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1. Introduction
To state that climate change is a complex, challenging issue is to risk trading in platitudes. Yet
the implications and nature of this complexity are as yet quite poorly understood. It that has spawned
much activity, much analysis, and much frustration. It has also produced extensive innovation, as
individuals, organizations, corporations, cities, and provinces join nation-states in taking on the
challenge of mitigating, and adapting to, the impacts of climate change. As these new actors enter the
stage, and engage with efforts to define what kind of problem climate change is, what kind of solutions
are most appropriate for addressing it, and how and by whom those solutions are implemented, there is a
corresponding need to deepen our understanding of the nature of this unfolding process.
This paper engages that task by looking at the impact of a single city-network, the Partners for
Climate Protection or PCP, on municipal climate change policy in Canada. Cities are relatively understudies in Canada, and there is a need to assess how, and to what extent, this city-network influences the
activities of its constituent members. This paper aims to assess whether the findings generated in the
extant literature on city-networks and climate change, which suggest that benefits accrue primarily to
leading-edge cities (those with strong local leadership, financial and bureaucratic resources,
institutionalized engagement with the issue, and political will), hold true in the Canadian context.1 As
such, this papers aims to assess whether the PCP is best understood as a “networks of pioneers for
pioneers,”2 or if the impact of the PCP on member cities takes on a different hue.
This paper proceeds as follows. The first section introduces and briefly explores the broadening
of both practical and conceptual focus beyond the state when it comes to the issue of climate change.
Cities are central, as perpetrators of climate change, as victims of climate change, and as participants in
the governance of climate change. Attention is directed to the fact that cities have formed, and joined,
networks that operate both within, and across, national borders. Next, the PCP is introduced and briefly
reviewed in terms of the history of the network in Canada, the institutional context in which it is
embedded, and the functions that it performs. The following section explores different ways of thinking
about, and studying, such networks. Central to my argument is the notion that these networks are not
solely oriented towards impacting on national climate policy. While recognizing that one of the intended
functions of city-networks such as PCP is to influence state and international climate change policy,3 I
focus instead on city-networks as engaged in internal governance activities. Drawing on recent work on
the role of cities and transnational city-networks on climate change governance, I review the pathways
through which such networks exert influence on the municipal engagement with climate change:
networking; regulating; guiding; and enabling. These pathways, analytically distinct but empirically co1
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existing and typically overlapping, offer a means of conceptualizing the different ways that citynetworks can exert influence on the interests and actions of their constituent members. The fourth
section applies this framework to two case studies in order to explore how, and how much, the PCP has
impacted on local climate policy in two members cities: Winnipeg and Toronto. Drawing on primary
document analysis and interviews, I develop a picture of the impact of the PCP in these two cities and
the particular pathways of influence that are most utilized. The paper concludes with some thoughts
regarding avenues along which this research can be extended, and proposes some possible implications
for climate change policy in Canada that emerge from the preceding analysis.
2. Shifting Attention Away from the State
The activities and role of sub-national (states, provinces, regional governments, municipalities)
actors are an increasing area of interest for practitioners, media, and analysts of climate change
governance.4 This shift in focus is a product of the inability of national representatives to forge binding
and effective international treaties through the multilateral negotiating process operating under the
UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol frameworks, the innovative efforts to fill this governance void undertaken
by a host of sub-national (and non-state) actors, and the functional interdependencies created by the
“wicked”5 nature of the issue.6 Among practitioners and policy-makers, cities have emerged as a key
element in national, regional, and international climate change initiatives. Intergovernmental
organizations including the OECD,7 the World Bank,8 and various UN agencies9 as well as nongovernmental organizations including the Carbon Disclosure Project,10 and the Rockefeller Foundation11
have developed programs aimed specifically at leveraging and increasing municipal climate change
policy opportunities. The academic literature is working to catch up with this dynamic and unfolding
phenomenon, and as such is beginning to grapple with the role of cities and city-networks in the global,
national, and local governance of climate change.12
In Canada, attention paid to sub-national actors has been focused primarily on the activities of
Provincial climate change plans and policies, which range from dedicated tax instruments (BC, Quebec),
renewable energy incentives (ON, BC), clean energy production and export (MB, Quebec), and the
creation of regional emissions reduction initiatives (WCI, MGGA, RGGI), autonomously from federal
climate change policy and strategy.13 Much less attention has been paid to the activities of Canadian
cities as they have stepped into the governance void created by federal inactivity on the climate change
file.14 This lack of attention is a product of many different factors including the jurisdictional weakness
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of Canadian cities with the Canadian federal system, a tradition of inattention to the role and action of
cities when it comes to all but local issues,15 as well as the common perception of cities as policy
“takers,” not “makers”.16 Despite the strong engagement of Canadian cities with the issue of climate
change, and some early academic attention,17 there has been a paucity of systematic study as to why
Canadian cities have engaged with climate change policy, how they have been and are engaged, and
what the real and potential impacts such engagement has in terms of local reductions in emissions, local
improvements in resiliency and adaptive capacity, and contribution to global climate governance
broadly conceived.18
One driving force behind the increased relevance of all matters urban in nature is rooted in
prevailing trends in population and demography, trends that have witnessed an enormous shift from
rural to urban concentrations over the past fifty years.19 Globally, cities now account for over 50% of
total world population, a number that is projected by the UN to increase to 60% by 2030.20 In Canada,
whereas only 19% of the population resided in urban centers at the end of the 19th Century, today over
80% of the national population lives in urban agglomerations, with the vast majority of this number
located in the four major Canadian urban corridors.21 This has prompted one Canadian scholar to assert
that, “cities [are] the strategic places in the global age.”22 A variety of forces have driven a general
process of diffusion of authority and legitimacy away from the state, including the neoliberal erosion of
the welfare state, the increasing functional interdependence between the central state and other actors
(sub- and non-state) produced by complex issues such as climate change, and declining confidence in
the democratic institutions of the state in terms of both responsiveness and ability to respond effectively
to public policy challenges.23
Specific to the issue of climate change, cities are both a direct and an indirect source of
emissions. Cities account for the generation of between thirty to fifty percent of all worldwide GHG
emissions24 and are responsible for over 60% of global energy consumption.25 It is projected that by
2030 87% of all energy consumption in the US will take place in cities, 75% in the EU, and 80% in
Australasia.26 Furthermore, and directly related to the aforementioned trends in population and
consumption activities, cities are increasingly recognized as being susceptible to the impacts of climate
change. This can take the form of increased risk to vulnerable communities, damages and liability
resulting from extreme weather events, and threats to infrastructure, water supply, and public health.27
There is therefore both a practical and a moral foundation for increased attention on cities as they are
related to climate change.28
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The case can quite reasonably be made, therefore, that cities are important as both contributors
to, and victims of, climate change.29 The question, though, still begs to be asked as to whether and how
cities matter when it comes to the governance of climate change. In response to whether cities matter as
governance actors, there are two justifications commonly offered to support this notion. The first is that
cities possess, in general terms, a set of jurisdictional capacities and responsibilities that relate to altering
energy use and consumption, reducing GHG emissions, and increasing local adaptive capacity.30 The
broad set of generally agreed upon levers that cities (to varying degrees depending on context) have at
their disposal include: land-use planning, waste disposal, transportation supply and demand, zoning/built
landscape regulation, energy production and supply, and local infrastructure.31 In addition, it has also
been suggested that cities are important due to their close connection with civil society, which may
enable them to instigate the broad behavioural changes deemed to be necessary to reduce emissions to
the necessary trajectory.32
There is another compelling reason to explore the role of cities in the governance of climate
change: they are doing it! Despite expectations that cities, being subject to the dictates of electoral
politics and facing a cost-benefit calculus heavily skewed along both temporal and spatial scales towards
inaction, should be expected to free ride, a large number of them are taking action.33 Kousky and
Schneider have made this case in the U.S.,34 as have Gore and Robinson in Canada.35 Such findings
have been refined in follow-on studies, increasing awareness of the specific conditions favourable to
local climate policy action.36 As local policy actors have shifted from asking “should we do anything”
about climate change to asking “what kind of action should we take,”37 there is a corresponding need for
scholars to stop asking “whether” cities matter to thinking about “how” they matter. When it comes to
addressing the question as to how cities matter as governance actors, it is essential to further appreciate
that cities are not acting solely, or most often, in isolation but rather are interacting in and through
networks formed both within and across national borders.
