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INTRODUCTION TO THE TRAINING MODULE  

Reducing vulnerability and fostering a food-secure Africa through strengthening the capacities of 
African countries’ to understand and deploy appropriate climate information and best practices 
to inform decision-making and support development planning is now a priority. Some African 
countries have developed policies that attempt to tackle environmental issues including climate 
change but still face serious challenges in implementing them. Some of the reasons documented 
include lack of capacity in implementation or poorly developed policies or both. This module 
provides a clear guidance in the development of climate specific policies across the various 
sectors. It targets policymakers, practitioners and scientists working in various sectors that are 
affected by climate change in the continent.  
 
This module aims to establish a conducive environment for building competences and 
competitiveness of African nations to achieve highest added value, efficiency, and productivity in 
the delivery of goods and services through the use of climate science and knowledge. In 
conducting climate policy analysis, the key issues that will be addressed include:  

• What are the basic needs, strengths and resources of the nation?  
• How can climate science support adaptation and mitigation and sustain a country’s 

material base and wealth?  
• In which sectors and in what order should a country stake it’s financial and other 

resources to promote climate adaptation and mitigation?  
• What are the country’s most urgent priority areas that are under the eminent threat of 

climate change?  
• How can climate policy informed by climate science assist the country to rationalize the 

scarce resources and balance its socio economic imperatives?  
 
The module will cover vital areas including:  

i) Overview of the climate policy process;  
ii) Overview of necessary tools to ensure a successful climate policymaking (data gathering, 

policy mapping, context assessment, issues in research to policy uptake, effective 
communication tools, etc.);  

iii) Institutional aspects of climate policymaking in Africa (institutional arrangements for 
successful climate policy formulation, key sectors to consider in climate policy and the 
interactions between them);  

iv) Public engagement in climate policy formulation; Stages in climate policy formulation; 
and  

v) Monitoring and evaluation in climate policymaking. 
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TRAINING MODULE OBJECTIVES  

This Module on climate policy analysis and policy making has the following general objectives:  

• Equipping policy makers, scientists and practitioners with knowledge and skills on climate 
policy making and analysis for decision making.  

• Equipping policy makers, scientists and practitioners with content and skills to train 
others on climate policy making and analysis for decision making. 

• Motivating policy makers, scientists and practitioners to appreciate the value and 
importance of timely and accurate data. 

• Providing instruction and skills on how to interpret and present data for policy makers, 
scientists and practitioners. 

These objectives should be written on a manila card, white board, newsprint, or chalkboard or 
use a transparency and overhead projector or any other appropriate material to share them with 
your colleagues and trainees.  

 
Some Assumptions  
This training module has been designed with several assumptions in mind, including the 
following:  

• Policy makers, scientists and practitioners can make well-informed decisions when they 
have complete, accurate, and unbiased information  

• Policy makers, scientists and practitioners have opportunities to gain the appropriate 
information and skills about collecting, analysing, synthesising, and maintaining evidence-
based data for decision making.  

• Experiential learning, including role-playing, games, and songs, is an excellent way to 
learn.  

One of the most crucial assumptions that this module makes is about the facilitator. The 
facilitator is the key to the success of this intervention. The facilitator should have the following 
traits:  

• Be social and enjoys interacting with people from different backgrounds  
• Be knowledgeable about climate change, policies and climate information and services 
• Be respectful of others and their opinions  
• Be enthusiastic about facilitating this module  
• Have good communication and group facilitation skills  
• Be non-judgmental  
• Be proficient at using a variety of participatory and experiential programme techniques  

Facilitators are free to add questions to exercises or alter the sessions in other appropriate ways 
to make the content more relevant to the participants.  
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If you are training people who have little experience with this subject matter, facilitators are 
advised to present the training in its entirety. If trainees have had some exposure to this type of 
information, conduct a needs assessment to determine what information they have and what 
gaps exist. Then, select the topics that best fulfil their training needs. 
 
FACILITATION APPROACHES AND TECHNIQUES  

Experiential Education  
Experiential activities in this module are designed to help trainees gain information, examine 
attitudes, and practise skills. There are structured exercises in which the trainees do something 
and then process the experience together, generalising about what they learned and, ideally, 
attempting to see how the information would apply to their work. Experiential learning is 
participant-centred. Although the role of the facilitator is crucial, creating the learning 
experience is ultimately a group responsibility.  

One way to make this training successful is to involve the trainees in their own education. Here 
are some tips for conducting experiential activities:  

• Review the unit and activities thoroughly until you feel comfortable with the steps  
• If possible, do a ‘dry-run’ before introducing a new activity to the group  
• Consider the learning points of the activity and prepare questions to trigger discussion  
• Keep an eye on the clock so there is sufficient time for group sharing and discussion  
• Remember that although doing the activity is fun, it is in processing the experience that 

learning takes place  

Specific Techniques  
The training module employs a variety of techniques, some of which you may be more 
comfortable with than others. Do not be afraid to try new techniques. There are many different 
kinds of activities, including role-plays, games, values clarification and voting, brainstorming, 
small group work, problem-solving scenarios, and presentations by guest speakers. Here is a 
brief description of some training techniques.  

Visualisation in Participatory Programmes (VIPP): VIPP involves the use of different shapes of 
coloured cards so that everything that is done during a session, either individually or collectively, 
can be visualised, processed, synthesised and shared. VIPP encourages everyone to participate 
and is based on well-founded theories of adult learning.  

Lecturette: A lecturette is a short (10 to 15 minutes), structured, and orderly presentation of 
information delivered by a facilitator. A lecturette can be used to impart knowledge or introduce 
skills. A lecturette that allows for an exchange between the speaker and the trainees is usually 
more effective.  

Discussions: Discussions are useful in both large and small groups. Small groups may offer shy or 
less-verbal learners more of an opportunity to speak. During group discussions, the facilitator 
should try to control the flow of conversation, if necessary.  
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Role-plays: Role-plays are short dramas in which learners can experience how someone might 
feel in a situation, try out new skills, and learn from each other. Role-playing in small groups or 
pairs is usually less threatening for learners and allows more people a chance to participate. Ask 
for volunteers, because many people are embarrassed or uncomfortable acting in front of a large 
group. After the role-play, be sure to declare the role-play over and ask questions about it.  

Case studies/scenarios: Case studies are stories, either fictional or true, that put information 
into context by describing a problem and discussing how it might be or was resolved. Feel free to 
adapt any scenarios in the module to better suit your trainees. Asking the trainees to come up 
with case studies or scenarios, sometimes as an assignment, is a good way to ensure realistic 
situations and language.  

Brainstorming: Brainstorming is a free-flowing exchange of ideas on a given topic. You ask a 
question, pose a problem, or raise an issue, and learners suggest answers or ideas. Write all 
suggestions down for the group to see. No editorial comment or criticism is allowed. When the 
brainstorming is finished, the group evaluates the ideas together, perhaps to identify those they 
consider most useful or to categorise them in some helpful way.  

Guest speakers: Guest speakers can bring a topic alive by discussing personal experiences and 
sharing their feelings. Identify guest speakers and invite them in early enough to ensure they can 
participate in the workshop. Make sure they are dynamic, knowledgeable about the topic, and 
comfortable speaking in front of an audience. Prepare the trainees for the speaker‘s 
presentation so that they know what to expect, are ready with questions, and act respectfully. 
Prepare the speaker with information about the group and a clear understanding of your 
expectations.  

Games and exercises: Games and exercises are very much a part of this training. They include 
such things as introductions, energisers, and warm-ups. These games and exercises enhance the 
amount and the quality of interaction in the group. Energisers and warm-ups can be done just 
before the start of a session, immediately before or after a break, or just before the end of the 
day‘s sessions. You can use the ones that are described here or substitute others.  

 
EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSIONS  

Training will be evaluated in several ways.  
Moodmeter: At the beginning of the topic, prepare a chart called “The Moodmeter”. The 
moodmeter is an instrument for the subjective measurement of the mood and atmosphere of 
the group. It is not directly related to the content of the workshop.  

Prepare a chart on newsprint with the total number of days or sessions written in a horizontal 
line. In a column, draw at least three different mood symbols: for example, faces showing 
happiness, indifference, sadness, frustration, or anger. Alternatively, temperature indicators 
such as 15 F/25 F/35 F can be used. Ask the trainees to place an X or a dot in line with the 
emotion they are feeling at the end of the day or the session. You can draw a line through the 
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dots or Xs that reflect the group feeling or the ups and downs of the group. This could be used to 
discuss the energy level of the group or possible success or dissatisfaction.  

Flash: Stand in a circle with the participants. Ask a direct question to the group: for example, 
“Tell me how you feel about the workshop today?” or “What two new things did you learn 
today?” Ask each person to give a personal opinion in a very short statement, going round the 
circle. It is called “flash” because of the speed in which opinions are given. It should not take 
more than 30 seconds for each person. No discussion is allowed while the flash is going on.  

Your role is always to ask the opinions of the trainees and permit a variety of ideas to be stated. 
However, you should remind the group to be constructive in their criticisms and to look for ways 
to improve the training.  

 
HOW TO USE THE TRAINING MODULE  

This module is primarily intended for use by trainers and programme managers. However, it can 
also be used to train field workers, and service providers. It has been written specifically for the 
African context. You may need to adapt it to suit the needs of the trainees or learners in your 
organisation.  

In total, the training module has five units, as follows: 
 Unit 1: Climate Policy making and analysis processes 
 Unit 2: Tools for a successful climate policymaking  
 Unit 3: Institutional aspects of climate policymaking in Africa 
 Unit 4: Public engagement in climate policy formulation 
 Unit 5: Monitoring and evaluation in climate policymaking 

 

Each unit is broken into sessions. All the sessions have experiential activities that address the 
topic’s objectives in a variety of interesting ways. Each unit specifies the purpose, the materials 
needed, the approximate time required, and the steps to follow. All the units specify the 
preparation that must be done before the session. Some sessions have handouts for the 
trainees.  

To design and conduct a programme tailored to the needs of your colleagues, you need to do the 
following:  

• Familiarise yourself with the entire training module. In particular, note that each unit may 
have several sessions.  

• The time allocated to each session is only a guide. Adjust the time according to the needs 
of the trainees.  

• Prepare handouts or other materials that may be needed before the session begins. If 
guest speakers are required, make sure they are invited well ahead of time and have 
been properly briefed about what you expect of them.  

• Introduce each unit by presenting the unit’s objectives.   
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UNIT 1: CLIMATE POLICY MAKING AND ANALYSIS PROCESSES 

Unit 1: Climate Policy making and analysis processes 

Content: This unit will describe: 

i) The process of climate policy making 
ii) The process of climate policy analysis 
iii) The factors that ensure successful policy making process 

Objectives: At the end of this unit, participants will be able to: 

i) Explain the process of climate policy making 
ii) Explain the process of climate policy analysis 
iii) Explain factors that ensure successful climate policy making 
iv) Apply the knowledge and be able to engage constructively in the 

policymaking and analysis processes 

Method of 
training: 

Participatory training/facilitation methodologies, lectures, group 
discussions, case studies etc. 

Training 
material 

Flip charts, notebooks and pens, marker pens, white board, white board 
markers 

Classroom 
setup: 

This will depend on the facilitator and the methodology adopted 

Duration: 90 mins 

Evaluation:  The facilitator to decide the most appropriate evaluation method 

Reference 
material 

Environmental Policy Analysis for Decision Making 
J. Loomis,  Gloria Helfand - 2006  
 
Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: Theory, Politics, and Methods 
Frank Fischer,  Gerald J. Miller - 2006  

 
  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=10z5CYUidixo64e1iehNQHMYb0C43p5HQ
https://www.google.com/search?tbm=bks&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22J.+Loomis%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjh-46NhtPaAhWMbxQKHatzDwEQ9AgIKTAA
https://www.google.com/search?tbm=bks&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Gloria+Helfand%22&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjh-46NhtPaAhWMbxQKHatzDwEQ9AgIKjAA
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1YkV_IB2GQZ8mT3qs4UIKuk-7tQvoR9O_


 

9 
 

Facilitation Methods 

Before starting the training, the facilitator is required to go through the facilitation notes and the 
facilitation methodology for each session. Additional materials for the unit are provided in the 
links available in the sessions and in the facilitation notes.  

Session 1.1: Presentation- Climate Policy making and analysis processes 
The facilitator will make a short 10-15 minutes presentation introducing the unit and outlining 
the objectives of the unit and the expected outcomes. The presentation will also set the scene 
for further discussions in the subsequent sessions. Key issues regarding this unit will be pointed 
out by the facilitator while the participants will also make inputs into the discussion therefore 
bringing out the key aspects of climate policy making and analysis processes. These will then 
culminate into group discussions in session 1.2. 

