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Abstract

National governments have a crucial role to play in facilitating preparations for

the effects of climate change. This chapter provides an overview of adaptation

planning and implementation at the national level in member countries of the

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). It com-

pares different approaches and discusses emerging lessons learnt and challenges
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faced based on a survey of OECD countries’ National Communications to the

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and discussions at a

workshop with adaptation policy-makers from 25 developed countries, held by

the OECD in 2012.

Finland was the first OECD country to publish its strategy in 2005 and, since

then, a further 17 OECD countries have published national strategies to coordi-

nate and communicate their approach to climate change adaptation. Of the

remaining OECD countries, eight have plans or strategies under development.

The OECD workshop revealed three emerging challenges faced by countries as

they move from planning to implementation: addressing capacity constraints,

securing adequate financing, and measuring the success of adaptation interven-

tions. Addressing these challenges will be essential to ensure that progress in

planning translates into being better prepared for the effects of climate change.

Keywords

Adaptation • Climate change • National planning • Risk management

Introduction

National governments have a vital role to play in determining their countries’

success at preparing for the effects of a changing climate. This can be through

action, such as raising awareness of the likely effects of climate change, or inaction

in the face of policies that provide the wrong incentives to individuals or businesses.

Examples of the latter include insurance schemes that encourage excessive devel-

opment in high-risk areas or underpricing of resources that will become scarcer in

the future. Increasingly, governments are using national adaptation planning to

provide an evidence-based, coordinated, and systematic approach to their prepara-

tions for climate change.

Much of the policy and academic literature on adaptation to date has focused on

developing countries, because of their high socioeconomic vulnerability to climate

change. However, a growing body of activity and experience of adaptation planning

in OECD countries has shed new light on existing challenges. Finland was the first

of the 34 member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development (OECD) to publish a national adaptation strategy. Since then, a further

17 OECD countries have developed national adaptation strategies or plans. These

have focused on mainstreaming climate risks into local and national policies but

with variation in the policy instruments being used, the role of the state, and the

assignment of responsibilities between national, state, and local governments.

This chapter provides an overview of the current status of national planning

activities and remaining challenges in OECD countries. These countries have made

different choices about the degree of central direction, the balance of public and

private provisions, and the arrangements for financing adaptation. National gov-

ernments in federal countries and those with strong local autonomy face different

opportunities and constraints than those with more centralized systems. Given this
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variety, this chapter draws upon the experiences of OECD countries to identify

emerging lessons. It is intended to help inform the development and refinement of

adaptation policies within OECD countries but also to be informative for develop-

ing countries as they develop and implement national adaptation plans (NAPs).

This chapter is organized as follows: “Status of National Adaptation Policies in

OECD Countries” examines the record so far in implementing adaptation strategies

withinOECD countries, drawing on discussions at thePolicy Forum onAdaptation to
Climate Change inOECDCountries inMay 2012 and a review of countries’National

Communications to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

(UNFCCC) and complementary sources. “Emerging Lessons Learnt” builds on the

review of OECD-wide progress to identify some of the lessons learnt from the design

and implementation of adaptation programs and their implications for the future.

Status of National Adaptation Policies in OECD Countries

At the international level, adaptation has taken its own prominent place alongside

mitigation within climate negotiation processes and is likely to be a critical

component of the post-2015 international climate regime. Similar signs of progress

can be seen at the national level within OECD countries. This section surveys the

current levels of activity across the 34 OECD countries, updating and expanding an

earlier analysis by Gagnon-Lebrun and Agrawala (2006).

Overview of Relevant Literature

Amajor element of the adaptation literature has aimed to provide recommendations

on what planning ought to consist of and how governments ought to enact adapta-

tion plans. OECD (2009) provides guidance on integrating climate change adapta-

tion into development cooperation at the national, sectoral, and project levels

(OECD 2009). Although targeted at developing countries, the underlying approach

of applying an integrated approach to adaptation is consistent with that adopted in

OECD countries. The World Resources Institute developed a framework for

national adaptive capacity that can be used to evaluate countries’ progress and to

identify priorities for improvement (World Resources Institute 2009). This frame-

work evaluates institutional arrangements based on their performance in providing

five functions: vulnerability assessment, prioritization of measures, coordination,

information management, and climate risk management.

These frameworks and guidance have been complementedwith analyses of progress

to date with respect to national-level planning and implementation of adaptation

policies.Gagnon-LebrunandAgrawala (2006) assessed activity inAnnex1 (developed)

countries, largely based on an analysis of National Communications to the UNFCCC.