3. The Partners for Climate Protection (PCP) city-network
The roots of the PCP stretch back to 1993 when the Urban CO2 Project operated by ICLEI (the
International Council for Local Environmental Initiative) was transformed into the Cities for Climate
Protection program, leading to the formation of specific policy programs, services, and dedicated
staffing. The PCP, as a Canadian iteration of the international CCP network, was officially formed in
1998 through the merging of CCP-Canada and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) 20%
Club.38 The PCP is a partnership between the FCM and ICLEI, in which FCM has the lead role on dayto-day operations, policy development, government relations and funding, while ICLEI provides
international linkages, technical support, and the broad framework of targets and methodology for the
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program. Funding for the PCP is derived from the Green Municipal Fund (GMF), a federally funded
pool of money administered by FCM that is intended to provide capacity-building loans and grants to
municipal governments in order to foster sustainable municipal development in Canada.40 The PCP, as
of April 2010, has membership of 203 Canadian municipalities, accounting for over 78% of Canada’s
population and exerting control, whether direct or indirect, over more than 50% of Canadian GHG
emissions.41 The broader international CCP network has, as of April 2010, grown to a membership of
over 1000 municipalities, spanning six continents, and features operational networks in the United
States, Australia, Europe, Japan, Latin America, Mexico, New Zealand, South Africa, South Asia, and
Southeast Asia in addition to the Canadian network.42
The PCP program, following the CCP template, is built upon the provision of three core
functions: target setting, technical support, and network building. The first function of the PCP is to
establish a framework of emissions reduction targets, which member communities commit to achieving
upon joining the network. The current target for PCP members is a reduction of corporate emissions
(resulting from civic operations) by 20% below 2000 levels and a reduction of community emissions by
6% below 2000 levels within 10 years of joining the network.43 This separation between corporate and
community emissions is intended to provide a wedge to encourage, and enable, municipal government
emissions reduction efforts. However, the PCP has significantly decreased the profile of target
commitments for its members (there are no mentions of target requirements on the PCP website nor in
any PCP promotional material) and has no enforcement or compliance mechanisms in place to police
target attainment. Nor does the PCP have the capacity to monitor member performance should it wish to
attempt to enforce commitments. These material factors are intermingled with an ethos within the PCP
that it has an identify as an early action enabler, and interviews with ICLEI and PCP staff revealed that
there is a conscious motivation on the part of the PCP to keep those initial barriers as low as possible, in
order to foster as broad an engagement as possible while adopting an identity of being an “entry level
kind of program.”44
The second activity undertaken by the PCP is in the provision of technical assistance and
support activities to member municipalities. These efforts are embodied in the five-milestone
framework for emissions reductions utilized by the PCP, which all member municipalities adopt
in their efforts to develop a policy response.45 These milestones provide a generic framework for
member cities, taking them through emissions inventory development, through goal setting and
plan development, and ending with plan implementation and review. 46 The actual five
milestones are: create a GHG inventory; set emission reduction targets; develop a local action
39
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plan; implement the plan; and monitor progress and report results. In support of this framework,
the PCP provides a number of technical tools. Among these are an emissions inventory software
package, emissions calculation coefficients and a set of protocols for completing a GHG
inventory.47 As well, the PCP supplies a set of support documents, including among others a
Quick Action Guide for municipal policy actors that outlines the top twenty cost-effective
activities that local governments can enact, The Business Case for GHG Reductions, which
connects fiscal savings to climate change policies, and a Model Climate Change Action Plan,
which provides a template for local policy actors to guide the process of developing a local
action plan.48 All of these documents and tools are aimed at assisting local policy actors in the
development of policies and local emissions reduction plans, and place a strong emphasis on
overcoming initial information deficiencies and linking climate change policy to local concerns,
most evidently to the potential for local cost-savings. Furthermore, the PCP conducts workshops
for local policy actors, and provides day-to-day technical support to member municipalities.
Examples of such activities include issue or sector specific webinars, the Sustainable
Communities Orientation Workshop for new members, and technical support for members
regarding PCP protocols and software, data collection, emission inventory preparation, and target
setting.49
The final core activity of the PCP is creating network linkages between member municipalities.
The PCP aims to be a network that, in the words of one interviewee, allows “municipalities [to help]
themselves. By providing a conduit for a guy in Winnipeg to talk to a guy in Calgary, we’re providing a
significant benefit – that’s important stuff. We’re kind of like the center of the wheel.”50 When asked to
quantify the nature of these networking activities, the respondent commented that,
…first and foremost the PCP acts as a network, to share experiences and contacts
between municipalities. So if municipality A is experiencing a challenge, then one of the
easiest things we can do is get them in touch with municipality B and municipality C,
who have experienced something similar, and just let the peers communicate together. If
we don’t have the solution, then somebody else in the field probably does.51
This networking function, which one would expect to be central to a city-network, receives little
mention on either the PCP website or in annual reports.