Session 1.2: Group Exercises 
Assuming that there are 30-40 participants in the workshop, divide the participants into 5 groups 
(6-8 people per group). Ensure that the groups have good mix in terms of gender and type of 
stakeholder. Assign each group exercises as provided below. This activity will be conducted 
within 30 minutes. The group members will appoint a chairperson, a scribe and a rapporteur.  
 
Group 1: Discuss the key stages of climate policy making. How critical is each stage? 
 
Group 2: What are the implications of gathering evidence in the process of climate policy cycle? 
 
Group 3: Explain the process of climate policy analysis. What is the significance of carrying out a 
climate policy analysis? 
 
Group 4: Explain the significance of the politics (political processes) and climate policy nexus in 
the policy cycle. 
 
Group 5: Describe the roles of the client and the policy analyst in climate policy cycle. 
 
Note: Each group will write on flip charts as clearly as possible. They will be collected at the end 
of the session. 

Session 1.3: Plenary discussions 
The groups will make 5 minute presentations of their work in session 1.2. There will be open 
discussions on the presentations where all participants will make inputs guided by the facilitator. 
This session will take approximately 45 minutes. 
 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1VHq_X8IPth7gIBv0fyAk13OWNT44QgmI
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Facilitator’s Notes 

Policy development process 
It is important to understand the policy development process so that as an advocate you can 
plan the type of input you need in order to have an impact on the final policy. Perhaps you have 
identified a need for a policy and want to advocate for it to be put on the agenda. Your approach 
will be different to that needed if you want to be involved in the formulation, adoption, 
implementation or evaluation phases of the process. So what are the phases of the policy 
development process?  
 
The five key stages in the policy-making process are: 
• Problem identification and agenda setting, in which policy problems are defined and the 
policy agenda set. Here it is acknowledged that public problems will only reach the political 
agenda if they are converted into political ‘issues’. This usually occurs when an interest group 
demands government action on a problem, or when there is public disagreement over ways in 
which a problem should be addressed. 
• Policy formation is the stage in which policies are created or changed. Policies are products of 
the political context within which they are developed. It is useful to understand policy formation 
as a social and political process in order to conceptualize how policies are formulated. 
• Adoption is the stage when the policy is enacted, or brought into force, for example, by state 
or federal legislation. New or changed public policies are often adopted by means of a decision 
of the cabinet, or indeed of an individual minister, without any legislative change. 
• Policy implementation includes the actions and mechanisms whereby policies are brought into 
practice, that is, where what is written in the legislation or policy document is turned into a 
reality. In this stage the content of the policy, and its impact on those affected, may be modified 
substantially, or even negated. In analysing this stage in the policy-making process, one needs to 
examine how, when and where particular policies have been implemented. 
• Policy evaluation, the final stage in the policy-making process, includes monitoring, analysis, 
criticism and assessment of existing or proposed policies. This covers the appraisal of their 
content, their implementation and their effects. Moreover, evaluation is designed to help 
governments to implement policies in an effective and efficient manner. 
 
Evidence-based policy making 
Evidence-based policy making has been gaining currency as one way to demonstrate 
accountability in policy decisions. Using strong evidence can make a difference to policy making 
by:  

• achieving recognition of a policy issue (the first step in the policy-making process); 
• informing the design and choice of policy (to analyze the policy issue);  
• forecasting the future (forecasting models to assess how a policy can influence both 

short- and long-term outcomes);  
• monitoring policy implementation (to assess the expected results of a policy decision); 

and  
• evaluating policy impact (to measure the impact of a policy). 

Monitoring and evaluation play a strategic role in the policy-making process by seeking to 
improve the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of policy decisions. 
 
 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1sVKHLx15Q-s_jRrDWStJRLn-JOjDSDmS
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Evidence-based policy making and the role of monitoring and evaluation 
Some of the shifts in evaluation that can facilitate the use of evaluation for evidence-based 
policy making include the following: 

• Focus on the evaluation of regional or large programs or policies, rather than small 
projects, to enable evaluation to have a strategic role within your organization. 

• Use a systemic approach to evaluation where policy decisions are informed by relevant, 
integrated monitoring and evaluation systems institutionalized within the organization. 

• Nurture participatory approaches to evaluation that provide a forum for greater dialogue 
among stakeholders. 

• Strengthen evaluation capacity within your organization. 
• Institutionalize monitoring and evaluation systems with quality standards. 

 
What is evidence-based policy?  
The degree to which the policy-making process uses evidence lies on a continuum. 
 Evidence-based policy: uses the best available evidence to help planners make better-

informed decisions. Evidence may include information from integrated monitoring and 
evaluation systems, academic research, historical experience and 'good practice' 
information. It is recognized that not all sources of evidence are sound to inform policy 
making. 

 Opinion-based policy: relies heavily on the selective use of research evidence or the 
views of individuals or groups based on particular ideological viewpoints, values, etc. 

 Evidence-influenced policy: recognizes that policy making is an inherently political 
process, and that decision-makers may not be able to translate evidence into policy 
options according to quality standards due to constraints. 

 
The nature of evidence  
Different types of evidence are used in the policy-making process: systematic reviews, single 
studies and evaluations, pilot and case studies, expert advice and Internet information. The 
following types of research and evaluation are used in policy making: 
 Instrumental use: Research feeds directly into decision making for policy and practice. 
 Conceptual use: Research and evaluation influence the understanding of a situation and 

provide new ways of thinking and insights into different policy options. 
 Mobilization of support: Research and evaluation are used to justify a particular course of 

action or inaction. 
 Wider influence: Evidence has an influence beyond the organization or events currently 

taking place. Although this form of influence is rare, knowledge influencing civil society 
this way can lead to large-scale shifts in thinking and action. 

 
Knowledge as power? The need for evidence-based policy options 
Various factors influence the policy-making process. Different people use evidence in different 
ways in the policy process. Policy-makers use information to: 

• show the effectiveness of policy and the relationship between the risks and benefits; 
• ascertain the acceptability of a policy to stakeholders; and 
• develop consensus among divergent interests and stakeholders. 

 
The following factors influence policy making and policy implementation: 

• practice of political life  
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• resources  
• experience 

 
Evidence for policy has three components: 

• hard data (research, evaluation) 
• analytical argumentation (which places hard data within a wider context) 
• stakeholder opinion 

 
Factors facilitating the use of evidence into policy include: 

• timely, relevant and clear research and evaluation with sound methodology 
• results that are congruent with existing ideologies, and that are convenient and feasible 
• policy-makers who believe evidence can act as an important counterbalance to expert 

opinion 
• strong advocates for research and evaluation findings 
• partnerships between policy-makers, decision-makers and researchers in generating 

evidence 
• strong implementation findings 
• implementation is reversible if needed 

 
The Major Challenges to Climate Policy Decision Making 
Economic theory helps us to identify and understand the challenges to climate policy decision 
making and their causes. Climate change is perceived to be a negative externality, describing 
costs that are imposed on others but are not paid for by those who cause them. As long as 
emitting greenhouse gases are not priced there is little or no incentive to reduce emissions. In 
view of the anticipated climate impacts, policy intervention is justified that internalizes these 
effects by establishing a market in which emissions allowances are traded, or by creating 
institution(s) that regulate the emissions. A multitude of negative externalities have been 
successfully internalized by policy intervention. Yet, the climate change problem features a 
coalescence of characteristics that distinguish it from others: (i) it is global, (ii) its impacts 
develop over a long time, (iii) the projection of its consequences are subject to ubiquitous 
uncertainties in the causal chain of climate change, (iv) the impacts and also the policy response 
are largely irreversible, and (v) it must be addressed by a diverse portfolio of climate policy 
measures (IPCC, 2001; Levin et al., 2012; Pillet, 1999; Stern, 2007 and Wagner & Zeckhauser 
2012). 
 
Global Problem: Climate is a global, non-excludable public good. Greenhouse gas emissions 
diffuse in the atmosphere and thus affect the global climate system irrespective of where they 
are emitted. The atmospheric greenhouse gas concentration cannot be controlled by any single 
nation, but requires international collective action. As a global authority that could enforce 
emission reductions does not exist, global action rests on the voluntary participation of 
sovereign nations. However, voluntary cooperation is deterred by the free-riding incentives 
emerging from non-excludability. While the benefits of climate policy can be enjoyed by every 
country, the costs of curbing emissions must be borne by the cooperating countries. The free-
riding incentives are strengthened by the unequal distribution of emissions and their anticipated 
consequences around the world. The worst climate change impacts are expected to affect the 
poorest countries, which have contributed least to the accumulation of greenhouse gases in the 
atmosphere (e.g. Smith et al. (2001)). In contrast, most of the high emitting countries expect 
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relatively moderate impacts, which reduces their incentives to curtail their contribution to the 
climate problem. In theory, free-riding incentives can be overcome if mechanisms such as 
transfer payments are introduced, so that every country gains from participating and bears an 
equitable share of the burden of reducing emissions. However, in addition to heterogeneity in 
the expected damages, further asymmetries, such as in economic development and historical 
responsibility, lead to irreconcilable notions of how these mechanisms are to be designed. 
Studies of game theory, for example by Fuentes-Albero & Rubio (2010), have generally found 
that the level of voluntary cooperation on emission reduction efforts is rather low, which mirrors 
the unsuccessful attempts in reality to negotiate a legally binding global climate agreement. 
 
Long Time Horizon: The extent of global warming is determined by the concentration of the 
greenhouse gases, which is nourished by the sum of emissions over time. Furthermore, the 
repercussions of today’s emissions will mature over decades owing to some rather slow warming 
processes in the climate system. Thus, climate policy needs to be optimally designed for a long 
time horizon that is over several generations. However, the required intertemporal welfare 
evaluation crucially depends on the choice of the social discount rate, which determines the 
weight assigned to future welfare. The question of which social discount rate is to be applied has 
ignited an ongoing controversy: on the one hand, there is the “positive” approach that draws on 
empirically observable market interest rates for quantification; on the other hand, the 
“normative” school relies on normative criteria to address the intergenerational trade-off. This 
point of view is advocated by Stern (2007), who criticizes the procedure for discounting as a 
concept that deprives future generations of their representation in present-day decisions. A 
different problem of the long time horizon arises from the general incentives for political 
institutions to satisfy their current (voting) citizens’ interests. Accordingly, the policy decision to 
reduce emissions, which imposes mitigation costs in the near term, will continue to be 
postponed unless the current society attaches a comparatively high importance to the fate of 
future generations (Levin et al. (2012)). 
 
Ubiquitous Uncertainties: Welfare assessment encounters a myriad of uncertainties in the causal 
chain of climate change, which ranges from the emission of greenhouse gases to the ultimately 
felt impacts. Scientific understanding of the physical processes involved is still incomplete, which 
leaves unanswered questions about the strength of the greenhouse gas effect and the 
vulnerability of climate subsystems. Socio-ecological uncertainties surround the impact of 
climate change on the relationship between human societies and nature, for example, in 
connection with the spread of diseases. There is socio-economic uncertainty attached to the 
effects of climate change on human welfare and the gains from climate policy. Distinguishing 
uncertainties according to their severity, as done by Knight (1921), has been shown by Ellsberg 
(1961) to be of behavioural meaningfulness. Knightian risk describes the situation in which 
outcomes cannot be predicted with absolute confidence, but sufficient statistical information is 
available to derive statements about their likelihood. Knightian uncertainty or ambiguity arises, if 
probability statements are rendered impossible due to missing observations. Climate policy 
assessment faces ambiguity in almost every component of the causal chain. How to design policy 
given these deep uncertainties has not yet been clarified. The policy design must also take into 
account that some elements of the uncertainties will be resolved due to new scientific findings 
and further observations, which may make it necessary to adjust policy in the future. Other 
elements of the uncertainties are more fundamental or intrinsic, for instance, those generated 
by the long-time horizons under consideration, and they will remain uncertain. These intrinsic 
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uncertainties particularly relate to the socio-economic sphere, in which damage cost 
assessments are conducted over future generations that may have different economies and 
demographics, preferences and attitudes. 
 
Irreversibilities: According to Henry (1974), a decision is defined as being irreversible if it limits 
future possibilities of choice for a long time. The climate policy decision faces two kinds of 
irreversibilities: economic irreversibility and ecological irreversibility. The first one relates to the 
irreversibility of the sizeable investments needed to implement climate policy; for example, the 
phasing out coal powered plants requires huge investment in alternative energies. These sunk 
costs must be balanced against the benefits of avoiding ecological irreversiblity. Ecological 
irreversibility refers to the rather low decay rate of greenhouse gases, especially of CO2. As a 
consequence, greenhouse gases continue to cause global warming long after they have been 
emitted. Ecological irreversibility is also associated to the possibility of irreparable climate 
damage and catastrophic events. To some extent, the climate changes gradually and slowly, but 
some of its impacts may occur abruptly when some climatological thresholds are transgressed. A 
growing body of scientific research [e.g. Rockström et al. (2009) and Steinacher et al. (2013)] 
strives to identify policy targets that protect the climate from crossing these thresholds and 
concludes that the time to preserve “the safe operating space for humanity” [as phrased by 
Rockström et al. (2009)] is running out. 
 
