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Cities and urban areas are persistently praised for addressing climate impacts and risks, but metrics
are lacking to check how cities fare on adaptation progress. This study introduces ADAQA-GCoM, a
new tool designed to assess the quality of urban climate adaptation plans submitted to the Global
Covenant of Mayors (GCoM). Applying ADAQA-GCoM to 2205 plans of the GCoM’s MyCovenant
dataset reveals a substantial variation in quality, though consistent patterns emerge across
components and regions. Cities generally perform well in terms of their Fact Base, Measures,
Implementation, and Participation, but score lower in Goals, Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E), and
Consistency. Weak goal-setting and M&E indicate persistent challenges in defining measurable
objectives and tracking adaptation progress. While participation is a notable strength of the GCoM
framework, its implementation remains inconsistent, particularly regarding the inclusion of vulnerable
groups. High-scoring plans are rare, and plan quality shows no significant association with city size or
national context, suggesting that GCoM’s standardized support helps bridge capacity gaps. Over
time, scores for Goals, Measures, Implementation, and Participation have improved, while Fact Base
and M&E have declined, likely due to shifting priorities and resources. The study demonstrates the
usefulness of ADAQA-GCoM as a diagnostic and comparative tool towards more coherent,
transparent, and effective urban climate adaptation planning worldwide.

Cities and urban areas have assumed a key role in addressing the impacts
and risks caused by climate change1. However, in order to promote and
implement development pathways that candeliver climate adaptation, cities
need to identify metrics for assessing adaptation options in the context of
sustainable development, as highlighted by the outline of the IPCC Special

Report on Climate Change and Cities and recognized by the UAE Frame-
work for Global Climate Resilience adopted at COP282. Designing appro-
priate indicators in support of sustainable development and adjusted to
urban contexts enables policymakers and practitioners to review overall
progress in achieving global adaptation targets.
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In this regard, evaluating the effectiveness of urban climate plans has
become a valuable approach to understanding and improving theway cities
are planning for and advancing toward their adaptation goals. Recent
developments in assessing the quality of urban climate plans represent
significant progress. In particular, these studies are based on assessments of
the quality of plans, which assume that good planning increases the like-
lihood of implementation3. The quality of an adaptation plan can be defined
as “the strengths of plans assumed to lead to effective implementation and
reduced tradeoffs with other societal goals”4 [pag.2]. The central task is
therefore to agree on an evaluation framework or set of indicators that best
captures how planning can support implementation4 and aligns with other
societal goals, such as justice and fairness.

However, researchers face challenges when trying to operationalize
these definitions. For example, it is oftendifficult to determinewhich actions
‘count’ as adaptation. Studies need to overcome this ‘dependent variable
problem’ to determine how much progress is being made5. Additionally,
adaptation is essentially location-specific: each cityneeds to tailor its strategy
to local and regional conditions, as well as to constantly changing economic,
political, geopolitical, and health conditions6. Moreover, adaptation must
align with other local policy goals, such as the need to deliver consistent
emission reductions7, and/or balance goals of social equity and environ-
mental justice8–10.

Despite these challenges, adaptation planning support tools are
becoming increasingly popular to support practitioners and policy-makers
to take decisions. Some tools rely on academic studies that document
adaptation outcomes, such as the Global Adaptation Mapping Initiative
(GAMI)11, while others focus on tools and data that help provide inputs into
the planning process, such as the ClimateAdaptation Knowledge Exchange
(CAKE)12 and the weADAPT platform13. Other examples draw on the
Pathways2Resilience climate toolbox14 and the European Union (EU)
Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change database15. The latter provides
local and regional authorities with access to decision-making tools for
adaptation with reference to the 6-step policy process defined by the
Regional Adaptation Tool (RAST)16: 1) Preparing the ground for adapta-
tion; 2) Assessing climate risks and vulnerabilities; 3) Identifying adaptation
options; 4) Assessing and selecting adaptation options; 5) Implementing
adaptationpolicies and actions; and 6)Monitoring, evaluation and learning.

Alongside the growing interest from urban planning professionals and
policy-makers in these tools, researchers have begun developing frame-
works to assess the quality of urban adaptation planning. One notable
contribution is the ADAptation Plan Quality Assessment (ADAQA) fra-
meworkdevelopedbyReckien et al.4 as part of theEuro-LCP Initiative).This
study tracked and evaluated the quality of 167 urban adaptation plans from
a representative sample of 327 large andmedium-sized cities across the EU-
27+UK. The ADAQA is available as the open-access Climate Change
Adaptation Scoring Tool17 and has been endorsed by the EU Adaptation
Mission, which included it in itsMission’s Tools database18 on adaptation as
“a systematic and simple framework for assessing the quality of an adap-
tation plan, with particular reference to the local/municipal level”. The
ADAQA tool uses the 6-step planning and policy cycle as a rationalistic
model to compare adaptation planning processes across cities19. It is
therefore in line with international guidelines, such as the RAST16, and
networks that support adaptation planning and implementation efforts.
Some have argued that the adaptation planning and policy cycle is (too)
simplistic, idealistic and sequential19, and suggested that it insufficiently
captures the contextual nature of adaptation and its local determinants20,21.
Whilst this critique is valid, it is nonetheless useful to view the ’cycle’ as a
heuristic to illustrate the dynamic relationship between planning and
implementation22,23.This perspective is also supported by international city
networks that promote climate policies within the framework of the Paris
Agreement.

In this context, these networks can be understood as key facilitators of
the planning–implementation interface, helping cities translate adaptation
goals into action.They assistmunicipalities in designing climate policies and
in sharing knowledge and best practices24.

Among these networks, the Global Covenant of Mayors (GCoM)
stands out for its broad geographic coverage and large number of signa-
tories. Unlike other international networks, such asC40 (C40Cities Climate
LeadershipGroup) or ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability), which
tend to focus on major metropolitan areas and regional governments with
strong administrative and technical capacity, the GCoM primarily includes
small and medium-sized cities. Moreover, it is the only initiative that
requires signatories to develop a formal climate plan and monitor imple-
mentation progress. Having started in 2008 as the well-known Covenant of
Mayors (CoM) initiative that supported cities to develop voluntary climate
plans and implement policies in line with European Union (EU) 20-20-20
targets25, the GCoM now incorporates members from outside of the EU.
Initially focused on mitigation, GCoM signatory cities now commit to
submitting an integrated plan, the Climate Action Plan (CAP), which
contains measures and actions to achieve the city’s goals in three GCoM
pillars: mitigation, adaptation, and energy poverty reduction. The three
pillars are integratedwhen planned interventions contribute to two ormore
of them, for example energy savings or hazard specification, which con-
tribute to both mitigation and adaptation. This mechanism allows for
varying levels of integration, depending on local priorities and contexts.
GCoM signatories can upload contents of their CAPs to the online repo-
sitories MyCovenant and/or the CDP-ICLEI Track26. Currently, MyCove-
nant contains documentation from over 90% of all signatories27.

The GCoM undertakes basic assessments of the quality of submitted
CAPs. For example, plans are checked with regard to the completeness of
data, the quantification of objectives, the compliance of timeframes, other
internal coherence issues, and the monitoring of progress28. To develop a
more sophisticated approach to evaluating adaptation plan quality, the
ADAQA developers and the Joint Research Centre (JRC) in this study have
further developed the ADAQA tool to apply to the GCoM context.

