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STAP + PROVIA Technical Workshop on 
Strengthening Scientific Knowledge Base for Measuring, Monitoring & Evaluating 

Climate Change Adaptation 
January 22-24, 2015, Mumbai, India 

WORKSHOP SUMMARY1 

1. Background 

Projected changes in climate and the associated impacts on various sectors, including water, 
health, agriculture, and others pose a serious threat to the life and livelihoods of millions of 
people across the globe. There is an urgent need to adapt to climate change and variability 
to secure the lives of the vulnerable people and protect them from potential adverse 
impacts. With this in view, there has been a significant scale up of investments in adaptation 
interventions across the globe. To identify and assess the effectiveness of these 
interventions, Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) has become an important tool for the 
scientific community, donor agencies and other stakeholders. M&E can play an important 
role for assessing the effectiveness of adaptation strategies and measures and can help in 
identifying good practices and approaches that can be replicated more widely. 
 
The Scientific Steering Committee (SSC) of the Global Programme of Research on Climate 
Change Vulnerability, Impacts and Adaptation (PROVIA), in its Fifth Interim SSC meeting at 
Brazil identified adaptation M&E as one of the priority activities for 2014-15. At the same 
time, M&E was identified as an important strategic issue for the Global Environment 
Facility’s (GEF’s) Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) and Least Developed Countries Fund 
(LDCF). Given the scope for synergy, the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) of 
the GEF and PROVIA decided to undertake a joint effort to strengthen the scientific basis for 
measuring, monitoring and evaluating climate change adaptation. As a part of the effort 
several technical papers have been commissioned that explore different aspects of the 
problem, including: the M&E of programmatic and institutional interventions; establishing 
two-way linkages between project-level indicators and national-level outcomes; drawing 
lessons from M&E of development interventions for climate change adaptation, and 
addressing the data and information needs for M&E. The zero-order drafts of three 
commissioned papers were presented and discussed in the Technical Workshop held in 
Mumbai in January, 2015, and hosted by the All India Institute of Local Self Government 
(AIILSG). Workshop participants included the authors of the commissioned papers, 
representatives of funding and implementing agencies, the UNFCCC Secretariat, 
professionals working in the field of climate change vulnerability and adaptation and experts 
from the research community. 
 
This document summarizes the workshop presentations and discussions and presents the 
key observations and conclusions.  
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2. Objective and Structure  

The Technical Workshop on strengthening the scientific knowledge base for M&E reviewed 
commissioned papers addressing the following topics: 

 Approaches for measuring, monitoring and evaluating programmatic and systemic 
adaptation interventions leading to mainstreaming and institutional response 

 Linking M&E across scales – establishing the two-way linkages between institutional and 
national level actions and local impacts and benefits 

 Lessons from M&E approaches in key development sectors for climate change 
adaptation 

The workshop agenda (attached as Annex 1) was specifically prepared to incorporate the 
varied backgrounds and expertise of the participants from within and outside India, and also 
the participants who attended remotely to present their experiences with M&E and 
adaptation. 
 
The workshop began with a context-setting session that highlighted the evolving field of 
adaptation and the need to assess the efficiency of resource use given the issues of 
attribution, counterfactuals and limited observation capacity of implementing and 
evaluating agencies. This session provided an opportunity for stakeholders from funding and 
implementing agencies to give their perspective on the need for an efficient M&E 
framework. Subsequent sessions were led by the authors of the commissioned papers, 
followed by open discussion among participants to suggest improvements. The authors and 
other participants benefited from the perspectives shared by the remote presenters to 
highlight the current knowledge base on M&E and important methodological and practical 
challenges that could be addressed by the papers. After two days of presentations and 
discussions, the workshop concluded with a half-day session on the third day, wherein the 
authors reflected on key take-aways from the discussions on their papers and the next steps 
to improvise and finalize the drafts. There was also an open discussion that distilled some of 
key messages emerging from the two and half days of deliberations.    