Choice of Measures: Mitigation is not the only measure that can be employed to reduce climate 
change impacts. Adaptation and geoengineering measures become increasingly important the 
longer emission reduction efforts are postponed. There is a wide array of technologies in the 
realm of geoengineering or climate engineering that are either designed to remove carbon from 
the atmosphere or to manage solar radiation. So far, insufficient technological maturity and the 
partially understood side-effects have ruled out the adoption of these technologies. Yet, climate 
engineering may become an indispensable complementary strategy if decisive emission 
reduction efforts are taken too late. Climate engineering can also be perceived to be a substitute 
for mitigation, as even the prospect of operative readiness is reported to result in the easing of 
emission reduction efforts (Rickels et al., 2011). Different to climate engineering, adaptation is 
accepted as an integral part of effective climate policy, as emphasized by IPCC (2007). It is vital 
for alleviating the impacts that are already locked in, owing to the emissions in the past and at 
present. However, the optimal mix of mitigation and adaptation is still far from being clear, as 
both measures interact with each other in a complex system of substitutions and 
complementarities. So far, the literature (e.g. Kane & Shogren (2000) and Lecocq & Shalizi 
(2007)) has pointed out that they can be perceived as being strategically complementary. 
Mitigation can prevent irreversible and severe damage that it is difficult or even impossible to 
adapt to, while adaptation can address damage that is inevitable due to past and present 
emissions. Ingham et al., (2005) and Tol (2005) argue that the measures are also economic 
substitutes, as they compete for naturally scarce resources and employing one measure may 
decrease the marginal benefits of the other. 
 
The five dimensions of the decision problem are not clear-cut; rather, they overlap and affect 
each other. For instance, the operative readiness of techniques to remove carbon from the 
atmosphere alleviates ecological irreversibility. The inability to find a global agreement on 
emission reduction may force countries to adopt localized measures, such as adaptation and 
solar radiation management instead. Intrinsic uncertainty grows with the length of the time 
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horizon being considered. Decisions about whether to take precautionary steps by reducing 
emissions or relying on measures that may alleviate the future impacts also depend on the 
representation of the future generations’ welfare in the present-day considerations. One 
important interaction is economic irreversibility and uncertainty. If the economic irreversibility 
did not exist, policy could be easily and frequently adjusted as soon as new scientific findings or 
observations were made. 
 
Policy Analysis 
What is policy analysis? One general statement is that policy analysis provides information into a 
public decision making process, or policy process for short. By policy process we refer to the 
means by which a governmental body (e.g., an agency or legislature) decides upon a policy. 
 
By policy, we mean a course of action of a governmental body, where a course of action could 
be a law, a regulation, a project, or other public decision. Many people in addition to those who 
can enact policy are likely to be interested in it, including elected officials, representatives of 
other government agencies, affected individuals, businesses, and nongovernmental 
organizations. These individuals likely want to understand the impacts of a policy, upon 
themselves, upon others, and upon the wider world. Knowledge of the impacts of a policy can 
lead any of these individuals to take or change a position on a policy, or to work to amend the 
policy. Thus, understanding the effects of a proposed policy can affect what the policy will be, 
whether the policy will be adopted, and how effective it will be. This view of the policy process 
assumes that more information is better than less, and that decision-makers can, will, and 
should incorporate information into their decisions. A policy analyst therefore has to think about 
how to make that information useful to a decision-maker. 
 
Levels of Policy Analysis 
It is useful to acknowledge that there are three broad levels of analysis, or emphasis, within 
which studies can be carried out (Ham and Hill, 1984): 

• micro-level analysis which is concerned chiefly with identifying who makes decisions and 
how choices are made within organizations; 

• mid-level analysis which focuses on the ‘policy making process’ and the actions and 
mechanisms whereby the agenda is defined and policies brought into practice; and 

• macro-level analysis where analysis, criticism and evaluation of the existing system within 
its economic, political and cultural context, is the principal objective. 

While it is useful to acknowledge that there are three broad levels of analysis, you can carry out 
an analysis by applying a broad spectrum of questions to the policy under question. 
 
Politics, laws and budgets 
If policies are the outcomes of choices that entities make to achieve their goals, then politics is 
the means to those ends. The product of the two (policy and politics) is usually legislation and 
the budgetary process that is required to support implementation. Politics is an activity whereby 
people achieve what they want by exerting power and influence. It involves conflict over the 
distribution of scarce resources. Schattschneider (1960) states that “every conflict consists of 
two parts: the individuals engaged and the audience attracted to the conflict”. 
 
Once the audience becomes involved it is never neutral; people take sides and influence the 
outcome thereby expanding the scope of the conflict. It is important to remember that as long as 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1YkV_IB2GQZ8mT3qs4UIKuk-7tQvoR9O_
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1sVKHLx15Q-s_jRrDWStJRLn-JOjDSDmS
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the conflict remains with the individual and does not engage an audience, the political process is 
limited, if initiated at all. There is need to understand the political processes and the power 
bases that might exist within the environment they will be operating. They need to recognize 
that conflict is an essential ingredient to success and that success is dependent on how that 
conflict is managed. 
 
Although policy and politics are usually associated with government, there are four spheres 
which stakeholders may be required to advocate and therefore be involved in political action 
(Leavitt and Mason 1998): 

• Workplace: influencing workplace policy, procedures, funding allocation decisions, and 
practice models. 

• Government: influencing local, state and national policy and legislation. 
• Professional: organizations: influencing the setting of standards, licensure, and 

credentialing. 
• Community: influencing through engagement in community activities such as 

environmental groups, child care groups, etc. 
 
Effective government relations require an understanding of how government works and what 
drives government decision-making. Effective advocates will research the system in their country 
and be aware of how the processes work and where the points and people of influence are.  
 
The law making and budgetary processes are two key political activities for advocates to be 
involved in. The mechanics of each process may vary depending on the government structures of 
a country. It is important to investigate how the system operates, at various levels, wherever and 
whenever the advocacy effort is being undertaken. Not all policy comes into effect through the 
law-making process, but it is the ultimate expression of a government’s intent. 
 
Political processes 
Any analysis of political processes should identify realities and institutional relationships that are 
reflected in daily events. They need to be identified to assist in understanding where, who and 
how to lobby to achieve your objectives in policy development or reform. 
 
When looking at the kind of political system that characterizes the country, five elements (which 
are not fully distinct or mutually exclusive) are taken into consideration: 

• Consensus: Is there basic agreement on the most fundamental rules of political life? Is 
the political contest played by those rules? Is there agreement on who is a citizen, and 
what the rules for achieving power are? 

• Rule of law: Are there basic legal structures for public and private activities and 
interactions? Are basic human rights observed? Is the rule of law applied equitably? Is 
personal security guaranteed by the state? Does the judiciary have integrity and is it 
independent? Do similar cases have similar outcomes? 

• Competition: Is there competition in the system? Is there competition through elections, 
in the media, and in the marketplace of ideas? Can people legally organize to pursue their 
interests and ideas? Is there competition within government, including checks and 
balances between branches of government?  

• Inclusion: Are there problems of inclusion and exclusion? Are any elements of the 
population excluded (formally or informally) from meaningful political, social, or 
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economic participation because of religion, ethnicity, gender, geography, or income 
status? 

• Good governance: Is there adequate governance by the state and by public and private 
sector institutions? 

 
Are these institutions accountable, transparent, and efficient? Do political institutions work well? 
Do they deliver what they promise?  
 
Why is policy analysis important for environmental issues?  
Often, "the environment" is considered a topic only for engineers, biologists, chemists, or other 
physical or natural scientists. For instance, the debate about climate change and the 
"greenhouse effect" is often framed in terms of the scientific uncertainty surrounding the issue. 
If scientists cannot agree on how significant a problem climate change may be, then perhaps we 
should not take action to prevent climate change. Or, if scientists agree that climate change is a 
problem, then perhaps we should take all actions necessary to prevent it. In contrast, if climate 
change is viewed as a policy question rather than as a scientific question, the scientific 
uncertainties and their resolution are only part of the issue. Instead, other issues arise, including: 
what are the costs of controlling climate change? What are the consequences of not reducing 
climate change? Who gains from reducing the effects of climate change, and who gains from not 
controlling climate change? Raising these sets of additional questions indicates that the scientific 
issues underlying climate change may not be the most important ones for development of 
policy; instead, the consequences of a policy (or of not having a policy) for various interests can 
have a significant effect on whether legislation is passed or treaties signed. Additionally, it 
becomes clear that environmental issues are inherently multidisciplinary, involving the expertise 
not only of physical and natural scientists but also of social scientists and people from the 
humanities. Finally, it becomes clear that many different issues are involved in the determination 
of what, if anything, should be done about climate change. Indeed, different people involved in 
these issues are likely to have interests in different parts of this topic and will focus on different 
questions. 
 
The Role of the Client 
A client is the person or organization for whom the analyst conducts a study and to whom the 
study will be reported. She can be an employer, someone who contracts with an analyst for 
some work, or an interested party with no financial role. She can be a decision-maker, someone 
trying to influence a decision-maker, or even another analyst. Why should a client be important 
to a policy analyst? If information is developed with a particular decision-maker in mind, does 
that not suggest that the analysis will be slanted to please that decision-maker? If those 
questions are not coming into your head, they should! 
 
Identifying a client is in fact a critical component of your analysis, for several reasons: first, 
having a client ensures that your analysis will be used; secondly, it ensures that you are asking a 
relevant question; and third, it makes clear any potential biases your analyses might have. In 
essence the client is the audience you are writing for, or the potential user of the information 
you produce. As always, it is important to keep your audience in mind when choosing the level of 
analysis to perform and the writing style to use when reporting your findings. 
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First, if you have a client both involved in the policy process and interested in your analysis, your 
analysis will get used. Those involved in the policy process are typically eager for information. If 
the information helps them with their case, they will use it to their advantage. If the information 
is harmful to their case, it is important for them to be aware of the pitfalls of their stance. If they 
know of problems with their position, at the least they will develop a better understanding of 
the obstacles they face. 
 
They may even seek to amend their stance or change their negotiating strategy in the face of this 
information. Having a client for the information (especially a client who pays for it and thus has a 
financial stake in it) ensures that the information will enter the policy process. In contrast, if an 
analysis does not have a client associated with it, it is less certain that the information will be 
used. First, you will have to gain access to those involved with policy formulation to explain how 
the analysis might be of interest. Then you have to convince them that your results will be useful 
to them. If you have a client involved in the analysis from the beginning, you need to do far less 
convincing from the start. 
 
Secondly, your client can and should help you define the question you will analyze.  An 
exhaustive (and exhausting) policy analysis could address all of the issues potentially involved in 
a particular policy. Alternatively, a policy analysis could focus on just one or two key features of a 
particular policy. For instance, it could look at the overall benefits or costs of a proposal, or it 
could focus on the effects on a particular segment of society, or it could analyze the physical or 
biological effects of an action. To the extent that your client knows what issues are most 
important, or where the policy debate might benefit from greater information, she can help 
ensure that your analysis will provide information that will contribute directly to the policy 
debate. 
 
Thirdly, identifying your client is an honest statement of your potential biases. By bias we do not 
only refer to changing the results in order to come up with a desired outcome, but rather 
affecting the outcome of the study by how the study is designed. The first, in which data may be 
deliberately used incorrectly, is unethical and scientifically unjustifiable (and frequently 
unforgivable), and it harms the credibility of any past or future work by the same analyst. There 
is no valid excuse for this kind of bias. While you will only occasionally be asked/told to slant 
your analysis, there are lots of subtle ways that a client can “browbeat” or suggest to you that 
your current results are not acceptable and that you should look for ways to raise/lower the 
impacts. At this point you will need to make clear that such revision violates professional 
standards and that such tweaking of the results is likely to call into question the veracity of the 
entire study. A study that can be proven wrong can hurt the client as well as the analyst. 
 
In contrast to purposefully slanting your results, performing a policy analysis that looks only at a 
subset of the effects of a given policy is often unavoidable. A thorough and objective, value-free 
analysis is a worthwhile goal for a policy analyst. Be aware that a selective analysis of the issues 
can result in the appearance of bias. Further, even when you try to be objective, bias can enter 
an analysis in subtle, unintentional, and perhaps unavoidable ways. 
 
