exact question. Cities were given the possibility to select multiple choices.
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Figure 11 Support already received from National and Regional levels of government
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2.4.2 Localecosystem of actors

The engagement of other local actors is substantially lower than collaboration with higher levels of
government (Figure 10). Among NMCs, 56% reported involving citizens and civil society
organisations. In terms of citizen engagement, awareness-raising activities and consultative practices
are prevalent, implemented by 73% and 60% of cities respectively. On the contrary, more empowering
approaches, such as co-creation, co-design, public deliberation, and signed pacts of collaboration, are
less common, mentioned by only 20-15 cities (Figure 12).

Additionally, 48% of NMCs engage with the private sector. Within this engagement, no single practice
stands out as predominant. Public-Private Partnerships are already utilised by 45% of cities, while 39%
of NMCs collaborate with private actors to promote innovative start-ups and green job creation. Only
27% of NMCs work with the private sector to develop shared climate or Net-Zero goals (Figure 13).

Moreover, 56% of NMCs collaborate with universities and research institutions. In 63% of these cases,
cities consult scholars on policies and strategies, and 40% of cities participate in collaborative research
and innovation (R&I) projects to test and scale up innovative solutions (Figure 14).
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Figure 12 Ways in which NMCs engage with citizens and civil society organizations (%)
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Figure 13 Ways in which NMCs collaborate with private sector (%)
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Figure 14 Ways in which NMCs engage with academia and knowledge institutions (%)

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

&
[@;
&

{(/.\.Q &

2.4.3 Participation in EU anditernational initiatives

Non-Mission Cities develop their climate agenda through governance arrangements that extend beyond
local actors and collaboration with regional and national governments. Among NMCs, 84% reported
participating in an average of three different European or international initiatives or programmes, with
some cities involved in up to ten initiatives. When asked about their involvement in international
initiatives, only 16% of cities reported not being involved in any. Notably, all cities engaged in
international initiatives have adopted or are planning to adopt GHG reduction targets. Additionally, there
is no clear pattern linking participation in international programmes to the population size of cities, as
cities are equally distributed across various size categories.

The most popular initiative is the Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy, with 55% of NMCs
participating. Other significant programmes include the European Mobility Week (45%), the URBACT
programme (27%), CIVITAS (24%), and the New European Bauhaus (21%). Some cities provided
additional examples of international opportunities they participate in. More than one city mentioned their
engagement in projects developed within the framework of the LIFE programme. Additionally, some
cities reported their active involvement in city networks as an important activity in developing their
climate agenda. Furthermore, some cities mentioned their participation in reporting through the CDP-
ICLEI Track, which together with MyCovenant is one of the two platforms where Mission Cities can
report on their achievements.

The benefits NMCs find from participating in these initiatives are multifaceted (Figure 15). The most
valuable aspect is access to informative and inspiring content, as cited by 36 NMCs?*. Networking
opportunities with like-minded cities and with experts or key stakeholders (15%) are also highly valued,

24 1t should be noted that cities were able to select more than one options, see Annex 1.
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selected by 34 and 30 cities respectively. Funding and financing opportunities stood out as well with 32
cities. 19 cities reported their appreciation of online repository of best practices. Other benefits include
strengthened political engagement (15 cities), access to online trainings or Massive Open Online
Courses (MOOCSs) (13 cities), and ready-to-use toolkits (10).

Table 8 Initiatives NMCs are already part of and consider relevant to their climate mitigation

agenda
Initiatives N° of NMCs % of NMCs
Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy 34 55%
European Mobility Week 28 45%
URBACT programme 17 27%
CIVITAS 15 24%
New European Bauhaus 13 21%
Green City Accord 12 19%
Urban Innovative Actions 11 18%
EU Mission on Climate Adaptation 11 18%
100 Intelligent Cities Challenge/Digital Cities
Challenge 10 16%
No, the city is not active in any relevant
initiative 10 16%
Other 9 15%
EU Climate Pact 6 10%
Smart Cities Marketplace 5 8%
Circular Cities and Regions Initiative 5 8%
Affordable Housing Initiative 4 6%
Scalable Cities 3 5%
City Science Initiative 2 3%
Living-in.eu Movement 2 3%
Clean Energy for EU islands 1 2%
EU Mission on Oceans and Waters 1 2%
EU Mission on Soll 1 2%
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Figure 15 Most valuable benefits from engaging in international initiatives
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When asked where they see the main cross-sectoral barriers or challenges in planning and
implementing their climate agenda, NMCs indicated two main significant challenges: insufficient
administrative and/or operational capacity to implement policies and plans, as well as the fragmentation
of responsibilities among multiple levels of government.

Insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity to implement policies and plans is detailed in
chapter 2.8 fiCapacity-buildinga

Fragmentation of responsibilities across various levels of government is particularly seen as an obstacle
by the majority of small urban areas (69% of them). Moreover, cities that already have a climate target
in place, as well as those intending to adopt one, also perceive this fragmentation as a major challenge.

Cities that already have a climate target in place indicated that the lack of political commitment or
leadership is seen as a low to medium challenge. In contrast, cities that are planning to adopt a climate
target indicated that the lack of political commitment is considered as a medium to high challenge. In
contrast, a clear trend in population size cannot be identified.
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Figure 16 NMCs 6 cross sectoral chall enges -dgowernaneecaanchi ng c |
engagement
Lack of political commitment or leadership 15 14 11 10
Siloed administrative structure and lack of coordination 12 23 9 12
Lack of citizen participation and resistance to change 8 22 16 12
Difficulties in building public-private collaborations 10 17 20 12
Fragmentattion of responsibilities among different
levels of government 6 14 = 40
Insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity: 8 8 22 20

No challenge m 2 m m 3 mHigh challenge

Table 9 Fragmentation of responsibilities as a challenge by city size

\[o] 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge
1

Large metropolitan
areas

Metropolitan areas 1 2

Medium-size urban 1 2 2 3 5
areas

Small urban areas 2 5 10 8
Towns 1 1 5 5 2

Table 10 Fragmentation of responsibilities as a challenge by type of climate target

\[o] 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge

1 1 2
Planned target 1 1

7 9
Adopted target 1 4 6 - 9

7
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Table 11 Lack of political commitment or leadership by type of climate target

No 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge
Notarget | 2 1 1

No target

Planned target 4 4 5 6 6

Adopted target 8 9 9 4 3

2.5 From planning to implementation

With cities being places where emissions from multiple sectorsd such as buildings, transport, and
energyd coexist and intersect in close proximity, the added value and uniqueness of the Mission comes
from its holistic and systems-thinking approach, achieved through research and innovation (R&I)
actions. This uniqueness provides numerous opportunities for capturing synergies between
decarbonization strategies, not in isolation, but in connection, also considering their interlinkages with
urban land use and spatial planning. Cities will find that a holistic plan focusing on these connections
can create a multiplier effect for reducing emissions on the demand side?®. In this context, R&I serves
as a cross-cutting social and technical enabler for deep transformation and a catalyst for holistic thinking.
Therefore, it is critical that cities bridge the gap between ambition and implementation by drawing on
both existing R&I solutions and by piloting emerging ones?6.