In this study we present the enhanced ADAQA-GCoM plan quality
tool in order to assess the adaptation plans that signatories submitted
through the GCoM platform. As such, it addresses the lack of research into
evaluating the comprehensiveness and consistency of urban adaptation
plans developed under the GCoM, and reports on the spatial distribution of
planquality acrossGCoMsignatoriesworldwide.We argue that the toolwill
contribute to improving the adaptation components within the GCoM
plans, and ultimately to the implementation of more effective adaptation
measures.

To achieve this, we adapted the ADAQA tool4 (covering the six
components of the adaptation policy and planning framework: Fact Base,
Adaptation Goals, Adaptation measures, Implementation, Monitoring and
Evaluations, andParticipation; plus 5 forms of consistency) to the context of
the GCoM reporting formats. The resulting customized tool, the ADAQA-
GCoM(ADAptation planQuality Assessment tool for theGlobal Covenant
of Mayors), focuses on the same six components of the ADAQA tool29 and
four internal consistency checks between the different parts of the plan
(Fig. 1). In particular, the internal consistency checks assess whether the
following elements of the plans are coherent and reinforce each other: (i)
identified hazards and planned goals, (ii) identified vulnerable sectors and
planned actions, (iii) identified vulnerable population groups and planned
measures for vulnerable population groups, and (iv) identified hazards and
planned actions (for more details see Supplementary Information 1).

We apply the ADAQA-GCoM tool to the 2205 CAPs of the GCoM
submitted between 2007 and 2024, as reported in the fifth release of the
GoM’s MyCovenant dataset30. This includes the Adaptation Pillar and are
referred to here as Adaptation-ClimateAction Plans (A-CAP). Notably, the
temporal coverage of the dataset extends from 2007 (with only Paris A-
CAP) to 3 January 2024 (with no plans for 2024). In total, these plans relate
to 2170 cities, as 35 cities submitted an update of an existing plan (for more
details, see Supplementary Information 4). The sample includes cities from
24 out of the 27 EU countries - as of 31 January 2020 - (hereafter referred to
as the EU-27), and from 11 additional countries across different world
regions (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Mexico, Norway,
the Republic of Moldova, Serbia, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine and the
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United Kingdom) (Fig. 2). There is a clear concentration in EU-27
countries27with 2020A-CAPs (92%of the total) being from the EU. Further
details on the geographical distribution of the A-CAPs are provided in
Supplementary Information 4.

Results
First, we present how cities perform across the six ADAQA-GCoM com-
ponents (1. Fact Base; 2. Adaptation Goals; 3. Adaptation measures; 4.
Implementation; 5. Monitoring and Evaluations; 6. Participation) and in
terms of consistency, through four internal consistency checks (Fig. 1).
Secondly, we set out the findings of a statistical correlation analysis checking
the similarity of the overall ADAQA-GCoM and its component scores
within and across different spatial units and jurisdictions. This has a par-
ticular focus on the influence of city size and nationality. We then present
how the scores evolved from 2007, when the Paris adaptation plan was
approved, up to the cut-off date of the analysed GCoM’s MyCovenant

dataset30 in January 2024. We also examine whether any trends may be
associatedwith a range of city characteristics. Further details on the adopted
methodologies can be found in the Methods section.

Performance across the ADAQA-GCoM components
We identified substantial heterogeneity across the 2205 A-CAPs in the
sample, although patterns emerge when each component is investigated
individually (Fig. 3). Generally, cities perform well on Fact base,Measures,
and Implementation (components 1, 3, and4),while they tend to score lower
on Goals, M&E (components 2 and 5), and, to a lesser extent, on Con-
sistency. Most often, cities cluster around a particular score for each com-
ponent, meaning that they are relatively similar in addressing that aspect.
With respect to Goals andM&E, for example, they cluster around the low
end (<10%percentiles), and for theFact base,Measures and Implementation
components they cluster around medium scores of 50–60% percentiles. In
contrast, scores for participation are highly diverse, with an almost even
distribution of cities spreading from 0 to 100%.

Most plans provide a high level of detail when describing the local
climate context with current and future data projections (the first
component of ADAQA-GCoM, Fact base). Climate action plans typi-
cally include comprehensive climate data, detailing both current con-
ditions and future projections. For example, 65% of A‑CAPs identify at
least five climate hazards. However, while the GCoM framework
enables cities to tailor methodologies to their local contexts and avail-
able data, some cities continue to encounter difficulties due to outdated
or limited data. Furthermore, 70% of the plans fail to identify vulnerable
groups, and only 7% consider future risks over more than one of three
timeframes (short, medium, and long term). In terms of defining
adaptation goals, 74% of plans include at least one, but only 20%of them
link these targets to specific hazards, and many lack measurable,
quantitative goals. For the third component, which relates to suggested
or planned adaptation measures, 54% of plans set out measures for
more than five sectors. At the implementation level (the fourth com-
ponent), A-CAPs also fare very well: 85% of plans identify a responsible
party for implementation, and 88% include a timeline for implementing
actions - although only 32% allocate a specific budget for adaptation.

However, 82% of A-CAPs do not explicitly identify vulnerable
populations. In general, equity considerations in relation to the defined
adaptation measures are frequently absent, potentially because they are
also not mandatory in the Risk and Vulnerability Assessment. Mon-
itoring and evaluation (M&E), which represents the fifth component, is
another weak element within the plans. Only 9% of plans submitted
monitoring reports on time, and just 7% actively monitored their goals.
While stakeholder participation (the sixth component) is almost always

Fig. 1 | Overview of the six components and the four forms of consistency in the
ADAQA-GCoM methodological approach. Consistency checks the alignment
between Fact base indicators (in blue) and Goals (in orange), and between Fact base
indicators and Measures (in green). Participation is a cross-cutting aspect that
should be done throughout the adaptation planning process29. However, we mainly
check for participation during plan development, which is often a dedicated, for-
malized process with clear start and end dates. For reasons of clarity, we keep
participation as a component of the adaptation planning and policy cycle.

Fig. 2 |Mapof all the 2170 cities considered in the dataset.The left box shows three
cities in Mexico (Bahía de Banderas, Culiacán, Ciudad Juárez), the top right box
shows the cities in the Canary Islands and Madeira, the bottom right box shows the
two cities in Armenia (Gavar, Tashir) and the one in Azerbaijan (Mingachevir).

Fig. 3 | Component scores of all 2205 A-CAPs within the sample. Each dot
represents a city, and the violin plots represent the distribution of the dots. The
continuous vertical bars within the violins represent the 50% percentiles; dashed
lines represent the 25% and 75% percentiles, respectively. The x-shaped cross
represents the Mean.
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present, it is rarely extensive: only 21% of the plans involve more than
five groups of stakeholders, and the methods of involvement are
described in only 53% of cases. Finally, internal consistency (the seventh
component) between the different sections of the plans is sometimes
extremely limited. Although 41% of A-CAPs demonstrate good align-
ment between vulnerable sectors and proposed actions, only 0.8% of
plans explicitly align identified hazards to goals, and just 6% effectively
address the needs of vulnerable populations. The performance is
slightly better regarding the alignment between identified hazards and
planned measures: 23% of A-CAPs achieve a consistency greater than
60%, but only 11% achieve a consistency of 100%. A full and detailed
discussion of the results for each indicator and component can be found
in Supplementary Information 3, Supplementary Tables 3.1–3.7.

