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1: WHY DO WE NEED DELIBERATION
FOR CLIMATE ADAPTATION?

Climate adaptation is not only a scientific or technical task. It is a collective
governance challenge. The impacts of climate change cut across economic sectors and
social groups. Adaptation therefore depends on decisions that reflect diverse local
knowledge, competing priorities, and shared responsibilities. When these decisions are
made through closed or top-down processes, policies often face public resistance, limited
uptake, or inequitable outcomes (OECD 2021; IPCC AR6 WG II 2022). Deliberation offers
a way to address these challenges. Defined as the structured exchange of views and
evidence among randomly selected or representative citizens, it enables participants to
weigh trade-offs, learn from one another, and jointly craft recommendations for public
authorities. International evidence shows that deliberative processes (citizens’
assemblies, juries, and mini-publics) lead to better-informed, more legitimate, and more
future-oriented decisions (OECD 2020, Catching the Deliberative Wave; Smith 2021,
Democracy and Climate Crisis).

Legitimacy and trust. By giving citizens a visible role in defining adaptation priorities,
deliberation increases public acceptance of difficult measures (e.g., land-use changes, relocation,
or energy transitions). Participants’ recommendations carry social legitimacy that traditional
consultations rarely achieve (OECD 2021).

Knowledge integration. Deliberative formats connect scientific, technical, and local experiential
knowledge, improving the accuracy and relevance of adaptation plans (IPCC 2022, Ch. 17).
Citizens identify blind spots (social vulnerabilities, behavioural barriers, or local innovations) that
technical experts may overlook.

Social learning and behavioural change. Dialogue builds collective understanding of climate
risks, strengthening citizens’ ability to act and to support systemic solutions (Newig et al. 2017).

Equity and inclusion. Random or stratified recruitment ensures that vulnerable and under-
represented groups have a voice in designing responses (Dryzek et al. 2019). Inclusive
deliberation increases fairness and long-term policy durability.

Institutional innovation and coordination. When embedded in public administration,
deliberation bridges departmental silos by linking environmental, social, and economic agendas. It
creates continuous feedback between policymakers and communities (European Commission
2021, Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change Implementation Plan).

Acceleration of adaptation pathways. Regions that involve citizens early in scenario-building
and priority-setting tend to advance faster toward implementation because deliberation reduces
conflict and clarifies shared goals (European Environment Agency 2023).

How deliberation strenghtens climate adaptation
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CLIMAS demonstrates these benefits in practice. Across its pilot regions and research
activities, the project tested citizen deliberation as a governance instrument for climate
resilience. It showed that when citizens deliberate with experts and decision-makers,
adaptation options become more grounded in local realities, socially accepted, and
politically actionable. These experiments proved that deliberation can help public
authorities move from consultation to co-creation i.e., turning public participation into an
engine of implementation rather than a procedural formality.

The insights gathered through CLIMAS point to a more deliberative approach to climate
adaptation policy: one that treats citizen assemblies, participatory foresight, and feedback
loops as part of the policy architecture itself. The CLIMAS Toolbox (spanning methods for
facilitation, evidence generation, prioritisation, and monitoring) translates this approach
into practical instruments that any municipality, region, or national ministry can adopt.
Used together, they offer a concrete pathway for policymakers seeking to embed
deliberation into adaptation planning, budgeting, and evaluation in line with the EU
Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change.

Local and regional governments seeking practical ways to embed citizen
assemblies and other participatory formats in planning and budgeting cycles.
National ministries responsible for climate adaptation, environmental policy,
regional development, or democratic innovation.
EU-level actors and networks contributing to the Mission on Adaptation and the
European Green Deal.
Civil-society and research organisations supporting deliberative democracy and
participatory governance.

Who are these recommendations for?

How to use this document. Treat this report as a policy companion for institutional
change. It helps you locate your organisation on the participation journey and offers
tested steps and tools to advance. Each recommendation shows: (1) Why a barrier
matters for adaptation governance; (2) What policy actions can address it now, next, and
later; and (3) Which CLIMAS tools support implementation. Applying these
recommendations will strengthen institutional transparency, citizen trust, and the overall
resilience of adaptation governance i.e., turning deliberation from an experiment into a
core public function.

The CLIMAS project contribution
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2: WHAT IS CLIMAS AND WHAT DID WE
SET OUT TO DO?

The Horizon Europe Mission context. CLIMAS was launched under the Horizon
Europe call “Research and Innovation actions in support of the Mission on Adaptation to
Climate Change” (HORIZON-MISS-2021-CLIMA-02). The Mission aims to help at least
150 European regions and communities become climate-resilient by 2030. It recognises
that technical adaptation measures alone are insufficient i.e., effective resilience also
requires citizen engagement, trust, and social innovation. CLIMAS contributes directly to
this ambition by developing and testing new ways to involve citizens and stakeholders in
shaping local adaptation pathways.

Who we are and where we worked. CLIMAS
united a European consortium of 13 partners and 6
associated partners representing universities,
research institutes, municipalities, regional
authorities, civil-society organisations, and
innovation companies. The project was
coordinated by VILNIUS TECH (Lithuania). This
partnership brought together scientific rigour, policy
experience, and civic engagement capacities.
Working together, partners created an applied
learning community that bridged research and
practice, connecting institutional innovation with
citizen experience.

Through three Climate Assemblies (Riga, Edermünde, Catalonia) and three Living Labs,
CLIMAS tested deliberative and participatory tools in diverse governance and cultural
settings. This produced a comparative evidence base that underpins the
recommendations in this report.