The majority of NMCs have no plan or only sectoral plans in place relevant to climate change mitigation,
GHG emissions reduction, or climate neutrality, with 14% and 49% respectively. It is worth noting that,
consistently with the engagement of 55% of NMCs in the Covenant of Mayors initiative, 55% of cities
reported having a Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan (SECAP) or Sustainable Energy Action
Plan (SEAP) in place?’. Another notable sectoral plan is the Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan (SUMP),
already adopted by 52% of NMCs (Figure 18). Considering plans with a cross-sectoral approach to
mitigation, 47% of NMCs have adopted mitigation plans with a systems-thinking or holistic vision. These
are in large majority small and medium size cities (Table 13) that already adopted a climate target (Table
12).

Non-Mission Cities (NMCs) show a nearly even split in advancing their climate agenda through research
and innovation (R&I) initiatives. Specifically, 52% are engaged in European or other research projects,
while 48% are not involved in any research initiatives (Figure 17). Analysing the participation of NMCs
in research projects reveals that those engaged in R&l typically have either an established or planned

25 European Commission. (2021). Info Kit for Cities. European Missions - 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities by
2030, European Commission. See in particular, chapter 5 Transforming sectors for reducing emissions.

26 European Commission. (2021). Info Kit for Cities. European Missions - 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities by
2030, European Commission. See in particular, chapter 1.3 The role of research and innovation.

27 Qverall, 55% of NMCs reported being part of the Covenant of Mayors and 55% reported having a
SECAP/SEAP in place. When looking at data more in detail, there are 9 cities that reported being part of the
Covenant of Mayors but they did not mention they have a SECAP/SEAP. Similarly, there are 9 cities that reported
having a SECAP/SEAP but they did not indicate that they are part of the Covenant of Mayors.
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climate target (Table 14). Whereas no clear trend is observed when considering the population size
(Table 15). A list of EU Horizon projects NMCs are involved in is provided in Table 16.

Figure 17 Share of cities with sectoral and/or cross-sectoral plans, that also have a GHGs
reduction target in place

No plan
= Only sectoral plans

Sectoral and cross-
sectoral plans

m Only cross-sectoral
plans

Table 12 Types of climate plans by type of target in place

No plan Only sectoral | only cross-sectoral Sectoral and
plans plans cross sectoral
plans
[ No target | 2 2

No target

. 14 5
Adopted target 8 20

Table 13 Types of climate plans by city size

No plan Only only cross- | Sectoral and
sectoral | sectoral cross sectoral
JERE JERE JEITS
1
EIES

Metropolitan areas 2 4 2

Medium-size urban 1 4 8

areas

Small urban areas 1
3 8 1 2

(o]
I
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Figure 18 Share of cities with specific plans in place

Resilience strategy = 3%
Other (cross-sectoral) i 5%
Other (sectoral) = 5%
No adopted plans s 15%
Transport plan = 26%
Climate adaptation strategy = . 27%
Comprehensive climate action plan@ s . 29%
Sustainable Urban Development Strategy (SuDs)mn s . 29%
Air quality plan s s . 29%
Waste/wastewater management plansmms s . 31%
Energy plan s . 31%
SUMP S s . 52%
SECAP/SEAR i s s 55%,
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Figure 19 NMCs participating in Horizon Europe or other R&l initiatives

= No
= Yes

Table 14 NMCs using R&l initiatives to advance their climate agenda by type of target

No R&l projects in | R&I projects in
place place
No target )
11

Planned target

14
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Table 15 NMCs governing through R&l initiatives by city size

No R&l projects in R&I projects
place in place

Large metropolltan
areas

areas

Metropolitan areas 5 3

Smallubanareass | | |

Table 16 List of Horizon projects NMCs are involved in

Title of the Horizon project Mission-related
roject
ASCEND - Accelerate poSitive Clean ENergy Districts Yes

Re-Value - Re-Valuing Urban Quality & Climate Neutrality = Yes
in European Waterfront Cities

CRAFT - Creating Actionable Futures Yes
NEUTRALPATH - Pathway towards Climate-Neutrality Yes
through low risky and fully replicable Positive Clean

Energy Districts

GreenInCities - Reshaping Urban Well-Being through Yes
Nature-Based Solutions
SPINE - Smart Public Transport Initiatives For Climate- Yes

Neutral Cities In Europe

ELABORATOR - The European Living Lab On Designing = Yes
Sustainable Urban Mobility Towards Climate Neutral

Cities

Carmine - Climate-Resilient Development Pathways in No
Metropolitan Regions of Europe

DivAirCity - Improving Air Quality in Cities through Social = No
Inclusion and Nature Based Solutions

FoodCLIC - integrated urban FOOD policies i developing | No
sustainability Co-benefits, spatial Linkages, social

Inclusion and sectoral Connections to transform food

systems in city-regions

CARDIMED - Climate Adaptation and Resilience No
Demonstrated In the MEDiterranean region

GrowSmarter No
FUSILLI - Fostering the Urban food System No

Transformation through Innovative Living Labs
Implementation

ATELIER - AmsTErdam BiLbao cltizen drivEn smaRt No
cities
DISCO - Data-driven, Integrated, Syncromodal, No

Collaborative and Optimised urban freight meta model for

a new generation of urban logistics and planning with data
sharing at European Living Labs

Flex2Energy - Automated Manufacturing Production Line | No
for Integrated Printed Organic Photovoltaics

Evoroads - Evolutionary Solutions for Realising a Holistic =~ No
Safe System Approach for All Road Users

SUM - SEAMLESS SHARED URBAN MOBILITY No
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251 Non-Mi ssi on Ci tiipleming an@ e d s
Implementation

While 53% of NMCs either lack a plan or only have sectoral plans relevant to climate mitigation (Figure
17), the top priority measure selected by NMCs is to adopt cross-sectoral climate planning documents
or long-term integrated strategies (Figure 20). 67% of NMCs with an adopted climate target have
identified that planning solutions, such as cross-sectoral climate planning, or integrated long-term
strategies, as a high priority to develop their climate agenda (Table 17).

Beyond the need for cross-sectoral planning solutions, responses from NMCs regarding priority policy

measures highlight key el ements for an NMCs6 policy

measures identified by NMCs include:
Infrastructural measures and technology-based solutions
Information and awareness raising
Public-led regulation-based measures
Training and capacity building for city staff

Conversely, policy initiatives, such as voluntary measures (i.e.industry voluntary agreement
programmes) were given rather low priority by NMCs. Similarly, financial incentives and fiscal
instruments have been identified as a low priority, possibly due to the lack of knowledge among the city
administration staff on climate finance, as detailed in the later chapter 2.8 Capacity-building.
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Figure 20 Cross-Sectoral priority policy measurest o d e v e | ogimadteM@enda

Infrastructure measures (for instance upgrade of power
plants, increase of renewable energy capacity, smart grids)

Planning solutions (for instance cross-sectoral climate
planning, urban planning, integrated long-term strategies 5 14 15 23
for sub-sectors)
Information and awareness raising (for instance energy

audits, certification and labelling of energy efficiency 6 12 21 15
performance)
Regulation-based measures (e.g. building codes or
standards, minimum energy performance standards, | (5 20 16 17

public procurement rules, supplier obligations)
Data-driven and smart measures (for instance smart
metering, smart cards for public transport)

Training and capacity building for the city staff (for
instance qualification programmes in the sector, trainings)

Financial incentives and fiscal instruments (for instance

grants, loans, soft loans, taxes, subsidies) 13 17 9 13

Public Private Partnerships 11 17 17 9

Research and Innovation initiatives (for instance test of
innovative solutions in collaboration with knowledge 14 19 17 6
institutions)

Voluntary measures (for instance industry voluntary

agreement programmes) L& £ L 2

1 =No priority m2 m3 m4 m5=Top priority

Table 17 Planning solutions as priority measure by type of climate target

\[o] 2 3 4 High
priority priority
Notarget | 2 2

No target

Planned target 2 2 5 s e
7 15

Adopted target 1 3 7

2.6 Finance and business models

The integration of an investment plan for deploying innovative and smart solutions for climate neutrality,
along with the development of a detailed action plan and a list of signed commitments, is a key objective
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of the mission?8. In the survey conducted with NMCs we did not ask about whether they had prepared
an investment plan or identified the financing needs of their existing climate plans, as requirements may
differ greatly between climate plans (ie. whether they are elaborated as part of a voluntary commitment,
or a national obligation).