4. Cities and City-Networks
The emergence of city-networks such as the PCP points to the need for increased attention not
only to cities, but to the activities and impacts of city-networks, but how best to go about this task?
Networks have garnered increasing levels of attention over the past several decades both as practical
tools for policy-making and implementation and from the scholarly community striving to understand
evolving political practices as well as the implications they hold for traditional concerns over the
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governance legitimacy and effectiveness. Networks have proliferated in response to the increasing
complexity of governance resulting from a host of secular trends that have rendered traditional
boundaries between and within states blurred, and have increased levels of interdependence between
state and non-state actors. Network theorizing in political science emerged as a means of illuminating
the new ways in which policy problems were being put on the agenda, and on how policy responses
were being developed and implemented. This body of theory has contributed enormously to
contemporary thinking about the inter-relationships between state and non-state actors, moving the
conceptual language beyond pluralism and corporatism as the sole archetypes of state-society relations
and creating space for thinking about the different ways in which societal actors are integrated into
governance processes. Policy networks as such as conceptualized as, “structures that regulate the
interactions of state and civil society actors in the governance process.”53 From this vantage point,
policy networks are conceived of as being composed of various interest groups (whether civil societybased or private sector) organized around a particular government department, with attention focused on
the manner in which they organize state-society relations, and the extent to which non-state actors are
able to exert influence on state policy through agenda setting, policy design, and policy
implementation.54 Such networks are typically issue-oriented, and involve varying levels of cooperation
and conflict depending upon the relative power relationship between the government department and the
other actors.55 This state-centrism has moved along with policy network analyses as they have been
applied in varying contexts, from transnational advocacy networks,56 to epistemic communities,57 to the
transnational networks of government bureaucrats.58 And this approach can be seen applied to the
activities of city-networks in terms of the extent to which they exert an influence on national climate
change policy.59
But is this the best way to theorize and think about city-networks? While the policy network
approach brings much into the light, it simultaneously renders a great deal to the shadows.60 One of the
problems with applying this approach is that it mischaracterizes the nature of city-networks themselves
by assigning them a singular function. City-networks, I argue, are both advocacy networks and
governance networks.61 Governance as the terms is used here is conceived of broadly as the act of
“steering” through the creation and implementation of rules and rule-systems oriented towards
maintaining order and producing common goods.62 The concept of “steering” is one that is central to the
concept of governance. Networks must “steer” since they typically lack the formal power associated
with hierarchical authority structures to compel, or threaten to compel, member compliance.63 They
engage in what Hajer refers to as “making policy without a polity.”64 The primary distinction from the
policy network literature is the notion that networks may also be sites of governance despite the absence
of the formal political authority that is accorded to the nation-state. They may create rules, broadly
52
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understood, that shape the actions of their constituent members. To paraphrase IR scholar John Ruggie,
one does not have to imagine such non-state actors and institutions as replacing states in order to accept
their capacity to enter the playing field and exert an impact on the game.65 In the context of climate
change, it is clear that there is a need to identify and examine all of the various contexts in which actors
are engaging in efforts to understand and define the nature of the problem and the accompanying set of
appropriate responses, and to develop, implement, and disseminate policy solutions. Attention must be
paid to the “constellation of authoritative rules, institutions, and practices by means of which any
collectivity manages its affairs.”66 In other words, “a concern for governance should direct our attention
to the mechanisms by which steering occurs as well as the particular social relations that enable
governing to take place.”67
There has been in recent years a shift in this direction in the study of city-networks, defined
broadly as coalitions of municipal actors operating either within (national city-networks) or across
national borders (transnational municipal networks or TMN’s), in an effort to better understand the
activities and impacts of these new institutions. Attention has been directed towards the increasing
number of city-networks operating in the area of climate change. The Cities for Climate Protection
(CCP) international network and various national/regional iterations (PCP, CCP-Australia, CCP-NZ,
CCP-USA, CCP-Japan, and others), the Clinton Climate Initiative C40, Energie-Cites, Climate Alliance,
and The EU Covenant of Mayors, among others, have garnered research attention.68 Analyses of these
networks are grounded in the notion that they are part of an evolving system of national and global
governance operating in the issue area of climate change. Starting from a broad understanding of
governance as a process that “takes place through systems of rule in which an institution or actor
influences or controls the behaviour of others,”69 city-networks are examined in terms of the means
through which they attempt to, and do, exert influence over their members, and in terms of the impact of
such actions.
City-networks act as both non-state actors engaged in externally-oriented governance activities
(including advocacy and lobbying aimed at national and international actors, as well as interaction with
various networks, city and otherwise, creating and implementing rules related to climate change) as well
as institutions engaged in internal governance activities (such as setting rules, building capacity, and
guiding interests and activities of member cities).70 This paper brackets out the externally oriented
activities to focus specifically on the ways in which city-networks such as the PCP attempt to exert
influence on the identities, interests, and actions of their constituent members. Building from the extant
literature on modes of governance associated with non-nation state actors, four governance functions
through which networks influence or “steering” their constituent members have been identified. These
governance functions are: networking; enabling; guiding; and, regulating.71
Governance through networking is premised on the creation of links between multiple and
disparate constituent members, links that allow for the free flow of information, knowledge, expertise,
and ideas. “Steering” through networking takes place through the process of connecting various actors
and forging the pathways along which norms and ideas regarding how to understand, and respond to,
65
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policy challenges like climate change. The key aspect of networking that takes it from being a
descriptive term that captures what networks like the PCP do, and makes it a governance activity in
which networks like PCP engage, is that it involves the purposive creation of communities that are
engaged in similar activities or that share similar concerns.73 In this sense, networking captures the
efforts undertaken by city-networks such as the PCP to create the relational infrastructure along which
increased flows of information and ideas can travel between members. There is also an agential aspect to
networking that goes beyond the creation of relational infrastructure. Networks may be, to greater or
lesser degrees, active in terms of pushing, pulling, or facilitating the flow of information along
passageways.74 The extent to which such information flows exert a “steering” effect on the actions of
constituent network members is a question that must be addressed empirically.