Correlation between the ADAQA-GCoM components, national
influence, and city size
There are strong and positive correlations between the ADAQA-GCoM
components and consistency (Fig. 4), whichmeans that scoring well on one
component generally tends to be associated with scoring well on other
components. Notably, the score on Implementation is significantly and
positively correlated with all other components, meaning that the imple-
mentation section and information is usually good if all other sections of an
A-CAP are also of high quality (and vice versa). This pattern may partly
reflect the structure of the MyCovenant data, in which implementation
indicators and adaptationmeasures are recorded in the same table, whereas
other data come from separate tables. This organizational layout may
explain why implementation correlates with the other components, as it
likely captures a city’s inherent ability to integrate and coordinate various
aspects of its adaptation plans. Implementation is particularly strongly

correlated with the score on Measures (the correlation is 0.75): only a
handful of cities do not achieve similar scores for Implementation and
Measures.

The componentwhich appears the least correlatedwith others isM&E.
It is not statistically correlated with any other components, apart from a
weak correlationwithFact base and Implementation.Many cities have a zero
score onM&E, while having high scores on other components.

However, while cities tend to achieve similar scores across compo-
nents, only a small fraction of cities score highly (>75%) on several com-
ponents (Fig. 5). For example, only five cities score highly on five
components ormore, whereas nearly a quarter (23%) score well on just one
component, and more than half (54%) do not achieve high scores on any
component (Supplementary Information 5). Interestingly, a specific coun-
try or national pattern (Supplementary Fig. 5.4) does not correlate with the
highest scores across many components, and city size is only slightly asso-
ciated with these top performers. Cities with high scores in up to five
components are generally a bit larger (between 10,000 and 100,000 inha-
bitants) than those that score high on four, three, two, or one component(s),
but this relationship is not statistically significant. Also, there is substantial
heterogeneity amongst the medium-sized cities of 10,000–100,000 inhabi-
tants: some score well on almost all components, and others score well on
none (Fig. 5).

The geographical distribution of average total scores at the NUTS3
level (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics31) reveals substantial
heterogeneity (Fig. 6), which confirms the findings of the statistical analysis.
A visual representation shows how the dark blue areas, representing the
highest values, are relatively evenly distributed across the territory. In
contrast, the NUTS3 areas with the lower scores (yellow) are fewer in
number.

Fig. 4 | Correlations among ADAQA-GCoM components for all the cities. This figure shows a pairwise comparison of the scores, with the diagonal displaying the density
of the respective indicator (correlation plot made using GGally R package52).
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Based on the same cartographic design of themap in Fig. 6, we created
seven maps to show the similarities and differences in the mean scores for
each component of ADAQA-GCoM at the NUTS3 level (see Supplemen-
tary Fig. 7.1–7.7). For each map, we adopted a colouring scheme consistent
with that used for the components (Fig. 1).

On examining the geographical distribution of each component
individually, we observe that NUTS3 areas are all characterised by sig-
nificant heterogeneity in their scores, although some peculiarities can be
identified. Interestingly, someNUTS3 areas with high and localised average
total scores, such as Belgium, the Italian northern Apennine areas, and
Sicily, do not necessarily perform consistently across all individual com-
ponents. This suggests that the quality of the various dimensions evaluated
by ADAQA-GCoM varies considerably: certain components receive high
scores in some NUTS3 areas, while others are significantly lower. Never-
theless, the overall level remains high when these elements are averaged
across the NUTS3 area.

Evolution of ADAQA-GCoM component scores over time
Figure 7 showshow the scores for each component of anA-CAPevolve over
time (spanning from 2007 to 2023 (since no A-CAPs were included in the
GCoM’s MyCovenant dataset in 2024)).

In comparing plans across different cities and years, we followed the
approach found inReckien et al.4 by focusing on commonquality indicators
to identify overarching trends. This approach addresses temporal and
geographical differences, though it may not fully capture the localized
contexts or historical evolutions specific to each city. Therefore, while the
findings offer valuable insights into general trends, they should be inter-
preted with caution and considered as a foundation for more detailed, city-
specific analyses. The trend of the Fact Base component remained stable
initially, peaked around 2020, and has since been on a downward trajectory,
while Monitoring and Evaluation has continually decreased over time. In
contrast, the Adaptation Goals, Adaptation Measures, Implementation,
Participation, and Consistency components have all exhibited an upward
trend, indicating that cities are making progress in these areas over time.

The GCoM’sMyCovenant dataset of municipalities with an A-CAP is
highly heterogeneous (see Supplementary Information 4). It gathers
2170 signatories from municipalities with populations as low as a few
hundred inhabitants and cities up to several million people. The spatial
distribution, particularly in EU-27 countries, is also far from uniform, with
the vastmajority of cities being located in a fewcountries and,within them, a
few regions (Fig. 2). While this complicates statistical analysis, we can
undertake meaningful comparisons within subsets of the database.

For example, the 84 largest cities (those with more than 200,000
inhabitants) are well scattered across countries (Supplementary Fig. 4.2).
Their individual scores for each component of ADAQA-GCoM, as well as
the correlations between the scores (Supplementary Fig. 5.2), are similar to
those found for thewhole sample (Fig. 4). This shows, again, that large cities
in the GCoM database do not generally, and not statistically significantly,
fare better or worse than jurisdictions of other sizes (Fig. 8). No clear geo-
graphical pattern emerges, neither between countries nor between EU-27
regions (Supplementary Table 6.7).

Influence of city characteristics and spatial proximity
A large proportion of cities in 6 NUTS1 regions in 3 countries (Belgium,
Italy and Spain) joined the GCoM initiative thanks to the active role of
Covenant Coordinators32 (Fig. 2, Supplementary Information 6). Within
these regions, 56% of all cities in Italy, 29% of those in Spain and 94% of
those in Belgium joined the GCoM. Among the GCoM signatories, 16%,
35%, and 81% have an adaptation plan, respectively. Closer examination of
these cities enables us to reduce selection bias and study the influence of city
characteristics on component scores within a given territory (Supplemen-
tary Information 6.1).

In this sub-sample, some of the overall ADAQA-GCoM scores, as well
as those for their individual components, appear to be significantly asso-
ciated with city populations and Eurostat territorial typologies (Supple-
mentary Information 6.1). However, relationships are different in each
country. The number of inhabitants, for instance, has a moderate positive
influence on the component Fact base, but this influence is only significant
in Italy and Spain. In Belgium, being in a “predominantly rural” NUTS3
region, as defined by Eurostat, is significantly associated with higher scores

Fig. 5 | City size and simultaneously high-scoring components. This figure shows
that there is a slight correlation between having a higher population and achieving
high scores across many components simultaneously. However, it also shows that
many cities with a higher population than the top five best-performing cities do not
score highly on any component.

Fig. 6 |Distribution of themeanof the total score obtained by eachA-CAPwithin
the NUTS3 areas.Themap shows the distribution ofmean values using a graduated
colour scale. The classification ranges are uniform for both points and NUTS3 areas
and have been defined using the Jenksmethod53. In countries outside EU-27, without
a NUTS3 classification, each A-CAP is represented by a coloured point according to
the same scheme used for NUTS3 areas. NUTS3 areas not included in the dataset are
shaded in light grey.
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for theMeasures and Implementation components, but in Spain it is asso-
ciated with lower scores. This reflects differences in the institutional fra-
meworks under which the plans have been developed in each region.

However, a pattern that appears stable in all the countries of the
sub-sample is the influence of spatial proximity: the total ADAQA-
GCoM scores of cities that belong to the same NUTS3 regions are
strongly correlated (Fig. 9 and Table 1; see also Supplementary Infor-
mation 6.3). The average of the scores of the other cities belonging to the
same NUTS3 region is a significant predictor of the scores of each city, a
result that is valid in all three countries. Similar results can be found for
NUTS2 and NUTS1 regions, and even for countries, but the explanatory
power of the correlation decreases as the administrative unit increases in
size. This means that ADAQA-GCoM and component scores are most
similar to cities nearby. The similarity is still significant, but the asso-
ciation weakens cities further away, i.e., the larger the spatial unit.