The survey found that among NMCs, 44% do not have a climate budget or any kind of ringfencing for

climate action within the city budget in place, while only 32% do. Of the cities that reported having a

climate budget or any kind of ringfencing system, 67% allocated between 1% and 10% of their annual

budget to climate projects in 2023. Additionally, 22% dedicated between 10% and 20% of their city

budget, while only one city reported a climate budget exceeding 20% of the total city budget. Among the

cities that answered "other" when asked about the existence of a dedicated climate budget or a

ringfenced budget for climate action, some mentioned that they have a climate budget that is not
structurally institutionalised within the cityds fina
year. Additionally, another city mentioned that their climate budget is computed in CO2 equivalent rather

than in euros.

When examining the relationship between the existence of a dedicated climate budget and adopted
GHG reduction targets, no clear pattern emerges. Both cities with and without a dedicated climate
budget are significantly concentrated among those with a mitigation target or in the process of adopting
one. However, when considering city population size, a discernible trend appears: while cities with a
dedicated budget are spread across various sizes, cities without a dedicated climate budget are
predominantly small urban areas. Specifically, 78% of cities without a dedicated budget are small urban
areas or towns.

2This will advance the first specithidevébjeptane o9tGppbet Cat.i
dr i v en 0-foeused praceéss, pased on research and innovationd European Commission. (2021).

Implementation Plan. European Missions - 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities by 2030. Brussels: European

Commission
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Figure 21 Share of NMCs with a climate budget in place or dedicated ringfenced budget for
climate action

No climate budget in
place

= Climate budget in place

Not known
m Other

Table 18 Dedicated climate budget by type climate target in place

I ) e
target target
3[4 10
3 [
1 5
1 7 1

Table 19 Dedicated climate budget by city size

Large Metropolitan | Medium- Small Towns
metropolitan | areas size urban | urban
areas areas areas

. B

No climate budget 1

Climate budget in place 4

2.6.1 Non-Mi ssi on Ci tiifieasa® anmd éusithesss model

When asked about their capacity to identify capital needs to achieve their climate targets through studies
and modelling processes, 76% of NMCs responded that they lack the capacity to develop an economic
case (Figure 22). This is further reinforced by the fact that nearly half of NMCs identified insufficient
knowledge on climate finance and investment planning as a barrier to climate neutrality (Figure 23). This
lack of capacity is not correlated with city size, highlighting a widespread shortage of resources and
expertise necessary for economic assessments. This underscores a significant barrier to effectively plan
and finance climate initiatives. Additionally, it is important to note that cities with planned climate targets
and those that have already adopted climate targets indicated that improving their capacity to identify
capital needs is a high priority to advance their climate agendas.
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Figure22Ci t i e s 0y to idgniafythetcapital needs for achieving their climate target

24%

Yes
No

76%

When asked about the main obstacles in moving from planning to implementation of actions to achieve
climate neutrality, NMCs highlighted several cross-sectoral financial challenges. The three major
challenges indicated by the NMCs are the high initial capital cost of technologies and solutions, the lack
of funding and financing schemes, as well as market uncertainties. The majority of the cities that have
identified these challenges as obstacles have either adopted a climate target or are planning to adopt
one.

Lack of funding and financing schemes

Upon closer examination, the majority of towns (71%) and small urban areas (62%) identified the lack
of funding and financing schemes as a significant challenge. While the majority of NMCs with planned
climate targets stated that the lack of funding and financing schemes is a major obstacle, cities with
adopted climate targets described it as a significant to very significant challenge.

High initial capital costs

High initial capital costs are a significant obstacle, particularly for towns (78%), small-sized urban areas
(89%), and metropolitan areas (88%). This challenge is also pronounced for 70% of cities with an
adopted climate target and 88% of NMCs intending to adopt one. Cities with a planned climate target,
as well as cities with an adopted climate target see high initial capital costs as a major challenge.

Market uncertainties

Additionally, market uncertainties, such as price increases, inflation, etc., present a significant challenge
for small urban areas (73%) and metropolitan areas (75%). NMCs with adopted climate targets (76%)
and those planning to adopt climate targets (64%) also indicated market uncertainties as a significant
challenge.

The priority of overcoming financing challenges related to implementing climate actions aligns with the
support NMCs seek from national and regional governments. Specifically, NMCs have identified access
to funding and financial advisory services as the most valuable support they would like to receive from
these governmental levels (Figure 24).
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Figure23NMCs 6 cross sector al chall enge§finantcean@ achi ng cl
business model

High initial capital costs of technologies and solutions (&i* B 25 25
Market uncertainties (price increase, inflation, etc.):/ = 14 20 21

Lack of funding and financing schemes:! = 5] 14 13 26

Lack of knowledge on climate finance and investment
planning

1=Nochallengem2 m3 m4 m5=High challenge
Figure 24 Potential valuable support from regional and national governments

Financial support and opportunities for projects

development and implementation 28 =
Financial advisory services and resource mobilization 4 8 12 29
Capacity building §] 10 14 24
Policy and regulation formulation 7 11 14 23
Access to tools and skills 7 16 14 19
Technical and strategic assistance 11 12 15 18

Assistance in dissemination, outreach, awareness raising

w1 =1 1 A “ 2
IVIS] 1A + v (( SIA  Juupv] S]}v o jpSiioremee = =
Coordination 11 14 16 14
Emissions reporting 12 16 8 19

5 = least valuable supportm4 m3 m2 m1=Highlyvaluable

Table 20 Lack of funding and financing schemes as a challenge by city size

N[0} High
challenge challenge

Large metropolltan
areas

Metropolitan areas 1 2 1 4

Funded by 37
the European Union




D1.1 Non-Mission City Needs & Pathways NET ZERO CITI ES

SGA2-NZC
Medium-size urban 2 1 3 4 3
areas
1 3 ¢ 7N
1 3 1 e

Table 21 Lack of funding and financing schemes as a challenge by type of climate target

\[o] 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge
No target 1 1 2

Planned target 2 1 3 4 sy
8 9

Adopted target 3 4 11

Table 22 High initial capital costs as challenge by city size
No 2 K] 4 High
challenge challenge
Large metropolitan 1
areas

Metropolitan areas 1 3 4

Medium-size urban 1 2 2 5 3
areas

Small urban areas 2 1 pam 9
Towns 1 1 1 3 8

Table 23 High initial capital costs as challenge by type of climate target

No 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge

1 1 2
Planned target 1 1 D

1 7
Adopted target 1 5 2 -

Table 24 Market uncertainty as a challenge by city size
No 2 K] 4 High
priority priority
Large metropolitan 1
areas

Metropolitan areas 2 2 4
Medium-size urban 1 2 4 3 3
areas

Small urban areas 1 2 4 g o
4 6 3

Towns 1

No target

8

Table 25 Marker uncertainty as a challenge by type of climate target

\[e] 2 3 4 High priority
priority
No target 1 1 2

Planned target 5 1 3 7 9
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2.7Monitoring and strategic learning

Among NMCs, 82% have undertaken or are preparing a GHG emissions inventory as a baseline for
their climate target (Figure 25). The majority of these cities are small urban areas with a target already
in place (Table 26). Whereas cities with no GHG emissions inventory in place are equally distributed
across population sizes.