For instance, a distributional analysis may ignore effects on some affected sectors, because you 
focused on effects on other groups. Or, a benefit-cost analysis without distributional analysis 
may imply that effects on individuals or groups are not as important as effects on society as a 
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whole. As another example, if you focus on the biological effects, the study may be accused of 
ignoring the effects of a policy on people. If you assume that a specific budget has been set aside 
to protect public health through reduction of exposure to pesticides, the study may be accused 
of ignoring possible alternative uses of the funds. Choosing a data set to analyze implies that 
other data sets were not chosen, which implies that you do not consider the other data sets 
appropriate for your research. Any analysis that focuses on one area is certain to leave out some 
other areas, and the omission could leave you open to claims of the latter kind bias. 
 
The commissioning or sponsorship of a study by a particular client has implications for the 
question a policy analyst asks, and since the choice of question inevitably limits the scope of 
analysis, having a particular client may send signals about the possible slant of the analysis. For 
instance, an analysis of the effects of clean air regulations by an environmental group is likely to 
involve different questions than an analysis of the same subject by representatives from coal-
fired electrical utilities. If each group of analysts starts off with the same data set and asks the 
same research question, the groups may well come up with the same answers. The bias results 
from their starting their work by asking different questions. For instance, the environmental 
organisations are more likely to be interested in the effects of new rules on human health, while 
the electrical utilities' organizations are likely to focus on the costs imposed by the new 
regulations. Both analyses will provide valuable input into the policy process, but they are likely 
to be used for different ends. Acknowledging the client who sponsored a report signals a 
recognition that the client influenced the report, even if the influence involved no more than 
suggesting the topic, providing funding, or giving comments. 
 
At the same time, it is very important not to let the client have undue influence, in order to 
ensure that you have the freedom to let the numbers come out as they will. As mentioned 
above, an analysis with distorted or erroneous results can be very harmful both to a cause and to 
an analyst if discovered, because both will lose credibility. A well-documented study with sound 
methods, good data, and reproducible results will serve both you and the client well, even if the 
results do not necessarily favor the client. 
 
For the reasons just discussed, having a client for an analysis helps ensure that the analysis will 
be useful and used. Having a client also aligns you with that client and its policy stance. Being 
completely unbiased is difficult, if not impossible, but being credible and honest with the analysis 
is essential for all concerned. 
 
One way to uncover hidden biases and reduce the potential for bias in a policy analysis is to have 
the study plan reviewed by other analysts. These analysts might include trusted colleagues, or 
neutral parties at an independent think tank or university. These analysts might even be 
opponents. It is often better to know potential criticism while you can still do something about it. 
Such a review of the analysis plan by a wide range of affected publics, and revision to 
incorporate their concerns, may also be ways of getting these parties to have an implicit stake or 
even "buy off on the use of the analysis in the policy process. Further, such a review can also be 
a safeguard to you in warding off pressure by the client to slant the study design one way or the 
other. 
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Role of the Policy Analyst 
Policy analysis is a systematic evaluation of the technical and political implications of alternatives 
proposed to solve public problems. Policy analysis refers to both the process of assessing policies 
or programs, and the product of that analysis. A policy analyst: 

• uses qualitative and quantitative data; 
• uses a variety of approaches to the problem; 
• applies appropriate methods correctly. 

Who does policy analysis? Is public policy analysis a calling? A vocation? A service? A guild? A 
cult? The role of the policy analyst is to: 

• Produce arguments for debates about public policy 
• Produce evidence for decisions about public policy 
• Act as internal organizational consultants 
• Act as external policy consultants 
• Handle both technical and people aspects of policy analysis 

 
All policy represents the distribution of power and resources. These policies are an expression of 
values. Values and beliefs are often used as short-cuts to decision-making. What code of ethics 
should the policy analyst adopt? What about the professional values of obligation, responsibility, 
discretion, and citizenship? What about published professional codes of ethics? 
 
The policy analyst has responsibilities, to the client, the customer, the self, the profession, the 
public interest, fairness, equity, law, justice, efficiency, effectiveness, and the practice itself. Who 
is to define what is good? Whose values or goals should be pursued? What is the right thing to 
do? Who or what is ultimately to be served? Should the analyst try first and foremost to do 
good, or to do no harm? Should the analyst give neutral advice, or normative advocacy? Should 
the analyst be supportive or adversarial? 
Bias is inevitable in policy analysis. To mitigate the effects of bias, the analyst can: 

• identify all underlying assumptions 
• keep accurate records 
• use multiple sources of information 
• use replicable methods and models 
• identify the client's goals and values 
• identify the formal and informal actors and institutions 
• address relevant professional and ethical considerations 

 
Ethical concerns and Policy Analysis 
Policy analysis often has a reputation for being objective or value free. This reputation is not 
always deserved. As has been discussed, the very choice of which facets of the policy question to 
be studied can influence the results, just by the choice of what to include and what not to 
include. For instance, if an analysis looks only at the effects of a policy on one group and ignores 
effects on others, it can be said that the study suggests that that one group is more worthy of 
attention than others. You may be asked to draw conclusions from a study in a way that you 
consider inappropriate. Alternatively, the client may request that you conclude that one policy is 
unacceptable because it will harm a specific interest group, when you believe that the policy may 
create enough benefits overall that it is in fact a good thing. What should you do, not only to get 
out of these situations, but also to avoid getting into them? 
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These concerns highlight why we have emphasized the importance of the choice of both a client 
and the question to be analyzed. At those stages – when you are considering whether to work 
for someone, and when the client and you are agreeing on a specific assignment – you have the 
ability to accept, to walk away, or to renegotiate. Of course, if you are the employee of the 
client, it becomes much more difficult to walk away, but you still have the ability to suggest 
additional analysis issues to the boss and why they are important. Thus you have a dual 
responsibility, to your client but also to your profession. 
 
The steps of Policy Analysis  
The policy analysis process generally involves performing the same set of logical steps (see, for 
example, Walker et al., 1979, p. 70 and Findeisen and Quade, 1985, p. 123). Most projects 
include only a subset of the steps. The steps are not always performed in the same order and 
there is usually feedback among the steps. The steps are summarized in Figure 1 and briefly 
described below: 
  
Step 1: Identify the problem. This step sets the boundaries for what follows. It involves 
identifying the questions or issues involved, fixing the context within which the issues are to be 
analysed and the policies will have to function, clarifying constraints on possible courses of 
action, identifying the people who will be affected by the policy decision, discovering the major 
operative factors and deciding on the initial approach.  
 
Step 2: Identify the objectives of the new policy. Loosely speaking, a policy is a set of actions 
taken to solve a problem. The policymaker has certain objectives that, if met, would ‘solve’ the 
problem. In this step, the policy objectives are determined. (Most public policy problems involve 
multiple objectives, some of which conflict with others.)  
 
Step 3: Decide on criteria (measures of performance and cost) with which to evaluate 
alternative policies. Determining the degree to which a policy meets an objective involves 
measurement. This step involves identifying consequences of a policy that can be estimated 
(quantitatively or qualitatively) and that are directly related to the objectives. It also involves 
identifying the costs (negative benefits) that would be produced by a policy and how they are to 
be estimated.  
 
Step 4: Select the alternative policies to be evaluated. This step specifies the policies whose 
consequences are to be estimated. It is important to include as many as stand any chance of 
being worthwhile. If a policy is not included in this step, it will never be examined, so there is no 
way of knowing how good it may be. The current policy should be included as the ‘base case’ in 
order to determine how much of an improvement can be expected from the other alternatives.  
 
Step 5: Analyse each alternative. This means determining the consequences that are likely to 
follow if the alternative is actually implemented, where the consequences are measured in terms 
of the criteria chosen in Step 3. This step usually involves using a model or models of the system. 
This step is usually performed for each of several possible future worlds (scenarios).  
 
Step 6: Compare the alternatives in terms of projected costs and effects. This step involves 
examining the estimated costs and effects for each of the scenarios, making trade-offs among 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1qdw7chyEGlOYIGxHNQ6BmrexX6utRjn4


 

22 
 

them and choosing a preferred alternative (which is robust against the possible futures). If none 
of the alternatives examined so far is good enough to be implemented (or if new aspects of the 
problem have been found, or the analysis has led to new alternatives), return to Step 4.  
 
Step 7: Implement the chosen alternative. This step involves obtaining acceptance of the new 
procedures (both within and outside the government), training people to use them and 
performing other tasks to put the policy into effect.  
 

 
Figure 1: Steps in a policy analysis study 
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Figure 2: Policy analysis process 

 
Step 8: Monitor and evaluate the results. This step is necessary to make sure that the policy is 
actually accomplishing its intended objectives. If it is not, the policy may have to be modified or a 
new study performed. The individual steps in the process are described in detail by Findeisen 
and Quade (1985) and by Quade (1989, Chapter 4). 
 

  



 

24 
 

UNIT 2: TOOLS FOR A SUCCESSFUL CLIMATE POLICYMAKING 

Unit 2: Tools for a successful climate policymaking 

Content: This unit describes: 

i) Various tools for policy making 
ii) The techniques used by policymakers in their attempts to achieve 

policy goals 
iii) The roles of policy instruments, tools and methods 

Objective: At the end of this unit, participants will be able to: 

i) Identify and describe various tools for policy making 
ii) Demonstrate how various techniques are used by policy makers to 

achieve policy goals 
iii) Explain the roles of policy instruments, tools and methods 

Method of 
training: 

Participatory training/facilitation methodologies, lectures, group 
discussions, case studies etc. 

Training 
material 

Flip charts, notebooks and pens, marker pens, white board, white board 
markers 

Classroom 
setup: 

To be decided by the facilitator 

Duration: 90 mins 

Evaluation:  To be decided by the facilitator 

Reference 
materials 

The Tools of Policy Formulation: Actors, Capacities, Venues and Effects 
By Jordan A and Turnpenny R, 2015 
 
Handbook of Policy Formulation: 
https://books.google.co.ke/books?isbn=1784719323 
By Howlett  M and Mukherjee I, 2017 

 

 
 
 
  

https://books.google.co.ke/books?id=ScPiBwAAQBAJ&pg=PA24&dq=TOOLS+FOR+POLICYMAKING&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiLsamjitPaAhUKPxQKHfi5BzwQ6AEILzAB
https://books.google.co.ke/books?id=P_6lDgAAQBAJ&printsec=frontcover&dq=TOOLS+FOR+POLICYMAKING&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiLsamjitPaAhUKPxQKHfi5BzwQ6AEIQTAE
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Facilitation Methods 

Before starting the training, the facilitator is required to go through the facilitation notes and the 
facilitation methodology for each session. Additional materials for the unit are provided in the 
links available in the sessions and in the facilitation notes.  

Session 2.1: Presentation- Tools for successful climate policy making 
The facilitator will make a short 10-15 minutes presentation introducing the unit and outlining 
the objectives of the unit and the expected outcomes. The presentation will also set the stage 
for further discussions in the subsequent sessions. Key issues regarding this unit will be pointed 
out by the facilitator while the participants will also make inputs into the discussion therefore 
bringing out the key aspects of the subject of tools for successful climate policy making. 

Session 2.2: Group Exercises 
Assuming that there are 30-40 participants in the workshop, divide the participants into 5 groups 
(6-8 people per group). Ensure that the groups have good mix in terms of gender type of 
stakeholder and nationality. Assign each group exercises as provided below. This activity will be 
conducted within 30 minutes. The group members will appoint a chairperson, a scribe and a 
rapporteur.  
 
Group 1: Discuss the various tools for climate policy making. 
 
Group 2: Describe how climate information /data can be used as a tool for climate policy making. 
 
Group 3: Why is it important to use decision support tools in climate policy making? 
 
Group 4: What are the advantages and disadvantages of using regulatory tools in implementing 
climate policy? 
 
Group 5: Analyze: Who amongst the stakeholders should initiate the climate policy dialogue and 
who should keep the conversation going? 
 
Note: Each group will write on flip charts as clearly as possible. They will be collected at the end 
of the session. 

Session 2.3: Plenary discussions 
The groups will make 5 minute presentations of their work in session 2.2. The facilitator will 
allow open discussions on the presentations where all participants will make inputs guided by 
the facilitator. This session will take approximately 45 minutes. 
 