In contrast to Italy and Belgium, Spain exhibits significant hetero-
geneity in thequality of plans,withnodiscernible regional patterns (Fig. 10).

Fig. 7 | Trends in the scores for each component
for all cities in the GCoM’s MyCovenant dataset.
The timespan covers plans from 2007 to 2023.

Fig. 8 | Component score distributions by
city size. Violin plot of the component scores for 84
larger versus smaller cities, i.e., cities with popula-
tions above and below 200,000 inhabitants.

Fig. 9 | Spatial correlation of ADAQA‑GCoM total scores. Correlation between
the total score of a city and the average of the total scores of other cities within the
same NUTS3 region.
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This suggests that the quality of the plans depends on other factors, e.g.,
individual risk perception, local political priorities, and the technical capa-
city of municipalities, consultants, and local networks, rather than on
national or regional coordination and characteristics. Regions in Belgium,
and in some areas of Italy, including north-eastern Italy, the northern
Apennine areas, and Sicily, demonstrate greater homogeneity in scores. The
Sicilian Region, recognizing the opportunity offered by the Covenant of
Mayorsnetwork for itsmunicipalities, centralised thedisbursementof funds
to them after the JRC approved the plans33. The drafting of the plans
remained the responsibility of the individual cities, which worked with the
support of consultants.

In Belgium, the Covenant Coordinators have played a crucial and
highly effective role in supportingmunicipalities. Due to their coordination
and technical assistance, many local authorities have successfully developed
and implemented their plans, thereby strengthening the initiative’s overall
effectiveness34. In both cases, highly integrated multilevel governance
arrangements emerge as a key factor in the initiative’s success.

Finally, the patterns across Figs. 3–10 reveal a structural imbalance in
adaptation planning: diagnostic rigour is weakening even as operational
action expands. Cities are advancing on implementation and participation,
but the declining quality of their Fact Base and Monitoring & Evaluation
components points to an implementation bias that limits adaptive learning.
The strong spatial clustering of performancewithinNUTS3 regions (Figs. 6,
9–10) shows that regional governance frameworks, such as those operating
in Belgium and Sicily, can drive consistency and raise overall quality,
compensating for local capacity gaps. Yet participation remains uneven,
with only a small fraction of plans addressing vulnerable groups directly.
These results highlight the need for sustained investment in evaluation
capacity, regional coordination, and social inclusion. Embedding ADAQA-
GCoMas a dynamic benchmarking systemwould allow theGCoM to track
not only progress but also quality, equity, and learning capacity over time,
enabling dynamic monitoring rather than static evaluation and directly
linking local progress to the Belem indicators framework.

Discussion
In this study, we presented ADAQA-GCoM, an enhanced tool specifically
designed to assess the qualityof urban climate adaptationplans submitted to
the Global Covenant of Mayors network. We used ADAQA-GCoM to
demonstrate how differences in the quality of the Climate Action Plans (A-
CAPs) of Global Covenant ofMayors signatories are associatedwith certain
city and spatial characteristics. We suggest that better quality plans can

Table 1 | Correlation coefficients for the relationship between
component scores of one particular city and averages of
components of other cities in the same NUT1, NUTS2, and
NUTS3 areas, as well as the national, country-level average

Indicator NUTS1-
level
variation

NUTS2-
level
variation

NUTS3-
level
variation

Country-
level
variation

Total 0.48*** 0.53*** 0.55*** 0.36***

1. Fact base 0.37*** 0.48*** 0.55*** 0.09***

2. Goals 0.30*** 0.41*** 0.42*** 0.20***

3. Measures 0.45*** 0.53*** 0.57*** 0.43***

4. Implementation 0.35*** 0.42*** 0.49*** 0.30***

5. M&E 0.33*** 0.36*** 0.42*** 0.19***

6. Participation 0.57*** 0.57*** 0.60*** 0.50***

7. Consistency 0.39*** 0.43*** 0.47*** 0.37***
+p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Fig. 10 | Spatial distribution of A‑CAP total scores at the NUTS3 level. The map shows the distribution of the mean of the total score obtained by each A-CAP within
NUTS3 areas in selected regions of Belgium, Italy and Spain. The colour scales and classification ranges are consistent with those used in Fig. 6.
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promote urban climate resilience and foster implementation of the mea-
sures set out in A-CAPs.

Overall, we found substantial heterogeneity of total ADAQA-GCoM
scores across the sample of 2205 A-CAPs, but patterns emerge when ana-
lysing individual components of plan quality, or subsets of signatories that
are geographically more similar. On average, plans score highly in the
components of Fact Base, Measures, Implementation, and Participation.
Plans score lower on Goals, and M&E, and partly on Consistency. These
findings are similar to those of other recent studies on cities in EU-27
countries4,29 and reinforce previous observations that developing goodM&E
procedures can be challenging. Notably, Reckien et al.4,29 (using a different
sample of cities) highlighted that, of the components of plan quality, goal-
setting had improved themost in recent years, whereas our study found that
this aspect was quite weak. Goal-setting, ideally incorporating clear, quan-
titative and measurable targets, is a key component of good adaptation
plans, as it lays the foundation for subsequent stages of the adaptation
process, namely selecting measures and undertaking monitoring and eva-
luation. Climate plan goals in our sample of A-CAPs of theGCoMare often
generic or politically oriented, despite guidance from the JRC guideline35

and UAE Belem Work Programme36, leading to low scores in consistency
regarding hazard-specific objectives.We argue formore global standards in
the goal setting of climate adaptation plans. While the scores for most
components are clustered, i.e., similar across cities, the scores for Partici-
pation are very diverse, ranging equally from very low to very high scores.
This seems to be a particular strength of the GCoM reporting framework,
which stresses the importance of participation and the consideration of
vulnerable groups. Adaptation plans that are developed independently of
national or international reporting guidelines tend to neglect these key
issues4,29. However, although our study found that cities do involve stake-
holders to a certain extent inpolicymaking, this doesnot necessarily result in
excellent plans, because internal consistency across urban adaptation plan
components (specifically, whether cities consider the interests of vulnerable
groups and sectors and involved them in decision-making) appears weak.
This inconsistency could be due to resource constraints, limited participa-
tory expertise, or insufficient guidance. It highlights the need for further and
improved integration of these groups and the outcomes of that integration,
e.g. by accounting for their voices and needs, in the adaptation process, to
ensure that identified vulnerabilities, overarching goals, proposed actions,
andM&E are effectively aligned.

Although cities tend to achieve either high or low scores formore than
one component (if they perform well in one area, they tend to do so in
another), only a minority of cities manage to score highly across many
components. This suggests that developing comprehensive high-quality
plans is still a difficult task for most local governments, and high-scoring
plans are the exception. However, there is no correlation between a specific
country or national model and those cities with the highest scores across
many components and only a small association with city size, but this is not
significant. In contrast to other studies37–40, large cities in the GCoM’s
MyCovenant dataset do not generally, and statistically significantly, fare
better or worse than municipalities of other sizes. This suggests that a
uniform adaptation support framework, such as the one provided by the
GCoMand its reporting platforms, can compensate for someof the capacity
constraints that affect smaller cities. This represents a particular success of
the GCoM approach41–43.