3. Summary of Discussions 

The important points of discussion during the different sessions of the Technical Workshop 
are presented below. 
 
Opening session on stakeholder expectations: Day 1 – Session 1 

 During the opening session, the discussions focused on the expectations of different 
stakeholders as to the role of M&E in adaptation interventions. The session began by 
acknowledging that adaptation is possibly the most important issue for developing 
countries and with changing hazards and shifting baselines, it is a challenge to 
understand what we are adapting to. Given this uncertainty and the increasing focus on 
adaptation interventions, we need to have a new thinking on M&E for adaptation.  

 The technical papers being presented during this workshop were expected to provide 
guidance and help engage with different audiences and end users, including funding 
agencies such as the GEF and the Adaptation Fund, the UNFCCC process, countries as 
they progress on national action, and implementing and executing agencies.  
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 It was pointed out that M&E could help build transparency in the adaptation process, 
which is expected to be one of the important elements of the Paris negotiations in 2015. 
If there is an adaptation goal in the new agreement, tools and frameworks will be 
needed to measure and monitor the progress towards it.  

 Countries would also need a framework to measure and monitor their progress towards 
their adaptation actions, whether or not they form a part of their INDC (Intended 
Nationally Determined Contributions).  

 The panel discussion that saw participation from the funding agencies also highlighted 
the need for evidence based M&E to support individual results based frameworks. 
Indicators are required to assess cost effectiveness rather than results alone.    

 In practice, most adaptation interventions blend funding from different sources. In such 
a situation, if different funders have different systems and approaches, that poses a 
challenge for M&E. Further, since the funding is only project-related, there is no focus 
on assessing effectiveness once the project ends. 

 For the implementing agencies as well, the focus is often only on achieving activity-
related outcomes and not the overall progress.  

 There is pressure on the executing agency to report ‘success’ which might create 
problems and distort behavior in terms of achieving the objectives and meeting the 
expected outcomes and not just the output.  

 The blurring of the distinction between adaptation and development poses a challenge. 
It is difficult in practice to distinguish the adaptation deficit from the development 
deficit and funding agencies are often unclear of this issue. Overall, in the M&E 
framework, there is a need to understand how adaptation projects differ from normal 
development projects.   
 

Day 1 – Session 2: Paper 1 presentation and discussion led by John Colvin 

 The first technical paper focused on the need for programmatic, systemic, institutional 
and mainstreaming adaptation interventions. The critical challenge addressed in this 
paper was the deep uncertainty involving climate change and long-term time horizons 
over which adaptation interventions would work. 

 The paper also highlighted the role of learning and building capabilities for learning as 
central to M&E.  

 The paper presentation was followed by a presentation of GIZ’s work on M&E where 
there are stand-alone adaptation projects and projects with adaptation co-benefits and 
for each type, measurement and M&E is different. 

 This session explored the use of systems thinking perspective for M&E and adopting 
Theory of Change to understand the change processes and pathways. 

 There was further discussion on what baseline or time period do we define for 
monitoring and how that would impact the overall conclusions. 

 It was also pointed out that we would need new expertise and specialized institutions to 
could carry out M&E at national level.  
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Day 2 – Session 1: Paper 2 and 3 presentation and discussion led by Kris Ebi & Anna Williams 

 Paper 2 addressed the importance of M&E across scales to establish linkages between 
national level actions and local impacts and benefits. The paper highlighted how 
adaptation was a process and not just an outcome and there is a need for continuous 
assessment and evaluation. There is also a need for scaling up the adaptation efforts.  

 The discussion pointed to the fact that at the local level, there is a need to develop 
indicators that assess and measure the capacity that has been developed (process 
indicators). At the national level, we would need indicators to measure systemic 
capability.  

 Coordination and conflict resolution are important functions at the national level.  

 Paper 3 addressed the issue of learning from M& E approaches used in the development 
sector and applying them to climate change adaptation. The paper pointed out that 
evidence should be thought of in terms of impacts rather than as an outcome. Interim 
outcome indicators were suggested as a possibility for connecting near-term project 
outputs with longer-term outcomes / impacts. Definition of evidence would change 
depending on the stage at which evaluation is happening. It can mean measurable 
action, process or outcome at different stages.  

