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Summary 

This briefing presents the results of a preliminary analysis into United States’ subnational and non-state 

action and its impact on national greenhouse gas emissions, if fully implemented. The analysis covers 

commitments from individual actors, which set quantitative mitigation targets and for which historical 

emissions data are available.  

We show that the currently recorded individual commitments by subnational and non-state actors get 

the U.S. around halfway to achieving the higher end of its Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) by 

2025. Under the “Current reported subnational and non-state commitments” scenario, GHG emissions 

reduces to 13% below 2005 level by 2025. This equals to about 480 MtCO2e/yr reduction from the 

“Current administration policies” scenario (Figure S- 1). 

Most of the estimated reductions (nearly 75%) come from U.S. state-level commitments because of their 

size. Largest contributors are the states of California and New York. Other U.S. States, cities and 

companies contribute to a smaller extent. Commitments by companies other than electric utilities are 

the most ambitious in terms of reduction rate between 2015 and 2025 (26%), mainly due to ambitious 

targets for the use of renewable energy. The proposed reduction rate of cities is also generally more 

ambitious than that of U.S. states. Electric utilities’ commitments were found to be the least ambitious, 

with only a 7% reduction on average during the same period.  

Reductions from subnational and non-state actors could be larger than estimated here, because more 

and more actors sign onto action and report (not all of them may be included here), impact of some 

commitments is difficult to quantify (e.g. financial sector commitments are not included here), global 

initiatives support individual actors to take on action (their goals are not included here) and these actions 

could lead to systemic, transformative impacts (not considered here).  

 

  

Figure S- 1: GHG emission scenario projections and future mitigation targets (all greenhouse gases 

excluding land use, land-use change and forestry) 
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1 Introduction 

With the adoption of the Paris Agreement in December 2015, countries worldwide agreed to keep the 

global average temperature to “well below 2°C”, pursue efforts to limit it to 1.5°C by the end of the 

century, and reach net-zero emissions in the second half of the century. However, the commitments 

made by countries in their Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) are as yet insufficient to achieve 

these targets (Climate Action Tracker 2016). 

Climate action is, however, not only dependent on the actions of national governments. Potential 

emission reductions through subnational or non-state action (regions or states within a country, cities, 

companies) have received increasing attention lately, e.g. (Graichen et al. 2016; Höhne et al. 2015; Hsu 

et al. 2016; Roelfsema et al. 2015). The 2016 UNEP Emissions Gap Report dedicated an entire chapter 

to the potential impact of subnational and non-state action (UNEP 2016). Estimates of the potential for 

global reduction, if subnational and non-state actors achieved their own targets, vary widely, but 

generally reach the order of a couple of gigatonnes of CO2 per year beyond current policy trajectories 

until 2030. 

On the 1st of June 2017, U.S. President Donald Trump announced the decision to formally withdraw the 

United States from the Paris Agreement. Before, the U.S. administration had already implemented 

several policy rollbacks that are likely to have adverse consequences for the drive to reduce emissions, 

likely ensuring that the U.S. would miss their 2025 NDC target (Höhne et al. 2017). 

But on-the-ground reality appears quite different. Several state governments in the U.S. have stated 

their will to pursue the objectives of the Paris Agreement (Ronayne 2017), and the growth of renewable 

energy is continuing at unprecedented rates (Gibbens 2017).  

Thus, while the U.S. administration’s policies will likely flatten off emission reductions, mitigation 

opportunities exist elsewhere through subnational and non-state action. This can range from subnational 

governments (U.S. state-level or city-level) setting their own targets; companies increasing the drive for 

renewable energy and reducing their own emissions; the innovation, emergence and scaling-up of 

breakthrough transformative technologies; or cooperative initiatives aiming for sectoral transformation. 

There is increasing need for quantification of subnational and non-state mitigation commitments. On 12 

July, 2017, a new initiative called America’s Pledge on climate change was launched “to compile and 

quantify the actions of states, cities and businesses in the United States to drive down their greenhouse 

gas emissions consistent with the goals of the Paris Agreement” (America’s Pledge 2017).  

Within the Initiative for Climate Action Transparency, a consortium of NewClimate, World Resources 

Institute, CDP and The Climate Group (TCG) are developing a guidance to integrate subnational and 

non-state action into national scenarios. 