Figure 1: CLIMAS pilots across Europe

From pilots to shared learning. Together, these pilot experiences enabled CLIMAS to
move beyond case-specific experimentation toward comparative understanding of
participatory governance in climate adaptation. Analysing how deliberation unfolded in
different political, cultural, and administrative contexts provided insights into the enabling
and constraining conditions for citizen engagement. These lessons formed the empirical
foundation for the project’s design-thinking process, through which research findings
were translated into concrete instruments and policy recommendations. 
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By combining user-centred design with comparative policy research, CLIMAS generated
both tangible outputs (such as facilitation guidelines, scenario-prioritisation and
monitoring tools) and analytical understanding of the organisational conditions required
for successful deliberative processes. In this way, the design-thinking approach
functioned not only as a method for tool creation but also as a research strategy for
understanding how deliberative governance can be institutionalised within adaptation
policy.

Our approach: design thinking, co-creation, and testing. The CLIMAS methodology
was grounded in a design-thinking framework that integrated research, experimentation,
and policy learning. This approach unfolded through five iterative stages (empathising
with users, defining the problem, generating ideas, prototyping, and testing) and was
applied across all work packages to connect conceptual research with hands-on
governance practice. The use of design thinking was deliberate: it provided a structured
yet flexible process for translating abstract principles of participation and resilience into
practical tools that local and regional authorities could realistically apply. The process
began with an extensive mapping of how municipalities and communities engage citizens
in adaptation planning, revealing fragmentation, uneven capacity, and weak institutional
mandates. These diagnostic insights formed the foundation for the co-creation of
engagement instruments through collaborative workshops, design sprints, and feedback
sessions with policymakers, facilitators, and citizens. Each iteration of tool development
was evaluated in real-world pilots and refined based on empirical evidence gathered from
the Climate Assemblies and Living Labs.

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5

Empathise Define the
problem

Ideate the
engagement

tools
Prototype Test

WP2 WP3

WP4

Figure 2: CLIMAS design thinking approach

European policy and impact dialogue. Beyond the pilots, CLIMAS engaged directly with the
EU Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change, the Committee of the Regions, and several
Horizon Europe sister projects such as AGORA, INCENTIVE and GreenSCENT to align its work
with EU policy priorities. Partners also represented CLIMAS at UNFCCC side events in Bonn and
Dubai, promoting citizen deliberation in global climate discussions. Through these exchanges,
the project has become part of a growing European community of practice advancing
participatory climate governance and contributing to the Commission’s Key Impact Pathways for
scientific, societal and policy impact.
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3: WHAT DID CLIMAS ACHIEVE?
EVIDENCE FROM THE FIELD
3.1: Where we worked?

Edermünde, Germany. Three sessions (Sept-Nov 2024), ~39 hours in total;
28>26>23 participants across sessions; focus on climate‑resilient land use and
urban development trade‑offs; independent monitoring of organisers, facilitators,
participants, experts, observers, and a six‑month follow‑up with participants and the
mayor.

Riga, Latvia. Five sessions (Sept-Nov 2024), ~8 hours each; 35 participants
recruited to reflect city demographics; focus on urban greening for adaptation and
wellbeing; full multi‑actor monitoring plus six‑month participant and policymaker
follow‑ups.

Catalonia, Spain. Six sessions (Nov 2023-Jan 2024), ~100 randomly selected
participants ensuring demographic and territorial balance; focus on two policy
dilemmas using an agenda-setting method co-developed with the Government of
Catalonia. Tested CLIMAS tools for facilitation and evidence-based agenda design;
outcomes integrated into future regional assemblies on water, mobility, and land use.

The CLIMAS Climate Assemblies were organised and monitored between 2023 and 2025
in Edermünde (Germany), Riga (Latvia) and Catalonia (Spain), supported by the CLIMAS
evaluation framework. Together they involved more than 160 citizens, local officials,
experts, and facilitators, testing deliberative methodologies in contrasting political and
cultural settings (from small municipalities to regional administrations).

These cases together created a comparative evidence base on how deliberative methods
perform under different administrative capacities and political conditions.

3.2: What changed on the ground?
Stronger citizen knowledge and motivation. Across pilots, participants reported
substantial learning gains and heightened concern for climate impacts. 

Six-month follow-up surveys confirmed that most respondents sustained higher
awareness and adopted small behavioural changes (from transport habits to water or
energy use).

In Riga, participants who were “extremely
concerned” grew from 8.8 to 22.6 per cent,
and 84 per cent rated the assembly very or

extremely useful for critical reflection on local
climate issues.

In Edermünde, the share of those “extremely
concerned” about climate change rose from
10.7 to 22.2 per cent after the assembly, and
nearly 70 per cent said they felt encouraged

to act individually or collectively.
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Visible institutional response. Municipalities created formal follow-up mechanisms,
turning deliberation into actionable governance inputs.

In Riga, the city mapped 41 citizen
recommendations to responsible departments and
began incorporating them into the Urban Greening
Plan 2027-2031. Several proposals (e.g., flexible
grass-mowing rules and green-roof bus shelter)

entered implementation within months.

In Edermünde, the council held a public session
(Dec 2024) to receive the citizens’

recommendations and issued written responses
from all political groups (Feb 2025). A two-year

review cycle was introduced to monitor
implementation.

