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climate scenarios and projections, vulnerability assessments) usually form the backbone for adaptation planning. 
This is also critical from the perspective of the IPs, as many regions have pointed out the lack of awareness or 
understanding of climate change & adaptation needs, low prioritization, and lack of urgency as the barriers for their 
IPs. Finally, the regions have raised the need for better networking and collaboration across private, public and third 
sectors, which can be steered with informational and networking instruments.   

Chapter 2 of the Deliverable presents the general framework for CR governance. Chapter 3 presents the 
index to assess CR governance in each region. Chapter 4 describes the materials and methods used to collect and 
analyse the data used in the assessments. Chapter 5 presents the results and recommendations, including baseline 
governance assessments, identified governance barriers to and enablers of R4C IPs, and governance 
recommendations for each partner region.  
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Recognitional justice refers to the acknowledgements of the diversity of people and their needs in climate 
adaptation and resilience stemming from differing vulnerabilities to climate change, as well as the of the societal 
structures norms that create part of these vulnerabilities through various forms of inequality. These may include 
socio-economic, political, intergenerational, or cultural structures creating structural vulnerabilities (Chu and Cannon 
2021).    

Distributive justice refers to the acknowledgement that climate impacts and risks are distributed unequally 
across society, as well as concerns the distribution of rights and responsibilities of adaptation (Juhola et al. 2022; 
Chu and Cannon 2021). In the first case, the distribution of risks and impacts depends on the biophysical phenomena, 
or what climate events will take place and where, as well as on the vulnerabilities of people and assets at that specific 
moment in time and in the place where hazard occurs. In the second case, distribution of rights and responsibilities 
means identifying who enjoys the benefits of adaptation and who bears the burden of the costs or of possible negative 
outcomes (maladaptation).   

Procedural justice concerns equitable participation of actors and stakeholders in the adaptation process, 
from planning to implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and re-planning. Participation should extend beyond public 
sector actors and include citizens, private and third sectors, groups vulnerable to climate change as well as those 
possibly negatively affected by adaptation. Participation should also be meaningful extending beyond information 
dissemination to consultation and continuous collaboration, from participation by invitation towards a fully open and 
transparent process (Juhola et al. 2022; Chu and Cannon 2021). The inclusion and participation of actors is closely 
linked to identifying groups vulnerable to climate change, as well as those will benefit or be affected negatively by 
adaptation, as well as those are carrying the burden of adaptation costs (distributive and recognitional justice). 

Restorative justice concerns the acknowledgment and attribution of unequal distribution of damage as well 
as of outcomes of adaptation, both positive and negative. Additionally, emerging adaptation research and practice 
suggests the consideration of compensation for the existing structural inequalities in planning adaptation action, by 
for example, prioritizing marginalized, segregated or communities experiencing other injustices (Juhola et al. 2022).  

Next, these justice dimensions are examined in relation to each governance pillar of the CR governance 
framework (Figure 2).  

Structure 

The inclusion of a variety of actors is essential for governance effectiveness, and this is in line with all four 
justice dimensions. From the perspective of procedural justice, a variety of stakeholders need to be meaningfully 
involved into all stages of adaptation process, starting from negotiation to implementation, evaluation, and re-
planning, and this involvement should be transparent and open. The identification of actors from the recognitional 
and distributive justice dimensions requires careful examination of existing risks and vulnerabilities to them, which 
are conducted with the help of climate risk and vulnerability assessment in the planning phase. In the same planning 
phase, a careful assessment of adaptation outcomes and their fair distribution needs to be carried out. From the 
restorative justice perspective, in cases of unequal distribution of adaptation benefits or maladaptive outcomes, as 
well as of costs of adaptation, marginalized and vulnerable communities need to be compensated and/or prioritized 
in adaptation planning and re-planning. In adaptation implementation phase, responsibilities to act need to be 
distributed in an equitable manner, with all actors and stakeholders participating in adaptation (distributive justice).  
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synchronization of actors, structures and processes and alignment of policies across all levels of governance to 
increase adaptation effectiveness (Bennett and Satterfield 2018). Within multi-level governance context, there is a 
need to ensure that regional adaptation governance is aligned with national and local governance as well as planning 
and financing processes (Termeer et al. 2011), with some countries passing legislation to ensure the alignment of 
policy goals across levels (e.g., Australia, Baker et al. 2012). Additionally, there is a need to consider governance 
contexts in which adaptation takes place in terms of division of legislative and regulatory power at different levels, as 
the lack of mandate or competences at regional or local levels has been pointed out as one of the most common 
barriers to local and regional adaptation (Baker et al. 2012). The indicators used to assess this category and the 
scoring are presented in Table 3. 

Horizontal implementation 

Horizontal implementation refers to two types of implementation: mainstreaming - the integration of policy 
goals into other sectors at the same level of government, and dedicated (stand-alone) (Runhaar et al. 2018; 
Uittenbroek et al. 2014).  

In this category, the scoring is different for dedicated and mainstreaming approaches. Dedicated approach 
can be determined by the presence of a dedicated legal framework (adaptation/resilience law, strategy, or plan) and 
a dedicated specialized institution or addition of a function to an existing institution (responsible person/department) 
that coordinates adaptation. Adaptation is a political commitment and is framed as a core value and objective. 
Mainstreaming approach can be determined by the absence of a specialized institution or added functions to the 
existing institutions as well as the absence of dedicated frameworks, while adaptation is added as a policy goal or 
considered while formulating policy goals in other sectors (e.g., spatial planning, regional development, sustainable 
development, water management, etc) (see Table 1 for more details on differentiating the two implementation 
approaches).  

In many cases the approach is mixed. This can be, for example, evident in cases with an existing stand-
alone adaptation strategy that includes provisions for integrating climate adaptation objectives into other sectoral 
work (Saito 2013; Wamsler 2015); or using climate-related funding to hire dedicated staff to facilitate the integration 
of adaptation as a central theme of sectoral policies (Stiller and Meijerink 2016; Wamsler 2015). In the cases of mixed 
approaches, the study considers what would be the prevalent approach focusing on whether adaptation is steered 
primarily through sector policies or is a stand-alone policy sector, and the scoring is made for the prevalent approach.  

The effectiveness of a mainstreaming approach is conditioned by such factors as: a) coordination and 
collaboration between departments within and across policy domains, b) clear formulation of goals and c) sufficient 
resources. The dedicated approach requires at least the following conditions: a) availability of dedicated funds, b) 
specialized institutions, c) a clear legal framework, and d) horizontal alignment (Runhaar et al. 2018; Stiller and 
Meijerink 2016; Wamsler 2015).  The indicators used to assess this category separately for dedicated and for 
integrated approaches and the scoring logic are presented in Table 3. 

3.2.3. Mechanisms 

Steering with regulatory instruments  

The scoring in this category starts off with the perspective that regulatory mode of governance or the use of 
legally binding frameworks is most certain to steer adaptation, with network, information and market instruments 
















































































































































