This briefing presents the results of a preliminary analysis into U.S. subnational and non-state action 

and its impact on emissions, if fully implemented. We show here that the currently recorded 

commitments by subnational and non-state actors get the U.S. about half of the way to achieve the 

higher end of its NDC by 2025.  

It should be noted that the results presented here represent a collective intent of selected subnational 

and non-state actors, which are not necessarily going to happen. 
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2 Methods 

This section summarises the analytical methods used in this report. Detailed description of data and 

methods can be found in the Appendix.  

As a starting point, we use a “Current administration policies” scenario, which considers only 

currently implemented federal policies and excludes the Clean Power Plan. This scenario excluding land 

use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) is taken from the Climate Action Tracker. It is already lower 

than a “no climate action scenario” used in some other studies as it includes actions like the fuel 

economy standard.  

The “Current reported subnational and non-state commitments” scenario, the main scenario in 

this analysis, takes the GHG emission reduction commitments by individual subnational and non-state 

actors (regions, cities and companies including utilities) into account.  

In the current analysis, the base year is 2015 and the future time horizon is 2025.  

The analysis covers commitments from individual actors, which set quantitative mitigation targets and 

for which historical emissions data are available. The quantification of the emissions trajectory for the 

“Current individual subnational and non-state commitments” scenario is based on the dataset prepared 

by CDP in partnership with TCG (CDP 2017b; CDP & The Climate Group 2017), supplemented by 

additional data collection (see Appendix). Our analysis covers 339 subnational and non-state actions by 

individual actors, of which 17 are from states, 58 from cities, and 264 from companies headquartered in 

the U.S. For cities, 10 of the 20 largest cities in terms of population are covered.  

It should be noted that the current analysis only covers a selected set of actions; the analysis results 

could change over time as more subnational and non-state actors commit to quantifiable mitigation 

pledges and more relevant data are collected.  

Moreover, the “Current individual subnational and non-state commitments” scenario does not consider 

the aggregate targets of subnational and non-state actor initiatives (potential reductions if the initiatives 

achieve their stated collective goals in terms of both target levels and the number of participants). For 

example, we only included the individual companies that have reported on having a 100% renewable 

target, but not estimated the potential impact of the RE100 initiative to have 3000 companies signed up 

by 2030 as provided in e.g. “The business end of climate change” (CDP & We Mean Business 2016). 

Our scenario does also not include the targeted transformative impact in the focus sector(s) beyond the 

participants of the initiatives themselves. 

The overlaps of emissions coverage between actions is quantified as follows:  

• Regions: we start with the reduction targets from U.S. states.  

• Cities: the emissions reductions from cities are counted if cities are outside of the regions with 

action, or if the cities’ actions are significantly more ambitious than those of the region in which 

the cities are located. 

• Companies other than electric utilities: reductions only count if they operate outside of regions 

and cities with action, or if these companies’ action are significantly more ambitious than those 

of the region or city in which the companies are located. 

• Electric utilities: reductions only count for the electricity generation not covered by other actor 

groups (regions, cities and other companies) or if the electric utilities’ targets are significantly 

more ambitious. 
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3 Results and discussion 

The current recorded commitments by subnational and non-state actors get the U.S. around half of the 

way to achieve the upper end of the emissions range under the NDC excluding LULUCF by 2025 (Figure 

1). The subnational and non-state commitments covered in this analysis were estimated to comprise 

40% of national GHG emissions in 2015 after subtracting overlaps. Under the “Current individual 

subnational and non-state commitments” scenario, GHG emissions reduce to 14% below 2005 level by 

2025. This equals about 480 MtCO2e/yr reduction from the “Current administration policies” scenario. In 

its NDC, The United States intends to achieve an economy-wide target of reducing its greenhouse gas 

emissions by 26-28 percent below its 2005 level in 2025 and to make best efforts to reduce its emissions 

by 28%. 

  

Figure 1: GHG emission scenario projections and future mitigation targets (all greenhouse gases, 

excluding land use, land-use change and forestry) 

Among the actions reported in the dataset analysed, the U.S. state-level commitments deliver nearly 

75% of the total subnational and non-state actor commitments in 2025 (Figure 2). This high share for 

state-level commitments is because of their size and the coverage of actions in the dataset, and it is by 

no means a reflection of ambition. Largest contributors are the states of California and New York. The 

electric utilities were found to deliver the least mitigation impact of the four groups.  