Deliberative quality and inclusion. Facilitation was consistently rated highly. In Riga, 26
of 31 participants graded facilitation as “excellent” and 27 as “extremely neutral.” In
Edermünde, over 80 per cent rated facilitation 4 or 5 (out of 5). Assemblies achieved
respectful dialogue and reason-giving, though youth and language diversity remained
challenging. The Catalonia assembly showed that representativeness can be
operationalised at regional scale: a lottery produced a gender balance (51% of women)
and broad socio-economic mix, while rural residents were intentionally over-represented
to reflect adaptation priorities.

Policy uptake and methodological innovation. The Catalonia assembly pioneered a
dilemma-based agenda-setting methodology that has since been adopted by the
Government of Catalonia for future participatory processes in water, mobility, and land-
use policy. Its design (grounded in expert co-creation, trade-off framing, and impact
assessment (directly fed into refinement of CLIMAS Tools, establishing a repeatable
model for politically relevant citizen deliberation. At municipal level, the Riga and
Edermünde assemblies institutionalised “response duties” for policymakers, an important
pre-condition for the long-term legitimacy of citizen participation.

3.3: What we learned?
The CLIMAS cases demonstrate that citizen assemblies can strengthen adaptation
capacity through three mutually reinforcing mechanisms. 

Across sites, the key lesson is that participation must be designed as a continuous policy
function, not a one-off consultation. Political endorsement, adequate facilitation, and
transparent monitoring are the enabling conditions turining deliberative innovation into
durable governance reform.

Governance learning
Assemblies created structured
spaces where technical staff,
politicians, and citizens could

jointly examine trade-offs,
producing informed mandates and
higher quality adaptation plans. 

Social trust and legitimacy
 Participants and local leaders

reported increased confidence in
participatory decision-making,

with high satisfaction scores for
fairness and neutrality. Where

trust rose, resistance to
adaptation measures declined.

Behavioural & cultural change
 Six-month surveys showed
sustained awareness, self-

reported lifestyle changes, and
continued peer-to-peer knowledge

exchange, confirming that
deliberation contributes to longer-

term social resilience.
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4: WHAT TOOLS MAKE CLIMATE
DELIBERATION WORK?
The CLIMAS project transformed its research and pilot experience into a Toolbox of
practical instruments that public authorities can use to design, run, and evaluate
deliberative and participatory processes on climate adaptation. The Toolbox is modular:
each tool can be applied at different stages (planning, facilitation, decision support, or
follow-up) depending on the institutional context. All were co-created with practitioners
and tested across the CLIMAS pilots to ensure usability in real policy settings.

Knowledge & Evidence-Based Support (KEBS) Tool. A semi-automated tool for scanning scientific,
policy, and media sources to identify pressing adaptation topics and evidence gaps. KEBS helps
organisers build transparent, data-driven agendas and align citizen deliberation with current research
and policy priorities. [Tool 2]

Scenario Prioritisation Tool (AHP). An analytic-hierarchy-process AHP application that converts
citizens’ qualitative preferences into weighted rankings of adaptation scenarios. It supports fair,
evidence-based prioritisation and strengthens the traceability of group reasoning. [Tool 5]

Facilitation Guidelines and Set-Up Manual. A methodological guide covering recruitment,
preparation, and moderation of assemblies. It provides step-by-step advice on inclusivity, neutral
facilitation, and adaptive design suitable for municipalities with limited resources. [Tool 3]

Scenario-Building Methodology. A structured participatory foresight process enabling citizens and
experts to co-create plausible futures and explore trade-offs. It combines qualitative scenario building
with value mapping and can be used independently or within assemblies. [Tool 4]

Recommendation-Mapping Tool. A digital decision-support system that links citizen recommendations
to governance parameters (responsible departments, existing plans, and monitoring indicators)
ensuring each proposal has a clear administrative “owner”. [Tool 6]

Citizen-Science Toolkit. A supplementary package promoting citizen data collection on climate risks
(e.g., heat, flooding, biodiversity). It connects deliberation with real-world monitoring and helps build
public ownership of adaptation measures. [Tool 7]

Climate Assembly Portal (CAP). An integrated online platform hosting all CLIMAS tools. It enables
survey distribution, collaborative workspaces, discussion forums, and public dashboards, ensuring
transparency and long-term data storage. [Tool 1]

Performance-Monitoring and Evaluation Methodology. A cross-cutting framework providing
indicators for deliberative quality, inclusiveness, and policy impact. It allows comparable evaluation
across assemblies and feeds results into continuous institutional learning. [Tool 8]

Together, these instruments make deliberation replicable, transparent, and measurable.
Detailed descriptions, technical specifications, and policy use cases for each tool are can
be found on CLIMAS website.

https://www.climas-project.eu/
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5: WHAT IS BLOCKING CITIZEN-LED
CLIMATE ACTION AND WHAT POLICY
CAN FIX?
Climate Assemblies follow a structured journey (from defining a mandate to
communicating results) that mirrors how institutions and citizens interact in climate
decision-making. CLIMAS found that specific obstacles tend to appear at different points
along this journey: gaps in mandates, political hesitation, limited capacity, and weak
follow-up mechanisms. While each barrier is illustrated at a particular phase, many can
also emerge (or reappear) at other stages of the process, reflecting the interlinked nature
of participatory governance.

The six problem areas visualised here form the analytical foundation for the
recommendations that follow. The next chapters link each barrier to practical responses
and CLIMAS tools that help overcome it and describe every challenge (and its
corresponding solution) in greater detail.