 
 
  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1Nw8aiRB4qHF4x6mmB6RqxiGtsiKAzDMQ
https://drive.google.com/open?id=18o7VQ12mWgaiCsHn1EceaqUVpCTuftW9
https://drive.google.com/open?id=11KgWn8m0Ea2D16a4rk3UeEpSeWQvIMiu
https://drive.google.com/open?id=18o7VQ12mWgaiCsHn1EceaqUVpCTuftW9
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Facilitator’s Notes 

What techniques or means do public policymakers use in their attempts to achieve policy 
goals?  
The roles of what may be termed policy instruments, tools and methods (Howlett 2011, p. 22) 
have attracted a great deal of attention. It is generally accepted that policy tools and instruments 
exist at all stages of the policy process (Howlett 2011, p. 22), ranging from policy formulation 
through to ex post evaluation (Dunn 2004). But in the public policy literature, much of the 
debate has focused on instruments for implementing agreed policy objectives, such as 
regulations, subsidies, taxes and voluntary agreements (Hood 1983; Hood and Margetts 2007; 
Salamon 2002). Recently, a second category of implementing instruments has been identified: 
procedural tools (Howlett 2000). These include education, training, provision of information and 
public hearings. These are procedural in the sense that they seek to affect outcomes indirectly 
through manipulating policy processes. The manner in which both types of instruments are 
selected and deployed aims to change the substance, effects and outcomes of policy, by sending 
signals about what is to be achieved and how government is likely to respond to target groups. 
Understanding these processes is critical to a better understanding of governing activities. 
 
Adopting an ‘instruments perspective’ on these activities has arguably contributed significantly 
to the study of public policy and governance in general (Lascoumes and Le Galés 2007).  
 
There is, however, also a third category of policy tools and instruments which has largely 
remained outside the mainstream of policy research. These tools have typically been developed 
by researchers and policy practitioners with the aim of performing a rather different set of tasks 
to the implementing instruments described above. They are variously referred to as ‘analytical 
tools’ (Radin 2013, p. viii), ‘policy-analytic methods’ (Dunn 2004, p. 6), decision support tools or 
‘analycentric’ tools (Schick 1977). Radin rightly devotes a whole chapter of her book charting the 
development of the field of policy analysis to telling their story – on the grounds that they 
constitute the ‘tools of the [policy analysis] trade’ (Radin 2013, p. 143). 
 
The Literatures on Policy Formulation Tools: Taking Stock 
In attempting to move the study of policy formulation tools back into the mainstream of public 
policy research, we immediately confront a problem – the relative absence of common 
definitions and typologies. Without these, it is difficult to believe that the literatures discussed 
above can be telescoped into a new sub-field. We believe that four literatures provide an 
especially important source of common terms and concepts, which we now briefly summarize. 
The first literature describes the internal characteristics and functions of each tool, and/or offers 
tool kits which seek to assist policy formulators in selecting ‘the right tool for the job’. On closer 
inspection, there are in fact many sub-literatures for all of a vast array of different tools; 
numerous classic texts like Dunn (2004) and Rossi et al. (2004) introduce some of the main ones. 
Generally speaking, rather fragmented into the main tool subtypes, and rather rationalistic in its 
framing, this literature nonetheless remains crucial because it outlines the intrinsic features of 
each tool. 
 
However (as repeatedly noted above), it does not have a great deal to say about where, how, 
why and by whom (in other words, by which actors and in which venues) they are used, and 
what effects they (do not) produce. 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=18o7VQ12mWgaiCsHn1EceaqUVpCTuftW9
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The second is dominated by typologies. Tools can be typologized in a number of different ways, 
for example: by the resources or capacities they require; by the activity they mainly support (for 
example, agenda setting, options appraisal); by the task they perform; and by their spatial 
resolution. Radin (2013, p. 145) opts for a more parsimonious framing, distinguishing between 
two main types: the more economic tools such as cost–benefit analysis (CBA) and what she 
terms the more ‘systematic approaches’ such as criteria analysis and political mapping. The 
problem is that dividing the field into two does not really offer much typological variation. In an 
earlier analysis, we elected to subdivide the main tools into three main types based on their level 
of technical complexity (Nilsson et al. 2008): 

• Simple tools such as checklists, questionnaires, impact tables or similar techniques for 
assisting expert judgement. 

• More formal tools, such as scenario techniques, CBA, risk assessment and multi-criteria 
analysis, which entail several analytical steps corresponding to predefined rules, methods 
and procedures. 

• Advanced tools which attempt to capture the more dynamic and complex aspects of 
societal or economic development by performing computer-based simulation exercises. 

 
At the time, we noted that there was no normative ranking implied in this typology. We also 
noted the basic difference between tools (such as scenarios and public participation) with more 
open procedures and purposes, and those like CBA that follow a set of standard procedural 
steps. But we did not relate these to the policy formulation tasks that tools could or should 
perform. We return to the matter of typologies below. 
 
The third literature adopts a more critical perspective (Wildavsky 1987; Shulock 1999; Self 1981), 
offering words of caution about expecting too much from tools. It appears to have left a deep 
impression on a sufficient number of policy analysts, perhaps sufficient to militate against the 
development of a new sub-field. However, it is clear that despite these cautionary words, many 
tools have been developed and are very heavily applied in certain venues to routinely produce 
effects that are not currently understood. Hence, questions about precisely where, how, why 
and by whom they are used remain. 
 
A fourth and final literature is more strongly focused on the main venues and processes of policy 
formulation rather than the tools. In attempting to better understand and explain how policy is 
made and what influences it, this literature encompasses studies of crucial factors such as the 
utilization of knowledge in policymaking (Radaelli 1995), and the role of power and institutions 
(for an excellent summary, see Sabatier 2005). The manner in which power and particular 
analytical practices are bound up with one another has been explored in planning/geography 
(see for example, Owens and Cowell 2002) and science and technology studies (Stirling 2008). 
Other aspects focus on the political demand for evidence-based policymaking (Sanderson 2002; 
Shine and Bartley 2011). Much of this literature adopts a macro-or a meso-level focus and draws 
on or develops theory. To the extent that it considers policy formulation tools at all, there is, 
however, a tendency (although by no means universal) to assume that tools are epiphenomenal 
and hence not warranting detailed analysis. But we shall argue that without more detailed 
research, these remain no more than untested assumptions. 
 
  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=18o7VQ12mWgaiCsHn1EceaqUVpCTuftW9
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UNIT 3: INSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS OF CLIMATE POLICYMAKING IN AFRICA 

Unit 3: Institutional aspects of climate policymaking in Africa 

Content: This unit will describe: 

i) Institutions involved in climate policymaking in Africa  
ii) The key role played by institutions in Climate policy making 
iii) The evolution of institutions in climate policy making. 

Objectives: At the end of this unit, participants will be able to: 

i) have in-depth knowledge on the role of institutions and various 
system actors in climate policymaking;  

ii) to point out the challenges these institutions currently face and  
iii) what needs to be done so that they can perform their mandate 

effectively. 

Method of 
training: 

The following facilitation methods will be used 

• Lecturette- Different facilitators will be given room to do a 
presentation on various topics related to the theme of discussion 

• Discussions- During the afternoon session, there will be break-out 
session whereby participants will discuss on various topics/brainstorm 
and thereafter do a presentation to the whole team 

• Case studies-Key speakers can give case studies of what their 
organisations have handled and the lessons so far 

Training 
material 

Training manual will be developed by ATPS in collaboration with other 
stakeholders who may be part of the network or not. 

Classroom 
setup: 

The set up will be decided by the facilitator based on the facilitation 
method selected 

Duration: 90 mins 

Evaluation:  To be decided by the facilitator 

Reference 
material 

Institutional challenges to climate change adaptation: A case study on 
policy action gaps in Uganda  
By Ampaire et al., 2017 
 
Institutional challenges to developing a Nigerian climate policy  
By Koblowsky P. and C I Speranza, 2010 
 
http://www.wri.org/blog/2012/05/why-institutions-matter-climate-
change-adaptation-developing-countries 

 

 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1o0zAOPtoGGRyZzSKweyOjh5IqMjtBea2
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1o0zAOPtoGGRyZzSKweyOjh5IqMjtBea2
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1R7jmwYSBAIHvu1CCiLg38Vj5817s37bz
http://www.wri.org/blog/2012/05/why-institutions-matter-climate-change-adaptation-developing-countries
http://www.wri.org/blog/2012/05/why-institutions-matter-climate-change-adaptation-developing-countries
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Facilitation Methods 

Before starting the training, the facilitator is required to go through the facilitation notes and the 
facilitation methodology for each session. Additional materials for the unit are provided in the 
links available in the sessions and in the facilitation notes.  

Session 3.1: Presentation- Institutional aspects of climate policy making 
The facilitator will make a short 10-15 minutes presentation introducing the unit and outlining 
the objectives of the unit and the expected outcomes. The presentation will also set the stage 
for further discussions in the subsequent sessions. Key issues regarding this unit will be pointed 
out by the facilitator while the participants will also make inputs into the discussion therefore 
bringing out the key institutional aspects of climate policy making. 

Session 3.2: Group Exercises 
Assuming that there are 30-40 participants in the workshop, divide the participants into 5 groups 
(6-8 people per group). Ensure that the groups have good mix in terms of gender and type of 
stakeholder. Assign each group exercises as provided below. This activity will be conducted 
within 30 minutes. The group members will appoint a chairperson, a scribe and a rapporteur.  
 
Group 1: Discuss the key institutions that must be involved in the climate policy cycle 
 
Group 2: Read the case study of Uganda provided and draw out key lessons that can be 
emulated from it for the other African countries. 
 
Group 3: Discuss the institutional failure across African countries in implementing climate 
policies. What solutions do you recommend? 
 
Group 4: Describe the role of institutions in climate policy cycle. 
 
Group 5: How can climate policy instruments be utilized to strengthen the role of institutions in 
ensuring effective implementation of climate policy? 
 
Note: Each group will write on flip charts as clearly as possible. They will be collected at the end 
of the session. 

Session 3.3: Plenary discussions 
Allow the groups to make 5 minute presentation of their work. All participants are required to 
make inputs in the presentations to enrich the information. The participants will share their 
experiences; provide examples and case studies with respect to the various topics presented.  
Use the information generated to enrich the existing literature in the module. This session will 
take approximately 45 minutes. 
  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1HX90tzIWnpOjlBPGVNqoT6mevFd0UxXm
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Facilitator’s Notes 

Getting governments to adopt new climate change policies and legislation is only half the battle. 
All too often, policies sit on a shelf in some ministry office gathering cobwebs. They might get 
dusted off every so often and a new commitment announced, but there is still little sign of them 
being implemented on the ground. If we are to make a real difference to climate change and the 
lives of those affected, we have to advocate for policy implementation. 
 
Most funding for climate change activities from national budgets and international sources is 
channelled through government institutions and programmes. As a result, it is important for civil 
society to monitor (and influence) the delivery of national climate change initiatives to ensure 
that they are transparent, accountable and effective. This includes projects and programmes, 
finance strategies, policies and the functioning of structures and institutions. 
 
Tracking national budgets for climate change expenditure has been an effective advocacy tool in 
some countries, whilst monitoring the implementation of national government climate change 
policies has worked in others. In some instances, civil society networks have conducted 
monitoring themselves, and in others they have worked with local communities to do so.  
 
Establishing National Implementing Entities to access Adaptation Fund finance has been a key 
focus for some countries in the South because of the Fund’s principle of ‘direct access’ that 
allows accredited national institutions to access funding directly without going through a 
regional or multi-lateral intermediary. This issue will become increasingly relevant as the Green 
Climate Fund is expected to develop similar funding principles. 
 
Institutional Aspects of Climate Policymaking in Africa 
Institutions are formal and informal organisations which use their mandate to identify a gap, 
collect views from different experts as well as the public and use their channels of 
communications to reach policy makers who analyse the research based evidence and present it 
to governments before they assent it into laws. The number of these institutions however, are 
still few in Africa and their effect is not being felt at the national level; those that are still in 
existence some of them are weak and do not adequately perform their mandate due to 
insufficient funding, human resources, poor coordination among different but related sectors, 
reconciling long-term resilience with short term development priorities and political constraints. 
Additionally, some of the existing institutions work does not correspond to the current climatic 
issues affecting the world.  
 
Various stakeholders have complained that the international NGOs set the agenda at the 
national level hence implementation is influenced externally. There is need for international 
NGOs to collaborate with local NGOs for proper oversight at national level. Research should also 
correspond to national knowledge gaps, transparency and accountability is crucial when it comes 
to donor funding and there is still need to engage the private sector to participate in climate 
change issues. 
 
The Role of Institutions 
Institutions are the formal and informal organizations through which society structures shared 
decision-making and takes collective action (McGray and Sokona, 2012). Many would add that the 
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rules and norms – both tacit and explicit – through which people interact are also institutions. 
Organizations, rules, and norms all are critical building blocks for short- and long-term action on 
climate change (McGray and Sokona, 2012). These institutions may need to adapt substantially as 
the climate problem worsens. (http://www.wri.org/blog/2012/05/why-institutions-matter-
climate-change-adaptation-developing-countries)  
 
The challenge to climate resilience in much of the developing world – including Africa – is that 
many institutions that fulfil key functions of an adapting society are weak or absent. Which 
organizations will gather and synthesize information about changes in the climate? By what 
criteria will decision-makers prioritize investments of scarce adaptation funding? How will 
different players – government, civil society, academia, business – coordinate their adaptation 
actions across sectoral and administrative boundaries? Answers to these questions are hard 
enough in places with well-established governments, markets, universities, and advocacy 
communities. But many African countries lack these institutions altogether. 
 