More than half (53%) of the emissions from cities with targets in 2015 are also covered by one of the 17 

states with targets. Close to a third (31%) of the 2015 emissions from energy end-use companies was 

estimated to also be covered by state- and city-level targets, based on shares of these states and cities 

in national total GHG emissions in 2015 (excluding LULUCF). However, the overlap of emissions 

reduction impact was found to be much smaller; many energy end-use companies have commitments 

more ambitious than the targets in the 17 states for 2025 time horizon, so a large part of the company 

emissions reductions in the 17 states can be considered additional.  
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For electric utilities, 28% of their emissions were estimated to also be covered by the states, cities and 

energy end-use companies with targets, based on shares of these three actor groups’ share in total CO2 

emissions from the power sector in 2015.  

 

 

Figure 2: Aggregate GHG emission reduction commitments in 2025 (compared to the reference as 

defined in this analysis) by subnational and non-state actors per actor category.  

With regard to the ambition level of commitments, energy end-use companies are most ambitious in 

terms of reduction rate between 2015 and 2025 (26%) (Figure 3). They usually take on ambitious short 

term renewable energy use targets or focus on short term reduction options. Their time horizon is short, 

maximum 10 years. The reduction curve for energy end-use companies flattens over time of less than 

10 years.  

Electric utilities’ commitments were found to be the least ambitious, with only a 7% reduction on average 

during the same period. Some companies have overachieved their short-term targets by 2015.  
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Figure 3: GHG emission levels up to 2025 relative to 2015 levels by subnational and non-state actor 

category. 

On the one hand, the mitigation ambition of 480 MtCO2e in 2025 from individual actors’ commitments 

can be an underestimation because it is only part of a wider picture of subnational and non-state actions 

(Table 1). As described in Section 2, the analysis only covers commitments with quantitative mitigation 

targets and historical emissions data available. The expected mitigation impact will likely become larger 

if the analysis is extended beyond the current dataset, which does not yet cover all U.S. specific 

subnational and non-state action. The mitigation impact in the business sector could be much higher 

than projected in this briefing if the companies headquartered outside the U.S. but with domestic 

operations are also taken into account. The mitigation impact for cities can also be much larger when, 

for example, the commitments from over 350 cities to adopt, honor and uphold Paris Climate Agreement 

goals are taken into account (Climate Mayors 2017)  Graichen et al. (2016) shows that the aggregation 

of mitigation ambition under major international subnational and non-state initiatives could be as large 

as 1.0-1.8 GtCO2e/yr reduction compared to a current policy scenario, leading to emission levels well 

below those of the NDC. There are also types of commitments of which the impact cannot easily be 

quantified (e.g. investment-related actions by the financial sector). Our analysis results also do not 

account for spill-over effect or transformational impact induced by the non-state actions covered in this 

report and various actions that have emerged in recent months.  

On the other hand, there are also a number of factors that may have led to an overestimation of 

mitigation ambition. We assumed that all targets would be achieved. Long-term targets (e.g. for 2050), 

which determine the interpolated target level for 2025, are sometimes mere aspiring targets that may 

not reflect the true ambition of the actors today. Moreover, the assumption that the baseline emission 

levels for the subnational and non-state actors would increase proportionally to the “Current 

administration policies” scenario might be inflating the mitigation ambition.   
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Table 1:  Factors leading to underestimation or overestimation of mitigation ambition by subnational and 

non-state actors 

Factors leading to underestimation of mitigation ambition Factors leading to 

overestimation of 

mitigation ambition 

• Collection of individual commitments may be incomplete as: 

o This U.S. dataset currently only covers companies headquartered 

in the U.S. 

o More actors are likely to engage in action (We are Still In 

campaign, U.S. Climate Alliance, Under2 Coalition)  

• Collective impact and goals of initiatives that aggregate individual 

actors are not included.   

• Commitments that cannot be quantified such as financial sector 

commitments are not included 

• Systemic impact not covered e.g. 100% renewable targets from large 

IT companies drives electricity production planning in whole states 

• Targets could be achieved early and ambition raised along the way 

• Assumed all 

targets are 

achieved.  