Institutional
misalignment

Political 
reluctance

Inclusion & equity
deficits

Capacity
constraints

Weak uptake &
follow up

Engagement 
gaps

Mandate &
Set-Up

Political
Approval

Recruit-
ment

Delibe-
ration

Integration
Communi-

cation

PROBLEM AREA #1 PROBLEM AREA #2 PROBLEM AREA #3

PROBLEM AREA #4 PROBLEM AREA #5 PROBLEM AREA #6

Climate Assembly Process

Figure 3: CLIMAS problem landscape



Across CLIMAS pilots and surveys, most municipalities lacked a formal structure or mandate for
citizen participation in climate adaptation decisions. Engagement was often organised on an ad-
hoc basis, led by individual departments or short-term project teams rather than embedded in
municipal routines.

The CLIMAS survey of 32 municipalities in 12 EU Member States confirmed this
fragmentation: Only 37 % of local governments had a designated officer or department
responsible for stakeholder engagement. The remainder depended on temporary project
teams or external consultants, with limited capacity to ensure continuity. Among smaller and
medium-sized municipalities, citizen-engagement activities were usually implemented
through short-term or EU-funded projects, rather than integrated into permanent budgets.
Just 28 % of municipalities with fewer than 100,000 inhabitants had staff formally assigned
to participation tasks.

Evidence from the CLIMAS pilots shows that institutional fragmentation undermines
adaptation governance. Responsibilities for climate, environment, and communication are
often distributed across separate units that operate on different timelines and reporting
systems, making coordinated follow-up and long-term learning difficult.

In practice, this leads to what CLIMAS partners described as a “pilot trap.” Even when
assemblies or living-lab processes receive strong political backing, their recommendations
frequently remain disconnected from existing decision pathways because ownership, reporting
lines, and links to adaptation planning are unclear. Experiences in Catalonia and Riga illustrated
this challenge: both successfully mobilised citizens and experts, yet limited cross-departmental
coordination meant that outputs were difficult to embed into official adaptation and spatial-
planning documents.

INSTITUTIONAL MISALIGNMENT 
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PROBLEM AREA 1

What CLIMAS found:

Why it matters:

Institutional misalignment weakens both the effectiveness and credibility of climate adaptation
efforts. When participation responsibilities are fragmented or temporary, citizen input remains
symbolic i.e., disconnected from planning, budgeting, and follow-up. CLIMAS pilots showed that
municipalities with clear coordination between climate, environment, and communication teams
were better able to embed assembly outcomes into adaptation and greening plans. Establishing
clear roles and a stable coordination structure ensures that public deliberation becomes part of
everyday decision-making rather than a one-off exercise.

We had active departments for environment and participation but no one was
clearly in charge of how citizen inputs enter policy.

”

 Municipal official, Latvia
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Conduct an internal mapping of engagement responsibilities across departments (e.g., climate,
environment, communications, and participation) to identify overlaps and coordination gaps.
Map hazard ownership: Use [Tool 06] (Recommendation Mapping), record which department leads
on each adaptation domain (e.g., heat-health, flood risk, drought response).
Nominate a lead coordinator for participatory climate governance, reporting directly to the mayor or
adaptation task force to ensure accountability and cross-department alignment.
Use the Facilitation & Set-Up Guidelines [Tool 03] as a template to establish clear “rules of
cooperation” between policy and participation teams, and record this structure within the Climate
Assembly Portal [Tool 01] for transparency and monitoring.

NOW: Clarify roles & coordination

NEXT: Build institutional capacity

LATER: Embed participation in legal and budgetary frameworks

Create a multi-departmental Citizen Engagement Unit or working group that connects planning,
adaptation, and participation agendas under one coordination framework.
Include citizen-engagement KPIs in managers’ performance reviews to institutionalise accountability
and learning across departments.
Use the Scenario Building Methodology [Tool 04] and the Knowledge & Evidence-Based Support Tool
[Tool 02] to align internal planning with upcoming public deliberation cycles and evidence-based
agenda setting.
Allocate small, recurring budget lines for facilitation and follow-up to ensure continuity beyond one-off
project funding.
Institutionalise cross-department sessions using KEBS [Tool 02] to jointly interpret evidence from
adaptation plans and citizen recommendations before each planning cycle.
Apply the Scenario Building Methodology [Tool 04] internally once per year as a coordination exercise
to anticipate future adaptation conflicts.

Institutionalise participation within local climate-adaptation plans and annual budget cycles to make
citizen engagement a permanent governance function rather than a project activity.
Require every new adaptation measure to demonstrate prior public consultation or deliberation, in line
with the EU Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change.
Use the Recommendation Mapping Tool [Tool 06] to link citizen inputs to responsible departments and
National Adaptation Plan targets, ensuring clear ownership and traceability.
Adopt the Evaluation & Monitoring Module [Tool 08] to track how citizen inputs progress through
administrative stages and to report results transparently on the Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01].
Integrate coordination duties into adaptation plan reviews i.e., require each new NAP or local
adaptation update to include a section on public engagement structures and their continuity plan, using
metrics from the Performance-Monitoring Methodology [Tool 08].



Across all pilots, CLIMAS observed that political hesitancy and risk aversion often limited the
uptake of Climate Assembly outcomes even when administrative staff supported them. Political
leaders cited concerns about losing control over agendas, potential public criticism, or
misalignment with party priorities.