Governance through guiding involves the generation and dissemination of ideas amongst
constituent network members, ideas as to how to understand and define the policy issue at hand, what
actions such definitions authorize, and what actions are appropriate to responding to the problem.75
Networks engage in efforts to shift understandings of what kind of problem climate change is, and who
should participate in the policy response.76 This dynamic is clearly evident in the manner in which
Senate legislation on climate change has recently evolved in the United States. As norms regarding the
appropriate role of the market in allocating resources have shifted following the collapse of the housing
and broader credit market, and as public anger over misdeeds and questionable practices on Wall Street
have been brought to light, the definition of climate change as a problem most effectively addressed
through market mechanisms has been strongly challenged. Whether this shift is permanent and “cap &
trade is dead” or there is merely a need to shift the rhetoric until populist anger subsides, is an interesting
and ongoing question.77 In the case at hand, the PCP has clearly engaged in a challenge to the dominant
norm regarding which political actors are expected to participate in the policy response to climate
change. The PCP, along with other city-networks, has attempted to re-frame the policy issue of climate
change from a global issue requiring multi-lateral negotiations between nation-states to one that is
directly relevant to municipal governments.78 Constructing norms is an explicit means of “steering”
constituent members, to the extent that they are effectively socialized. Again, this is a question that must
be rendered subject to empirical testing.
Governance through regulating consists of the most traditionally state-associated type of
governance activity undertaken by networks. As Andanova et al note, “traditionally, the capacity to set
rules and generate compliance is equated with a hierarchical, sovereign form of power backed by (the
threat of) sanction.”79 However, the lack of coercive power does not necessarily equate to an inability to
establish rules, and to have constituent members abide by them. Rules are authoritative when they are
perceived to be legitimate by those to whom they apply.80 Rules may be followed even when such
adherence is voluntary. City-networks such as the PCP engage in rule-making when they establish target
emission reductions for constituent members. Despite the lack of formal coercive capacity, networks
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may also have recourse to other modes of compliance monitoring and enforcement including publication
of performance relative to network benchmarks, and certification for rule-adhering members.81
Lastly, governance through enabling consists of efforts to build up or enhance member capacity
to develop and implement climate policy.82 Enabling may take the form of access to financial resources,
technical tools and expertise, or policy planning and implementation templates or guidelines.83
“Steering” occurs through the deployment of knowledge and material resources in order to facilitate or
encourage constituent member action, and to shape the nature and substance of that action. In the case of
the PCP, governance through enabling occurs primarily through the provision to all members of a fivemilestone climate policy framework, and is supported through the provision of tools to help constituent
members calculate their emissions inventories, identify viable policy opportunities, legitimate the
inclusion of climate change on the local political agenda, and provide access to financial resources to
support the planning process.
There is a recognized need for more systematic study of city-networks operating across national
borders, especially as regards their interactions with one another and with other governance
institutions/actors, resultant points of contestation and converging interests, and in terms of possible
comprehensive impacts/implications for climate change governance.84 Yet there is still only a limited
amount of research on the particular mechanisms through which city-networks exert influence on citymembers (and other governance actors), on the factors that constrain and enable city-networks to exert
such influence, and on how these dynamics play out in a specific Canadian context.85 There is value then
in assessing whether, and how, findings generated to date regarding the activities and impacts of citynetworks apply in Canada. As such, this paper is oriented towards this national perspective while
maintaining an eye towards how such arguments and analysis can fit into the broader picture.
5. Governance Impacts of the PCP – Winnipeg and Toronto
The empirical element of this paper consists of a case study analysis of two PCP member cities:
Toronto and Winnipeg. These two cities were selected for a number of reasons. First, and as mentioned
at the outset of this paper, the expectation prior to undertaking research was that the PCP would conform
to the operation of other national CCP networks and act primarily as a “network of pioneers for
pioneers.” As such, Toronto was an obvious choice as a result of its long history of policy engagement
stretching back to the early 1990’s, its international standing as a leader in local climate change policy,
and the strongly institutionalized commitment to climate policy evident within the city bureaucracy.
Additionally, Toronto possesses all of the key factors identified by Betsill & Bulkeley as contributing to
the local capacity to engage in effective climate change policy and to benefit from city-network
membership: local policy entrepreneurs, institutionalized engagement with climate policy, access to
financial and logistical resources, and political will.86 As such, Toronto was expected to provide the best
81

For an example of a certification strategy, see The Climate Registry’s recent program to create multiple tiers of
membership based on the depth of emissions cuts as verified by third party auditors. http://www.theclimateregistry.org/howto-join/membership-options/ Accessed May 20, 2010.)
82
Hoffman forthcoming
83
Andanova et al 2009: 65
84
Schreurs 2008; Bulkeley et al 2009; Alber & Kern 2008; Bulkeley & Kern 2009, Betsill & Bulkeley 2007; Bernstein et al
2009
85
Davies 2005: 21. Davies makes a similar case in justifying her study of the impact of city-networks on climate change
governance in Ireland. Her comment that “empirical evaluation of these transnational climate change networks is
geographically limited,” is as valid for Canada as it is in the context that she makes it (Ireland).
86
Betsill & Bulkeley 2003: 184-185

10

David Gordon
CPSA 2010
opportunity in Canada to test for the effects of a strong network-city linkage (in terms of benefits
derived by the city, and contributions made from the city back to the network). Winnipeg, on the other
hand, offers a counterpoint to Toronto in terms of its historical engagement with climate change, level of
current engagement, degree of political interest and will, and extent to which the issue was
institutionalized in the local bureaucracy. Winnipeg has been a member of the PCP since 1998 and as
such was relatively early on the scene in terms of political engagement with climate change.87 However,
this early commitment did not translate into quick, nor aggressive, policy action. Winnipeg, as a large
mid-sized Canadian city has had much weaker levels of political will, struggled to institutionalize
engagement with climate change but eventually did so in the early years of the 2000’s, and has much
more limited access to financial and logistical resources as compared with Toronto. As such, Winnipeg
was expected to provide a window onto the ability of the PCP to exert influence in a context whereby
conditions were not entirely favorable.
Second, and in terms of the comparability of the two cases, Winnipeg and Toronto share several
structural conditions that allow for comparative analysis. They both went through a process of
amalgamation in the 1990’s in which multiple disparate municipalities were consolidation into a
“unicity” or “mega-city.”. Both negotiated agreements with their respective provinces for greater
jurisdictional responsibility and autonomy in the early years of the 2000’s.88 89 90 Both face significant
pressures resulting from urban sprawl at their outer edges.91 Lastly, this paper follows an emerging
convention in the extant literature on cities, city-networks, and climate change which explores the
particulars of governance impacts and activities through the lens of a limited number of specific case
studies.92
The following sections apply the governance activities framework introduced above in order to
identify the perceived and observable “steering” impact of the PCP in Toronto and Winnipeg. Analysis
of the impacts of the PCP is based on primary research carried out in Toronto and Winnipeg in the
spring of 2008 and draws on interviews with policy elites in both cities as well as extensive primary
document research. In addition, interviews were conducted in 2008 and 2010 with PCP/FCM/ICLEI
staff and primary documents from each were reviewed and analyzed.