• Long-term targets 

are often aspiring 

targets 

• Baseline emission 

levels for non-

state actors 

 

 

 

4 Conclusion 

We show that the currently recorded commitments by subnational and non-state actors could, if fully 

achieved, get the United States around half of the way to achieve the higher end of its NDC by 2025. 

This sizable reduction is driven currently mainly by targets from U.S. states.  

The analysis shows that sizable emission reductions are possible from subnational and non-state actors. 

Reductions from subnational and non-state actors could be larger than estimated here, because more 

and more actors sign onto action and report (not all of them may be included here), impact of some 

commitments difficult to quantify (e.g. financial sector commitments are not included here), global 

initiatives support individual actors to take on action (their goals are not included here) and these actions 

could lead to systemic, transformative impacts (not considered here). 

To increase the ambition more electric utilities could commit to mitigation action with higher ambition 

and companies using energy could commit to longer-term mitigation. 

More subnational and non-state actions are expected to emerge in the next months and years, and it 

would be crucial to continually track their collective ambition as well as the mitigation progress. We plan 

to continually update our analysis as we develop a more comprehensive dataset including, e.g. more 

U.S. states, RE100 companies and Climate Mayors cities. This exercise will also contribute to the 

development and improvement of the guidance to integrate subnational and non-state action into 

national scenarios. 
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Appendix: Data and methods 

A.1  Dataset of non-state actions in the United States 

The dataset of non-state actions in the United States was provided by CDP as part of a scoping exercise 

for a global climate action dataset undertaken in parallel to the development of the ICAT non-state and 

subnational guidance document. It is largely based on the 2016 responses to CDP’s climate change, 

supply chain, and cities questionnaires (CDP 2017b), as well as responses to the states and regions 

questionnaire run by CDP in partnership with TCG (CDP & The Climate Group 2017), and some 

additional data collected through the Covenant of Mayors and Science-Based Targets initiative. To 

enable the analysis, the dataset is supplemented by additional information on U.S. city- and state-level 

targets from publicly available sources: the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy website 

(Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy 2017), WRI’s U.S. States Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions database (WRI 2014) and CDP’s Citywide Emissions Map database (CDP 2017a). As a 

result, 17 U.S. state-level targets are covered and all of the 20 largest cities (in terms of population) with 

GHG mitigation targets. (CDP 2017). As a result, 17 U.S. state-level targets are covered and all of the 

20 largest cities (in terms of population) with GHG mitigation targets.  

In total, we considered 339 non-state actions, of which 17 are from states, 58 from 54 cities and 264 

from 252 companies headquartered in the U.S. The emissions inventory totals used for the calculations 

are mostly self-reported by entities. Some actors report multiple commitments for different emission 

sources, which this analysis treats as separate actions. Others may report overlapping or reinforcing 

targets for different types of action, e.g. absolute emission reduction targets, intensity targets and 

renewable energy targets. For the purpose of compilation of this sample U.S. dataset, a hierarchy and 

criteria were instated to support the presentation of a single action per actor, deemed to be the most 

encompassing/ambitious. In the preliminary analysis presented in this briefing, sector-level targets for 

regions and states are excluded when community-wide emissions reduction targets exist. For U.S. 

states, we considered the shortest-term targets and the longest-term targets when targets exist for 

different future years and linearly interpolated or extrapolated the emission levels for 2025.   

A.2  GHG emission projections 

Total GHG emissions in the United States in year t under non-state actions (Etot(t)) are given by: 

𝐸tot(t) = 𝐸totref(t) ∗
𝐸totref(2015)−𝐸NSA(2015)

𝐸totref(2015)
+ 𝐸NSA(t)     (1)  

where 

Etotref(t): total GHG emissions under the reference scenario in year t, 

Etotref(2015): total GHG emissions under the reference scenario in year 2015, 

ENSA(2015): total GHG emissions from non-state actors in year 2015, 

ENSA(t): total GHG emissions from non-state actors in year t. 

The reference GHG emission trajectory excluding LULUCF (Etotref(t)) is based on the current policy 

projection excluding the Clean Power Plan of the Climate Action Tracker (Climate Action Tracker 2017). 

The annual emissions are projected to change from 7.3 GtCO2e in 2005 and 6.6 GtCO2e in 2015 to 6.8 

GtCO2e in 2025 (-6.8% from 2005 level).   
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A.3  Quantification of overlaps between actions 

The quantification of overlaps among actions was conducted in three steps.  