 The role of stakeholders and end-users is critical while doing M&E.  

 There is further need of mainstreaming gender into M&E. 

 
Day 2 – Session 2: Presentations and breakout sessions 

 This session had presentations from the funding agencies (GEF, Adaptation Fund, GCF) 
that addressed M&E issues from the perspective of donors and funders of adaptation 
projects. It was pointed out that the data collected may not be for the specific purpose 
of adaptation and the scale at which data and information is collected is very important. 
Further indicators need to be tracked against the intended results. Much of the 
information might be available in qualitative format and it has to be converted into 
quantitative format through scorecards to be used in M&E.  

 The discussion highlighted how gender sensitive and participatory approach could be 
used for M&E. 

 The presentations were followed by the two breakout sessions focusing on (a) 
connecting M&E to NAPs and national and multilateral policy processes and (b) M&E to 
support project and program design and implementation including results based 
management.  

 The discussions during the breakout sessions culminated in some of the observations 
and conclusions provided later in this summary.  
 

Day 3 – Stakeholder feedback  

 The closing session of the workshop had a feedback session from representatives of 
funding and implementing agencies, namely, the UNEP, UNDP, Adaptation Fund, 
UNFCCC, PROVIA and GEF.  

 There was discussion on how to get countries to take ownership of M&E and convince 
them of its value.  
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 Can there be a solution (or alternative) to donor-driven project M&E? In practice, there 
is significant pressure on executing agencies to show ‘concrete’ results or success.  

 There is also a need to measure intermediate outcomes in addition to the final outcome, 
which would help in learning and feeding the information back into the implementation 
process.  

 It was also pointed out that M&E itself needs resources and efforts and there might be a 
need to pool M&E budgets across similar projects to avoid duplication of efforts.  

 There is an important linkage between local and national levels and there is a need to 
explore if and how local projects can build capacity at the national level.  

 Experience with National Implementing Entity’s (NIEs) shows that the process of 
accreditation itself can build capacity and create a constituency for adaptation.  

 In the case of the Adaptation Fund, overall evaluation is commencing and the Fund is 
trying to move towards a formative evaluation. There is an opportunity to embed the 
right questions into this phase of evaluation.  

 There is a need to build the hierarchy of systems from project – program – sector to sub-
national – national for the effective M&E.   

 Both the Adaptation Committee and the LDC Expert Group are relevant for getting the 
messages from this work into the multilateral process. A formal submission into the 
UNFCCC process can be made through PROVIA (or GEF / STAP) 

 There is further need to better link research and practice as currently both seem to be 
proceeding on somewhat independent tracks. Such a link can actually be very rewarding 
for both sides. 

 The technical papers should make the case for the centrality of learning and should 
recognize (and differentiate) between different types of failure. Good M&E systems lead 
to transparency, and in fact help sort through different types of failure, such as 
procedural v/s design failure.  

 The larger question is how to “mainstream” M&E into the existing country systems. Can 
we track aggregate adaptation/resilience outcomes just as we track progress on 
development goals? And while there is a desire for simple and persuasive metrics, the 
use of both qualitative and quantitative metrics is important to avoid false precision. 
There is greater need to invest more thought into these tensions and tradeoffs when 
developing M&E frameworks.  

4. Observations and Conclusions 

From the discussions during the workshop, a number of important observations and 
conclusions emerged. These are grouped into four broad categories, covering (a) the 
importance and relevance of M&E, (b) the purpose and nature of M&E, (c) the process and 
means for doing M&E and (d) other observations. 
 
(a) Importance and relevance of M&E  

 M&E can be a means to invest now to save in the future.  

 There is a need to invest in effective M&E frameworks as M&E does not happen 
automatically and is also not costless. This is an important message for both countries 
and the donor agencies. 
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 As transparency is expected to be an important element of future agreements, M&E 
becomes an important tool to track progress and understand the effectiveness of 
interventions. 