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The PCP, in a manner similar to other non-state governance initiatives, engages in very little formal
regulatory governance activities.93 This does not, however, imply that the PCP does not attempt to
“steer” through regulation. The PCP has developed a number of “rules” that apply to its membership.
The setting of emissions targets by the PCP, currently established as a commitment to 20% reduction in
emissions within 10 years of joining the network, represents the assumption of a governance role by the
PCP that is typically associated with the national, or even provincial, level of governance. The PCP,
therefore, has created “a set of rules and norms intended to guide members’ behaviour” that exist “in
parallel to the existing intergovernmental regime on climate change [the Kyoto protocol].”94 The PCP
has, however, significantly downgraded the emphasis on mandatory emissions reduction targets and
accomplishments over the past decade. There is no mention at all of mandatory targets for PCP
members.95 Interviews with PCP and ICLEI staff members confirmed that the emphasis on targets was
dropped intentionally, as a means of lowering barriers to engagement, increasing membership, and
acting as an entry level system.96
In Winnipeg, the target adopted has been subject to considerable shifting since the passing of a
membership resolution in 1998. Whereas the initial commitment involved a reduction in both
community and corporate emissions, the Action Plan that finally emerged in 2006 was silent on the issue
of community emissions, and presented what can fairly be termed a watered down commitment for the
reduction of corporate emissions. The current target, a 20% reduction in emissions by 2018 (using a
1998 baseline) is certainly a first step for the city, and an important one at that. By conforming to the
PCP target, it also supports the important rule setting role played by the network in fostering municipal
policy action. As such, it provides evidence of the PCP’s successful undertaking of an “initiative [to]
link actors across boundaries and layers of governance to establish a set of rules not necessarily
envisaged or specified by the UNFCCC or Kyoto Protocol but serving the general goals of climate
change mitigation and management.”97 However, the manner in which it is being approached, via “hot
air” reductions achieved through the shifting of emissions off of the corporate ledger, does not signify a
true translation of the PCP targets into real actions, and raises concerns regarding the willingness of the
city to overcome the implementation gap and achieve real, meaningful, emissions reductions on a
community-wide basis.
In Toronto, the opposite case appears to be true. Toronto has moved significantly past the PCP
targets, and has now adopted the aggressive targets promoted by the EU in international negotiations and
mandated in the IPCC AR4 report, of a 6% reduction by 2012, 20% by 2030, and 80% by 2050. These
targets render the rule-setting role of the PCP a moot point, and underscore the independence of Toronto
from the network. The engagement of Toronto with multiple governance networks in the issue area of
climate change does raise interesting questions, however, as regards the permeability of network rule
setting activities. As Toronto, influenced by international leaders, sets aggressive targets, it will be
interesting to see if these targets and norms end up diffusing back through to the PCP and outward to
other PCP member cities.
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B. Networking (creating linkages along which information, knowledge, expertise, and norms can
flow)
The PCP has a strong self-image as being primarily a linkage network, one that “provides a conduit for
a guy in Winnipeg to talk to a guy in Calgary, which provides a significant benefit. We’re kind of like
the center of the wheel.”98 Interviews with PCP staff suggest that this networking capacity is perceived
as a core strength of the network:
…first and foremost the PCP acts as a network, to share experiences and contacts
between municipalities. So if municipality A is experiencing a challenge, then one of the
easiest things we can do is get them in touch with municipality B and C who have
experienced something similar, and just let the peers communicate together. If we don’t
have the solution, then somebody else in your field probably does.99
In Winnipeg there is evidence of agreement regarding the perceived impact of the PCP in terms of
creating network linkages. Interview responses indicated a significant perceived value attributed to the
ability of the PCP to provide connections to local policy actors in other Canadian cities, especially in
terms of administrative questions regarding the development of an action plan, the administrative
aspects of developing an inventory, and the challenges of implementation. This impact of the PCP was
characterized as “important and influential” in the development of the Winnipeg climate change action
plan, as network connections with policy actors in other Canadian cities provided support and advice in
the development of the local action plan.100 In terms of the observable impact of such network linkages,
the evidence is scarce as a result of the lack of easily accessible observable indicators of network
flows.101
While evidential support for the perceived impacts of network linkages can be found in the
Winnipeg case study, such support is scarce when looking to Toronto. Interviewees at the City of
Toronto expressed little perceived benefit derived from network membership among policy actors
interviewed for this project. The linkages between the PCP and the City of Toronto appear to have
weakened to the point that there is a general sense of disconnection between the two parties such that
actors on either side of the equation “just don’t know” what the other is doing.102 This is most obviously
indicated on the PCP website, where, despite having achieved PCP milestone five, Toronto is still listed
as having only completed milestone three.103 On climate change mitigation, there was a sense amongst
interviewees that the majority of networking energy and attention was being directed towards other citynetworks such as the C40. However, there is some evidence of the re-engagement of Toronto with the
PCP network in the area of climate change adaptation. A publication recently published by the PCP
Municipal Resources for Adapting to Climate Change contains a number of references to City of
Toronto adaptation efforts, and may represent an effort to re-embed Toronto in the network.104
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C. Guiding (norm creation and dissemination)
In defining the importance of the normative impacts of governance networks, Selin and VanDeveer
note that “[i]f climate advocates succeed in generating a broader political and public expectation that
GHG emissions should decline over time, then policies and behaviors that reduce GHG emissions will
be judged more appropriate than those that engender increases. Evidence suggests that such change is
under way.”105 In the context of the two case study cities examined in this project, there is mixed
evidence of the impact that the PCP has had on such norm creation.