Their review found that adaptation received limited attention relative to mitigation and

that countries were at the stage of identifying generic options for responding to climate

change rather than formulating comprehensive, mainstreamed adaptation strategies.
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More recent studies have looked in greater depth at subsets of OECD countries.

These have primarily focused on European countries but some have also included

non-European OECD countries, for example, Australia and the United States

(Bauer et al. 2011; Preston et al. 2011). Swart et al. (2009) provide an in-depth

review of development processes for European countries’ national adaptation pro-

grams, focusing on six areas: motivating factors for strategy development, research

and scientific assessment, communication and awareness raising, multilevel gov-

ernance, integrating climate change adaptation into sectoral policies, and monitor-

ing and review of adaptation policies. The review identifies several typical strengths

and weaknesses in adaptation strategies. The strengths include targeted research

and good planning for implementation, review, and funding; weaknesses include a

lack of coordination between sectors and unclear allocations of responsibilities

between different administrative levels. Preston et al. (2011) further highlight

institutional and capacity challenges to implementation.

Other reviews have focused on particular aspects of implementing adaptation

policies. Bauer et al. (2011) examines coordination and integration in ten OECD

countries, both horizontally across policy sectors and vertically across jurisdictional

levels. They find that vertical coordination is usually addressed earlier in federal

political systems than in unitary systems but that this difference fades as national

adaptation strategies are developed. Westerhoff et al. (2011) analyze the relation-

ships between national-level policies and local-level actions in four European

countries. The authors note that national political support and leadership are key

factors in the development of national adaptation activities but highlight some

regional- and city-level activities that developed in the absence of specific national

initiatives. They attribute some of these subnational activities to facilitation through

climate change networks.

A common feature of the comparative literature is the emphasis on description

rather than evaluation, reflecting both the newness of the field as well as a lack of

consensus about the most appropriate approaches for implementation and criteria

for judging success. While there is agreement over many of the broad principles for

efficient adaptation (such as the need to account for uncertainties), there are still a

range of views about how those principles should be put into practice. Swart

et al. (2009) stated that it was not possible to provide policy recommendations at

the time of their analysis because of the variation between countries’ adaptation

priorities, climate impacts, and political systems. It cautions that measures that have

been successful in one context may not be directly transferable to other countries.

Overview of Progress to Date

This section provides an overview of the status of activities across the OECD as of

March 2013, updating the analysis originally undertaken by Gagnon-Lebrun and

Agrawala (2006). It uses a survey of National Communications (NCs) to the

UNFCCC as the initial source of information on the extent of activity that is

underway within OECD member countries.
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NCs have three characteristics that make them a useful starting point for this

analysis (Gagnon-Lebrun and Agrawala 2006). The first is that they have compre-

hensive coverage. All OECD member countries have submitted at least one report,

and 29 countries published their fifth NCs in 2009 or 2010. For the remaining OECD

members – Chile, Israel, Korea, Mexico, and Turkey – the analysis is based on their

most recent NCs. Chile, Israel, Korea, and Mexico are the only OECD member

countries that are classified as “non-Annex 1” countries under the UNFCCC.

This means that they are considered as developing countries and that their NCs are

not subject to in-depth expert reviews. Turkey is an Annex 1 country but has only

published one NC. The second reason for using NCs is that their format is standard-

ized, which facilitates comparison between countries. The third is that they are official

statements and, as such, should reflect the government’s perspectives and priorities.

The approach adopted for this section has been adjusted to address the limitations

with using NCs as a sole data source. NCs may not fully reflect the progress to date

within their respective countries (Gagnon-Lebrun and Agrawala 2006). Some ele-

ments may be missed because the NCs are intended to provide an overview of the

main activities underway, rather than an exhaustive account of all the adaptation

activities taking placewithin a country. Additionally, themajority of NCs included in

the analysis were published in 2009 or 2010, which means that they may precede

some important recent developments. Complementary sources of information were

used to identify completed and ongoing activities relating to the establishment of

institutional mechanisms for adaptation responses and the formulation of adaptation

policies that were not identified in the NCs. These sources of information included:

documents available on the Climate-Adapt website for EU member states (http://

climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/) and follow-up by email with government officials.