Of course, in some respects, weakness in existing institutions creates an opportunity for Africa in 
contending with climate change. As climate change reveals a need for new institutions – such as 
for channelling climate finance, coordinating adaptation actions across sectors, and reconciling 
long-term resilience with short-term development priorities – it may be easier to start from 
scratch than to reconfigure existing systems. Because the continent is less locked into formally 
established ways of making decisions, Africans have the opportunity to design new institutions 
to be flexible and climate-resilient. 
 
The African Climate Policy Center (ACPC) – itself a new institution, fewer than two years old – 
aims to help improve climate change and development information for Africa, as well as 
strengthen the use of such information and knowledge in decision making. Like WRI, it seeks to 
go beyond research to promote tangible change – putting ideas into action. Last year was ACPC’s 
start-up year, spent hiring staff and “getting on the map” with a major conference, a series 
of working papers, and roundtables in the COP 17 Africa Pavilion in Durban, South Africa. 
 
In 2012, as ACPC settles into its core work and deepens its partnership with WRI, institutional 
mapping is high on the agenda. To help African countries make climate-resilient development a 
reality, ACPC analysts need to understand the institutional strengths and weaknesses that these 
countries bring to the challenge of adapting to climate change. Drawing on WRI’s National 
Adaptive Capacity framework, ACPC plans to study four or five countries to develop: 
• A map of key institutions for managing climate-relevant data, information, and knowledge, 

both at national and regional levels 
• An inventory of African organizations responsible for various aspects of water management 
• An in-depth understanding of the various climate change policy approaches to agricultural 

development being tried across the continent 
With this kind of information, ACPC and WRI will be able to identify where institutional barriers 
to adaptation action need to be addressed and decide how to target capacity-building activities 
to have a sustained effect. It’s a first step in the long-term “treatment” of forging climate-
resilient development paths, instead of simply treating symptoms with an aspirin. 
 
 
 

http://www.wri.org/blog/2012/05/why-institutions-matter-climate-change-adaptation-developing-countries
http://www.wri.org/blog/2012/05/why-institutions-matter-climate-change-adaptation-developing-countries
http://www.uneca.org/acpc/ccda/ccda1/index.htm
http://www.uneca.org/acpc/index.php?Page=acpc_working_papers&Dir=about_acpc/policy_documents
http://www.afdb.org/en/cop17-africa-pavilion/
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Policy Framing for Adaptation Governance 
There is lack of effective integration with other sectors that deal with climate change issues for 
instance Ministry of Environment and treasury; in some instances when it comes to budgeting, 
treasury may exclude some actors in the Ministry of Environment and make for them budgets 
without consulting them. Additionally, state actors dominate in policy making leaving out 
stakeholder participation, civil society actors and local communities with limited participation 
hence undermining key governance principles such as equality. There is also need for 
policymakers to increase funding towards supporting climate research. 
 
The public needs to get information so that they can participate in climate change issues to 
encourage fair and equitable participation. Majority of African countries and research 
institutions do not have coherent strategies for communicating or raising awareness on climate 
change issues. According to a study by global opinions through Gallup poll on climate change 
2007-2008 industrialised countries are more aware of climate change than developing countries. 
Communication is one way and does not reach people in the rural areas who are also affected by 
climate change issues. 
 
There is need for more local coverage of major events of climate change to create more public 
awareness. Institutions also need to come out boldly and capacity build citizens on climate 
change issues, these will help get rid of false information and myths the public usually get from 
various unverified sources. 
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Case Study: Influencing the preparation of key climate change policy in Uganda 
 
The Government of Uganda, through the Ministry of Water and Environment, invited civil society 
organisations (CSOs) to contribute to the national climate change policy-making process from its inception. 
The goal was to ensure the voice of civil society was reflected in the policy. The Development Network of 
Indigenous Voluntary Associations (DENIVA) was asked to mobilise CSOs to provide inputs. This 
mobilisation occurred both inside and outside Climate Action Network – Uganda, of which DENIVA is a 
member.  
A meeting was organised at which the consultants presented their inception report detailing the policy 
development process between January and December 2012. Citizen consultation was not explicitly part of 
this process and DENIVA realised it had little time to mobilize citizen inputs. It therefore formed a Working 
Group (of 18 volunteers) to meet regularly, secure and analyse CSO inputs and develop a position paper. 
Most CSOs had not documented their work so DENIVA developed a questionnaire that was sent to more 
than 200 CSOs. About 30 responded. The position paper then generated by the Working Group was 
presented to government during a stakeholder meeting at which the first draft policy was also shared. The 
Working Group subsequently met and analysed this draft policy, and shared emerging issues with the 
consultants. It participated in all fora created by the government for the process, including costing the 
implementation strategy. Some of the issues highlighted by CSOs through this process were integrated into 
the emerging policy and its implementation strategy, and the process itself enriched relations amongst 
CSOs and between CSOs and government in Uganda. The policy remains in draft form pending Cabinet 
approval. 
 
Key steps for others wishing to replicate this advocacy initiative elsewhere include: 
1. Prepare very well before, during and after the policy-making process. Be very clear about the issues 

you would like addressed in the policy. These should represent the views of civil society participating in 
the process. Share positions before the first draft policy is released. 

2. Ensure the network is strong and recognised by CSOs, government and all donors. All network 
members should be involved. 

3. Ensure you know all CSO representatives in the policy-making process and involve them in defining the 
CSO position. This includes CSOs which may not be part of the network. 

4. Document all your work and share it with policy makers to ensure that issues can be captured, even 
without your physical presence. 

5. Cultivate a good working relationship with the institution responsible for developing the policy, and 
where possible with those actually drafting it.  

 
Potential pitfalls to avoid include: 
1. Disagreements amongst participating CSOs – you lose credibility. It is important to speak with one 

voice. 
2. Reticence about associating oneself with a policy that does not focus on the vulnerable. 
3. Relying heavily on network members. They may have organisational obligations that make them less 

available. Where possible ask an independent person to help. 
4. Leaving out some organisations when communicating. Create a Google group and include as many 

contacts in it as possible. 
5. Failing because of limited finances. Explore all possible ways to raise funds to ensure the network is 

strong and all of its members are involved in the process. 
 

Source: Susan Nanduddu, DENIVA 
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UNIT 4: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT IN CLIMATE POLICY FORMULATION 

Unit 4: Public engagement in climate policy formulation 

Content This unit will describe: 

i) Public engagement (PE) in climate policy formulation 
ii) Importance of PE in the climate policy cycle 
iii) Challenges of PE in the climate policy cycle 

Objective: At the end of this unit, participants will be able to: 

i) Categorize and describe the PE mechanisms, initiatives and 
challenges in the climate policy cycle 

ii) Explain the importance of PE in climate policy cycle 

Method of 
training: 

Participatory training/facilitation methodologies, lectures, group 
discussions, case studies etc. 

Training 
material 

Flip charts, notebooks and pens, marker pens, white board, white board 
markers 

Classroom 
setup: 

The set up will be decided by the facilitator based on the facilitation 
method selected 

Duration: 90 minutes 

Evaluation:  To be decided by the facilitator 

Reference 
materials 

Public Engagement in Healthcare Policy Formulation: Contexts, ... 
By Howe S A, 2013 
 
Evaluating Public Participation in Policy Making 
https://books.google.co.ke/books?isbn=9264008969 

Public Engagement Innovations 

 

 
 
  

https://books.google.co.ke/books?id=lYACnwEACAAJ&dq=PUBLIC+ENGAGEMENT+IN+POLICY+FORMULATION&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjI0dvGk9PaAhVBthQKHYGZBKQQ6AEIJzAA
https://books.google.co.ke/books?id=3MlLI9gM6XUC&printsec=frontcover&dq=PUBLIC+ENGAGEMENT+IN+POLICY+FORMULATION&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjI0dvGk9PaAhVBthQKHYGZBKQQ6AEIKzAB
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1evx71G6KIZS409CiprQnBPOycRD8eDaZ
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Facilitation Methods 

Before starting the training, the facilitator is required to go through the facilitation notes and the 
facilitation methodology for each session. Additional materials for the unit are provided in the 
links available in the sessions and in the facilitation notes.  

Session 4.1: Presentation-Public Engagement in Climate Policy formulation 
The facilitator will introduce the concept of public engagement (PE) through a 10-15 minutes 
presentation. There will be a 5 minute session of questions and answers which will lead to a 
group work session. 

Session 4.2: Group Exercises 
Assuming that there are 30-40 participants in the workshop, divide the participants into 5 groups 
(6-8 people per group). Ensure that the groups have good mix in terms of gender and type of 
stakeholder. Assign each group exercises as provided below. This activity will be conducted 
within 30 minutes. The group members will appoint a chairperson, a scribe and a rapporteur.  
 
Group 1: Discuss the various ways of engagement. What are the strengths and drawbacks of 
each? 
 
Group 2: Why is it important to engage the public in the climate policy cycle? Provide examples 
of the different scenarios where the public has been engaged and where it has not been 
engaged. 
 
Group 3: Describe the Steps in choosing a public engagement mechanism 
 
Group 4: Discuss the concept of public participation and how it feeds into the climate policy 
cycle 
 
Group 5: Discuss the use of community media. Using the case study for Zimbabwe, draw the 
lessons and how they can be applied elsewhere in climate policy cycle. (The facilitator will 
provide hand-outs) 
 
Note: Each group will write on flip charts as clearly as possible. They will be collected at the end 
of the session. 

Session 4.3: Plenary discussions 
Allow the groups to make 5 minute presentation of their work. All participants are required to 
make inputs in the presentations to enrich the information. The participants will share their 
experiences; provide examples and case studies with respect to the various topics presented.  
Use the information generated to enrich the existing literature in the module. This session will 
take approximately 45 minutes.  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1ns-_10dHjW-lbpRMN2g1ZloVYaxzHMr4
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Facilitator’s Notes 

Why engage the public? 
Do you want to change how governments respond to climate change? Are you winning the 
technical arguments with ministry officials, but losing the big wars on climate change policy and 
budget allocation? Or are policies in place but not being implemented? If you answer yes to any 
of these questions, then it is likely that you need to engage the public and mobilise them to push 
national and local governments to take swifter and bolder action. 
 
Do you want the public to reduce their carbon footprint or prepare themselves for climate 
change effects? Then you need to engage the public to inform, educate and change their 
behaviour. Or perhaps you want both. Your goals for public engagement should come from your 
advocacy planning and should be informed by your overall messaging.  
 
We also need to continually promote our messages about climate change: 
• To impress upon people that the problem is real, serious, and will not go away, unlike more 

transitory news events;  
• Because the state of knowledge is evolving fast and new information is becoming available all 

the time; and  
• To counter the misinformation from the small but very vocal/powerful minority of people 

who deny that climate change is happening and/or obstruct attempts to do something about 
it. 

One aspect of public engagement is through the mainstream media (radio, TV, newspapers and 
magazines). Other ways of informing, educating and mobilising the public to take action, include 
using local/community media, social media, engaging youth, and protest. 
 
Key questions when planning public engagement 
Resources for public engagement are invariably limited, so in order to decide how best to 
allocate them, answer the following questions: 

1. What are you trying to achieve? Your immediate objective could range from simply civic 
education to more ambitious mobilisation for action or to influence key decision-makers. 

2. Who are you trying to reach? Different audiences will need different communication 
approaches and styles, including perhaps different ‘messengers’ for your materials.  

3. How will you reach them? Based on your chosen audience you will need to select 
appropriate media, products and timings for your campaign.  

4. Why should people listen to you? This needs to be a critical part of your key messages, so 
that you are sure they contain not only what you want to say, but also what they would 
be interested to hear.  

You also need to be aware of the risks and constraints that you face. In some countries, being 
too critical of the government may be dangerous or counter-productive, so your messages and 
tactics may need to be crafted in a more positive way. 
 
Categorization of PE mechanisms/initiatives 
Public communication – the aim is to inform and/or educate citizens. The flow of information 
constitutes one-way communication from sponsors to public representatives, and no specific 
mechanisms exist to handle public feedback (examples include public hearings, public meetings 
and awareness raising activities).  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1evx71G6KIZS409CiprQnBPOycRD8eDaZ
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1evx71G6KIZS409CiprQnBPOycRD8eDaZ
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Public activism – the aim is to inform decision-makers and create awareness in order to 
influence decision-making processes. The information flow is conveyed in one-way 
communication from citizens to sponsors but not on the initiative of the sponsors as 
characterizes the ‘public consultation’ category (examples include demonstrations and protests).  
 