In Winnipeg, there is significant evidence in support of the uptake of the norm of city participation
in the governance of climate change. Interviews revealed that the PCP is perceived to have played a
major role in the creation of the local action plan, and in the general shift in attitudes within City
Council that has allowed for climate change concerns to begin to become entrenched in the local policy
decision making process. This sentiment is well captured in the words of one respondent, who stated
that
…getting that old-boys network to actually sign on to the notion of climate change was
probably the biggest benefit [of PCP membership]. It put the issue out there, and to have
councilors that would have scoffed at the issue signing on, that is a major
accomplishment.106
However, while it is evident that the PCP was instrumental in getting climate change onto the local
agenda, the extent to which such norms have diffused is debatable. The modest nature of current targets,
in concert with the means through which they are being achieved, significantly weaken any argument
made for the impact of the PCP to foster a norm of aggressive emissions reduction.107
In Toronto, there is similar evidence regarding uptake of the norm of city participation in climate
governance. Toronto has adopted very aggressive targets for the reduction of GHG emissions and
appears to have internalized the norm of taking strong local action to address climate change. The
linkages between such norm creation and the PCP are tenuous, but it could be argued that the antecedent
of the PCP (the Urban CO2 Project) helped to empower local policy heroes108 and to foster the norm of
local policy action. Evidence of this can be seen in the recommendations of the 1991 SACE report,
which emphasized the a central role of local policy actions in the global response to climate change.109
However, due to the weakened links between the PCP and the city of Toronto, the continued impact of
the network on the promulgation of norms is difficult to discern.
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D. Enabling (encouraging action through provision of ideas, best practices, and resources whether
logistical or financial; capacity building through provision of tools to engage in policy)
Evidence regarding the ability of the PCP to enable climate change projects and policies was found
in both case studies, albeit much more strongly in Winnipeg that in Toronto in terms of perceived and
observable impact. The bulk of activities undertaken by the PCP can be considered under the rubric of
enabling. These include the mandatory five-milestone policy engagement framework for all members,
access to technical tools and resources, and access to funding from the GMF in order to facilitate
preparation of emissions inventories and action plans. The enabling impacts of the PCP can also be
found in the splitting emissions into corporate and community segments and encourages initial attention
on quantifiable and manageable emissions resulting from civic operations. In this way the PCP helps to
create a wedge with which to open the door to getting climate change on the local political agenda and
enables local policy entrepreneurs by providing tools with which to build the case for policy
engagement.
In Winnipeg the impact of such enabling is evident in both policy actor perceptions and in the
process and substance of local climate change policy. There is a strong perception amongst interviewees
that the PCP has enabled the city, in the face of political resistance within City Council and in the
Mayor’s Office, to create and pass emissions targets, begin integrating sustainability and climate change
impacts into the regular decision-making process, and has helped to “normalize” the issue. This
approach has helped to “finally put climate change into the light…to integrate some environmental and
climate thinking into standard procedure.”110 While the city has not yet moved past this initial phase of
corporate targets and emission reductions, the activities taken to date have certainly helped create a
much more supportive environment for climate change policy than existed prior to membership. It will
be interesting to follow the progress towards a community-wide emissions reduction plan in Winnipeg,
and to see if these small steps can be converted into a broader plan.111 In addition, access to the GMF
has provided a source of funding that has proven fundamentally important to building capacity for the
development of climate change policy in Winnipeg. Winnipeg has accessed GMF funding for all five
milestone activities, providing direct evidence of the enabling role of the PCP.112 Winnipeg also relied
on PCP methodologies and tools for calculating the local corporate emissions inventory.113 In the words
of one interviewee, this process of capacity building in terms of generating an emissions baseline,
creating an action plan, and entrenching practices oriented towards including emissions awareness in the
policy process are the “greatest benefits” derived from membership in the PCP.114
Looking to Toronto, the approval of the “Toronto target” in the early 1990’s, in line with the
framework established by the Urban CO2 Project, provided the first steps along the path of emissions
reduction that the city was able to take. Although it predated the PCP, the early enabling activities of the
Urban CO2 Project/CCP focused on splitting corporate from community emissions and on the cobenefits derived from emissions reductions. Evidence of the impact of such capacity-building initiatives
can be seen in the early days of Toronto’s efforts, which featured a heavy emphasis on corporate actions
such as civic building retrofits, streetlight upgrades, fleet right-sizing, and landfill emissions capture and
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115
re-use.
Such policies represented a process of legitimacy building, which one respondent
characterized as one of the most important results of those early actions:
The best thing that somebody can do from a policy point of view is not to spout rhetoric,
but it’s to put in programs that work. Because that diminishes resistance and it also
increases information.116
Such early actions have gradually given way to the more ambitious community-wide targets that
emerged in the 2007 Change is in the Air Action Plan.117 At this stage, the enabling effects of the PCP
appear to have declined significantly. The perceived benefits of PCP membership are non-existent
amongst those policy actors interviewed for this project. City of Toronto interviewees were, to a person,
completely unaware as to what resources were offered by the PCP, and did not consider the PCP as a
resource for technical or policy support.118 This weakness in terms of perceived and observable enabling
impacts extends to the other capacity-building tools employed by the PCP. In Toronto the resource
differential between the PCP and the City of Toronto has resulted in a situation whereby the internal
capacity within the city far exceeds that of the network. The City of Toronto has more in common with
other major global cities, in terms of resource capacity, political clout, and ambition, and their
engagement with such major international networks as the C40 is reflective of this desire to access a
linkage network that is more appropriately matched to local context. This is not to deny that Toronto has
not benefited from access to GMF funds, which it undeniably has, as a means of facilitating local
investments in energy efficiency, brownfield redevelopment, and building retrofits.119 However, such
access to GMF funds does not embody the “steering” through enabling function of the PCP, as access
takes place outside of PCP channels.120
6. Evaluating the Evidence
It is important to recognize that the PCP engages in all four steering mechanisms, and that not only
are they by no means mutually exclusive, they are deeply interconnected. The emphasis on enabling as a
primary steering mechanism is premised on a lack of formal political authority and legitimacy, and the
attempt to exert influence through persuasion and information.121 Enabling mechanisms including the
five milestone framework, the splitting of corporate from community emissions, the support documents
that outline the co-benefits to be derived from implementing climate policy, and the technical tools for
emissions inventory calculation and analysis, all offer means of facilitating engagement and
participation in the governance of climate change. The emphasis on enabling is also strongly informed
by, and serves to operationalize, the normative foundations of the PCP. This normative foundation is
premised on contestation of the participation norm that defines climate change as a global problem that
requires international coordination between nation-states.122 The PCP, and other similar city-networks
operating within and across national borders, challenges this norm by asserting that climate change is in
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fact a global problem that requires direct policy engagement by cities and local policy actors. This norm
is underpinned, however, by a deeper commitment to what Bernstein terms “liberal environmentalism”
(Bernstein 2001; Hoffman forthcoming). This deeper normative foundation is premised on the
reconciliation of environment and economy, to the extent that they are conceived of as interconnected
and mutually beneficial. This normative position is evident in the particular manner in which the PCP
defines the potential solution set of policy responses available to municipalities. Solutions are defined in
terms of “low-hanging fruit” – policies that have co-benefits in terms of saving money, increasing
economic competitiveness, or creating employment opportunities.123 The implications of this normative
foundation can be seen in the particular regulations developed by the PCP. The weak targets,
unwillingness to engage in attempts to enforce compliance, and downgrading of targets within the PCP
framework can all be understood as attempts to expand membership and to diffuse the norm of
participation by making it as painless as possible.