The review, presented in Table 1, is based on a qualitative analysis of every OECD

country’s NC, assessing eight components of national adaptation planning with regard

to both the scope and the depth of coverage. The assessment of the scope of discussion

is based on the level of attention paid to the topic, classified as: (i) extensive,

(ii) limited, or (iii) not included. The assessment of the depth of coverage is based on

the quality of the discussion: (i) detailed, (ii) generic, (iii) limited, or (iv) not included.

Where there was no coverage of activities for a specific component within a

country’s NC, but complementary sources indicated that actions had been taken or

are currently underway, these additional activities have been identified in the table

using cross-hatching.

The analysis distinguishes between two different levels of planning: adaptation

strategies and adaptation plans. In this study, adaptation strategies refer to coun-

tries’ initial planning or framework documents, which commonly set out govern-

mental approaches to adaptation and communicate general priorities. Adaptation

plans refer to more substantive planning documents that identify specific policies

and measures to be taken. This division is reflected in Table 1, which groups

countries into four subcategories: (i) those that have not published an adaptation

strategy, (ii) those that have not published a strategy but have taken significant

national action, (iii) those that have published a strategy but not a full adaptation

plan, and (iv) those that have published both a strategy and a plan. The distinction
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Table 1 Coverage of adaptation in National Communications
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Czech Rep. *
Estonia *
Greece
Iceland
Israel *
Italy *
Japan
Luxembourg
Poland *
Slovak Rep. 
*

New 

Hungary **

Canada

Zealand
Norway *
Slovenia *
Sweden
United 
States
Australia
Belgium **
Chile **

Ireland **
Portugal **
Switzerland 
**
UK **
Austria
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Korea
Mexico
Netherlands
Turkey
Spain

(continued)
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between strategies and plans is necessarily imprecise; countries’ adaptation plan-

ning documents vary widely in their coverage and concreteness. Also, the table only

includes national-level documents that target the main climate change impacts

(the composition of sectors will depend on specific country contexts). Some

countries have published subnational adaptation strategies or plans concerning

specific sectors or geographic regions, which can contribute to preparations for

climate change but are not included in this analysis.

There has been progress since the review undertaken in 2006 by Gagnon-Lebrun

and Agrawala. Table 1 shows that all countries provide information on climate

change impacts and future scenarios in their NCs, which was not the case in 2006.

According to the current review, 31 countries cover adaptation options in their NCs,

compared to 16 OECD countries in 2006 (Gagnon-Lebrun and Agrawala 2006).

There has also been significant activity in developing adaptation policies –

27 OECD countries mention policies that are synergistic with adaptation (compared

with 13 in 2006), and 27 countries discuss specific adaptation policies or the

modification of existing policies to include adaptation (compared with five in

2006). The scale of activity in this area becomes even more apparent when

additional sources of information are considered. According to this, 8 of the

16 countries without strategies are currently developing them. All but one of the

countries with strategies have either developed or are developing plans.

Emerging Lessons Learnt

The previous section provides an overview of the reported level of activity across

countries, but countries with similar levels of activity may adopt substantively

different approaches. These differences reflect varying political, social, and

Table 1 (continued)

Legend
Coverage in NCs: Coverage in complementary sources:

Extensive discussion

Some mention / limited discussion

No mention of discussion
*

**

Activities discussed in other sources

Activities currently underway

Developing a national adaptation
strategy
Developing a national adaptation
plan

Quality of discussion in NCs:

Discussed in detail, i.e. for more than one sector or ecosystem, and/or providing
examples of policies implemented, and/or based on sectoral/national scenarios.
Discussed in generic terms, i.e. based on IPCC or regional assessments, and/or
providing limited details/no examples/only examples of planned measures as opposed
to measures implemented.

Source: Based on National Communications, supporting publications and complementary infor-

mation, as of March 2013
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geographical contexts, needs, and priorities. Countries with federal systems or

strong localized decision-making processes, such as Australia and Norway, have

produced overarching strategies for adaptation that establish frameworks within

which local adaptation efforts can be implemented. In contrast, unitary states have

tended to produce national plans that outline specific adaptation policies and

measures for different sectors or geographic areas. Overall, there is a growing

volume and a growing diversity of experience to draw upon from OECD countries.

Based on OECD countries’ experiences at varying levels of adaptation planning,

this section outlines some of the key areas identified by participants at the 2012

workshop.

Evidence Provision

OECD countries have demonstrated significant advances in evidence gathering and

in providing tools to assist end users in making use of increasingly sophisticated

climate information. Nonetheless, the policy-makers at the 2012 workshop identi-

fied two main unresolved issues: developing capacity for adaptation among key

decision-makers and reconciling the needs of users with the evidence that can

feasibly be supplied.