In 40.6% of surveyed municipalities, local officials reported that a lack of political support or
acceptance was a key challenge to implementing climate policies. Interviews further
revealed that this often blocks deeper participatory processes.
Interviews with EU municipalities highlighted a pervasive perception that public deliberation
is time-consuming, unpredictable, and politically risky, leading many mayors to delegate
engagement tasks to technical units instead of integrating them into political decision cycles.
In pilot contexts where political actors remained distant, organisers reported difficulties in
securing follow-up or policy endorsement.

POLITICAL RELUCTANCE
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PROBLEM AREA 2

What CLIMAS found:

Why it matters:

Engaging citizens without political buy-in undermines the potential of participatory climate
governance. CLIMAS research shows that while many cities experiment with public involvement,
few embed it in actual decision-making mostly because of weak political ownership.

When deliberation is delegated to technical units without political backing, outcomes are
rarely implemented, leading to frustration, participation fatigue, and reduced public trust.
Political commitment is essential to legitimise assemblies, allocate resources, and ensure
follow-up. Without it, processes remain disconnected from real policy action.

Effective participation requires political ownership; not just administrative coordination.

Figure 4: Main challenges to the implementation of climate change policies
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Invite elected representatives to open or close Climate Assembly sessions to visibly associate political
leadership with citizen participation.
Issue a brief political statement of intent, committing to consider recommendations and communicate
outcomes.
Assign a lightweight liaison role within the mayor’s office or executive team to ensure assemblies are
connected to key policy cycles.

NOW: Signal commitment & lower political risk

NEXT: Align political cycles and deliberation agendas

LATER: Institutionalise political accountability for participation

Integrate assembly timelines into annual political calendars (e.g., before strategy setting, budget
planning, or climate target reviews).
Use the Scenario Building Methodology [Tool 04] and KEBS platform [Tool 02] to ensure agendas
respond to real political windows and framing.
Begin piloting structured response formats (e.g., accept/adapt/reject) to build a “feedback contract” with
citizens.

Adopt a formal response requirement for Climate Assembly recommendations in council, strategy, or
climate planning procedures.
Use the Recommendation Mapping Tool [Tool 06] to trace how citizen inputs travel through political
and administrative systems.
Evaluate outcomes using the Monitoring Module [Tool 08] to report on uptake and show how public
input is shaping policy.

Strategies to Build Political Confidence

Frame participation as a governance asset, not a threat. Show how assemblies reduce decision
risk by broadening legitimacy and sharing accountability.

Start with visible but low-risk involvement. Participating in opening or closing sessions,
endorsing outcomes publicly, or commissioning short thematic assemblies are credible first steps
that build trust without surrendering control.

Use evidence as a protective layer. Base citizen deliberation on data from KEBS or other technical
sources so that discussions remain fact-anchored. This reduces perceived unpredictability and helps
politicians justify outcomes.

Create communication value for political actors. Integrate assemblies into public reporting and
media cycles to make them a source of visibility, not vulnerability.

Institutionalise feedback loops. Formal mechanisms (accept/adapt/reject responses) show that
assemblies inform, not replace, representative decision-making i.e., strengthening rather than
competing with councils.



Reaching diverse audiences is a pervasive challenge. In the CLIMAS survey, municipalities
most frequently cited difficulty reaching different audiences (50.0%), along with limited
resources (46.9%), lack of interest/awareness (45.3%), and participation fatigue (37.5%) as
barriers to engaging citizens i.e., issues that disproportionately affect inclusion. 
Inclusive methods are unevenly applied. When asked how they implement participatory
processes inclusively, only 15.6% of surveyed municipalities reported offering training and
capacity‑building programmes (one of the least used measures). 
Representation skews toward the highly educated. CLIMAS’ bottlenecks review notes that
participants are “mostly highly educated,” with under‑representation of people in vulnerable
situations unless recruitment and support measures are deliberately designed. It
recommends stratified random sampling, incentives (compensation, childcare, transport),
and plain‑language/accessible formats to remove barriers. 

INCLUSION & EQUITY DEFICITS
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PROBLEM AREA 3

What CLIMAS found:

Why it matters:

Inclusive participation is not a nice‑to‑have as it’s a governance risk control. When the people
most exposed to climate impacts (e.g., low‑income households, migrants, persons with
disabilities, youth, older adults) are absent or under‑represented, decision quality drops and
policy durability suffers. CLIMAS research underscores that municipalities struggle to reach
diverse audiences and seldom monitor inclusion systematically; its performance framework
treats inclusivity as a core condition for legitimacy, not an add‑on. For policy makers, that means
inclusion affects legal robustness, accountability, and long‑term compliance, not just optics.