First, the overlaps between states and cities are quantified. We found 33 cities in 17 states that have 

mitigation targets. In general, both Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG emissions from these 33 cities are 

assumed to be 100% overlapping. When the actions of these cities are more ambitious than a linear 

reduction to zero emissions between 2015 and 2050, the additional emissions reductions compared to 

the 80% reduction trajectory were taken into account also for the overlapping portion.    

Second, the overlaps between companies excluding electric utilities (hereinafter, “energy end-use 

companies”) and subnational governments (states and cities) are quantified. States and cities cover 

about 31% of U.S. national GHG emissions in 2016 after subtracting the overlaps quantified in the first 

step. Based on this, we assumed that 31% of Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG emissions from all energy 

end-use companies with targets are overlapping up to 2050. We took this simplified approach because 

there is no company-level information available on the amount of GHG emissions generated in individual 

states or cities. When the energy end-use companies’ actions are collectively more ambitious than a 

linear trajectory to an 80% reduction between 2015 and 2050, the additional emissions reductions 

compared to the 80% reduction trajectory were taken into account also for the overlapping portion. The 

80% reduction value is based on most region- and city-level targets being in line with a 60-80% reduction 

between 2015 and 2050. 

Third, the overlaps between electric utilities and all other actors (subnational governments and 

energy end-use companies) are quantified. These overlaps concern Scope 1 emissions of electric 

utilities and Scope 2 emissions of all other sectors. Subnational governments (states and cities) with 

targets are assumed to be attributable for 25% of total power sector GHG emissions. Energy end-use 

companies with targets accounted for 79 MtCO2e/yr Scope 2 emissions in 2015, which equals to about 

4% of total power sector GHG emissions in the US in 2015.  We can therefore estimate that about 20% 

of total power sector GHG emissions are covered by “all other actors”.1 Based on this, we assume that 

20% of GHG emissions from electric utilities with targets are overlapping. Additional emissions 

reductions were to be taken into account for the overlapping portion when the electric utilities’ actions 

are more ambitious than a linear trajectory to an 80% reduction between 2015 and 2050, but there was 

no such instance in the current analysis. 

The calculations steps described above can be summarised by the following equation: 

𝐸𝑁𝑆𝐴(t) = 𝐸𝑅(t) + (𝐸𝐶(𝑡) − 𝐸𝐶,𝑅(t)) + (𝐸𝐵(t) − 𝐸𝐵,𝑅𝐶(t)) + (𝐸𝑃(t) − 𝐸𝑃,𝑅𝐶𝐵(t)),  (2)  

 

where 

ER(t): Sum of GHG emissions from state actors; 

EC(t): Sum of GHG emissions from city actors; 

EC,R(t): GHG emissions from city actors overlapping with U.S. state-level actions; 

EB(t): Sum of GHG emissions from company actors (excluding electric utilities); 

EB,RC(t): GHG emissions from energy end-use company actors overlapping with state- and city-level 

actions; 

                                                      

 
1 1 – (1 – 25.3%) * (1 – 4.1%) = 25.4% 
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EP(t): Sum of GHG emissions from electric utilities actors; 

EP,RCB(t): GHG emissions from electric utilities actors overlapping with state-, city-level, and energy end-

use company-level actions.  

A.4  Assumptions 

A number of assumptions were made to quantify the net impact of actions, of which the first four are 

related to the emissions Scope: 

1. Scope 3 emissions are excluded from the analysis. While Scope 3 emissions are significant for 

most companies, it is not possible to quantify the overlaps between Scope 1 and 2 emissions 

and Scope 3 emissions across actors nor to localize these emissions to specific geographies 

given current data availability.   

2. We applied the emissions composition by Scope of the last reported year (2015 in the current 

dataset) when the base year and the target year emissions are not reported. Most targets that 

cover multiple emission Scopes do not specify the breakdown of emissions in the target year by 

Scope. Similarly, emissions are also often not reported by Scope for the base year of the actions.  

3. For regions and cities, we assume that the reduction targets only cover direct emissions. 

Emissions scope for actions of cities and states are not entirely clear in the CDP dataset (often 

reported as “community-wide”). The composition of electricity generation-related emissions and 

other emissions in regions and cities were assumed to be equal to the national average in 2015.  