Capacity for Adaptation
Providing information on climate change and improving decision-makers’ capacity

to use that information is a central focus of adaptation strategies in OECD countries.

Mainstreamed approaches depend upon the relevant decision-makers being aware

of the need to consider climate change but also having access to the data and tools

required to do so. Investments in climate projections and impact assessments are

necessary, but not sufficient, for achieving this (Pfenninger et al. 2010; Swart

et al. 2009; Westerhoff et al. 2011).

There is a continuing mismatch between the types of climate information and

data available and those required to meet policy-makers’ needs (OECD 2012). For

example, it is currently very difficult to model the variations in microclimates

across mountainous regions, but understanding these variations is essential for

disaster risk management. Part of the challenge lies in the tension between the

requirements of decision-makers for greater technical sophistication while also

ensuring that the outputs are accessible to end users. Progress on the former has

been more rapid than on the latter, sometimes reflecting a lack of communication

between researchers and end users. In some countries, “boundary organizations,”

such as the United Kingdom Climate Impacts Programme, have been created to

bridge the gap between producers and consumers of knowledge.

OECD countries have adopted a number of approaches to increase capacity for

climate change adaptation. For example, Mexico has established a distance

learning program to enhance the capacity of subnational-level municipal staff.

The United States White House Council on Environmental Quality has issued

guidance to United States federal departments to support their development of
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adaptation policy statements and departmental plans, while supportive working

groups and a practitioner-level community of practice facilitate information

sharing and capacity development. The United Kingdom’s adaptation program

has supported the development of multiple tools to assist private actors in making

adaptation decisions. This includes the Adaptation Wizard and Business Areas
Climate Assessment Tool developed under the UKCIP. However, despite these

clear examples of measures to build capacity, workshop participants felt that there

was a continuing need for OECD countries to apply a systematic approach to

capacity development.

Strategic Planning

OECD governments have taken a variety of approaches to the processes of achieving

national coordination, mechanisms for soliciting stakeholder input, institutional struc-

tures adopted, and approaches to prioritizing measures. A clear lesson from this

experience is that a strategy document alone is not enough to direct national adapta-

tion. The structure and components of the document are important, but there also need

to be effective mechanisms in place to implement the strategy (OECD 2012).

National-Level Coordination
Improving the coordination of adaptation actions is a central aim of adaptation

planning, but adaptation plans and strategies differ in how this is achieved.

Adaptation plans typically contain greater detail on adaptation needs and measures,

including responsibilities for different actions. This makes it more comparatively

clear to assign roles and identify coordination needs for those specific actions.

In contrast, adaptation strategies have a different set of needs for coordination.

As strategies tend to describe activities and objectives in broader terms, there is a

stronger need for general coordination mechanisms to achieve progress. A common

approach taken in OECD countries, both for adaptation strategies and plans, has

been to establish a central coordinating mechanism to oversee and direct adapta-

tion. Coordinating units vary across countries in terms of the parties involved, their

remits and their powers; they include interministerial committees, working groups,

and task forces. Of the 24 OECD countries that have established coordinating units,

21 have been led by environment or climate change departments; the exceptions are

Hungary, Norway, and the United States.

In the context of developing countries, OECD (2009) recommended that coor-

dination be led by an executive office, in order to provide adaptation efforts with

sufficient convening and leadership powers to effectively coordinate actions across

departments or sectors. This recommendation was also made by the Independent

Evaluation Group’s assessment of the World Bank’s interventions to support

adaptation (IEG 2012). The rationale being that in many countries the environment

or climate change departments may be in a weaker position relative to other

departments, such as planning or finance. These imbalances – both in terms of

political power and funding – can create barriers to sustaining political support for
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adaptation across government. This can make it more difficult to maintain adapta-

tion objectives in the long term and to negotiate sustainable financial support over

time within budget allocations.

However, an advantage of coordination by environment or climate change

ministries is that they are likely to be the most aware of the technical requirements

of national adaptation plans. For example, French government officials reported

that relocating the body responsible for adaptation planning from the prime minis-

ter’s office to the environment ministry in 2007 helped it to address operational

issues and to increase collaboration. Additionally, locating responsibility within a

central ministry does not in itself guarantee long-term political or financial support.

It may well be a lower priority for central ministries themselves than it would be in

a dedicated environment department, which can offset some of the benefits of being

in a politically stronger ministry. The experience of OECD countries has not

demonstrated a consistent relationship between the location of the coordination

unit and the effectiveness of adaptation policy.