We identified a steady increase in scores for the Goals, Measures,
Implementation, Participation, and Consistency components since 2007.
Scores for theFactBase component have fallen recently, and scores forM&E
have declined progressively over time. The initial stability and eventual
decline in the Fact Base scoremay reflect cities’ early emphasis on building a
robust foundation of data and risk assessments to underpin their adaptation
planning, before shifting resources and focus to other areas of action and
implementation. The shift in the quality of Factbase may also stem from
resource constraints after the 2020 climate awareness peak (and subsequent
years of COVID-19). The consistent decrease inMonitoring and Evaluation
(M&E) scores suggests that cities might be struggling with implementing

effective tracking systemsor allocating resources tocontinuously assess their
adaptation progress. This could be due to a lack of clear guidelines, the
difficulties associated with developing measurable targets for adaptation,
insufficient capacity, or the challenges of integrating monitoring into
existing planning processes. In this context, current efforts to support
professionals around the world by defining truly usable adaptation metrics
through the UAE Belem Work Programme may prove helpful. This Pro-
gramme published itsfinal list of indicators in September 2025, reducing an
initial collection of around 9,000 indicators first to a set of 490 and sub-
sequentely to afinal set of 100 indicators36. Conversely, the upward trends in
Adaptation Goals, Measures, Implementation, Participation, and Con-
sistency may result from increased awareness of climate risks and political
commitment, alongside better funding and collaboration opportunities.
Engaging stakeholders provides valuable insights that help refine strategies,
while access to best practices and case studies from other cities offers gui-
dance, improving consistency and effectiveness in adaptation efforts.

The strong positive correlations between ADAQA-GCoM compo-
nents suggest that cities that excel in one area of adaptation planning tend to
performwell across others, indicating a comprehensive approach to climate
action planning. Notably, the strong correlation between Implementation
and other components, especially Measures, suggests that cities with well-
developed measures also tend to provide detailed, actionable information
for the implementation of their adaptation strategies. In contrast, the weak
correlation of Monitoring and Evaluation with other components might
stem from funding primarily allocated to plan creation, which leaves M&E
underfunded, less robust, and disconnected.

Overall, the GCoM’s MyCovenant adaptation planning dataset is
extremely heterogeneous. It includes a total of 2170 cities that have popu-
lations varying in size from hundreds to millions of inhabitants. Although
the GCoM is a global alliance for city climate leadership, most of the sig-
natory cities are located in EU-27 countries, and a disproportionate number
is concentrated in a few other European countries and regions. However,
this spatial concentration allows meaningful comparisons within subsets of
the database, which enabled us to test for other correlations and potential
explanations.

For example, we found that proximity matters within our sub-sample
of Belgian, Italian, and Spanish cities and regions. Total scores for the
ADAQA-GCoM tool, as well as its individual components, aremost similar
for cities close to each other. Scores are significantly similar for cities within
the same NUTS3, NUTS2, NUTS1-region and country, but the degree of
similarity falls as the size of the spatial unit increases. Several reasons could
explain these correlations: for instance, cities could rely on data or meth-
odologies proposed by regional authorities, which could lead to adaptation
plans sharing many similarities44,45. Cities close to each other may also be
confrontedwith similar climatic challenges, impacts, hazards, or risks, or be
inspired by the ideas or approaches of their closest neighbours43,46. Addi-
tionally, regional governments in the three national contexts play important
roles within their multilevel systems47,48, and may incentivize joint local
action through climate policy frameworks. This is, for example, the case in
the Sicilian Region, where the disbursement of funds for GCoM signatories
was centralised after the JRC approved the plans33. The same applies to
regions inBelgium,where theCovenantCoordinators provide coordination
and technical assistance, effectively supporting urban climate planning in
signatory cities41. More generally, we need more data and research to
identify the influence of these regional mechanisms on local adaptation
planning.

In summary,wepresenteda customized assessment tool, theADAQA-
GCoM, and applied it to the 2205 cities involved in theGCoMinitiativewith
accessible A-CAPs. The analysis highlighted some strengths of local adap-
tation plans and identified critical points where cities and network coor-
dinators need to improve. To this end, our framework can be used to
support a dual self-learning process for both cities and legislators/regulators.
By highlighting some weaknesses in plans, it supports local governments in
developing and enhancing their approaches to climate adaptation. By
providing a comparable adaptation plan quality assessment framework, it

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-026-00390-5 Article

npj Urban Sustainability |            (2026) 6:92 8

www.nature.com/npjurbansustain


can help to generate new guidelines for checking submissions, evaluating
plans, and drafting credible3 and adequate49 approaches to urban adaptation
for government bodies, the JRC or other international organisations. It
therefore represents amore sophisticatedapproach to evaluating adaptation
plan quality, which we hope will lead to better adaptation planning and
implementation practices at the local level, both within and outside the
Global Covenant of Mayors.

Finally, notwithstanding its contributions, this study has certain lim-
itations that should be considered. Firstly, our work refers generically to
cities that are involved in the GCoM and have developed an A-CAP.
However, reality is more complex considering that the sample also includes
Unions of Municipalities and Joint A-CAPs created by neighbouring
municipalities, as well as metropolitan cities with different jurisdictions and
separate plans (for example, Budapest and its districts have ten A-CAPs).
The number of cities involved in GCoM is not easy to define or count, and
hence it ismore accurate to refer to signatory cities. Secondly, although these
cities are part of the global GCoM transnational network, they may not be
considered representative of the current state of urban climate adaptation
planning worldwide. This is because 92% of signatories are in 24 European
countries. Thirdly, our analysis is based on data from the MyCovenant
platform, provided voluntarily were self-reporting by municipalities,
potentially lead to distortions in the data collected. Lastly, the scoring
process has an inherent subjective nature, given that scores were assigned
based on expert judgment, using a linear functional that assigned a score of
zero for an indicator value of zero, with scores increasing proportionally to a
maximum of 5 for each indicator, corresponding to the optimal value. For
instance, in the case of adaptation actions, a plan with five actions was
deemed optimal and awarded the highest score of 5, while plans with 50
actions would still receive the same maximum score. Additionally, cities
with plans that lacked data for certain indicators automatically received a
score of zero for those indicators. This approachmay affect the accuracyand
objectivity of the evaluation, as it relies on expert judgment and the avail-
ability of data.

Methods
This section introduces the sample plans selected for this study and
describes the methodology we adopted. It begins by outlining the main
stages of thework and then describes the toolwe used to assess the quality of
urban adaptation plans.

The sample of plans
The analysed sample consists of 2205 Climate Action Plans (CAPs) that
reported information on the adaptation pillar (A-CAPs) and were sub-
mitted to the Global Covenant of Mayors via its MyCovenant platform by
January 202430. In particular, 92% of the analysed A-CAPs (2018 plans) are
concentrated in 24 of the 27 EU countries (Denmark, Lithuania and Malta
do not feature). Spain has the most plans (836, or 37.9% of the total global
sample of A-CAPs), followed by Italy (565, 25.6%) and Belgium (314,
14.2%). More information is reported in the Supplementary Information 4.
The overall body ofA-CAPs covers 14%of theEU-27population, according
to the 2021 census50. The remaining 8% (185) ofA-CAPswere developed by
cities in an additional 11 countries outside the EU-27, namely Armenia (2),
Azerbaijan (1), Bosnia and Herzegovina (26), Mexico (3), Norway (3), the
Republic ofMoldova (27), Serbia (1), Switzerland (1), Turkey (15), Ukraine
(103) and the United Kingdom (3).