4. The coverage of emissions Scopes for renewable energy targets are not reported in the CDP 

dataset; the target types are reported instead (“electricity consumption target”, “electricity 

production target”, and “all energy consumed”). For the analysis, the following assumptions are 

applied in consistency with the CDP dataset methodology: 

a. Electricity Consumption targets: Scope 2 (location-based); 

b. Electricity Production: Scope 1; 

c. All Energy Consumed: Scope 1+2 (market-based). 

 

Other assumptions are as follows: 

5. For long-term U.S. state-level targets that do not specify the target year, we assumed the target 

year to be 2050. 

6. With regard to historical GHG emissions, the U.S. state-level data from WRI CAIT database 

(WRI 2014) for 2011 was used as proxy for 2015 emissions data. Similarly for cities, the 

emissions data for the latest measured year in CDP (2017a) was as proxy for 2015 emissions 

data.  

7. For the quantification of absolute emission reduction impact, the values calculated by CDP are 

used. Many renewable energy targets do not provide information on the future total electricity 

consumption and/or production levels and on the fossil fuel-fired electricity that the increased 

renewable electricity is replacing. It was therefore not possible to make our own impact 

quantification. In its current form, renewable electricity is put into emission terms by assuming 

future electricity consumption levels will be on par with 2015 and multiplying the associated 

MWh by the 2015 U.S. average grid emission factor.  

8. We assume that the geographical share of GHG emissions per country do not change over time. 

The CDP dataset on companies provides the share of GHG emissions generated in individual 

countries in the last measured year (2015), but such data is not always available for the action 

base year and the target year.  
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9. We assume for city-level and company-level actions that the emission levels remain unchanged 

after the target year and a linear interpolation of target emission levels for years between 2015 

and the target year.  

10. We assume for U.S. state-level actions that the emission levels remain unchanged after the 

target year and a linear interpolation of emission levels between the short-term target year and 

the long-term target year.  
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A.5  GHG emissions reduction results per actor group 

Table A-1: GHG emissions reductions per subnational and non-state actor group 

Actor group 2015 
emissions 
(MtCO2e) 

2025 
emissions 
(MtCO2e) 

Change  
2015-2025 

Regions  1,900   1,580   -320 (-17%)  

Cities  260  200  -60 (-22%)  

Electric Utilities & Independent Power 
Producers & Energy Traders (including fossil, 
alternative and nuclear energy) 

 600  560  -40 (-7%)  

Other companies  230   170  -60 (-26%)  

* Values are rounded to the nearest ten.   
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A.6  List of U.S. state-level actions considered in the analysis 

Table A-2: Overview of U.S. state-level targets (C2ES 2017; CDP & The Climate Group 2017) 

Actor Target (including reference 
levels, target year and 
assumption(s) if available) 

California* 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 
40% below 1990 levels by 2030 

Connecticut* 80% below 2001 levels by 2050  
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

Hawaii* 1990 levels by 2020 
Washington DC * 80% below 2005 levels by 2050 

20% below 2006 levels by 2020 
New York State* 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 

40% below 1990 levels by 2030 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

Oregon * 75% below 1990 levels by 2050 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

Vermont* 75% below 1990 levels by 2050 
50% below 1990 levels by 2028 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

Washington* 50% below 1990 levels by 2050 
25% below 1990 levels by 2035 
1990 levels by 2020 

Arizona 50% below 2000 levels by 2040 
2000 levels by 2020 

Florida 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 
2005 levels by 2020 

Illinois 60% below 1990 levels by 2050 
1990 levels by 2020 

Maine 75-80% below 2003 levels in the 
long-term 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

Massachusetts 75-85% below 1990 levels in the 
long-term 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

Minnesota* 80% below 2005 levels by 2050 
30% below 2005 levels by 2025 

New Mexico 75% below 2000 levels by 2050 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

New Hampshire 75-85% below 2001 levels in the 
long-term 
10% below 1990 levels by 2020 

New Jersey 80% below 2006 levels by 2050 
1990 levels by 2020 

*: State emissions data provided by CDP, in partnership with The Climate Group.  



The impact of subnational and non-state climate action in the Trump era 

 

 NewClimate Institute |  July 2017  

 14 

Bibliography 

America’s Pledge, 2017. Press Release: California Governor Jerry Brown and Michael Bloomberg 
Launch “America’s Pledge.” Available at: https://www.americaspledgeonclimate.com/ [Accessed 
July 14, 2017]. 