The existence of high-level formal structures, such as ministerial coordination

groups, can be a weak proxy for the degree of on-the-ground coordination. Given

the recent implementation of many countries’ national adaptation programs, it may

be too early to evaluate coordination groups’ effectiveness beyond their initial

success in convening representatives from different departments. However, the

challenges that these mechanisms are intended to overcome – addressing crosscut-

ting issues and managing cross-departmental actions – require a firm grounding in

adaptation policy. This issue is especially pertinent for countries with technical

adaptation plans that specify required outcomes and measures for different depart-

ments and/or sectors. Some OECD member countries have found it valuable to

complement high-level coordinating with working-level groups to provide techni-

cal direction. For example, the United States adaptation working group and

practitioner-level community of practice support the higher-level coordinating

efforts of the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force.

Stakeholder Engagement
There is inevitably a strong technical element to national adaptation planning, but it

is not a purely technocratic process. Policy-makers viewed it as essential to involve

a broad set of stakeholders at strategic planning and policy design stages to assist

the development of national programs (OECD 2012). As well as improving the

quality of policy-making, the process of stakeholder engagement can be useful for

raising awareness and interest among key groups. A common feature of national

adaptation planning has been the establishment of comprehensive consultation

processes to solicit input from key stakeholders and the general public. For exam-

ple, Austria sought additional stakeholder input for its national planning through

expert consultation, an extensive round of workshops with relevant organizations

and internet-based engagement. Several countries have relied upon umbrella or

intermediary organizations to facilitate the consultation process, given the large

number of potential stakeholders. The benefits of this approach are particularly

marked when interacting with large, dispersed groups of stakeholders such as the
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general public or small businesses. The use of intermediary organizations has also

been driven by pragmatism, as smaller stakeholders tend to have less capacity to

engage with the process (Bauer et al. 2011). In the United Kingdom, the adaptation

program partnered with the Confederation of British Industry and the Trades Union

Congress to solicit input from employers and employees, while also raising aware-

ness and disseminating guidance.

Identifying and addressing the needs of indigenous groups is a particular concern in

some OECD countries. Indigenous groups, who often face significant social and

economic challenges, are likely to be at particular risk due to climate change (Inter-

national Union for Conservation of Nature 2008; Galloway McLean et al. 2009).

Indigenous groups may also be less well represented in traditional stakeholder

engagement processes (Gardner et al. 2010). In the United States, the Environmental

Protection Agency developed a policy statement and plan to ensure consultation and

coordination with Indian tribes (Environmental Protection Agency 2011). Although

there has been progress made through initiatives such as this, ensuring appropriate

engagement and input from indigenous groups remains a challenge for some countries.

Program Structure
In designing their national adaptation programs, OECD countries have had to

choose how to organize the delivery of adaptation actions: either mainstreamed

within existing departmental portfolios or addressed thematically (e.g., “infrastruc-

ture” or “water”). Aligning adaptation to existing departmental responsibilities may

help to ensure clear accountability for results but may come at the risk of making

cross-departmental interactions less frequent – for example, those between land-use

planning and flood risk management. In principle, these interactions should already

be addressed by existing policy structures, but in practice this is often not the case.

Encouraging integration is particularly important during the development of plans

or strategies, as adaptation needs can fall between traditional departmental opera-

tions or face overlapping or contradictory approaches from different departments

(Bauer et al. 2011). Crosscutting thematic approaches may better enable policy-

makers to deal with these critical interactions. This choice is important for setting

the direction of both adaptation strategies and adaptation plans. However, the

greater level of detail on actions and policies in adaptation plans requires a more

thorough examination of organizational responsibilities and greater specificity on

responsibilities for implementing actions.

The most common approach in OECD countries has been to combine elements

of the two approaches in “sectoral” national programs (though definitions of sectors

are flexible and vary across countries). For example, the federal approach in the

United States has developed along departmental, regional, and thematic lines.

In 2012, federal agencies were required to develop agency-level adaptation plans.