Overview of the main methodological steps
We began by conducting a thorough literature review that focused on
identifying the key needs, effectivemethodologies, and lessons learned from
previous studies that assessed the quality of urban adaptation plans. As the
research frameworkbecameclearer andgaps emerged,wedeveloped the key
research objectives set out in the introduction, which guided both the choice
of methodological approach and the sample of urban adaptation plans.

In parallel, we sought to identify a reference tool to assess the quality of
urban adaptation plans (A-CAPs), based on the results of the literature

review. We settled on the ADAQA tool, developed within the EURO-LCP
initiative,whichhas already been tested and applied to a sample of 327 cities
in the EU-27 and the UK4. Although ADAQA generates its results through
the completion of a survey with predefined questions based on 6 compo-
nents, tailoring it to the very complex structure of theGCoM’sMyCovenant
dataset required several steps, calibration efforts and continuous refinement
before we settled on a final configuration, which we called the
ADAQA-GCoM.

In particular, we customized the ADAQA reference assessment tool to
fit the structure and data within the adaptation pillar of the GCoM’s
MyCovenant dataset30. This involved careful comparison and alignment of
the ADAQA components with the content of the A-CAPs in order to create
an automated data extraction and usage process, and to perform a quality
check within the GCoM’s MyCovenant dataset. This was followed by a
calibration test using the results obtained fromapplying theADAQA-GCoM
tool to the sample of cities with an A-CAP submitted by December 202330

and by undertaking subsequent tweaks and changes to the framework.
At the end of this iterative process, the new tailor-made scoring tool for

A-CAPs, the ADAQA-GCoM, was applied to the A-CAPs of the entire
GCoM’s MyCovenant dataset. The results obtained, i.e. the scores assigned
to each A-CAP in the sample, were analysed both in terms of number of
plans and relative total scores per component and per indicator (Supple-
mentary Tables 3.1–3.7), and by applying statistical correlation analysis to
check for similarities.

We applied this statistical correlation analysis to a selected sample of
A-CAPs to identify possible relationships between the six components, and
the four consistency checks ofADAQA-GCoM for all A-CAPs (Fig. 4). Due
to updates, 35 cities had submitted twoA-CAPs. Here, themost recent ones
were used to carry out statistical analysis, resulting in a sample of 2170plans.
We also examined how belonging to a specific country (Supplementary Fig.
5.3) and city size (Fig. 5) influenced the performance of those cities with the
highest scores in several components.

We then analysed the influence of city characteristics and spatial
proximity by regressing the ADAQA-GCoM scores and their individual
components by population and urban-rural typology, while controlling the
NUTS1 regions inwhich cities are located.As explained in themain text, this
analysis was carried out in six NUTS1 regions in Belgium, Italy and Spain –
the three countries in which around two-thirds of the cities are located.

Figure 11 provides an overview of the workflow through the different
stages of the research, highlighting the relevant connections between one
stage and the next. The following section describes each step inmore detail.

Customization of the ADAQA assessment tool
The development of the ADAQA-GCoM tool required a careful customi-
zation of the ADAQA evaluation framework to the structure and data
reported in the A-CAPs, based on the following operative steps:
1. Comparing the six ADAQA components and the five ADAQA con-

sistency measures with the main sections of the GCoM Common
Reporting Framework - adaptation pillar26, the ReportingGuidelines51,
and the GCoM open dataset structure27.

2. Checking the ADAQA questions against the entries in the GCoM’s
MyCovenant dataset. This step led to the alignment of the ADAQA
componentswith theA-CAPs content, aswell as to the identificationof
new indicators when a perfect match could not be found (Supple-
mentary Information 2). It also took into account the fact that cities are
required to report some data, and that some data have been modified
over the years. Where available, additional indicators were incorpo-
rated to generate a more comprehensive assessment of each
component, whilst also avoiding redundancy.

3. Refining and calibrating ADAQA-GCoM with the GCoM's MyCove-
nant dataset, analysing test results, and implementing possible
corrective/improvement procedures through three successive versions.
Each version was developed through an iterative process, which was
built on the previous one and was further refined according to the
specificities of the GCoM sample. A final set of 28 indicators was
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selected and calculated for the entire dataset, grouped into components
and consistency checks. Details of the ADAQA-GCoM indicators and
associated scores for each indicator can be found in Supplementary
Information 1.

4. Undertaking an ad hoc automated data extraction to convert and
normalise each value with scores ranging from 0 to 5, where 0 repre-
sents theminimum possible value or absence of value, while 5 signifies
the maximum possible value or the optimal value as determined by
experts. This was necessary because each of the 28 indicators had its
own scale of measurement (counts, percentages, etc.). The maximum
achievable scores for each indicator and component are listed in the
Supplementary Tables 1.1–1.7.

Consistency analysis of A-CAPs through the ADAQA-GCoM
A comprehensive consistency check is a necessary part of any thorough
evaluationof planquality, to ensure coherence across its various components.
This process involves verifying that actions are directly aligned with adap-
tation goals and identified hazards (as set out in the Fact Base and Risk and
Vulnerability Assessment). For instance, if the goal is to enhance resilience to
heat waves, it should be supported by actions like planting trees to create
shaded areas or providing shaded pathways. Additionally, if a plan identifies
the impact of heat stress onvulnerable populations such as the elderly as a key
climate risk, this should be addressed by specific targeted actions.

The accuracy of the ADAQA-GCoM tool is ensured through a two-
level approach:
1. The internal coherence check is implicit in the GCoM's MyCovenant

dataset. Together with timeliness, completeness, quantification, and
progress, this comprises one of the five sub-components of the more
general evaluation criteria developed by JRC28 to assess A-CAPs and
provide feedback. Specifically, this check verifies that all the high-risk
hazards, highly vulnerable sectors and vulnerable population groups
identified in the RVA, as well as the hazard-specific goals, arematched
by at least one corresponding action.

2. An assessment of whether all sections of theA-CAP align, based on the
four criteria considered in the consistency checks of ADAQA-GCoM
(SupplementaryTable 1.7).This evaluation is like theADAQAinternal
consistency check approach in ref. 4.

Data availability
The GCoM dataset cited in the manuscript refer to reference30. The dataset
to which we refer here, which ispublished in Zotero, contains the results of
applying the ADAQA-GCoM to the 2,205 A-CAPs analysed in this paper.
Toavoid ambiguity, we have standardised the reference to the GCoM, using
the term ‘GCoM’s MyCovenant dataset’throughout the text.

Received: 23 June 2025; Accepted: 9 April 2026;

References
1. Bulkeley, H. Climate changed urban futures: environmental politics in

the anthropocene city. Env Polit. 30, 266–284 (2021).
2. UnitedNations.Report of theConference of the Parties Serving as the

Meetingof theParties to theParisAgreementon Its FifthSession,Held
in the United Arab Emirates from 30 November to 13 December 2023.
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_16a01E.pdf
(2024).

3. Olazabal, M., Galarraga, I., Ford, J., Sainz De Murieta, E. &
Lesnikowski, A. Are local climate adaptation policies credible? A
conceptual and operational assessment framework. Int. J. Urban
Sustain. Dev. 11, 277–296 (2019).

4. Reckien, D. et al. Quality of urban climate adaptation plans over time.
npj Urban Sustain. 3, 13 (2023).

5. Dupuis, J. & Biesbroek, R. Comparing apples and oranges: The
dependent variableproblem incomparingandevaluatingclimatechange
adaptation policies. Glob. Environ. Change 23, 1476–1487 (2013).