Public consultation – the aim is to inform decision-makers of public opinions on certain topics. 
These opinions are sought from the sponsors of the PE initiative and no prescribed dialogue is 
implemented. Thus, in this case, the one-way communication is conveyed from citizens to 
sponsors (examples include citizens’ panels, planning for real and focus groups).  
 
Public deliberation – the aim is to facilitate group deliberation on policy issues of where the 
outcome may impact decision-making. Information is exchanged between sponsors and public 
representatives and a certain degree of dialogue is facilitated. The flow of information 
constitutes two-way communication (examples include ‘mini publics’ such as consensus 
conferences, citizen juries, deliberative opinion polling).  
 
Public participation – the aim is to assign partly or full decision-making power to citizens on 
policy issues. Information is exchanged between sponsors and public representatives and a 
certain degree of dialogue is facilitated. The flow of information constitutes two-way 
communication (examples include co-governance and direct democracy mechanisms such as 
participatory budgeting, youth councils and binding referendums 
 
Public participation has several potential roles in policy decision making, and the reasons offered 
for encouraging it are diverse (Wengert 1976). One can pursue participation as policy, that is, 
with a normative perception that it is desirable in and of itself because, in the words of Susskind 
and Elliott (1983), it democratizes, decentralizes, de-professionalizes, and demystifies public 
policy. One can pursue participation as a strategy, as a means for achieving other ends. 
Participation can operate as communication, leading to improved information flows that 
produce better decisions. Participation can serve as therapy, a way to co-opt alienated groups 
into the mainstream. It can function as conflict resolution, so that participation may (or may not) 
lead to reduced tensions and stable outcomes in controversial decisions. More intuitively, the 
best way to find out what people want and value is to ask them (Feiveson et al. 1976). 
 
There is a spectrum of participation mechanisms available (FEARO 1988): 

• Public information (ads, newsletters, exhibits) 
• Public information feedback (polls, focus groups, surveys) 
• Consultation (hearings, workshops, panels, games) 
• Extended involvement (advisory committees, charrettes, task forces) 
• Joint planning (arbitration, conciliation, mediation, negotiation, partnership) 
• Delegation (citizen control, home rule) 

 
Choosing which mode of participation to solicit is important because each has distinctive 
strengths and weaknesses. Steps in choosing a mechanism typically include informal early 
consultation to identify major issues and actors, confirmation of an organizational mandate to 
proceed in an accountable and open fashion, identification of potentially interested participants 
including those who are unlikely to receive representation, analysis of the specific situation, 
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setting objectives for the participation process, determining information exchange requirements, 
planning the length of the activity and the complexity of involvement, implementation, and 
evaluation of how it worked (FEARO, 1988). 
 
Cultivating public participation as a conscious strategy or policy does not mean that it may not 
arise “naturally” in spontaneous occurrences. The existing pattern of public interaction sets the 
stage. Susskind and Elliott (1988) describe patterns of paternalism (elites govern, they inform the 
public of decisions), conflict (members of the public begin to distrust the elites, they second-
guess decisions and demand participation), and coproduction (elites and members of the public 
share decision-making power and constructively resolve conflicts). 
 
Like other collective decision-making mechanisms, public participation also has flaws. These 
include potential tyranny of the majority or minority, instability of decisions, poor information, 
apathy and stakeholder fatigue, adverse reactions to perfunctory involvement, and the non-
representativeness of participants in any small group process. 
 
Community media 
More labour intensive and time consuming, but potentially more engaging, is the use of 
‘community media’. This covers a wide range of techniques including community theatre, public 
talks, community meetings and workshops, and educational posters. Messages can also be 
passed through traditional leaders, religious leaders and other networks. 
 

 
 
Trends in public attitudes to climate change  
Changes in public attitudes show the somewhat erratic nature of people’s attitude towards 
climate change. If belief in climate change is falling, one fear is that it will be harder to persuade 
the public to support actions to address the problem. This reality should be taken into account 
when thinking about engaging the public with climate change. Public trust in climate science and 
overall belief in climate change is influenced by a set of constantly evolving external factors. As a 
result, public attitudes are not static; polls and surveys during the winter of 2009/2010 suggest 
that there was a dip in public faith in climate science. For example, an Ipsos MORI survey (2009-

Case Study: Exchange visits, participatory video and community theatre in Zimbabwe 
 
Community Based Adaptation in Africa project activities in Zimbabwe involved a number of innovative 
ways to raise awareness about climate change. Community exchange visits helped communities share 
information about how they were coping with climate change impacts. Rural project communities from 
Munyawiri visited communities supported by the Zimbabwe Homeless People’s Federation and Dialogue 
on Shelter in Chinhoyi. Communities from Harare also joined this visit. These urban communities later 
visited Munyawiri where the local community showcased the use of rope and washer pump technologies 
and conservation farming. Participatory video was used for project monitoring and evaluation. 
Community members made videos that were shown to other communities and also to policy makers. 
They were also played at various national and international meetings and made available on YouTube. 
Community theatre helped simplify climate information and allowed communities in Munyawiri to 
explain climate change in their local vernacular. The drama they developed helped spread the climate 
change message to other communities and policy makers. Advocacy messages were embedded in the 
drama. 

Source: Sherpard Zvigadza, ZERO 
 



 

39 
 

2010) found that the percentage of people that believe climate change is a reality dropped 
significantly from 44% in 2009 to 31% in 2010. A diverse set of factors could underlie these 
apparent changes in attitude, such as the climate change controversies of the University of East 
Anglia, the harsh winter of 2009/2010 and the failure of the United Nations COP-15 talks in 
Copenhagen.  It is still too early to be conclusive about climate change attitudes in 2011, but 
some reports show an overall upward trend in belief in climate change. However, considering 
other polls from 2011, it appears that uncertainty, lack of trust and scepticism are still high. The 
Guardian suggests that a longer term consequence of the Winter 2009/2010 reports may be a 
greater polarisation of belief in climate change being a threat. The Ipsos MORI poll suggests that 
environmental concerns appear to be shifting towards energy security, rather than global 
warming and climate change.  In addition, while the public might be exposed to more 
information shaping their ideas and opinions about climate change, there appears to be a 
decrease in the extent to which the public actually feel ‘knowledgeable’ on the subject. 
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UNIT 5: MONITORING AND EVALUATION IN CLIMATE POLICYMAKING 

Unit 5: Monitoring and evaluation in climate policymaking 

Content: This unit will describe: 

i) M&E and climate policy making 
ii) Importance of M&E in the policy cycle 

Objective: At the end of this unit, participants will be able to: 

i) Explain what M&E and its key elements 
ii) Explain the need and use of M&E in climate policy making 
iii) Demonstrate the importance of M&E in climate policy making 

Method of 
training: 

Participatory training/facilitation methodologies, lectures, group 
discussions, case studies etc. 

Training 
material 

Flip charts, notebooks and pens, marker pens, white board, white board 
markers 

Classroom 
setup: 

The set up will be decided by the facilitator based on the facilitation 
method selected 

Duration: 90 mins 

Evaluation:  To be decided by the facilitator 

Reference 
materials 

Building Better Policies: The Nuts and Bolts of Monitoring and 
Evaluation systems 
 
Ten Steps to a Results-based Monitoring and Evaluation System by 
Kusek and Rist (2004). 
 
http://the-sra.org.uk/files-presentations/davies.pdf   
 

 
 
  

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1aPNXXkwfGS6pL6cF26Vq0BgK-MlLwQuY
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1aPNXXkwfGS6pL6cF26Vq0BgK-MlLwQuY
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1WZVnX9nREvMUDqYPLiaKXJGBAedqFP49
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1WZVnX9nREvMUDqYPLiaKXJGBAedqFP49
http://the-sra.org.uk/files-presentations/davies.pdf
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Facilitation Methods 

Before starting the training, the facilitator is required to go through the facilitation notes and the 
facilitation methodology for each session. Additional materials for the unit are provided in the 
links available in the sessions and in the facilitation notes.  

Session 5.1: Presentation-Monitoring and Evaluation in climate policy making 
The facilitator will make 10-15 minutes presentation introducing M&E in climate policy cycle. The 
facilitator will then lead discussions around the topic and how M&E is used in policy cycle. Issues 
being raised will be written down on flip charts.  
 

Session 5.2: Group work 
Assuming that there are 30-40 participants in the workshop, divide the participants into 5 groups 
(6-8 people per group). Ensure that the groups have good mix in terms of gender and type of 
stakeholder. Assign each group exercises as provided below. Give the groups 30 minutes to 
complete the assignment. 
 
Group 1: Discuss and provide the importance of having M&E activities in climate policy cycle 
 
Group 2: Discuss the best practices in M&E that will ensure effective implementation of Climate 
policy across different sectors 
 
Group 3: Discuss why evidence based policy making is critical. What are its short-comings? 
 
Group 4: Analyze the Relationship between M&E and Politics and how this impacts on the 
climate policy cycle 
 
Group 5: Discuss the steps to building a performance-based monitoring and evaluation system 
 
Note: The groups will be required to record their work clearly on flip charts that will be collected 
by the facilitator at the end of the session. 
 

Session 5.3: Plenary discussions 
Allow the groups to make 5 minute presentation of their work. All participants are required to 
make inputs in the presentations to enrich the information. The participants will share their 
experiences; provide examples and case studies with respect to the various topics presented.  
Use the information generated to enrich the existing literature in the module. This session will 
take approximately 45 minutes. 
 
Open discussion forum: Discuss the challenges of implementing M&E in climate policy cycle. 
Document the responses and enrich the material provided in the module. 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1PB0-V8SAcsKukF2Fv0b5rVRdwYXc71o7
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Facilitator’s Notes 

What is monitoring and evaluation?  
Monitoring is the process of data collection (monthly, quarterly, annually) intended to measure 
whether the program is doing what it is set out to do. 
 
Evaluation is the systematic investigation of whether a program is effective; evaluations are 
usually carried out periodically (Mild project/ End project) 
 
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of adaptation to climate change is essential but is a young 
discipline, as yet with no universally agreed standards or practices for measuring how well an 
intervention reduces peoples’ climate vulnerability. However, several multi-country programmes 
are focusing on supporting adaptation activities in developing countries, and these programmes 
provide a good opportunity to see how M&E is taking place and to share the lessons. 
 
Importance of monitoring and evaluating climate policy and adaptation  
Policymakers everywhere recognise that climate adaptation is essential. Developing countries 
are putting national policies and strategies in place to respond to climate pressures. Increased 
investment in adaptation will help protect livelihoods, lives and vulnerable people’s assets, and 
help make economies more resilient as they move towards overall development goals. However, 
there are uncertainties as to how, when and how much climate change impacts will challenge 
development. Determining how best to respond to climate change requires that learning 
becomes ‘hard-wired’ into programmes supporting climate mitigation and adaptation. This 
simply means that specific lessons from a programme should be continually integrated into that 
particular intervention to ensure that it remains on track, and activities can be reoriented in line 
with the particular context.  
 
Significant financial resources are pledged to support adaptation activities, such as the new 
Green Climate Fund. The fund will direct half of its anticipated US$100 billion annual budget to 
adaptation in developing countries. Part of these resources should be invested in assessing 
adaptation interventions, thereby helping ensure their effectiveness and providing valuable 
evidence to shape future investments. Policymakers need to be able to understand how well the 
interventions they put in place are able to eradicate poverty by improving resilience to climate 
variability and change. Adaptation monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is therefore vital. As an area 
of practice, adaptation M&E is relatively new, and there is insufficient understanding of how it 
can be best supported. There are, however, a number of emerging frameworks, toolkits and 
guides that are attempting to define elements of best practice and support M&E of adaptation 
activities. 
 
Best practice in M&E  
M&E faces a number of conceptual and methodological challenges. There is a high degree of 
uncertainty around climate change impacts, and climate adaptation itself is an elusive concept, 
with no universally accepted definition or agreed metrics. Nevertheless, best practice is 
emerging. Adaptation takes place in a variety of different development contexts, and a broad 
range of issues affect vulnerability. These factors pose difficulties for adaptation interventions. 
Climate impacts are constantly changing, and adaptation will not simply remove climate change 
damage so that development can take place unhindered. Adaptation activities should take into 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1K52KIAXhk-PcyqzkisUkgaI6m19sZcUN
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account both current climate impacts and anticipated future climatic patterns, even though the 
effects of a particular intervention may not be fully seen for years. Evaluation within adaptation 
programmes is often limited to the programme or project cycle, and may offer little tangible 
contribution to learning beyond that programme’s parameters. Best practice recognises a need 
to shift focus towards longer-term and nationally owned M&E, and more comprehensive 
evaluation of policies for climate change responses. Well-designed indicators measure the 
effectiveness of adaptation and track investments. Quantitative indicators predominate, and this 
can limit the use of qualitative narratives, which can offer a more holistic monitoring of results 
and underlying change processes. Making provision for both qualitative and quantitative 
indicators will help paint a more comprehensive picture. It is also important to strike a balance 
between upward/downward accountability and learning from an M&E system. A learning M&E 
dimension (that is, not just exclusively focused on accountability, but rather how M&E findings 
can be fed back into the programme) featured in only half of the GCCA projects reviewed.  
 