In addition to these plans, three national-level strategies that address crosscutting

issues (such as the management of freshwater resources) have been developed or

are in the process of being developed, and there are a number of other regional

initiatives and partnerships. England’s approach initially closely aligned adaptation

roles to traditional ministerial responsibilities, with each individual government
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ministry responsible for developing Departmental Adaptation Plans. However, the

forthcoming national adaptation plan will move towards a more thematic approach

(UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 2012). Mexico’s Special

Program of Climate Change is based on a combination of departmental and

thematic sectors, including a mix of economic sectors (e.g., “agriculture, cattle,

forestry, and fisheries”), social concerns (e.g., “health sector”), and crosscutting

issues (e.g., “land-use management and urban development” and “disaster risk

management”). A number of other OECD countries are also pursuing mixed

sectoral approaches, including Chile, Korea, Poland, and Turkey.

Regardless of whether governments take a departmental, thematic, or sectoral

approach, coordinating activities within adaptation programs poses a key challenge.

Under a thematic approach, governments have to coordinate measures across

departments to ensure that thematic goals are met, generally using central coordi-

nation groups or mechanisms. Lessons can be learnt from other fields of public

policy that face similar coordination challenges. For example, there is a growing

body of work in the water policy domain to address issues such as overlapping and

unclear allocations of responsibilities, lack of institutional incentives for coopera-

tion, mismatches between impact areas and administrative boundaries, and com-

petition between different departments (OECD 2011).

Prioritization
The selection and prioritization of adaptation options are an essential part of

adaptation planning. Governments need to identify the impacts likely to be most

socially and economically significant. They also need to prioritize specific issues

or actions to ensure an efficient use of public resources. The specific challenges

faced by governments depend upon the planning approach taken. In theory,

adaptation strategies do not need to include prioritization of vulnerabilities or

responses. The key activities proposed in strategies (such as improving the

evidence base, capacity building, and mainstreaming adaptation within govern-

ment activities) do not depend upon the precise details of the climate change

impacts faced by the country. In practice, however, adaptation strategies often

include some prioritization, in part to communicate important risks or vulnerable

sectors. As adaptation plans include greater detail on specific activities and

measures, they require a better understanding of key risks and of the options

for addressing them. Prioritization is therefore a critical component of adaptation

plans and needs to be more comprehensive and based on firmer technical

foundations than in adaptation strategies.

Several promising approaches for prioritization have been developed within

OECD countries. The approach used by Switzerland identifies key adaptation

challenges within individual sectors. This approach uses three criteria to produce

an overall “importance” ranking: (i) whether an issue is sensitive to climate

change impacts, (ii) whether the impact is important relative to other impacts

within the sector, and (iii) whether there is a need for action to address the issue.

This ranking feeds into the identification of action areas and key priorities in their

strategy (Office Fédéral de l’Environnement 2012). The United Kingdom
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government’s prioritization system draws on their Climate Change Risk

Assessment study, which enables the government to identify key climate change

risks and to prioritize adaptation policy development both geographically and by

sector. This information feeds into the high-level adaptation planning process.

Thus, policy development, both for the current program and for the national

adaptation plan, is geared towards addressing the critical issues identified. Some

governments have also established criteria for choosing between individual

adaptation policy options. For example, the Netherlands’ national adaptation

program used a multi-criteria analysis approach to rank a wide range of adapta-

tion policies according to five criteria: (i) the importance of the policy, (ii) the

urgency of the policy in terms of timing, (iii) whether it is a “no-regret” policy,

(iv) whether the policy has ancillary benefits for non-climate change policies, and

(v) the policy’s impact on mitigation policies. Each criterion is weighted

according to perceived importance to produce a weighted sum value for ranking

policy options (Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment

et al. 2007; van Ierland et al. 2007).

Countries’ prioritization systems vary in their choice of criteria, the level of

importance attributed to each criterion, and the extent to which prioritization is

based on quantitative or qualitative inputs. Some of this variation is accounted for

by different prioritization needs for adaptation strategies versus those for adaptation

plans. For instance, the issue of quantitative versus qualitative decision making is

particularly salient for adaptation plans. The lack of sufficient or suitable pro-

jections of climate impacts is a key challenge for developing adaptation plans

(OECD 2012). This poses less of an issue for adaptation strategies, as they tend

to be less specific than plans about the measures to be implemented. It was,

however, noted that the lack of climate impacts data does not need to delay the

development of national adaptation plans. The evidence base will never be perfect

and the benefits of waiting for improved information must be balanced against the

costs of delay. As with other areas of public policy, the challenge for policy-makers

is to make the best decisions given the available evidence.

Implementation

The overview of national adaptation planning in OECD countries in the section

“Status of National Adaptation Policies in OECD Countries” shows that there has

been progress in the planning of adaptation but that implementation remains at an

early stage. This section examines countries’ implementation experiences in two

specific areas: financing of adaptation and monitoring of implementation.