Legitimacy and fairness. If those most affected by climate risks or policy trade‑offs are
missing from the room, deliberation loses credibility and can reproduce existing inequalities.
CLIMAS’ monitoring approach links legitimacy to demographic diversity and the “all‑affected
interests” principle, making representation and accessibility criteria you can verify rather than
aspirations. The practical consequence for elected officials is fewer post‑decision challenges
and clearer mandates when inclusion is demonstrably achieved.
Quality of deliberation. Unequal participation (driven by confidence gaps, language
barriers, inaccessible formats, or meeting logistics) shrinks the range of lived experiences
and options considered. CLIMAS highlights that equitable facilitation and accessible
materials are prerequisites for fair discussion, which in turn improves the informational basis
of policy. For policy makers, more diverse inputs reduce blind spots (e.g., for energy‑poverty
or heat‑risk measures) and lead to solutions that are implementable across different
neighborhoods and constituencies.
Practical uptake. CLIMAS’ barriers and drivers analysis shows that simple, concrete
supports (e.g., childcare and transport compensation, targeted invitations, needs‑based
outreach) materially increase participation from under‑represented groups. When inclusion is
visible and measured, assemblies shift from symbolic exercises to representative forums
whose recommendations travel further in the policy cycle.
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Adopt a short “Participation Equity Directive.” Require plain‑language materials, accessibility by default
(interpreting, easy‑read/large print, remote participation), and inclusive facilitation standards using
Facilitation & Set‑Up Guidelines [Tool 03]. 
Approve a baseline support package for participants. Provide transport/childcare compensation and
modest stipends (with an option to donate) to lower practical barriers for low‑income and young
residents. Evidence from CLIMAS bottlenecks/drivers workshops notes incentives matter for these
groups and that simple language from the outset is critical. 
Set inclusion metrics and publish them. Define the target composition (benchmarked to local census)
and require reporting on “composition vs. population,” using Performance Monitoring [Tool 08] for
indicators and Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01] for public reporting. 
Assign clear ownership for inclusion. Give the existing CA coordinator a formal brief to deliver the
Directive and cross‑department cooperation (e.g., with social services, disability, and migration offices). 

NOW: Put minimum equity safeguards in place

NEXT: Build representative pipelines & supports

LATER: Institutionalise equity by design

Adopt a “Representative Recruitment Protocol.” Use stratified random sampling with targeted top‑ups
for under‑represented groups; sequence invitations in plain language; and track acceptance/attrition,
grounding with Tool 03 for inclusive outreach and Tool 08 indicators. 
Create a Language & Accessibility Plan. Budget for interpreting, translated materials, assistive tech,
hybrid access, and advance materials for visually impaired participants.
Partner with trusted intermediaries. Sign MOUs with community‑based organisations to co‑recruit and
host sessions within communities themselves; compensate partners for outreach. 
Introduce an Equity Impact Check. Before agenda setting and at reporting, ask departments to
complete a short equity assessment showing who benefits/bears costs and where voices are missing;
store the check in CAP [Tool 01] and inform evidence packs in KEBS [Tool 02]. 
Train facilitators and managers. Run short courses on bias‑aware facilitation, safe‑space norms, and
balanced speaking time using Tool 03; track training as an input indicator in Tool 08. 

Embed equity clauses in procurement and procedures. Require all externally run engagements to
deliver on your Directive (recruitment protocol, support package, accessibility plan, and demographic
reporting via CAP [Tool 01].
Create a standing Inclusion & Accessibility Budget Line. Make support (childcare/transport/translation)
a small but permanent item to avoid ad‑hoc funding cycles. 
Mandate annual public reporting of equity metrics. Use Monitoring Module [Tool 08] to publish
demographic composition, support uptake (e.g., childcare used), speaking‑time balance, and follow‑up
outcomes on CAP [Tool 01]. 
Link inclusion to accountability. Add inclusion KPIs (e.g., “assembly composition within agreed
tolerance of census,” “percentage of recommendations informed by equity check”) to department
performance reviews. 



Across CLIMAS pilots and surveys, municipalities repeatedly cited limited staff, funding, and
technical expertise as major obstacles to implementing participatory climate processes.
Engagement responsibilities are often distributed among departments with no dedicated team
or sustained resources.

63% of cities surveyed reported no permanent staff assigned to citizen participation.
Engagement is often managed by temporary project teams or outsourced to consultants.
In small and medium-sized municipalities, engagement relies heavily on short-term EU
projects, with limited opportunities for capacity transfer or long-term learning.
Officials described “project fatigue” and an inability to maintain public dialogue between
funding cycles i.e., assemblies end, but institutional knowledge fades.
Interviewees highlighted the lack of skills in facilitation, scenario planning, and impact
monitoring, especially outside capital cities.

CLIMAS pilots in Riga, Chios, and Edermünde demonstrated that dedicated capacity and
recurring facilitation budgets significantly improved the quality and continuity of assemblies.
Where local staff were trained and engaged early, participation became more regular, adaptive,
and trusted.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS
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PROBLEM AREA 4

What CLIMAS found:

Why it matters:

Insufficient institutional capacity limits both the quality and continuity of citizen engagement.
Without trained personnel and predictable resources, participation becomes reactive, dependent
on external support, and disconnected from long-term governance.

When staff rotate or projects end, institutional memory disappears, and citizen input fails to
reach decision-makers.
Outsourcing engagement tasks prevents local teams from learning how to manage dialogue,
data, and facilitation i.e., leading to repeated “pilot traps.”
Without internal expertise, municipalities cannot adapt deliberative tools to their own context,
leaving participation vulnerable to funding gaps and administrative turnover.

CLIMAS research confirms that capacity is the foundation for legitimacy and trust. Assemblies
supported by local teams trained through the CLIMAS Toolbox showed faster uptake of
recommendations and stronger alignment between citizen input and municipal planning.



ACTIONS FOR POLICY MAKERS

19

Designate a small internal Engagement Focal Team (even 1-2 staff) responsible for coordinating
participation across departments.
Allocate a recurring micro-budget for facilitation, meeting costs, and communication i.e., ensuring
continuity beyond project funding.
Use the Facilitation & Setup Guidelines [Tool 03] to train existing staff in participatory methods and
documentation.
Store and share all assembly materials in the Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01] to preserve
institutional memory.