When asked about the stakeholders engaged in collecting and elaborating climate-related data, a
collaborative landscape emerged. 60% of cities indicated engagement with academia and knowledge
institutions. Both national and regional government bodies were involved by 50% of NMCs, while only
around 10% of NMCs reported not partnering with external actors to gather and elaborate climate-
related data (Figure 26).

Figure 25 Share of NMCs with a GHG emissions inventory

Yes
No

Under preparation

Figure 26 Share of stakeholders engaged by NMCs in climate-related monitoring and data
elaboration

Other 2%
Trade unions 8%
No partnership with other stakeholders 11%
Citizens 29%
Utilities 24%
NGOs and associations 34%
Private sector 42%
Local government 45%
Regional government 50%
National government 50%
Academia and R&! institutions 60%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
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Table 26 NMCs by population size and GHGs inventory

GHGs GHGs GHGs inventory
inventory inventory undertaken uder

undertaken | NOT preparation
undertaken

Large metropolitan area

Metropolitan area
Medium urban areas
Small urban areas
Town

271 Non-Mi ssi on Ci tiimemtéring ane leasning

Non-Mission Cities indicated key obstacles, including a lack of resources, which limits their capacity to
gather and analyse necessary data. The lack of consolidated emission-measuring tools and frameworks
has been identified as a barrier, particularly for cities with adopted climate targets and those planning to
implement climate targets as detailed in (Figure 23, see chapter 2.9 Key findings and results). External
challenges and crises further complicate these efforts by diverting attention and funding away from
climate initiatives. Additionally, the need for specialised skills and an appropriate organisational structure
poses significant hurdles, as many NMCS struggle to acquire and retain the expertise required. Lastly,
the absence of strategic inclusion in decision-making processes hampers effective GHG inventory
management, preventing these efforts from being fully integrated into broader urban planning and policy
development.

2.8 Capacity-building

81% of NMCs reported that they lack sufficient and adequately trained city staff to design and implement
the measures necessary to achieve climate neutrality by 2050. 39% of these cities plan to allocate
additional trained staff to meet their climate goals. Contrarily, only 19% of the Non-Mission Cities
declared to currently have the necessary staff in place.

Figure 27 Sufficient and sufficiently trained city staff available to design and implement all
measures needed to reach climate neutrality by 2050

19%

Yes
39%

No
Not but we are undertaking steps to
allocate additional staff to plan and
implement the climate-neutral agenda

42%
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Coherently, insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity to implement policies and plans
(Figure 16) poses a significant challenge for NMCs. The lack of administrative capacity is notably
pronounced in small-sized urban areas (Table 27). When it comes to climate targets, 49% of the cities
with an adopted target, as well as 76% of the cities that are aiming to adopt one, find insufficient
administrative and/or operational capacity to implement climate policies and plans as an obstacle. Even
highly ambitious cities with an absolute-zero GHG emissions target by 2050 at the latest have identified
this as a high challenge.

Table 27 Insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity as a challenge by city size
\[o] 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge
Large metropolitan 1
areas

Metropolitan areas 2 4 2
Medium-size urban 2 2 7 2
areas

Small urban areas 1 5 3 9 8
Towns 1 1 3 1 8

Table 28 Insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity as a challenge by type of
climate target

\[o] 2 3 4 High
challenge challenge

No target 1 1 2
Planned target 1 4

1 6
Adopted target 3 3 6 - 5

2.8.1 Capacity building needs: Skills, Knowledge and
Innovation

13

Capacity building is regarded as highly beneficial to address the above-mentioned lack of capacity and trained
staff, with city administration and staff experiencing significant improvements in knowledge, skills and
innovation. The primary benefits indicated by NMCs include:

Skills: How to design mitigation action and solutions
Knowledge: Improve city staff's knowledge on digitalization and smart city solutions
Innovation: Capacity for generating new ideas creating an ecosystem for change
Skills
Responses from NMCs regarding improving city staff's skills highlighted key benefits in:

How to design mitigation action and solutions. Small urban areas and metropolitan areas
identified how to design mitigation action and solutions as a high benefit, with 73% and 76%
indicating this respectively. NMCs with a planned climate target (68%) and those with an already
adopted climate target (67%) also perceived this as a significant benefit.

Plan and implement with a systemic approach to climate neutrality. Towns (72%) and
metropolitan areas (76%) indicated significant benefits in planning and implementing a systemic
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approach to climate neutrality. Similarly, Non-Mission Cities with a planned target also identified
substantial advantages.

How the city communicates externally and internally. Towns (72%) and small urban areas (73%)
identified improving the way the city communicates externally and internally as a high benefit.
Similarly, NMCs with a planned climate target (76%) and those with an already adopted climate
target (61%) also perceived this as a significant benefit.

Figure 28 Specific needs for improving city staff's skills

Bl R B ™0 17 24

neutrality

Learn how to foster engagement with citizens and civil_m

society organization
Improve the way the city communicates externally and

internall il L ce g6
Learn how to plan public investments 9 14 19 16

Carry out Monitoring, Reporting and Learning Verification 8 15 13 22

Strengthen implementation and project management ¥/ 18 14 21
How to design mitigation actions and solutions (from pres

feasibility to finance-ready)
Leverage private capital 11 13 11 22
Learn how to collaborate with other city departments and 7 17 16 o1

levels of government

1=Nobenefit m2 m3 m4 m5 =High benefit

Table 29 How to design mitigation action and solutions by city size

No 2 K] 4 High
benefit benefit
Large metropolitan 1
EIEES
11 3 3

Medium-size urban 3 2 4 4
areas

Small urban areas 2 5 g o
1 4 3 5

Table 30 How to design mitigation action and solutions by climate target

_ L
Motarget 2 2

No target

Planned target 3

5 5
Adopted target 1 4 6 - 9

Funded by
the European Union 42



D1.1 Non-Mission City Needs & Pathways N ET ZERO CITI ES
SGA2-NZC

Table 31 Plan and implement a systemic approach to climate neutrality by city size

\[o] 2 3 4 High
benefit benefit

1
areas
11 3 3
areas
s 6 5
13 s 5

Table 32 Plan and implement a systemic approach to climate neutrality by climate target

—
No target 1 2 1

Planned target 2 2 o Az
6

Adopted target 2 6 8

Table 33 Improve the way the city communicates externally and internally by city size