But these pathways of influence or “steering” mechanisms are not experienced equally in the case
study cities. Winnipeg displays a much greater perceived and observable set of impacts resulting from
membership in the network. Network links are stronger and more frequently and fruitfully utilized,
enabling tools have been relied upon to a significant extent, rules regarding emissions targets have been
integrated into local climate action plans, and the norm of cities as participants in the governance of
climate change has been embraced. Toronto, on the other hand, revealed a much weaker perceived and
observable impact resulting from network membership. The network links between Toronto and the PCP
have become frayed and may have completely severed, enabling tools are seen as irrelevant as a result of
the extent to which Toronto has advanced beyond the early action enabling tools provided by the PCP,
although Toronto still employs the five milestone framework and does draw on the financial resources
available from the GMF. In a similar manner, the PCP regulations regarding emissions targets are
disconnected from the advanced efforts and international orientation of Toronto, and while the norm of
city participation in the governance of climate change resonates strongly, there is little to suggest that
the PCP exerts any influence in terms of the normative foundations regarding how climate change
should be understood and addressed.
The perceived and observable impact of the PCP on local climate change policy thus appears to be
inversely related to levels of city resources allotted to the issue area. In Winnipeg, there has been a
minimal amount of funding, staffing, and resources allotted to the development of climate change
policy, with only one administrative official designated to the issue.124 Consequently, interviewees in
Winnipeg perceive a significant value in PCP membership. This value includes the role of the PCP in
“normalizing” the issue by lending it an air of legitimacy and enabling the link to be made to other local
co-benefits, as well as the administrative and policy development learning requisite for the development
and implementation of the local climate change action plan. While Winnipeg has only achieved a
minimal level of implementation and has not as of yet addressed the vexing issue of community-wide
emissions reductions, there is a real sense that the city might not have progressed to where they currently
are without the support of the PCP. Toronto, on the other hand, has achieved a high level of
institutionalization and has an entire office, the Toronto Environment Office formed in 2006,125
dedicated to issues relating to climate change and the environment. Toronto has earmarked over $1
billion over the next five years for capital budget expenditures related to climate change mitigation and
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adaptation projects, signaling a healthy level of commitment to addressing the issue.126 As such, the
level of commitment at the local level far outstrips the situation in Winnipeg. The perceived and
observable impact of the PCP, however, is negligible. Local policy actors in Toronto have little interest
in the activities of the PCP, and have not bothered to even keep the network appraised of policy
achievements relative to the five milestone framework. The benefits of network engagement appear to
be far outstripped by local capacity, leaving Toronto operating in isolation from the network and with a
focus directed much more strongly towards international networks such as the C40. The discrepancy in
profile is evidenced by the prominent presentation of information on the City of Toronto Office of the
Mayor’s website, regarding Mayor Miller’s recent posting as Chair of the C40,127 whereas there is
virtually no mention of the PCP at all on any of the City of Toronto website pages.128 As Toronto has
moved farther along the policy engagement spectrum, the ability of the PCP to remain relevant appears
to have diminished.
This asymmetry in terms of the impacts of network membership on member cities both reflects,
and challenges, findings in the extant literature on city-networks as governance actors. It fits existing
findings in that it illustrates that, in the Canadian context, city-networks tend to evolve into tiered
entities in which benefits from membership are unevenly distributed amongst members. Bulkeley &
Kern have explored this phenomenon, and assert that city-networks as such tend to be “networks of
pioneers, for pioneers.”129 However, the findings outlined above challenge the implications of network
asymmetry in the Canadian context and contradict the notion that the PCP is a network of, and for,
pioneers. In fact, the PCP appears to be the exact inverse: a network of baby steps, for beginners,
perhaps. What factors could account for this puzzling result? Betsill & Bulkeley assert that the extent to
which network pathways remain “open” depends on the existence of local leadership, availability of
funds, jurisdictional authority and bureaucratic capacity, recognition of local benefits, and political
will.130 So it is possible that Toronto has experienced a decline in one or more of these areas. However,
the findings in this paper contradict this conclusion as Toronto continues to possesses all of the
aforementioned characteristics in spades, and points to the need to consider other factors impacting the
nature of city-network-member relationships.131
Interviews revealed that engagement with the PCP is strongest at the early stages of engagement,
as members prepare local inventories, select targets, and prepare local climate action plans.132 At the
aggregate level, this finding is borne out by data regarding performance of member cities on the fivemilestone framework. As illustrated in Figure 1.1, barely 7% of PCP member cities have moved beyond
milestone three (preparation of a local climate action plan), and a mere 1% have attained milestone five.
Compare this with the performance of the Australian CCP network in Figure 1.2 where 56% of member
cities have completed milestone five, and 46% have actually moved to CCP-Plus status, a category of
municipal engagement that does not even exist in the Canadian framework.133
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Figure 1.1. Corporate Milestone Status for PCP Members as of 10 May 2010

Source: Data taken from FCM “Partners for Climate Protection – Milestone Status”. Available at:
http://www.sustainablecommunities.fcm.ca/Partners-for-Climate-Protection/Milestone_Status.asp. Data current to 10 May
2010.

Figure 1.2. Milestone Status for CCP-Australia Members as of December 2006

Source: Data taken from Australian Greenhouse Office. 2006. “Celebrating a Decade of Local Greenhouse Action. Cities for
Climate Protection Australia Reporting 2006.” Available at: http://www.iclei.org/index.php?id=ccp-reports. Accessed 21
May 2010.
regional networks and links between councils and through strategies to overcome boundary and resource constraints. See
Australian Greenhouse Office 2006: 13.