NOW: Strenghten core capacity and continuity

NEXT: Build skills, knowledge, and continuity mechanisms

LATER: Institutionalise political accountability for participation

Key Insights from CLIMAS pilots

Edermünde: working with limited capacity
The small German municipality of Edermünde tested CLIMAS engagement
tools within a tight staffing context. Local officers managed the process directly,
coordinating logistics and community outreach with minimal external help. The
pilot showed that small municipalities can apply deliberative methods
effectively when coordination and follow-up stay in-house, even without large
teams or budgets.

Riga: integrating participation into existing structures
The Riga Energy Agency implemented parts of the CLIMAS Toolbox to support
its ongoing climate-communication and citizen-science initiatives. By
embedding new participation formats into established programmes rather than
creating a new unit, Riga demonstrated that linking deliberation to existing
municipal structures helps maintain engagement and learning beyond a single
project cycle.

Develop a core training pathway for municipal staff on facilitation, participatory design, and data use.
Partner with universities, NGOs, or regional networks to create shared resource pools (e.g., a roster of
trained facilitators or a mentorship scheme between larger and smaller cities).
Apply the Scenario Building Methodology [Tool 04] to help internal teams run simulations before
assemblies, reducing facilitation costs and risk.

Embed participation skills and facilitation training into municipal human-resources and onboarding
programmes so new staff inherit experience rather than starting from zero.
Establish a permanent learning loop: every assembly or engagement event should produce an internal
“after-action review” stored in the Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01] and shared across departments.
Partner with regional training institutes or national associations of municipalities to maintain a joint
curriculum on deliberative governance and climate participation.
Integrate participation capacity metrics into annual adaptation reports and local climate-action
monitoring to show how skills investment supports policy delivery.



Traceability gaps after engagement. In the CLIMAS survey, cities most often said
engagement outputs were integrated into plans/strategies (48.4%) or used to prioritise
actions (37.5%). Yet 29.7% of respondents did not know how engagement outputs were
incorporated i.e., clear evidence of weak feedback loops and tracking.
Limited routines to keep stakeholders involved in implementation. Methods used include
progress updates (37.5%) and working groups/task forces (37.5%), but
training/capacity‑building was the least used (15.6%); again, 23.4% answered “I don’t
know,” signalling low transparency in follow‑up.
Actors are unsure how assembly results will be used. Workshops documented a recurrent
barrier: “lack of understanding of how precisely the results are going to be used and
implemented” i.e., with a recommended remedy to set a transparent framework and a
committee with citizen and policymaker representatives to oversee translation into policy.

WEAK UPTAKE & FOLLOW‑UP
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PROBLEM AREA 5

What CLIMAS found:

Why it matters:

Without structured follow-up, even well-designed participatory processes risk
becoming symbolic exercises. CLIMAS survey data show that almost one-third of
municipalities could not say how engagement results were used, and many relied on ad-hoc
or informal methods for follow-up. When citizens see recommendations disappear after final
reports, confidence in participation declines, and public willingness to engage again
diminishes.
Weak follow-up also affects internal governance. Departments lose institutional memory
between projects, and staff cannot demonstrate how public input influenced plans or
budgets. This disconnect turns assemblies into stand-alone events rather than learning
systems. 
Embedding monitoring and response routines into everyday administration
transforms participation into a governance function rather than a project deliverable.
The CLIMAS Recommendation Mapping and Monitoring tools show that when feedback and
accountability are made visible, decision-makers gain legitimacy, and citizens can observe
how their input travels through institutional processes.



Map
recommendations to
responsible units and

policy anchors.

Assign owners,
budgets, and

timelines.

Respond with a clear
decision (accept /

adapt / reject).

Record & publish via
the Climate

Assembly Portal.

Evaluate progress
annually using the

CLIMAS
Performance
Monitoring

Methodology.

1
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Apply the Recommendation Mapping Tool [Tool 06] to link each assembly recommendation to the
relevant department, policy area, or adaptation target, and assign short-term implementers and long-
term owners.
Use the Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01] to record these links, upload evidence, and set simple
milestones for follow-up.
Introduce a short “accept / adapt / reject” response template for every recommendation so citizens can
see how their input was addressed.
Publish progress summaries at regular intervals (3, 6, 12 months) through the Portal’s reporting
interface.

NOW: Create a visible response path

NEXT: Build skills, knowledge, and continuity mechanisms

LATER: Institutionalise accountability

Establish a small Follow-Up Committee to review updates and report to the executive.
Align the committee’s reporting with existing planning and budgeting calendars so responses appear
alongside other policy documents.
Use the Evaluation & Monitoring Module [Tool 08] to track owners, deadlines, and progress indicators
for each recommendation.
Integrate the Scenario Building Methodology [Tool 04] and Knowledge & Evidence-Based Support
Tool [Tool 02] to connect accepted recommendations with evidence and upcoming policy windows.

Adopt a formal rule requiring that every Climate Assembly triggers a documented political or
administrative response.
Use the Portal [Tool 01] to compile these responses into an annual public report showing which
recommendations were implemented, adapted, or deferred.
Incorporate monitoring results into climate-adaptation plans and budget cycles to ensure that
participation outcomes remain traceable.
Apply the Performance Monitoring Methodology [Tool 08] to evaluate effectiveness over time and
publish lessons learned for future assemblies.

CLIMAS follow-up protocol

A simple, repeatable process to ensure that citizen recommendations are translated into real policy action
and remain visible across administrative cycles. It builds on the practical workflows tested through the
CLIMAS Toolboxl particularly the Recommendation Mapping Tool [Tool 06], the Evaluation & Monitoring
Module [Tool 08], the Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01], and the Performance Monitoring Methodology
[Tool 07].