No 2 K] 4 High
benefit benefit
1

Large metropolitan
areas

Metropolitan areas 1 3 2
Medium-size urban 5 2 3 3
areas

Small urban areas 1 1 s 8
Towns 1 3 5 5

Table 34 Improve the way the city communicates externally and internally by climate target

No benefit High benefit
No target 1 1 2

Planned target 3 3 s an

Adopted target 1 5 7 - 7

Knowledge

NMCs have a perceived nearly equally high benefit in enhancing city staff's knowledge on digitalisation
and smart city solutions, climate finance, and climate neutrality. Notably, cities have identified the
improvement of staff knowledge on digitalisation and smart city solutions, as well as on climate
neutrality, as highly beneficial.
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Figure 29 Specific aspects where city administrations and staff indicate their benefit in
improving city staff's knowledge

TU% @A =5 ([ IVIA0 P 3V IS o - a—
solutions
Iu% E}A 5 (([* Iv}Ao P }v &l () 16 23

lu% E}A <3 (([+ IVIAo P }v OR 19 19 2

[

1=Nobeneft m2 m3 m4 m5=High benefit

Innovation

In relation to innovation, NMCs identified the highest benefit in their capacity to generate new ideas and
create an ecosystem for change. This is particularly significant for small urban areas, with 82% indicating
it as a major benefit. Similarly, Non-Mission Cities with a planned climate target perceive a high benefit
in capacity to generate new ideas and create an ecosystem for change.

Figure 30 Specific aspects where city administrations and staff indicate their benefit in
improving city staff

Innovative procurement 11 20 17 21

Application of knowledge into practice 2 {3 20 17 21
Implementation of innovative solutions 9 21 17 26
Adaptation to new situations 10 17 18 22

Generation of innovative ideas to create an P

14 23 33
ecosystem of change

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

No benefit m 2 m 3 m 4 mHigh benefit

Table 35 Capacity for generating new ideas creating an ecosystem for change by city size

N[0} 2 3 4 High
benefit benefit
1

Large metropolitan
EICES
Metropolitan areas 1

Medium-size urban 1 1 2 3 6
areas

Small urban areas 1 4 9 iz
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Towns RN s 6 4

Table 36 Capacity for generating new ideas creating an ecosystem for change by climate target

_ -
2 1

1
Planned target 2 2 o Az
6

Adopted target 2 6 8

2.9Key findings and results

Cross-cutting patterns emerging from the results of the survey presented in previous chapters can be
analysed based on two foundational elements advanced through the implementation of the Cities
Mission:

91 the level of ambition to accelerate cities' progress toward climate neutrality.

the level of collaboration required to expand the ecosystem of actors committed to the climate goal
and sharing ownership of the climate neutrality journey?°.

Climate Ambition:

NMCs embark on their journey towards climate neutrality with less ambitious goals compared to
MCs with respect to the type of existing commitment, the target year, and the expected GHGs
reduction.

Beyond the overall lower trend, N M C sdéta about target year and expected GHGs reduction are
more dispersed than the clustered 2030 target of MC, indicating a substantial diversity among
NMCs6é ambi ti ons

Data shows discrepancies in how NMCs defined their climate ambition and the expected GHGs
reduction of their climate targets highlight the need for an improved common knowledge on the
various definitions of different climate targets (absolute-zero, net-zero, etc.).

53% of NMCs have a mitigation target in place. 38% of NMCs are planning to adopt a climate target.
60% of NMCs with a target in place or in the process of adopting one are small urban areas and
towns.

66% of NMCs already prepared a GHG emissions inventory.

52% of NMCs have one or more cross-sectoral plans in place, while the remaining NMCs have no
plan or only sectoral plans in place with mitigation targets.

Half of NMCs already advance their climate agenda through R&I projects, while the other half has
never engaged in a R&l initiative (either European or at other levels).

29k i k:rUJpiani, G., Vetters, N. (2024). Visions for Climate Neutrality and Opportunities for Co-Learning in
European Cities. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 195:114315.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2024.114315.
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Only 32% of NMCs already have a climate budget in place or ringfenced budget dedicated to climate
action. These are mostly small urban areas. The dedicated budget to climate project ranges
between 1% and 10% of the annual budget. 78% of cities without a dedicated climate budget
or ringfenced budget are small urban areas or towns.

Collaboration

Only 32% of NMCs reported having a cross-sectoral administrative organisation responsible for
the development of the urban climate agenda with a collaborative approach overcoming siloed
operations. This group of NMCs largely overlaps with cities with an adopted climate target
(disregarding the different types of targets or target years). The opposite is not true: cities
without a cross-sectoral administrative organisation do not necessarily lack a climate target.

Government bodies are the actor group NMCs engage the most in advancing their climate
agenda, with almost 90% of cities answering that they already collaborate with national and
regional governments mainly to formulate relevant policies and regulations and to
access financial support to implement climate projects. Despite the active collaboration,
data shows a lack of coordination when it comes to climate actions through multiple level of
governments.

Only 56% of NMCs reported involving citizens and civil society organizations in developing the
local climate agenda. When involving citizens, cities prefer implementing informative and
consultative practices rather than empowering ones (co-design or co-creation, deliberative
initiatives, pacts of collaborations or signed commitments).

0 84% of NMCs reported participating in an average of three different climate-related
European or international initiatives or programmes with the Covenant of Mayors, the
European Mobility Week, the URBACT programme, CIVITAS, and the New
European Bauhaus being the most cited. NMCs find these initiatives valuable
because they can access informative and inspiring content, and networking
opportunities with like-minded cities, experts, and key stakeholders.

Academiaand R&l institutions, together with national and regional governments, are the most
cited stakeholders engaged to collect and elaborate climate-related data.

Figure 31 uses level of ambition and the level of collaboration as described above as proxies to compare
NMCs among themselves®. Overall, the graph shows a great variety of cases with NMCs loosely
bounded along the diagonal that goes from low level of collaboration and ambition to high level of
collaboration and ambition. Looking at the graph, three groups can be identified:

High ambition and high collaboration (G.1): these are cities that answered the survey with a high
ambitious target in place (climate-neutrality target or absolute-zero target) based on a recently
computed GHGs inventory. These cities have an adopted cross-sectoral plan supported by a
dedicated climate budget. They have experience in developing their climate agenda through
R&l projects. Parallelly, these cities already have a cross-sectoral administrative structure

30 The two paragraphsabove ( ic | i mat e ambi ti ono and Acoll aborationo) desc
compute the level of ambition and collaboration. Variables considered for the level of ambition: existing target,

type of target, target year, target exceeding national climate target, adoption of a climate-mitigation plan,

participation in climate-related R&l projects, adoption of a climate budget or of a ringfenced budget dedicated to

climate action. Variables considered for the level of collaboration: administrative structure, engagement with

government bodies, academia, private sector, and citizens, collaboration with stakeholders to gather and

elaborate climate-related data.
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responsible for advancing mitigation action that already engage with different levels of
governments, other local stakeholders and citizens through empowering practices.

I Mid-ambition and-mid collaboration: these are cities with general climate mitigation targets
or only planned targets, sectoral plans in place developed by departments with fragmented
responsibilities over climate matters. These NMCs only partially collaborate with national or
regional governments or other stakeholders to plan or implement climate actions. Additionally,
they engage with citizens and civil society organizations only through informative or consultative
practices.