6. Contextmatters, but interactionsmatter too.NatureCities 1, 327–327
(2024).

7. Davide,M. et al.Assessment of theCovenant ofMayors Initiative in the
Southern Mediterranean Region. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.
2760/6239712 (2024).

8. Bozeman, J. F. et al. Three research priorities for just and sustainable
urban systems: now is the time to refocus. J. Ind. Ecol. 27, 382–394
(2023).

9. Juhola, S., Heikkinen, M., Pietilä, T., Groundstroem, F. & Käyhkö, J.
Connecting climate justice and adaptation planning: an adaptation
justice index. Environ. Sci. Policy 136, 609–619 (2022).

10. Yang, H., Lee, T. & Juhola, S. The old and the climate adaptation:
climate justice, risks, and urban adaptation plan. Sustain Cities Soc.
67, 102755 (2021).

11. Global Adaptation Mapping Initiative. https://globaladaptation.
github.io/index.html (2019).

12. U.S. Climate Resilience Toolkit. https://toolkit.climate.gov/tool (2025).
13. weADAPT. https://weadapt.org/knowledge-base/adaptation-

decision-making/adaptation-tools-review/ (2025).
14. Pathway2Resilience. https://www.pathways2resilience.eu/climate-

toolbox# (2025).
15. Climate Adapt. EU Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change Tools

Database. https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/
solutions/tools (2024).

Fig. 11 | Overview of the main methodological steps.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-026-00390-5 Article

npj Urban Sustainability |            (2026) 6:92 10

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_16a01E.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_16a01E.pdf
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/6239712
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/6239712
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/6239712
https://globaladaptation.github.io/index.html
https://globaladaptation.github.io/index.html
https://globaladaptation.github.io/index.html
https://toolkit.climate.gov/tool
https://toolkit.climate.gov/tool
https://weadapt.org/knowledge-base/adaptation-decision-making/adaptation-tools-review/
https://weadapt.org/knowledge-base/adaptation-decision-making/adaptation-tools-review/
https://weadapt.org/knowledge-base/adaptation-decision-making/adaptation-tools-review/
https://www.pathways2resilience.eu/climate-toolbox#
https://www.pathways2resilience.eu/climate-toolbox#
https://www.pathways2resilience.eu/climate-toolbox#
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools
www.nature.com/npjurbansustain


16. Climate Adapt. Regional Adaptation Support Tool. https://climate-
adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/knowledge-and-data/regional-
adaptation-support-tool (2024).

17. EURO LCP Initiative. Climate Change Adaptation Scoring Tool.
https://www.lcp-initiative.eu/climate-change-scoring-tool/ (2023).

18. Climate Adapt. Climate Change Adaptation Scoring Tool (Euro LCP
Initiative). https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/
solutions/tools/018_climate-change-adaptation-scoring-tool-euro-
lcp-initiative (2024).

19. Lawrence, D. P. Planning theories and environmental impact
assessment. Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 20, 607–625 (2000).

20. Grafakos, S., Trigg, K., Landauer, M., Chelleri, L. & Dhakal, S.
Analytical framework to evaluate the level of integration of climate
adaptation and mitigation in cities. Clim. Change 154, 87–106
(2019).

21. Uittenbroek, C. J., Mees, H. L. P., Hegger, D. L. T. & Driessen, P. P. J.
The design of public participation: who participates, when and how?
Insights in climate adaptation planning from the Netherlands. J.
Environ. Plan. Manag. 62, 2529–2547 (2019).

22. Abdullah, H. Becoming global climate governors: How cities are
moving from climate ambition to coordinated action and delivery.
Notes Internacionals CIDOB 1–7, https://doi.org/10.24241/
NOTESINT.2022/273/EN (2022).

23. Castán Broto, V. & Westman, L. K. Ten years after Copenhagen:
Reimagining climate change governance in urban areas.Wiley
Interdiscip. Rev. Clim. Change 11, e643 (2020).

24. Heikkinen, M., Karimo, A., Klein, J., Juhola, S. & Ylä-Anttila, T.
Transnational municipal networks and climate change adaptation: A
study of 377 cities. J. Clean. Prod. 257, 120474 (2020).

25. Basso, M. & Tonin, S. The implementation of the Covenant of Mayors
initiative in European cities: a policy perspective. Sustain Cities Soc.
78, 103596 (2022).

26. Global Covenant of Mayors. Common Reporting Framework. https://
www.globalcovenantofmayors.org/our-initiatives/data4cities/
common-global-reporting-framework/ (2023).

27. Franco, C. et al. GCoM datasets: a collection of climate and energy
action plans with mitigation, adaptation and energy access
commitments. Sci. Data 11, 1–15 (2024).

28. Barbosa, P., Hernandez, Y., Rivas, S., Silina, D. & Blondel. JRC
Technical Reports. Covenant of Mayors for Climate & Energy:
Adaptation toClimateChange. EvaluationProcedure andAssessment
Criteria. https://ec.europa.eu/jrc (2018).

29. Reckien, D. et al. Explaining the adaptation gap through consistency
in adaptation planning. Nat. Clim. Chang 15, 614–618 (2025).

30. Baldi, M., Franco de Los Rios, C., Melica, G., Treville, A. & Bertoldi, P.
GCoM - MyCovenant, 5th Release - January 2024. European
Commission, Joint Research Centre (JRC) [Dataset]. http://data.
europa.eu/89h/9575255b-5807-4494-9f53-3c382c89df10 (2024).

31. Eurostat. NUTS - Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics -
Eurostat. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background (2021).

32. Melica, G. et al. Multilevel governance of sustainable energy policies:
the role of regions and provinces to support the participation of small
local authorities in the Covenant of Mayors. Sustain Cities Soc. 39,
729–739 (2018).

33. Riva Sanseverino, R. & Vaccaro, V. Politica energetica e sviluppo
locale: esperienze in Sicilia. URBANISTICA INFORMAZIONI, VIII
Giorn. di Stud. Inu. Una politica per le. città Ital. 257, 24–28 (2014).

34. Davide, M. et al. How to Develop a Sustainable Energy and Climate
Action Plan (SECAP) - Covenant of Mayors Guidebook: Main
Document (Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg,
2025).

35. Palermo, V., Hernandez, M. G., Treville, A., Barbosa, P. & Melica, G.
How to Develop a Risk and Vulnerability Assessment. https://
publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC142117, https://
doi.org/10.2760/9798010 (2025).

36. UNFCCC. Technical report on indicators for measuring progress
achieved towards the targets referred to in paragraphs 9–10 of
Decision 2/CMA.5, UAE-Belém work programme on indicators. 8
September 2025. https://unfccc.int/documents/649630 (2025).

37. Salvia, M. et al. Will climate mitigation ambitions lead to carbon
neutrality? An analysis of the local-level plans of 327 cities in the EU.
Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 135, 110253 (2021).

38. Haupt,W., Laug, L. &Eckersley, P.Structure, agencyand local climate
governance: how do individual actors exploit local contexts to shape
policymaking in smaller cities and towns? Reg. Stud. 59, 2354384
(2025).

39. van der Heijden, J. Studying urban climate governance: Where to
begin, what to look for, and how tomake ameaningful contribution to
scholarship and practice. Earth Syst. Gov. 1, 100005 (2019).

40. Otto, A., Kern, K., Haupt, W., Eckersley, P. & Thieken, A. H. Ranking
local climate policy: assessing themitigation and adaptation activities
of 104 German cities. Clim. Change 167, 5 (2021).

