
Proposal for a sustainable management  

of Pact of Islands 

 

Introduction 

The ISLE-PACT period 

Pact of Islands was launched under the ISLE-PACT project financed by DG ENER in the period 2009-

2012. After the finalisation of the project there was not foreseen a structure that would support the 

implementation and monitoring of the submitted iSEAPs, the promotion of PoI to new signatories and 

their technical support after the signature. There were not foreseen any specific capacity building or 

networking activities for signatories or any technical evaluation of the iSEAPs. For publicity purposes 

the website of ISLE-PACT was used creating confusion to new comers showing interest to the initiative 

after the end of the project since the website included a lot of information regarding past ISLE-PACT 

activities and no recent updates. 

The SMILEGOV Period 

The SMILEGOV IEE project awarded in 2013 to a consortium of island organisations, most of which 

ISLE-PACT partners too, provided a kind of short-term solution until a more sustainable way to manage 

the Pact of Islands would come up. Under SMILEGOV, running from April 2013 till September 2015, 

the consortium has the objective to attract new PoI signatories from the European Islands and expand 

the PoI initiative. However, SMILEGOV is ending soon and a sustainable management for Pact of 

Islands with a long-term strategy and vision is sought.  

Covenant of Mayors and Pact of Islands 

In the same time it is considered a golden opportunity for the future of Pact of Islands the fact the 

latest Covenant of Mayors Office contract which will be running until the end of 2016 contains a 

requirement for “Strengthening the links with the Pact of Islands” and more specifically prescribing 

the inclusion of PoI signatories in the CoMO communication, capacity building and training activities 

along with the follow-up of the evaluation and implementation of PoI’s iSEAPs by the Joint Research 

Center (JRC). The purpose of this note is among others to propose a way to collaborate effectively and 

mutually beneficially with the CoM. 

The identified problems 

During the life of Pact of Islands different problems have been identified and occasionally mentioned 

by signatories and partners. The following list captures the most significant ones for which solutions 

should be sought the soonest possible to ensure the continuation of the initiative. 

1. Absence of a website devoted to the promotion and publicity of PoI 

2. Absence of secretariat 

3. Absence of contact points and technical support 

4. Absence of national contact points, coordinators and supporters 

5. Absence of a concrete evaluation mechanism of the submitted iSEAPs 

6. Absence of a monitoring structure for the progress of the iSEAP implementation phase 

7. Absence of actual networking among the island authorities / signatories 

8. Absence of web-based templates 

9. Absence of capacity building activities for the signatories 



10. Absence of lobbying for the PoI signatories  

11. Absence of reference to PoI in European work programmes aiming local energy planning 

The proposed solution 

A sustainable solution for the future of PoI should be sought provided that we consider PoI an initiative 

that is worth existing for the promotion of networking of island authorities that share common energy 

and climate targets. 

As a special characteristic for Pact of Islands should be recognised the fact that PoI is a much smaller 

initiative than Covenant of Mayors focusing on a specific geographical area in Europe. The relationship 

between the signatories and the supporting organisations, operating as national or territorial 

coordinators, is rather personal and direct. Local or regional authorities and energy agencies along 

with NGOs on the islands formulate the PoI of supporters group up to now.  

The number of participating islands in PoI has lately escalated to something more than 100 (118 

islands). Comparing that with the almost 6500 (August 2015) signatories under CoM, ranging from 

very small to capital municipalities, reveals the fact that PoI is a much more personalised EU initiative 

addressed to specific members of similar characteristics, threats and opportunities; the islands. 

However, it should not be overlooked the fact that islands are also of different sizes and population 

and governed under different administrative structures.  

The proposed solution takes into consideration the potentials provided by the existing network of 

island organisations working together several years under the umbrella of ISLENET and the last years 

within the projects ISLE-PACT and SMILEGOV but will also try to take advantage of the services 

expected to be provided by CoMO and JRC under the running contract. 

Each one of the involved organisations will contribute in overcoming the different identified problems. 

The role of CoMO: The CoMO will include PoI signatories in their communication channels, capacity 

building and training activities. (Partially solves problems no 7 and 9) 

The role of JRC: JRC will take over the evaluation of the iSEAPs after converted to SEAP templates. 

(Solves problem no 5 and partially problem no 6) 

The role of a PoI representative: A representative for PoI should be nominated who will be 

responsible for the lobbying of PoI in Brussels. (Solves problem no 10 and 11)  

The role of Islands Network: To develop a website which will be the main communication channel for 

PoI and to operate as national coordinators for their signatories. (Should solve the rest of the problems) 

It is important in order to ensure the smooth and efficient collaboration with CoM and JRC to describe 

the compatibilities between the two initiatives. The table in the next page describes how each type of 

island, depending on the type of local authorities available on the islands, may participate in PoI and 

CoM and what are the respective commitments, what should be done in practice to ensure the 

collaboration and what will be the role of JRC in each case.  