Low ambition and low collaboration: these are cities without a target in place and with no intention
of adopting one. In addition, these cities do not have a GHG inventory, a mitigation plan or a
dedicated climate budget (or the intention to adopt one).

When examining the distribution of NMCs by level of collaboration, ambition, and city size, no distinct
patterns emerge. This underscores the primary conclusion from the survey analysis, namely the
considerable diversity among NMCs regarding their starting points on the path to climate neutrality.

Figure 31 Distribution of NMCs by level of collaboration and ambition
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Some future barriers and challenges to reach climate neutrality can be drawn from the position of NMCs
regarding their level of collaboration and ambition. The survey further investigated the current challenges
that cities are facing in their pathways to climate neutrality (Figure 32). The main two cross-sectoral
barriers have been identified among the financial obstacles:

High initial capital costs. This is a significant challenge for mostly all NMCs disregarding
population sizes. Initial capital costs pose important challenges to cities moving from planning
to implementation. Both cities with a planned climate target and an adopted climate target see
high initial capital costs as a major challenge.

Lack of funding and financing schemes. The majority of towns (71%) and small urban areas
(62%) identified the lack of funding and financing schemes as a significant challenge. While the
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majority of NMCs with planned climate targets stated that the lack of funding and financing
schemes is an obstacle, cities with adopted climate targets described it as a significant to very
significant challenge.

Challenges related to financial and investment matters are further exacerbated by market uncertainties
(such as inflation) highlighted by cities as an important variable to be considered in the implementation
of climate actions.

Additional relevant barriers for NMCs are those related to the multi-level governance and administrative
organization responsible for the advancement of the climate agenda. For instance, cities highlight the
lack of administrative and/or operational capacity to implement climate-related policies and plans, as
well as the fragmentation of responsibilities among multiple levels of government.

Insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity to implement policies and plans is notably
pronounced in small-sized urban areas. When it comes to climate targets, 76% of the cities that
are aiming to adopt one find insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity to implement
policies and plans as an obstacle. While none of the cities that adopted an absolute-zero GHG
emissions target by 2050, at the latest they have identified this as a high challenge.

Fragmentation of responsibilities across various levels of government is particularly seen as an
obstacle by the majority of small urban areas, by almost 70%. Cities that already have a climate
target in place, as well as those intending to adopt one, also perceive this fragmentation as a
major challenge. Streamlining responsibilities and enhancing coordination among different
governmental levels can help Non-Mission Cities overcome this barrier and achieve their
objectives more efficiently.

On the contrary, Non-Mission Cities identified as low to medium challenge the following areas:p
NMCs generally perceive geomorphic or topographic or climate conditions as relatively minor.

For cities with existing climate targets, the lack of political commitment or leadership is seen as a
low to medium challenge. Cities planning to adopt climate targets indicate this lack of political
commitment as more significant, medium to high challenge.

In contrast, a clear trend in population size cannot be identified. This suggests that political will is
generally sufficient among the surveyed cities, allowing them to focus on other significant obstacles in
their climate initiatives.
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Figure 32 Cross-sectoral barriers

Municipal siloed administrative structure and lack of
coordination between municipal offices

Market uncertainties (price increase, inflation, etc.): |4 14 20 21

Lack of technical knowledge and skills on planning

12 23 9 12

mitigation/climate-neutral actions U < = ’
Lack of knowledge on cllm.ate finance and investment, 18 20 10
planning
Lack of political commitment or leadership 15 14 11 10
Lack of funding and financing schemes' |5 14 13 26
Lack of consolidated emissions measuring tools and
framework i) 19 13 10
Lack of citizen participation and proactiveness (resistance
to change) 8 22 16 12
Lack of available technologies to eliminate Greenhouse 13 18 15 10
Gas emissions in certain sectors or applications
Insufficient administrative and/or operational capacity to 8 8 25 20
implement policies and plans (municipal staff)
High initial capital costs of technologies and solutions (& 8 25 25
Geomorphic or topographic or climate challenges 16 24 7 6
Fragmentation of responsibilities among multiple levels o 6 14 20 20
government
Difficulties in building collaborations between public and 10 17 20 12

private sectors

1=Nochallengem2 m3 m4 m5=High challenge

Table 37 Comparison of Mission and Non-Mission Cities needs

Selected Needs and Barriers of Mission Needs and Barriers of Non-Mission
themes Cities Cities
Policy, 9 Silos approach in the local 1 Silos and sectoral approach in the local
governance, administration administration
and f  Fragmentation of 1 Fragmentation of responsibilities across
engagement responsibilities across multiple levels of government

multiple levels of government  f  Lack of coordination among different

1 Lack of administrative levels of government
capacity and capabilities to i Low engagement of the private sector
engage with citizens and the and universities to advance the climate
agenda

private sector ) . i
1 Informative and consultative practices

to engage citizens and civil society
organizations are preferred to
empowering initiatives

From climate 1 Mismatch between strategic 1 Uncertainties around the definition of

planning to planning with a systemic different types of climate targets

implementation approach and project-based (carbon neutrality, climate neutrality,
implementation absolute-zero, etc)
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Finance and
business model

Strategic
learning and
monitoring

Capacity
building

Funded by

Lack of knowledge about
opportunities in accessing
funding and financing
schemes

Lack of administrative
knowledge in climate-related
investment planning

Lack of access to quality data
to monitor impacts and co-
benefits

Lack of consistent monitoring
framework required by
different levels of government

Lack of knowledge on:

f
f

Climate finance and
investment planning

how to address climate
neutrality with a cross-
sectoral approach,

project development through
pre-feasibility to finance-ready

the European Union

=a =

NET ZERG CITIES
SGA2-NZC

Cross-sectoral and systemic approach
to climate planning not mainstreamed
across NMCs.

High-initial capital costs

Climate plans are largely not supported
by a dedicated climate budget or a
ringfenced funding within the city
budget

Lack of administrative knowledge in
climate-related investment planning

Resource limitations: Insufficient
resources for data gathering and
analysis

Strategic integration: Absence of
inclusion in decision-making processes
at a national level, hindering effective
GHG inventory management and urban
planning integration.

Lack of knowledge on digitalisation and
smatrt city solutions, as well as on
climate neutrality solutions

Innovation gaps: lack of capacity for
generating new ideas creating an
ecosystem for change

Skill gaps: Need for specialized skills
and organizational structures, improve
the way the city communicates
externally and internally, as well as how
to design mitigation actions and
solutions (from pre-feasibility to
finance-ready)
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3 From needs to support pathways for cities
wanting to become climate neutral

The second objective of this report is to address the following research question:

(RQ2) How can the mapped needs of Non-Mission Cities help NetZeroCities tailor demand-driven
services and identify service gaps in the Mission Platform?

Having analysed the needs and profiles of NMCs, this chapter aims to inform the design and delivery of
the services provided by the Mission Platform through NetZeroCities for cities that are not part of the
Cities Mission. The chapter begins by describing the services that will be offered to cities to accelerate
their path to climate neutrality. Next, using insights gathered from the survey, the chapter explores how
the cities that answered the survey value different planned services. Finally, building on the Climate
Transition Map developed by NetZeroCities to guide the climate neutrality journey of Mission Cities, the
chapter organizes the services for cities that are not part of the Cities Mission into support pathways
and makes recommendations on how to tailor these services to meetc i t needs. 6

3.1Services for Non-Mission Cities

This chapter lists the planned services to be delivered by the Mission Platform, currently coordinated by
NetZeroCities, to cities that are not yet part of the Cities Mission. All cities registering to the Mission
Platform will access its services, which include a knowledge repository, access to tools, services and
data to cite a few.