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So why is the PCP not a network of, and for, pioneers? And what insights can be gained if it is
indeed the case that the PCP does differ significantly from other national city-networks? One major
constraint on network impact is an inability to fully utilize the experiences of head-of-the-pack
members, or to reach out and prompt, cajole, or support slow-moving members that are having problems
moving from rhetorical commitment to real policy action. As one interviewee put it, “what is lacking is
really the time to network the network.”134 The capacity of the PCP to engage in “steering” activities is
limited and reactive in nature as a result of severe budget and resource constraints. An interviewee
captured the essence of this challenge well in noting that it is,
…part of our challenge with the program. I mean, right now the program has
$150,000 and half of [one staff-member]. So the reality of the program at the
moment is that it can deal with only those municipalities that are interested in
moving forward. Those that are [relatively inactive] have got to come to us and say
they want to move forward. Ideally we would be going out and coming back to
[those slow moving municipalities] with a council presentation, show them what
their peers are doing, apply some peer pressure, maybe bring in another [chief
administrative officer] to show them how they did it. In the early days of the
program it was much easier to do that – there was some more funding and resources,
and there were a lot fewer [members]. We had 2 people and 30 municipalities, now
we have half of 1 [staff member] and a lot more [members].135
This reveals the importance of recognizing that city-networks such as the PCP are embedded in an
institutional context, and that there is a high degree of dependence between local actors, newly emerging
networks and traditionally dominant state actors. Institutions, like ideas, do not float freely.136 As such it
is imperative to consider the broader context in which emerging governance institutions such as the PCP
exist.137 In Canada, this broader context severely limits the PCP and its ability to impact on climate
change policy in Canadian cities. As a relatively new entrant into the arena of climate change
governance, the PCP has been severely constrained by the lack of federal interest in municipalities in
Canada. When compared with a country such as Australia, which has endowed the Australian CCP with
a $3 million operating budget and fifteen staff members, in addition to distinct responsibilities for
emissions inventory reporting as a part of the national effort,138 the Canadian context is one in which
there is a startling lack of engagement with local policy actors. This point is underscored by the political
salience of the PCP, which one respondent familiar with the situation characterized as “relatively
speaking…small fish.”139 In response to a question regarding the activities within the FCM to push for
greater support for the PCP from the federal government, the blunt answer given by one interviewee was
that “when we send our people out in December to talk to all the MP’s, which we do, this just isn’t one
of the things that we’re going to push.”140
This points to evidence of Canada’s status as an “urban policy laggard,”141 and expose a central
paradox inherent in contemporary climate governance in the Canadian context. Local policy actors and
governance institutions such as the PCP have emerged as a result of federal inaction on the climate file,
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filling the policy vacuum created by the absence of a coherent national policy strategy and framework.
However, cities and city-networks are constrained as a result of the institutional context in which they
are embedded, a context that accords junior status to cities and that limits the jurisdictional and financial
capacity of cities to engage with climate policy. What is needed is a more inclusive, multilevel approach
that enables cities and city-networks, but such an approach is reliant on national interest in enabling
policy action on climate change. The experience of the PCP is part of a broader North American
phenomenon, in which sub-, and non-, state actors are engaging in climate governance in contexts of
federal apathy and inaction.142
7. Next Steps and Concluding Thoughts
This paper has attempted to explore and illuminate the particular “steering” mechanisms through
which the PCP, as a Canadian city-network operating in the issue area of climate change, impacts the
interests and actions of its constituent members. As a counterweight to analyses that focus on the
manner in which such networks impact on national climate policy, this paper has sought to address
networks such as the PCP as governance institutions in their own right, and to look at how they engage
in “internal” governance. The picture that emerged was one of the PCP as primarily an enabling
governance actor, providing constituent members with access to resources, technical tools, specialized
knowledge and support, and policy frameworks to guide the process and substance of local climate
policy engagement. The case studies revealed the existence and overlap the four “steering” mechanisms,
and also highlighted asymmetries in the extent to which these pathways of influence are utilized. This
asymmetry runs contrary to findings in the extant literature on city-networks as governance institutions,
leading to the tentative conclusion that the PCP is better characterized as a network of baby-steps, for
beginners rather than a network of pioneers, for pioneers. It was suggested that the reasons for this can
be found in the broader institutional and political context in which the PCP exists, a context that enables
and constrains in both material (access to resources, political jurisdiction and formal authority) and
ideational (norms regarding policy and governance legitimacy) terms.
There are several avenues along which the tentative conclusions and generalizations that have
been put forward can be further explored. Three possibilities jump out. First, generalizations drawn from
research conducted for this paper are limited by the fact that only two case studies were conducted.
Expanding the study to include a larger, and more varied, set of cases would help to test some of the
conclusions regarding the nature and extent of internal governance impact in the PCP. Interviews with
policy actors in a broader set of member cities would also help to develop a picture of the extent to
which PCP members establish peer-to-peer networks, and the extent to which ideas, norms, and best
practices move along such pathways.143 This would give a better picture as to what kind of relational
pathways city-networks like the PCP evolve, how strong those network pathways are, and to what extent
they actually produce learning and change. A second area of future research would build from this
investigation into the types, and strength, of network linkages formed between PCP members, and
would focus more broadly on the connection between institutional context, network form, and network
function. Applying network theory to city-networks such as the PCP would help to illuminate the
relationships that form between the network core and constituent members, and to identify key network
nodes and the power, authority, and legitimacy that produces, and is produced by, this relational
142
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144
infrastructure. This would allow for a more nuanced investigation regarding the social relations that
are formed by, and form, networks, and would direct attention to the manner in which such relations act
to enable and constrain network members.145 It would also open the door to a fuller exploration of the
differences between the PCP and other city-networks, in order to explore how and why these networks
differ, and to assess the strengths, weaknesses, openings, and closures that result.146 A third area of
research would look at the interactions between city-networks such as the PCP and other governance
networks operating in the issue area of climate change. As the number of governance networks and
institutions has increased, the extent to which they overlap and interact (functionally, in terms of
membership, or in terms of geographically-concrete interactions in particular locations) and the
implications of such interactions is an area of increasing interest and importance.147 Diffusion of
governance to a broader and more diverse set of actors and institutions increases the need for
coordination between them, yet on-the-ground coordination and even communication between citynetworks such as the PCP and the C40 remains stunted.148 This raises questions as to the impacts of such
inter-network competition and antipathy, and points to the need to extent research into city-networks in
the direction of tracing and understanding their location in broader, multi-level contexts.
This paper is thus a first attempt at thinking about the role, activities, and impacts of one class of
emerging climate governance institutions. As important as it is to explore the manner in which “pressure
from below…[may] soon shape federal policy making and outcomes” 149 in the issue area of climate
change, it is equally important to explore the emerging institutions and actors engaged in defining,
understanding, and authorizing solutions to the problem of climate change. While such activities are to a
large extent dependent upon the implementation of strong national, and international, policy
frameworks, the expanding cast of actors and institutions engaged with climate change is an exciting,
interesting, and relevant area of investigation that deserves sustained attention in the years to come.
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