 There is a need to connect adaptation with the larger Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs). Can M&E for adaptation be integrated with M&E systems for development? 
What is new about adaptation? In what way is M&E of adaptation different from M&E of 
development? These questions are going to be extremely important as there will always 
be a thin line between bridging adaptation deficit and development deficit.  

 This brings us to the important question of whether we need a separate M&E system for 
adaptation or have the system in place for larger developmental activities that would 
also have adaptation as the main or important component.  

 
(b) Purpose and nature of M&E 

From project-based M&E to M&E systems: 

 The importance of moving from M&E of projects to M&E systems was highlighted. It was 
pointed out that the idea of M&E systems needs to be developed further, with regard to 
the elements and functions. 

 Since all adaptation is not donor driven and there is a significant amount of domestically 
financed adaptation, as well as adaptation from the private sector and individuals, there 
is a need to develop a country-based M&E system that will track the progress and 
outcomes of adaptation interventions.   

M&E for learning vs. for accountability: 

 Learning is important for adaptation; and therefore learning has to be one of the main 
(if not the principal) objective of M&E systems. In current M&E systems, the focus is 
primarily on accountability, and to a lesser extent, performance. 

 The executing agencies are always under the pressure to demonstrate success. Although 
failure is a loaded word, we need to look at different types of failures critically and 
consider ‘intelligent failure’. For example, we need to look at procedural and design 
failure and also think of failure as an opportunity for learning.  

 We also need to be cautious in defining failure or success. What may look like success in 
one community may negatively impact a neighbouring community. Or what may look 
like a success in the short term, may have negative impacts in the longer term. 

 There is often a tension between the need to achieve easily demonstrated success and 
the need to innovate and experiment, given the difficulties in addressing climate change 
adaptation. There is perhaps a need to experiment with complexity – projects (and 
funding agencies) should take risks with complex situations. 
 

(c) Process & means for doing M&E  

 Indicators: There is a push for simple metrics that permit aggregation and comparability, 
and which help donors make the case in their respective countries. However, this hides 
richness and detail and could even be a “looking under the lamp-post” type problem. 
There should be ways in which we combine reductionist metrics with descriptive 
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narratives. Smart indicators are often advocated but might be counter-productive in 
case of adaptation. 

 We need to measure and monitor spillover effects to understand the outcomes of 
adaptation interventions better. We further need process indicators and there is a need 
to develop intermediate indicators along the causal chain.  

 We further need interim outcome indicators rather than process indicators or output 
and activity indicators. At a higher (national or sub-national) level, we would actually 
need capability measures.  

 Despite the problems with economic measures, there is probably a case to be made for 
an aggregate economy-wide measure, like value of infrastructure at risk, or aggregate 
economic losses or an “adaptation GDP”. 

 What approaches can be used to leverage existing data and information systems for 
M&E? 

 If we want to do M&E at the national level, what are the data and information 
requirements? Similarly, the donor agencies can actually use the national systems and 
statistics rather than devising their own M&E indicators.  
   

(d) Other observations 

 In the next 2-3 years, both the GEF and the Adaptation Fund will have a much larger 
base of completed adaptation projects, as most of their projects are currently in the 
early implementation or pre-implementation phases. As the base of experiences begins 
to grow, such information needs to be mined and analyzed for learning purposes. 

 Is the adaptation theory advancing beyond practice, or is the practice beyond the 
theory? There is not enough communication between the academic and practitioner 
world in regards to adaptation.  

 There is a need to better understand what the challenges/needs are from project 
managers at the country level. Also need to ensure that theoretical and academic work 
can translate to the practical level.   