2 3 4 5



One‑way channels dominate; deeper formats are less common. Cities most often engage
via community events/meetings (68.8%) and social media (53.1%); more
deliberative/decision‑linking formats are used less (citizen assemblies 34.4%; participatory
budgeting 31.3%).
Communication tools cluster around broadcast media. Authorities report using social
media/online platforms (73.4%), public meetings (62.5%), and traditional media (59.4%),
while newsletters (39.1%) and one‑to‑one meetings (42.2%) are less frequent.
Depth of involvement is limited. Half of respondents rated stakeholder involvement as
“somewhat involved” (50.0%); 18.8% “minimally” and 17.2% “highly” involved.
Major barrier: reaching people and keeping them engaged. Cities flagged difficulty reaching
different audiences (50.0%), limited resources/funding (46.9%), lack of interest/awareness
(45.3%), and participation fatigue (37.5%).
Weak visibility of what happens with input. While outputs are often said to feed
plans/strategies (48.4%) or prioritisation (37.5%), 29.7% did not know how results were
incorporated i.e., signalling feedback‑loop gaps.

ENGAGEMENT GAPS
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PROBLEM AREA 6

What CLIMAS found:

Why it matters:

Low, one‑way communication depresses public acceptance i.e., the #1 implementation
challenge. Municipalities identified “lack of public acceptance” (51.6%) as the leading risk to
climate policy uptake; unclear messaging and invisible feedback loops fuel scepticism and
drop‑off.
When people can’t see how input travels, trust and administrative learning stall. High
“don’t‑know” rates about how results are used (29.7%) indicate opaque follow‑up; without
timely, plain‑language updates that connect recommendations to decisions and actions,
participation becomes a symbolic event rather than a governance function.
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Create an Engagement Hub on the city website using the Climate Assembly Portal [Tool 01] as a
lightweight “single source of truth” for: what’s open, how input will be used, where decisions/updates will
appear.
Publish a Response Pledge (assembly-neutral): every consultation receives a short accept / adapt /
reject note with a reason and next step; posted on the Hub.
Adopt plain-language & accessibility standards from Facilitation & Set-Up Guidelines [Tool 03] for all
invites, pages, summaries, and press notes.
Set a simple update cadence (e.g., 3/6/12-month posts) linked to the governance calendar (strategy,
budget, adaptation plan review).

NOW: Build a transparent engagement baseline

NEXT: Pilot low-risk deliberative steps

LATER: Move from broadcast to procedural engagement

Run micro-dialogues (20-30 people) on one decision, recruited by stratified invitation (no full CA
needed). Publish the agenda and the Response Pledge outcome on the Hub.
Use evidence-ready briefs via KEBS [Tool 02] to frame questions around real options and trade-offs;
add two-page plain-language summaries [Tool 03].
Create a Partner Network (MOUs with schools, disability councils, migrant associations, youth groups)
to broaden reach and reduce costs—matching the “difficulty reaching audiences” barrier.

Adopt a Participation & Communication Charter (short council/ministerial decision) requiring: a public
engagement page, the Response Pledge, an annual “You said / We did” report, and a Decision Log
for major policies.
Embed engagement checkpoints in planning/budget procedures (e.g., a minimum 3-week comment
window + response note before adoption).
Define a trigger for a first assembly (e.g., high trade-off/complexity, multi-year investment). When
triggered, reuse the same Hub, cadence, and response rules; add Scenario Building [Tool 04] to
support the agenda.
Evaluate annually with Performance Monitoring [Tool 07] (input/activity/output indicators), and
publish a short improvement plan.
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6: HOW DO THESE LESSONS ADVANCE
THE EU MISSION ON ADAPTATION?
The Mission on Adaptation to Climate Change aims to support at least 150 European
regions and communities in becoming climate-resilient by 2030. It emphasises that
technical measures alone are insufficient: adaptation requires inclusive governance,
citizen engagement, and cross-sectoral learning. CLIMAS directly contributes to this
ambition by demonstrating how deliberative and participatory governance can accelerate
resilience, strengthen legitimacy, and improve the quality of adaptation decisions.

From participation experiments to governance reform. CLIMAS moves beyond
project-based engagement to show how deliberation can become a permanent feature of
climate governance. The project’s six pilot sites (ranging from small municipalities to
regional administrations) proved that citizen assemblies can produce actionable
recommendations, influence policy agendas, and reinforce trust between institutions and
society. The accompanying Toolbox provides ready-to-use mechanisms for replication
and scale-up, helping regions operationalise the Mission’s call for citizen-centred
innovation.

Towards a deliberative resilience model. The CLIMAS experience confirms that
deliberation is not an accessory to adaptation i.e., it is a core enabler of resilience. When
citizens deliberate with experts and policymakers, they co-produce the knowledge,
legitimacy, and motivation required to implement difficult but necessary measures. The
project’s tested tools and comparative evidence provide the building blocks for regions
and communities seeking to meet the Mission’s objectives.

Looking ahead. By institutionalising deliberation, Mission regions can ensure that
adaptation pathways remain inclusive, evidence-based, and publicly supported. CLIMAS
offers both the methods and the evidence to help transform citizen engagement from
isolated participation projects into an enduring governance function; supporting Europe’s
collective journey toward a climate-resilient future.