Financing the Implementation of Adaptation Measures
There is a choice about how to fund adaptation measures, either through

mainstreaming or the use of “ring-fenced” funding. Dedicated funds provide an

impetus for action on adaptation but can distort spending decisions and work

against coordination with wider government objectives. Conversely, mainstreamed
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approaches should allow for a more flexible and efficient use of resources but are

much less transparent about where resources are being allocated.

Although estimates vary widely, the global costs of adaptation are likely to be in

the order of tens to hundreds of billions of United States dollars per year (Parry

et al. 2009). Even at the lower end of this spectrum, funding is likely to be a

significant hurdle to implementing effective adaptation policies and measures.

Securing financing for adaptation programs is therefore a key concern for policy-

makers and a key challenge to be addressed in adaptation programs. As in other

policy areas, challenges will differ at different stages of adaptation planning. Given

their broad focus on improving the evidence base, building capacity and creating an

enabling environment for adaptation, strategies have required relatively modest

funding for initial climate information and capacity building activities. Adaptation

plans, which set out specific actions and establish responsibilities for implementa-

tion, ought to be based on an understanding of the likely costs of measures and their

benefits. This ensures that funding is sufficient and that the chosen adaptation

options represent good value for money.

Few OECD countries specify how their adaptation programs will be funded or

the scale of resources required for implementation. Of those that explicitly mention

funding, they predominantly focus on preliminary activities such as vulnerability

assessments and climate research, rather than the implementation of measures.

England’s adaptation program has allocated some core funding for adaptation

research but has been designed on the basis that the funding of adaptation measures

will be achieved by reallocating existing resources. France has estimated the costs

of adaptation measures at €171 million per year, but these are expected to be

delivered through the usual budgeting process. Mexico’s Special Program on

Climate Change identifies investment priority areas, but does not specify how

such investments would be funded. The United States’ program also does not

specify how adaptation should be funded, but leaves the financing to individual

departments.

The lack of clarity on financing can, in part, be explained by the short time

adaptation has been on the policy agenda. Additionally, the focus on mainstreaming

in most strategies and plans reduces the need to discuss specific funding mecha-

nisms, as actions are expected to be funded through existing departmental budget-

ary processes (OECD 2012). Limited details on the actual costs of many adaptation

options can also complicate discussions around financing needs and value for

money (Biesbroek et al. 2010). Lastly, given current fiscal pressures, the limited

discussion of funding in adaptation plans may be a reflection of the limited scale of

public resources that are likely to be made available.

Countries’ experiences in implementing adaptation also suggest actions that can

increase resource availability and maximize the impact of those resources that are

available. These include building government support for adaptation by ensuring

that adaptation aims are linked to current government priorities (notably economic

growth) and by proposing adaptation options that serve multiple purposes and have

multiple benefits (OECD 2012). Additionally, participants recommended adapting

policy instruments or regulations that are already in place, rather than starting from

1178 M. Mullan et al.



scratch. Financial constraints have also encouraged governments to engage the

private sector in adaptation. As a starting point, governments have started to

encourage the private sector to secure its own resilience to climate change

(Agrawala et al. 2011), which ought to reduce the need for public investments in

adaptation.

Monitoring and Evaluation of National Adaptation Strategies
As countries implement adaptation programs, they will also need to track the

effectiveness of actions and the outcomes of adaptation interventions. Sophisticated

approaches to monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are currently being developed in

Finland, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom. A common characteristic of

these frameworks is their initial focus on monitoring progress in creating the right

enabling environment for adaptation (Swart et al. 2009). In essence, this entails a

focus on monitoring processes (e.g., the number of government departments that

have assessed their exposure to climate risks) rather than outcomes (e.g., reductions

in vulnerability to climate change). However, regular monitoring must be

complemented by longer-term evaluations that examine if set objectives have

been achieved, whether these objectives are still valid in the light of new evidence,

and if the identified results can be attributed to the adaptation actions taken.