 

 
 
  



8/12 
 

Annex I – Workshop Agenda 

STAP + PROVIA Technical Workshop on Strengthening Scientific Knowledge Base for 
Measuring, monitoring & evaluating climate change adaptation 

January 22-24, 2015 

DAY 1: THURSDAY JANUARY 22, 2015 

 
 

09:30 – 09:45 Welcome to participants from the local host organizers 
(AIILSG)  

 
09:45 – 10:00  Introduction to the workshop and motivation / background for 

the STAP / PROVIA initiative  

 Anand Patwardhan 
 
10:00 – 10:15    A perspective on adaptation in the UNFCCC negotiations 

 J M Mauskar, ex Special Secretary, MoEF 
 
10:15 – 10:30    Mainstreaming adaptation and resilience in urban 
development 

 Manisha Mhaiskar, Principal Secretary, Urban 
Development, Government of Maharashtra (TBC) 

 
10:30 – 10:45    State / national perspectives on adaptation and resilience 

 Ajoy Mehta, Prinicipal Secretary, Environment, 
Govt. of Maharashtra (TBC) 

 
10:45 – 11:00  The evolving field of adaptation and the importance of 

measuring, evaluating and learning  

 Prof. Tom Downing, President and CEO of the 
Global Climate Adaptation Partnership (GCAP) 

 
11:00 – 11:30    Tea/Coffee Break 
 
11:30 – 13:00    Stakeholder panel sharing perspectives on the need for M&E  
    Funding agencies – Saliha Dobardzic, GEF 
    Implementing agencies – Mark Tadross, UNDP 
    Countries – Paul Desanker, UNFCCC 
    Executing/Field organizations – Marcella D’Souza, WOTR 

 Panelists will have 5 minutes each for opening 
remarks. Moderator will pose questions to panel, 
and will then open to questions from the audience.  

13:00 – 14:00    Lunch Break 

Session 1: Inaugural Session (09:30 – 13:00) (open to the public)  
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14:00 – 15:30   Paper # 1 – Presentation and Discussion  

Approaches for measuring, monitoring and evaluating 
programmatic and systemic adaptation interventions leading 
to mainstreaming and institutional response 

 Paper Authors: Dr. Jon Colvin, Principal at the 
Global Climate Adaptation Partnership (GCAP) and 
Prof. Tom Downing, President and CEO of GCAP  
 

15:30 – 16:00    Coffee Break 
 
16:00 – 16:30   GIZ perspectives on M&E  

Timo Leiter, GIZ (On Skype) 
 
16:30 – 17:00   Open discussion and Recap of the day 
 
 

DAY 2: FRIDAY JANUARY 23, 2015 

 
 

9:30 – 11:00   Paper # 2 – Presentation and Discussion  
Linking M&E across scale – establishing the two-way linkages 
between institutional and national level actions and local 
impacts and benefits 

 Paper Author: Prof. Kris Ebi, Department of Global 
Health, University of Washington   

 
11:00 – 11:30    Coffee Break 
 
11:30 – 13:00   Paper # 3 – Presentation and Discussion  

Lessons from M&E approaches in key development sectors for 
climate change adaptation  

 Paper Author: Ms. Anna Williams, Founder and 
Director of Perspectiō 

 
13:00 – 14:00    Lunch Break 
 
 
 
 
 

Session 1: Paper II and III presentations and discussion (09:30 – 13:00) 

Session 2: Paper I presentation and discussion (14:00 – 17:00) 
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14:00 – 15:00 Lessons from developed and developing countries and data 
and information needs for M&E 

 Nicolina Lamhauge, OECD (On Skype) 
 
15:00 – 16:00 Expectations for M&E systems to support results-based 

management and programming  

 Demetrio Innocenti, GCF (On Skype) and Saliha 
Dobardzic, GEF 

   
16:00 – 16:30    Coffee Break 
 
16:30 – 18:00 Breakout Session A – Connecting M&Es to NAPs, and national 

and multilateral policy processes  

 Moderated by Paul Desanker 
 

Breakout Session B – M&E to support project and program 
design and implementation including results-based 
management  

 Moderated by Ian Noble 
 

 
DAY 3: SATURDAY JANUARY 24, 2015 

 
 

9:30 – 10:30 Report back from breakout sessions and open discussion  
 

10:30 – 11:30    Reflections from Paper Authors (10 – 15 min presentation 
each)  

 What has been learned? 