City Readiness Tool

A readiness tool will be designed and implemented on the Mission Portal. Using the Joint Research
Centerd self-assessment tool (see section below), the tool will enable cities to identify the resources,
opportunities, and learning modules most applicable to their readiness level. Based on the Climate
Transition Map steps, cities will be able to access tailored support pathways, directing them to relevant
resources, groups, and capability-building activities. The readiness tool will also enable NMCs to
connect with other initiatives that might be relevant for them and complement the services offered by
the Mission Platform through NetZeroCities (e.g., Covenant of Mayors, Living-in.eu, Smart Cities
Marketplace).

Capability-building programme

A structure for the capability-building programme, an online learning programme designed to help cities
develop the capabilities needed to accelerate their transition to climate neutrality, already exists on the
Mission Portal. However, the existing six thematic modules were developed as groups on the Portal for
Mission Cities, which did not attract participation for lack of usability. NetZeroCities will perform a gap
analysis of the existing capability-building programme structure and resources developed to ensure it
meets the needs of cities that are not part of the Mission3!- Based on identified needs, a new format for
learning modules will be developed which will incorporate content relevant to cities and their specific
starting points.

Case studies and Methods

3 This work will result in D1.10 o0Gap analysis of Capabilit)
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The Mission Portal provides access to a comprehensive collection of case studies and methods covering
various aspects of cities' climate neutrality journeys. These include co-creation and stakeholder
engagement experiences, the implementation of technological solutions for decarbonisation, financial
frameworks, social innovation and governance approaches. Cities that are not part of the Cities Mission
will be able to access these case studies and learn from the experiences, pitfalls, and approaches of
other cities.

Online peer discussion groups

Online peer discussion groups will be established on the Mission Portal to facilitate collaboration among
Mission Cities and other cities. These groups will tackle specific challenges through peer learning,
allowing Mission Cities to share their expertise and experiences in particular domains or levers of
change. Cities will receive support to effectively address the identified challenges through various
activities, including online meetings for co-designing solutions, technical support from NetZeroCities
partners, and sharing lessons learned from the development and ongoing implementation of Climate
City Contracts by Mission Cities.

Grouped study visits

NetZeroCities will organise grouped study visits to Mission Cities for active and ambitious cities, aiming
to enhance peer learning opportunities between Mission Cities and cities that are not part of the Mission.
These visits will allow cities to learn from specific climate-related projects implemented by Mission Cities
in specific domains or levers of change. The study visits will be connected to the online peer discussion
groups to allow in-depth exchanges and firsthand experiences in Mission Cities for those European
cities that were actively involved in the online groups.

Each study visit to a Mission City will include representatives from up to three other cities. Cities willing
to participate will be selected through a call for expressions of interest, with consideration given to
diversity in city size, geography, climate neutrality ambitions, and the potential for transferring the
lessons learnt to the European c i t Ibcal soditext.

Twinning programme

A deeper peer learning experience will be designed for Mission Cities and other European cities via the
Twinning programme. The programme will provide a semi-structured, supported process facilitated by
NetZeroCities experts, laying the ground for long-term knowledge sharing and the transfer of lessons
learnt.

Building on the existing Twinning programme designed for European cities paired with Mission Pilot
Cities (Cohorts 1, 2 and 3), the new initiative will expand its scope. Instead of focusing on the
implementation of specific pilot activities, it will address overarching aspects of ambitious climate actions
in Mission Cities. This includes the development and implementation of Climate City Contracts, including
transversal aspects such as setting up a transition team, integrated climate planning, innovation, and
multi-stakeholder collaboration. The programme will also focus on the European citieséneeds, based on
the outcomes of the survey presented above.

To ensure a fair and transparent process, an open call will be designed and launched, similar to the
Twin City Calls for Cohorts 1, 2 and 3 cities, with criteria including diversity of city size, type and
geography, climate neutrality ambition and likelihood for replication.

National platforms

National platforms play a pivotal role in engaging with cities that are not part of the Mission, ensuring
that all cities aspiring to accelerate their transition to climate neutrality can participate in supporting
activities. These platforms are important for sharing knowledge and experiences between cities,
establishing dialogues on challenges and barriers - including policy and regulatory barriers - between
cities and other levels of government, and providing support for in terms of funding, capacity-building
and data. NetZeroCities will support both existing and emerging national support structures, while also

Funded by
the European Union 52




D1.1 Non-Mission City Needs & Pathways N ET ZER(,; CITI ES
SGA2-NZC

creating opportunities for multi-level dialogues in countries where such structures have yet to be
developed.

In most participating countries where demand is high, NetZeroCities will support the organisation of
annual in-person events designed to bring together representatives of Mission Cities and other cities,
along with regional and national authorities and other relevant national actors. A smaller group of
selected national platforms will also receive dedicated support to facilitate collaboration among cities at
the national level and between cities and other levels of government. These activities aim to enhance
dialogue, collaboration, and joint actions among local, regional, and national authorities on climate
action, ultimately contributing to improved multi-level governance.

NetZeroCities barometer

Through the Mission Portal, cities will have access to the NetZeroCities barometer, which provides
guantitative information about Mi s s i 0o nproGress toveaiclimate neutrality. In particular, cities will
be able to view the progress in greenhouse gasses reduction and emission reduction effort for Mission
cities that they select, as well as an overview of other key indicators such as stakeholders engaged and
invested capital.

Collaboration with other initiatives

Cities that are not part of the Cities Mission will have the opportunity to connect with other projects and
initiatives such as Horizon Europe projects funded under the Cities Mission, the Covenant of Mayors,
CIVITAS, and the Smart Cities Marketplace. These connections will assist cities in addressing emissions
from specific sectors, networking with like-minded cities, joining communities, setting targets, developing
action plans toward achieving climate neutrality by 2050, and obtaining guidance on funding and
financing for climate initiatives.

Climate Investment Plan Model (hame might change) i Climate neutrality modelling tool

The Climate Investment Plan Model is an online tool which will be made available through the
NetZeroCities Portal, and that allows cities to assess the impacts of their climate action plans in terms
of emissions reductions and financial investments needed. Cities are able to adjust and improve eir
action plan to ensure they hit their goals. Based on the unique attributes of the city and their strategic
plans for reducing greenhouse gasses emissions, the model produces the numerical roadmap for
decarbonisation through the year 2030. By assigning costs and benefits including co-benefits to carbon
sub-sectors and stakeholder groups, cities can maximize their returns / benefits in the form of carbon
and Euros for the investment they make in each area. The Climate Investment Plan Model will also
provide annual performance management reporting so that cities can assess progress against their
climate action plans and adjust them accordingly.