C2ES, 2017. A Look at Emissions Targets. Available at: 
https://www.c2es.org/what_s_being_done/targets [Accessed July 11, 2017]. 

CDP, 2017a. Citywide Emissions Map. Available at: https://data.cdp.net/Cities/2016-Citywide-
Emissions-Map/ [Accessed July 10, 2017]. 

CDP, 2017b. GHG emissions and action data for companies and cities in the United States. Confidential 
dataset, CDP. 

CDP & The Climate Group, 2017. GHG emissions and action data for states and regions in the United 
States., CDP, The Climate Group. 

CDP & We Mean Business, 2016. The Business End of Climate Change, CDP, We Mean Business. 

Climate Action Tracker, 2016. Paris Agreement in force, but no increase in climate action. Climate Action 
Tracker update., Climate Action Tracker (Climate Analytics, Ecofys, NewClimate Institute). 

Climate Action Tracker, 2017. United States Assessment. Available at: 
http://climateactiontracker.org/countries/usa.html [Accessed July 11, 2017]. 

Climate Mayors, 2017. 356 US Climate Mayors commit to adopt, honor and uphold Paris Climate 
Agreement goals: STATEMENT FROM THE CLIMATE MAYORS IN RESPONSE TO 
PRESIDENT TRUMP’S WITHDRAWAL FROM THE PARIS CLIMATE AGREEMENT. Available 
at: https://medium.com/@ClimateMayors/climate-mayors-commit-to-adopt-honor-and-uphold-
paris-climate-agreement-goals-ba566e260097 [Accessed July 13, 2017]. 

Gibbens, S., 2017. Renewable Energy Record Set in U.S. Available at: 
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2017/06/solar-wind-renewable-energy-record/ [Accessed 
June 20, 2017]. 

Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy, 2017. Global Covenant Cities. Available at: 
http://www.globalcovenantofmayors.org/cities/ [Accessed July 10, 2017]. 

Graichen, J. et al., 2016. International Climate Initiatives - A way forward to close the emissions gap? 
Initiatives’ potential and role under the Paris Agreement, 

Höhne, N. et al., 2017. Action by China and India slows emissions growth, President Trump’s policies 
likely to cause US emissions to flatten, 

Höhne, N., Sterl, S. & Fekete, H., 2015. How much more could Germany achieve through non-state 
action?, Cologne. 

Hsu, A. et al., 2016. Track climate pledges of cities and companies. Nature, 532, pp.303–306. 

Roelfsema, M. et al., 2015. Climate Action Outside the UNFCCC - Assessment of the impact of 
international cooperative initiatives on greenhouse gas emissions, The Hague: PBL Netherlands 
Environmental Assessment Agency. 

Ronayne, K., 2017. California, New York and Washington Have United to Back the Paris Climate 
Accord. Available at: http://time.com/4802590/climate-alliance-paris-accord-new-york-california/ 
[Accessed June 20, 2017]. 

UNEP, 2016. The Emissions Gap Report 2016, 

WRI, 2014. CAIT 2.0: WRI’s climate data explorer, Washington DC, USA: World Resources Institute. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NewClimate – Institute for Climate Policy and Global Sustainability gGmbH 

 
Cologne Office Berlin Office 
Am Hof 20-26 Brunnenstraße 195    
50667 Cologne 10119 Berlin  
Germany Germany  
 
T +49 (0) 221 999833-00  E info@newclimate.org 
F +49 (0) 221 999833-19  www.newclimate.org 

https://www.google.de/maps/place/NewClimate+Institute/@50.9354928,6.962991,15z/data=!4m2!3m1!1s0x47bf25b01f55302f:0x6f50b6c6c04653e5
https://www.google.de/maps/place/NewClimate+Institute/@52.5302282,13.3982126,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x47a851e3b9367145:0xa6fdda48f15200e0!8m2!3d52.5302282!4d13.4004013
https://www.google.de/maps/place/NewClimate+Institute/@52.5302282,13.3982126,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x47a851e3b9367145:0xa6fdda48f15200e0!8m2!3d52.5302282!4d13.4004013
mailto:info@newclimate.org
http://www.newclimate.org/