 Approach for next steps? 
 
11:30 – 13:00  Open Discussion and Wrap up (moderated by Anand 

Patwardhan) 

 Applications of the work 

 Next steps including strategies for engagement 
 
13:00 – 14:00   Lunch and workshop close 
 

 

Session 1: Concluding session (09:30 – 01:00)  

 

Session 2: Breakout sessions and discussion (14:00 – 17:30)  
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Annex II – List of Participants 
 
Suruchi Bhadwal 
Associate Director, Earth Sciences and Climate Change Division 
TERI (The Energy and Resources Institute) 
suruchib@teri.res.in 
 
John Colvin 
Principal, Global Climate Adaptation Partnership (GCAP) 
jcolvin@climateadaptation.cc 
 
Paul Desanker 
Manager, National Adaptation Plans and Policy, Adaptation Programme, UNFCCC Secretariat 
pdesanker@unfccc.int 
 
Saliha Dobardzic 
Senior Climate Change Specialist, Global Environment Facility (GEF) Secretariat 
sdobardzic@thegef.org 
 
Prof. Tom Downing 
President and CEO, Global Climate Adaptation Partnership (GCAP) 
tdowning.cc@gmail.com 
 
Marcella D’Souza 
Executive Director, Watershed Organisation Trust (WOTR) 
marcella.dsouza@gmail.com 
 
Prof. Kris Ebi 
Department of Global Health, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
krisebi@essllc.org 
 
Meeta Goel 
meetagoel@gmail.com 
 
Demetrio Innocenti (remote participation) 
M&E Specialist, Green Climate Fund  
dinnocenti@gcfund.org 
 
Atifa Kassam 
Task Manager, GEF Climate Change Adaptation, UNEP 
Atifa.kassam@unep.org 
 
Nicolina Lamhauge (remote participation) 
Policy Analyst, OECD 
Nicolina.Lambauge@oecd.org 
 
Timo Leiter (remote participation) 
Advisor, Climate Policy Support Project, Effective Adaptation Finance (M&E Adapt) 
Competence Centre for Climate Change 
giz Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH 
Timo.Leiter@giz.de 
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Veronique Morin (remote participation) 
Postdoctoral Researcher - Climate Change Adaptation 
Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) of the Global Environment Facility 
veronique.morin@unep.org 
 
Dr. Ian Noble 
Member, Scientific Steering Committee, Programme of Research on Climate Change Vulnerability, 
Impacts and Adaptation (PROVIA)  
noble.adapt@gmail.com 
 
Archana M Patankar 
Senior Research Fellow, Regional Centre for Urban and Environmental Studies, All India Institute of 
Local Self Government 
archana.patankar09@gmail.com 
 
Anand Patwardhan 
Adaptation Panel Member, Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) of the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) 
Professor, University of Maryland and Indian Institute of Technology-Bombay 
apat@umd.edu 
 
Sravanthi  Rallabandi  
Program Officer, Regional Centre for Urban and Environmental Studies 
All India Institute of Local Self Government 
sravanthirallabandi@gmail.com 
 
Dima Shocair Reda   
Operation Officer, Adaptation Fund 
dreda@adaptation-fund.org 
 
Shalini Sharma 
Sr Counsellor, Confederation of Indian Industry 
shashalini@gmail.com 
 
Upasna Sharma 
Assistant Professor, Humanities and Social Science, Indian Institute of Technology Delhi 
upasna.sharma@gmail.com 
 
Dr. Mark Tadross 
Technical Advisor 
Climate information and Early Warning Systems, UNDP - Global Environment Facility, Bureau of 
Policy and Programme Support 
mark.tadross@undp.org 
 
Ms. Anna Williams 
Founder and Director of Perspectiō 
2208 NW Market Street, Suite 308-B 
Seattle, Washington 
anna@perspectio.com 
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