Participants at the policy-makers workshop noted the challenges involved in

conducting M&E assessments, including generating baselines for use in assessing

progress, attributing causality of outcomes to actions, the high costs of data

gathering, and the long time horizons of climate change. Given these challenges,

most countries are not yet in a position to evaluate the effectiveness of adaptation

efforts using outcomes-based approaches. However, certain M&E approaches can

help governments to address these issues. Notably, the United Kingdom’s

approach combined progress and outcome indicators and should help in making

the connection between adaptation policies and observed outcomes. The frequent

snapshots of vulnerability provided by the United Kingdom’s five yearly Climate

Change Risk Assessments (CCRA) are expected to help policy-makers assess

progress and provide updated baselines against which adaptation interventions

can be assessed. Vulnerability assessments such as these may give countries

a means of assessing the broad effectiveness of adaptation programs, as a

complement to or in support of tracking the effectiveness of specific adaptation

measures.

France’s M&E strategy provides an alternative approach intended to help over-

come technical and financial challenges to evaluation. France’s approach uses

existing tools and procedures to review progress. It combines comprehensive

monitoring of the implementation of measures (using both process and outcome

indicators) with targeted evaluation of key sectors using a range of evaluation

techniques, such as impact assessment, cost-effectiveness, and cost-benefit analy-

sis. It also includes a qualitative review of climate change preparedness before and

after adaptation interventions. This approach should reduce the need to develop

new technical evaluation techniques and the associated costs and challenges with

gathering data.
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While addressing political and technical challenges in the design and imple-

mentation of M&E approaches is critical, policy-makers emphasized the impor-

tance of ensuring that the results from M&E assessments feed into the

development and evolution of national adaptation programs. This requires both

continuous learning (such as regular assessments or periodic reviews) and feed-

back mechanisms that outline how M&E results, and new information will

contribute to ongoing planning and implementation processes (Pringle 2011).

To facilitate this, some OECD countries have provided a statutory basis

for periodic reviews. For example, in the United Kingdom the 2008 Climate

Change Act requires a review of the national adaptation program every 5 years.

In Finland, the national adaptation strategy underwent a midterm review in 2009,

with a more comprehensive review scheduled for the 2011–2013 time frame.

Similarly, there will be a midterm review of the French national adaptation plan

in 2013, which will feed into the development of the next plan for 2015, and the

Danish strategy will be revised before the completion of its implementation phase

at the end of 2018, drawing on annual reports produced by a national coordination

body (Swart et al. 2009).

Conclusion

Overall, there has been considerable activity since the 2006 stock take of activity in

OECD countries. In 2006, the National Communications focused on discussing

projected climatic changes and the resulting impacts. There were some examples of

stand-alone adaptation projects but limited evidence of coordinated approaches

being adopted (Gagnon-Lebrun and Agrawala 2006). As of May 2013, the majority

of OECD countries have started the process of national planning for adaptation:

18 countries have implemented strategies or plans, and a further eight are in the

process of producing them. Some of the remaining countries have put in place

systems for national coordination, as in the United States, or focused on enabling

local and regional action, as in Canada, without articulating their strategies in a

single document.

OECD countries have made significant investments in providing evidence and

tools to inform the national planning process, for example, developing an increas-

ingly sophisticated understanding of the potential risks of climate change and a

growing volume of work on possible adaptation options. Several countries are now

planning to go further than this and assess the costs and benefits of adaptation

options. These investments, and the prior decades of work they build upon, have

already proved a useful input into the policy-making process.

The approaches taken have reflected national circumstances, but some common

themes have emerged. The first is that the financing of adaptation actions remains

an area with limited evidence on the scale of resource requirements and the sources

of funding. In part, this is because there is still a gap between high-level global

estimates and localized studies. The costs of adaptation at the national level remain

largely speculative at this stage.
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The second theme is that the development of evidence on adaptation should go

hand in hand with efforts to increase the capacity of end users to understand and

apply those resources. Efforts to increase the technical sophistication of climate

projections (and related tools) are needed to provide data that are tailored to the

decisions being made. But this needs to be complemented with efforts to increase

the usability of the evidence that is made available.

Finally, an area that has received limited attention to date is assessing the results

of the actions that have been implemented. Economic theory provides some indi-

cation of the types of approaches that are likely to be efficient or effective, for

example, adopting a flexible approach and aiming for “win-win” and “no- or

low-regret options.” However, there are different ways of achieving these objec-

tives, and they will not be equally effective. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is

important for political accountability but also for learning lessons that can be used

to inform revisions to the design of programs. Even countries with plans specifying

actions, responsibilities, and timescales are at an early stage in their development of

M&E strategies. This limited attention to M&E partly reflects the high-level,

strategic nature of many adaptation policies, where there is still more work to be

done to specify the objectives and trade-offs in ways that are sufficiently detailed to

enable assessments of progress.
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