41. Davide,M., Bastos, J., Bezerra, P., HernandezMoral, G. &Palermo, V.
How to Develop a Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan
(SECAP) (Publications Office of the EU, 2025).

42. Rivas, S., Urraca, R., Palermo, V. & Bertoldi, P. Covenant of Mayors
2020: drivers and barriers for monitoring climate action plans. J.
Clean. Prod. 332, 130029 (2022).

43. Reckien, D. et al. How are cities planning to respond to climate
change? Assessment of local climate plans from 885 cities in the EU-
28. J. Clean. Prod. 191, 207–219 (2018).

44. Kern, K., Koll, C. & Schophaus,M. The diffusion of Local Agenda 21 in
Germany: comparing the German federal states. Env Polit. 16,
604–624 (2007).

45. UN-HABITAT. World Cities Report 2024. Cities and Climate Action
(UN-HABITAT, 2024).

46. Pablo-Romero, M., del, P., Sánchez-Braza, A. & Manuel González-
Limón, J. Covenant of Mayors: reasons for being an environmentally
and energy friendlymunicipality.Rev. Policy Res. 32, 576–599 (2015).

47. Pietrapertosa, F. et al.Multi-level climatechangeplanning: ananalysis
of the Italian case. J. Environ. Manag. 289, 112469 (2021).

48. De Gregorio Hurtado, S. et al. Understanding how and why cities
engagewith climate policy: an analysis of local climate action in Spain
and Italy. TeMA J. Land Use Mobility Environ. 23–46, https://doi.org/
10.6092/1970-9870/3649 (2015).

49. Nowak, A. C. et al. Opportunities to strengthenAfrica’s efforts to track
national-level climate adaptation. Nat. Clim. Change 14, 876–882
(2024).

50. European Statistical System. CensusHub. https://ec.europa.eu/
CensusHub/selectHyperCube?clearSession=true (2021).

51. Covenant of Mayors. Covenant reporting and monitoring framework.
Reporting Guidelines https://eu-mayors.ec.europa.eu/en/resources/
reporting (2025).

52. Schloerke, B. et al. Extension to ‘ggplot2’ [R package GGally version
2.2.1]. CRAN: Contributed Packages, https://doi.org/10.32614/
CRAN.PACKAGE.GGALLY (2024).

53. Jenks, G. F. & Caspall, F. C. Error on choroplethic maps: definition,
measurement, reduction. Ann. Assoc. Am. Geogr. 61, 217–244
(1971).

Acknowledgements
Thiswork is related to theEURO-LCP Initiative (www.lcp-initiative.eu),which
synthesises aspects of European climate change adaptation andmitigation
governance across the EU-27+UK since 2009. FilomenaPietrapertosa was
supportedby theShort TermMobility Program2024 (Prot. n. 0207317of 17/
06/2024) of the Department of Earth SystemSciences and Technologies for
the Environment (DSSTTA) of the National Research Council of Italy. Diana
Reckien’s work was partly funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme under grant agreement no. 101036458
(2021–2025) (Project LOCALISED).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-026-00390-5 Article

npj Urban Sustainability |            (2026) 6:92 11

https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/knowledge-and-data/regional-adaptation-support-tool
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/knowledge-and-data/regional-adaptation-support-tool
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/knowledge-and-data/regional-adaptation-support-tool
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/knowledge-and-data/regional-adaptation-support-tool
https://www.lcp-initiative.eu/climate-change-scoring-tool/
https://www.lcp-initiative.eu/climate-change-scoring-tool/
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools/018_climate-change-adaptation-scoring-tool-euro-lcp-initiative
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools/018_climate-change-adaptation-scoring-tool-euro-lcp-initiative
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools/018_climate-change-adaptation-scoring-tool-euro-lcp-initiative
https://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/en/mission/solutions/tools/018_climate-change-adaptation-scoring-tool-euro-lcp-initiative
https://doi.org/10.24241/NOTESINT.2022/273/EN
https://doi.org/10.24241/NOTESINT.2022/273/EN
https://doi.org/10.24241/NOTESINT.2022/273/EN
https://www.globalcovenantofmayors.org/our-initiatives/data4cities/common-global-reporting-framework/
https://www.globalcovenantofmayors.org/our-initiatives/data4cities/common-global-reporting-framework/
https://www.globalcovenantofmayors.org/our-initiatives/data4cities/common-global-reporting-framework/
https://www.globalcovenantofmayors.org/our-initiatives/data4cities/common-global-reporting-framework/
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc
http://data.europa.eu/89h/9575255b-5807-4494-9f53-3c382c89df10
http://data.europa.eu/89h/9575255b-5807-4494-9f53-3c382c89df10
http://data.europa.eu/89h/9575255b-5807-4494-9f53-3c382c89df10
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/background
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC142117
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC142117
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC142117
https://doi.org/10.2760/9798010
https://doi.org/10.2760/9798010
https://doi.org/10.2760/9798010
https://unfccc.int/documents/649630
https://unfccc.int/documents/649630
https://doi.org/10.6092/1970-9870/3649
https://doi.org/10.6092/1970-9870/3649
https://doi.org/10.6092/1970-9870/3649
https://ec.europa.eu/CensusHub/selectHyperCube?clearSession=true
https://ec.europa.eu/CensusHub/selectHyperCube?clearSession=true
https://ec.europa.eu/CensusHub/selectHyperCube?clearSession=true
https://eu-mayors.ec.europa.eu/en/resources/reporting
https://eu-mayors.ec.europa.eu/en/resources/reporting
https://eu-mayors.ec.europa.eu/en/resources/reporting
https://doi.org/10.32614/CRAN.PACKAGE.GGALLY
https://doi.org/10.32614/CRAN.PACKAGE.GGALLY
https://doi.org/10.32614/CRAN.PACKAGE.GGALLY
http://www.lcp-initiative.eu
www.nature.com/npjurbansustain


Author contributions
F.P., A.T., D.R. andM.S. conceptualized the study. F.P. and A.T. developed
the ADAQA-GCoM tool. V.V., in collaboration with D.R. and A.T., conducted
statistical analyses. F.P., V.V., M.S., and L.S. developed the figures. F.P.,
A.T., D.R., M.S., V.V., L.S., A.B., P.E., K.R., D.G., B.I., S.G., S.D.G.H., A.K.R.,
A.M.F., H.O., P.F., P.B., M.S.C., O.H. and E.F. contributed to the writing and
editing process. All authors have read and approved the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version contains
supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-026-00390-5.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Filomena Pietrapertosa.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License,
which permits any non-commercial use, sharing, distribution and
reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if you modified the licensed material. You
do not have permission under this licence to share adapted material
derived from this article or parts of it. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons
licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to thematerial. If material
is not included in thearticle’sCreativeCommons licenceandyour intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use,
you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To
view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-
nc-nd/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2026

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-026-00390-5 Article

npj Urban Sustainability |            (2026) 6:92 12

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-026-00390-5
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
www.nature.com/npjurbansustain

	Unveiling patterns in the quality and consistency of climate adaptation plans of the Global Covenant of Mayors
	Results
	Performance across the ADAQA-GCoM components
	Correlation between the ADAQA-GCoM components, national influence, and city size
	Evolution of ADAQA-GCoM component scores over time
	Influence of city characteristics and spatial proximity

	Discussion
	Methods
	The sample of plans
	Overview of the main methodological steps
	Customization of the ADAQA assessment tool
	Consistency analysis of A-CAPs through the ADAQA-GCoM

	Data availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