NetZeroCities Community of Practice

With an official launch planned in autumn 2024, the NetZeroCities Community of Practice (CoP) aims
to bring together predominately non-city actors to exchange knowledge, experience and innovation. The
Community of Practice has an active membership of private sector representatives, academia, non-
profits and civil society groups, independents and other of levels government (regional, national) and
institutions. All activities in the Community of Practice take place under the Mission Portalé6 €ode of
Conduct and are therefore non-commercial. The Community of Practice could be leveraged to provide
additional training, learning and exchange for cities that are not part of the Cities Mission. Activities may
include convening demand-driven webinars to engage the Community of Practice in sharing knowledge
and innovation, launching city challenges to the Community of Practice users, and offering pathway-
focussed training, among others initiatives.
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Joint Research Center self-assessment tool32

The Joint Research Center (JRC) self-assessment tool, currently under development, will offer insights
into where cities stand at the beginning of their climate neutrality journey. It will serve as a starting point
to guide them towards specific learning pathways.

3.2How cities value access to services

Previous chapters have presented the benefits that NMCs gain from participating in European and
international climate-related initiatives. The survey highlighted several reasons why cities engage in
such programmes: access to informative and inspiring content, opportunities for networking with other
cities and experts, and insights into funding or financing opportunities.

The survey further explored the value NMCs place on the services that will be offered by NZC. Most
NMCs highly value participating in webinars, workshops, dedicated online training sessions, and freely
accessible online courses and educational resources (Figure 33). This is underscored by the fact that,
when asked about their willingness to participate in online discussion groups, only three cities responded
that it is unlikely (Figure 34). The rest indicated a strong interest: 20 cities said it is very likely, 14 said
likely, and 25 wanted to know more. Preferences for other learning services, such as short online video-
based training for public administrators or specialists and comprehensive executive online courses, were
more varied.

When asked about their preferred learning formats for climate neutrality, NMCs emphasized the
importance of learning from peers through case studies, short courses with practical real-world
examples, interactive webinars with experts, study visits, and workshops. Overall, interaction with peer
cities and experts emerged as a key component that cities would value from services delivered by NZC.

The expectations of NMCs regarding services provided by the Mission Platform through NetZeroCities
are not limited to learning pathways. The types of services NMCs would like to receive to accelerate
their journey to climate neutrality include:

1 Access to funding and financing opportunities: Dedicated European Investment Bank (EIB)
funding opportunities for cities to decarbonize their infrastructure, and support to access national
or European funding or grants.

1 Knowledge sharing and capacity building: Peer learning, exchanges, and study visits.

1 Access to innovative tools and approaches: Tools, materials, and resources for better
understanding and implementing climate actions.

I Technical support/technical assistance: Expertise and technical support in implementing
climate-friendly technologies and infrastructure projects.

1 Data and monitoring support: Technical assistance to gather and analyze climate-related
data and monitor results.

I Policy support: Guidance in developing and implementing effective climate policies and
regulations tailored to local contexts.

32 Please note that the Joint Research Center self-assessment tool will not be delivered by NetZeroCities. It will
be a service owned by the Joint Research Centre of the European Commission, hosted on Europa.eu. The name
of the tool might change once released.
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1 Networking: Participation in the Cities Mission annual conferences.

In summary, NMCs find immense value in services that facilitate learning, access to resources, and
opportunities for collaboration and networking. Tailoring these services to the specific needs of NMCs
will be crucial for accelerating their journey towards climate neutrality.

Figure 33 Value given by NMCs to NetZeroCities planned services

Participating to comprehensive executive online

courses (Syncchronous and/or asynchronous) e 5 e 1
Participating to short online video-based training 9 14 18 13
courses for public administrators and specialists

Freely accessing online courses and educational 5 13 12 23
resources tailored to specific needs
Participating in webinars, workshops, dedicated online 7 10 13 o4

training sessions

Least valuable servicem?2 m3 m4 mMostvaluable services

Figure 34 Likelihood of NMCs joining online discussion groups to learn from Mission Cities
about their journey toward climate neutrality

| do not know, | would like
more information

W Very likely
Likely

B Unlikely
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3.3 Climate neutrality support pathways for NMCs

To guide Mission Cities toward climate neutrality, NetZeroCities has developed the Climate Transition
Map (Figure 35)33. While each city's journey is unique, this map helps pinpoint their current position and
chart a course for future progress. Building on the Climate Transition Map, the following paragraphs
propose several climate neutrality support pathways for cities that are not part of the Mission. For each
support pathway, the following elements are explained:

1 Links between the steps of the Climate Transition Map and the support pathway.
1 Links between the pathway's focus and the N M C snéeds presented above.

1 Links betweenthe NMCs 6 needs an detZeréCaiespdrvicesn e d N

1 Potential gaps between the proposed supports er vi ces and NMCsd needs.

The proposed climate neutrality support pathways are the following:
1 Climate neutrality foundations and mission approach
91 Inclusive ecosystem for change and social Innovation
Monitoring and Learning
Technological Solutions and Innovation
Policy and Governance
Finance and Business Models

Importantly, these pathways are designed to be flexible and complementary. Cities have the autonomy
to select and pursue the pathways that align best with their needs and priorities. Whether prioritising
foundational knowledge, community engagement, data-driven decision-making, technical solutions,
policy and governance, or funding and financing strategies, cities can customise their approach to suit
their unigue context and goals.

As the programme advances, these support pathways will be continuously adjusted to meet the evolving
needs of cities. The next iterations of this report will explore external resources offered by European and
international initiatives to potentially fill gaps in services provided by the Mission Platform through
NetZeroCities. Furthermore, the support pathways will be expanded and refined during the design phase
of the city-readiness tool. This tool will guide NMCs to tailored support pathways, directing them to
specific resources and services.

Additionally, the insights from the deliverable 1.10 of SGA2-NZC, looking at the gaps of the current

Mi ssion Platformés Capability Building Programme,

workplan for the adaptation of learning modules and integration of new content on the portal, thus
integrating and developing further each of those support pathways.

33 Fischer, L., Carton, E., Beudermann, J., Chaudhary, N., Schmidt-Thome, K., Promes, E., Stearns, M., O'Phelan
A., Rizzo, F., Azcona, K. U., Cantergiani, C., Dooghe, D., Moreno, J., Minoz, A., Kordas, O., Hukkalainen, M.,
Eren, E. (2022), Report on Systemic City Transformation Methodology, NetZeroCities, Deliverable D6.1, H2020
Research and Innovation Programme (G.A: n°101036519)
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Figure 35 NetZeroCities Climate Transition Map

3.3.1 Climate neutrality foundations and mission approach

Thepat hway #dAcl i mate neut rmilddiyon oa paphsth pravdéscities nvith
essential knowledge and resources to build a basic understanding and capacity for effective climate
action. This pathway introduces cities to a transformative and systemic approach aimed at accelerating
their journey to climate neutrality. This includes exploring the importance of adopting a:

1 Systemic approach to change. interdependencies between actions to develop holistic plans
composed of portfolio of actions enabling systemic change.

9 A collaborative approach. To develop a holistic climate neutrality plan, the engagement of the
entire ecosystem of actors is key.

This pathway will support cities across the second and third step of the Climate Transition Map, providing
a basic understanding of how to understand the system and co-design a portfolio of actions.

Through this pathway, cities will learn the importance of identifying barriers that hinder necessary
transformations. Cities will understand the significance of analysing value chains, sectors, and scales -
from micro to macro levels - to uncover critical interdependencies among different challenges, connect
various systems, and foster a collective understanding of key challenges and opportunities.
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