The website 

Regarding the proposed website, this is considered absolutely essential for the coordination, 

promotion and dissemination of the initiative. The website should operate in two levels. In the first 

level there should be the PoI hub (secretariat) responsible for managing the website and being the 

central contact point. In the second level there should be the national contact points who should 

manage all the requests (technical, general, etc.) from their area. The PoI hub may occasionally 

forward regional requests to the national contact points. The development and management of the 



website should be self-financed at least for the next period of uncertainty where no EU grants are 

foreseen to support our common activities. 

A first rough estimation of the cost for the development of the website and its management for one 

year is analysed in the following table: 

Description of each cost category Cost [EUR] 

Development of the website (incl. maintenance) 3000 

Operation of the secretariat 500/month = 6000 

TOTAL 9000 

The cost is proposed to be covered collectively by the organisations already locally supporting the PoI 

signatories. The distribution of the cost per organisation is proposed to be based on the total 

population of the PoI signatories supported by each organisation.  

After one year of operation the proposed approach should be re-evaluated taking into account the 

progress of PoI and other initiatives (new projects, etc.) of the network.        

 



Analogies between PoI and CoM signatories 

Island type PoI commitment CoM commitment In practice JRC Role 

Part of a local 

authority  made up 

of several islands 

(cluster of islands) 

(e.g. Italian and 

Croatian islands) 

Each island prepares its own iSEAP. 

The local authority can sign the PoI, 

counting each island as one 

signatory.  

Not applicable at island 

scale. All the islands of the 

complex should have signed 

the PoI in order for the local 

authority to count as a CoM 

signatory 

If all the islands of the local authority 

have signed the PoI then a joint iSEAP 

converted to the CoM SEAP template 

can be submitted to the CoM database. 

Only a joint SEAP report can be 

uploaded to CoM. 

Evaluation of the Joint 

iSEAP as a CoM SEAP 

Part of a local 

authority  made up 

of island(s) and 

mainland territories 

(e.g. Finnish and 

Scottish islands) 

The local authority or other 

legitimate organisation which can 

prove the engagement with the 

local community can sign the PoI. 

Each island prepares its own iSEAP. 

Not applicable at island 

scale.  

If the local authority as a whole has 

signed the CoM then the island can 

contribute its iSEAP to the development 

of the overall SEAP. Only a joint SEAP 

report can be uploaded to CoM. 

The evaluation of the 

CoM SEAP should be 

considered sufficient 

evaluation for the 

island’s iSEAP too 

provided that the 

inventory and actions 

of the iSEAP are 

included in the SEAP 

The whole of the 

island is a single local 

authority 

(e.g. Greek and 

Danish islands) 

The local authority can sign the PoI 

and prepare one iSEAP for the 

island. 

Development of a SEAP for 

the whole island. The island 

can become a CoM signatory 

as such. 

Islands that have signed the PoI should 

be considered CoM signatories too. The 

developed iSEAP should be converted 

to the SEAP template and submitted to 

the CoM database. The iSEAP report can 

be uploaded to CoM as such. 

Evaluation of the 

converted SEAP  

More than one 

municipalities on the 

island which is not a 

nation. 

(e.g. Spanish and 

Portuguese islands) 

If there is an authority representing 

the whole of the islands (Region, 

County, Federation of 

Municipalities or other) can sign 

the PoI and develop an iSEAP 

which should be in liaison with the 

ones (or the Joint SEAP) developed 

at municipal level under CoM. The 

municipalities do not sign the PoI. 

Each municipality can be a 

CoM signatory and prepare 

its own SEAP or altogether 

can prepare a Joint SEAP. 

The authority representing 

the whole island may sign 

the CoM as CTC. 

The authority representing the whole 

island submits an iSEAP which can be 

converted to a CoM SEAP (or joint SEAP) 

to be submitted under CoM. Each 

municipality submits a SEAP or they all 

submit 1 Joint SEAP. The iSEAP report 

can be uploaded to CoM as such. 

Evaluation of the 

converted SEAP of the 

authority representing 

the whole island and 

the SEAPs/Joint SEAP. 

More than one 

municipalities on the 

island which is a 

nation.  

(Malta and Cyprus) 

The municipalities could also sign 

the Pact of Islands to highlight the 

nation’s participation in islands-led 

initiatives.  

Municipalities sign the CoM 

either individually or in 

clusters and submit SEAPs 

and joint SEAPs. 

The authorities primarily sign the CoM 

but also sign PoI for political reasons. 

The SEAPs could be converted to 

iSEAPs. 

Evaluation of the 

SEAPs 



 