 
 
A theory of change (TOC) can be used to map out the logical sequence of a programme or 
project from inputs to outcomes, and can provide a non-linear way to consider not only what will 
change, but the underlying dynamics and assumptions around how and why change will occur. 
Nevertheless, TOCs are often overlooked when designing M&E systems. Two GCCA projects, in 
Cambodia and ClimDev Africa, are a valuable part of best practice. A theory of change can offer 
strategic direction and sets out how an intervention is supposed to work. It will help chart 
progress against a well-defined ‘adaptation roadmap’ in which underlying assumptions are made 
explicit. Most GCCA projects make reference to using existing data and systems, such as national 
statistics or census data, and a few have a specific strategy to use these to improve their M&E. 
Integration with existing national data systems can reduce costs, avoid duplication, and can 
broaden M&E beyond just the project or programme focus.  
 
It may be the case that data systems in developing countries need supplementary climate 
change information for more precise monitoring of climate challenges. Often problems arise 
because national and sub-national data systems are insufficient. Accuracy, as well as reliability 
and timeliness of data, is important.  
 
Finally, baselines are a crucial aspect of best practice for M&E. A number of GCCA projects did 
include dedicated baseline studies. The Uganda project benefited from establishing a baseline 

Case study: Adaptation to climate change in Uganda: benefits of establishing a baseline  
Uganda’s GCCA programme established a baseline for M&E shortly after the programme began, using 
an extensive participatory process. This accurately identified specific vulnerabilities at the district level, 
in turn allowing for more accurate measurement of changes that can be attributed to programme 
actions. In establishing the baseline, it was possible to map climate vulnerability across the districts in 
the programme and then select the most appropriate communities as the focus for the intervention. 
The data collected may also be used to measure the impact of other programmes operating in the 
same areas. Including local-level stakeholders in establishing the baseline has helped raise awareness 
around adaptation issues within the communities, as well as improve their knowledge on climate 
change. The same stakeholders also carry out a number of M&E activities; early engagement helped 
foster ownership and buy-in, as well as helping to overcome potential implementation challenges. The 
baseline activities also created an opportunity for the programme team to interact with the primary 
beneficiaries, and gave programme staff a better understanding of local stakeholders’ expectations. 
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early in the process. Early participation by stakeholders can help promote local ownership of 
M&E activities and lead to better understanding of adaption by the beneficiaries and project 
staff alike. Yet participatory M&E featured in very few of the GCCA projects reviewed.  
 
Evidence into practice: increasing the uptake of evidence in both policy and practice 
Key issues to address in developing an integrated monitoring and evaluation strategy include: 

• What research and evaluation designs are appropriate for specific research questions? 
How do you know when the methodology is sound? 

• What is an appropriate balance between primary (new studies) and secondary research 
(analysis of existing data)? 

• How can you balance the need for rigour with the need for timely findings of practical 
relevance? 

• What approaches can you use to identify knowledge gap? How should you prioritize the 
gaps? 

• How should research and evaluation be commissioned and managed to fill identified 
knowledge gaps? 

• How can research and evaluation capacity be developed to increase the availability of 
research-based information? 

• How can you manage the tension between the desirability of independent, neutral 
researchers and evaluators and the need for close partnerships between decision-makers 
and evaluators? 

• How should you communicate evidence? How can policy-makers and decision-makers be 
involved in research and evaluation to ensure that findings are more readily applied? 

 
Other suggested strategies include the following: 

• getting appropriate 'buy-in': when policy-makers and decision-makers take ownership of 
an initiative  

• improving the dialogue between policy-makers and researchers and evaluators 
• matching strong demand with a good supply of appropriate evidence 
• improving understandability of evidence using effective evidence dissemination and 

incentives 
 
The Relationship between Evaluation and Politics 
Evaluation is the process of determining the merit, worth or value of something. This process has 
two purposes: to provide information and judgment. While seeking information relates 
evaluation to research, providing value judgments or evaluative conclusions provides a link to 
politics. Both evaluation and politics are concerned with values, value judgments and value 
conflicts in public life.  
 
Politics is the authoritative allocation of values of a society, which involves making moral 
decisions about what is good and bad. 
 
Evaluation researchers' views on the links between evaluation and politics  
Evaluation and politics are linked in the following ways: 
1. The policies and programs that evaluation deals with are the result of political decisions. 
2. Evaluation feeds into decision making by providing information for political decisions (such as 

to assess or justify the need for a new program). 
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3. Evaluation is used for policy implementation (to ensure a policy is being implemented in a 
cost effective or effective way). 

4. Evaluation has a political stance by making implicit political statements (e.g., challenging the 
legitimacy of existing programs) and serves as a tool for critical inquiry. 

5. Evaluation supports accountability in decision making (to determine the effectiveness of a 
program and the need to sustain, change or end the program). 

6. Politics influences evaluation design, process and use of findings. 
7. Evaluators can be collaborators or advocates of decision-makers, the program or policy itself, 

or the clients of the program. Evaluators can represent the voice of vulnerable stakeholders 
who are often not included in evaluation design or implementation. In this way, evaluation 
serves to build capacity within organizations and communities. 

 
Monitoring and Evaluation and the Knowledge Function 
This module situates monitoring and evaluation in the wider context of knowledge management 
as an element of organizational learning and performance strengthening. 
 
The knowledge function 
The knowledge function is concerned with the acquisition, organization, production, 
communication and use of knowledge within organizations and beyond their boundaries. Within 
the knowledge function, knowledge management refers to the management activities 
supporting all of these steps, which seek to enhance the organization, integration, sharing and 
delivery of knowledge. The knowledge function consists of these steps: 

• strategic knowledge planning  
• knowledge acquisition 
• organization and storage of information 
• generation of knowledge products 
• communication and exchange of knowledge 
• application and use of knowledge — information from evaluations needs to be adapted 

in order to be implemented 
 
Linking knowledge and action 
These approaches can be used to enhance the usefulness of knowledge from monitoring and 
evaluation sources within organizational knowledge systems: 

1. Adopting processes for critical review and quality assessment to ensure that users of 
monitoring and evaluation data can readily assess the relevance of information to 
different issue areas; soundness of underlying program; validity or applicability of lessons 
learned; accessibility of data and reference materials. 

2. Increasing the use of pilot approaches to increase the validity and credibility of 
knowledge from monitoring and evaluation. Pilot projects (to test the effectiveness of a 
program or policy) usually involve a higher standard of monitoring and evaluation, 
including baseline measurement, periodic assessment and the use of control or 
comparison groups. 

3. Strengthening platforms for the organization, presentation and communication of 
knowledge, including monitoring and evaluation data. There are opportunities to 
integrate qualitative data with other information sources and to promote analysis of 
datasets and evaluation findings. 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1zvsRZSeR_pEdlJDV3NgP1zMBCNGL0T70
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4. Developing capacity for knowledge impact evaluation to increase understanding of the 
effectiveness of a knowledge translation strategy, and the impact of knowledge use both 
within and outside of an organization. 

 
Ten Steps to a Results-based Monitoring and Evaluation System 
There has been a shift in monitoring and evaluation away from implementation-based 
approaches to results-based strategies. Results-based systems answer the 'so what?' question. It 
is not enough to implement programs and assume successful implementation means that there 
have been actual improvements in health outcomes.  
 
The ten steps to building a performance-based monitoring and evaluation system  
Step 1 – Conduct a readiness assessment: determine the capacity and willingness within 
organization(s) to develop a results-based monitoring and evaluation system. The assessment 
addresses such issues as the presence or absence of champions, the barriers to building a 
system, etc. 
Step 2 – Agree on outcomes to monitor and evaluate: ensure outcomes come from strategic 
priorities. 
Step 3 – Develop key indicators to monitor outcomes: assess the degree to which outcomes are 
being achieved. Both political and methodological issues in creating credible indicators are 
critical. 
Step 4 – Gather baseline data on indicators: assess initial conditions. 
Step 5 – Plan for improvements; set realistic targets: set intermediate goals since most 
outcomes are long term, complex and not quickly achieved. 
Step 6 – Monitor for results: establish data collection, analysis and reporting guidelines, 
establish means of quality control, etc. 
Step 7 – Evaluate information to support decision making: use evaluation studies throughout 
this process to assess results and movement toward outcomes. 
Step 8 – Analyze and report findings: determine what findings are to be reported, in what 
format and at what intervals. 
Step 9 – Use the findings: get the information to the appropriate users in a timely way so that 
they can consider the findings in their management of a program or policy. 
Step 10 – Sustain the monitoring and evaluation system: implement a long-term process 
including building and maintaining elements of a sustainable system. 
 
Enhancing the use of evaluations for evidence-based policy making 
Although considerable resources are devoted to program evaluation, the use of evaluation 
findings is very low. There is widespread concern over the inability of evaluation to influence 
decision making in a significant way and the misuse of evaluation findings (e.g., use of poorly-
designed evaluation studies). 
 
Defining evaluation use  
Assessing evaluation use involves assessing the following: 

• Evaluation use: how evaluation findings and recommendations are used by policy-
makers, decision makers, practitioners, etc. 

• Evaluation influence: how the evaluation has influenced decisions and actions. 
• The consequences of the evaluation: how the process of conducting the evaluation, the 

findings and recommendations impact on the organizations involved, the policy dialogue 
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and the intended populations. The decision to conduct an evaluation and the choice of 
evaluation methodology can have important impacts. 

 
A number of measurement issues need to be addressed in the assessment of evaluation use, 
influence or consequences: 

• The time period over which outcomes and impacts are measured: due to time constraints, 
evaluators are often required to assess outcomes and impacts at an early stage in 
program implementation, when it may be too early to accurately assess these. An 
evaluability assessment done prior to the evaluation can determine if it is possible to 
measure outcomes or impacts at that point in time if an evaluation were to be 
conducted. 

• Intensity of effects: assess the scope and intensity of the evaluation's influence on 
decision making. 

• Reporting bias: funding agencies influence decision making, which will make it more 
difficult to determine the influence of evaluation when organizations do not acknowledge 
how evaluation affected decision making. 

• Attribution: since decision-makers receive information from multiple sources, it is difficult 
to determine the extent to which evaluation influences a particular decision. 

 
Ways to strengthen evaluation use  

• Create ownership of the evaluation. 
• Use effective communication strategies. 
• Decide what to evaluate by focusing on a few critical questions. 
• Base the evaluation on a program theory and logic model. 
• Understand the political context. 
• Appropriately time the launch and completion of the evaluation. 
• Define the appropriate evaluation methodology. 
• Use process analysis and formative evaluation strategies. 
• Build evaluation capacity. 
• Communicate the findings of the evaluation. 
• Develop a follow-up action plan as a way to promote use of evaluation findings. 
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https://drive.google.com/open?id=1WjAl8zDDIWz_-XGd4oyJZXnbHeS3h2NV
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ANNEXES 

Annex 1: Organising for a Training Course  

Here is a list of tips to follow when organising for and facilitating a training course.  

Before the training begins 

1. Obtain a full list of participants.  
2. Finalise times, venues, and dates.  
3. Visit the training venue/site before the training.  
4. Get necessary approval.  
5. Prepare a budget.  
6. Organise workshop files.  
7. Make tentative board and lodging arrangements.  
8. Arrange programme agenda.  
9. Identify/invite resource persons and special guests.  
10. Send invitations to speakers, resource persons, and special guests.  
11. Send confirmation letters to participants with programme summary and arrangements 

information.  
12. Order and prepare certificates.  
13. Arrange for equipment by reviewing session content to identify what is needed and when it 

is needed. This includes projectors, models, posters, and video equipment.  
14. Prepare participant folders with name tags, welcome letter, programme schedule, 

participant list, pen, and paper.  
15. Arrange to photocopy all handouts that are going to be required during the training 

workshop.  
16. Ensure that you have all the required newsprints, index cards, the training manual, and a 

newsprint stand.  
17. Ensure that you read the reference documents accompanying the training modules to 

prepare yourself for conducting the training, including additional information materials in the 
Appendix.  

18. Prepare a session evaluation tool.  
19. Confirm room allocations (accommodation), access to toilets, and food/ catering 

arrangements.  
20. Ensure that you have nametags, an attendance register, felt pens, and masking tape.  
21. Arrange seating so that all participants can see each other (semicircle) and make sure that 

you can walk around during your presentation, so that you can interact with your 
participants.  

22. Practice your presentations if you think it is necessary. Arrive 30 minutes before the start of 
the training workshop. Set up the room and organise all the tools that you’ll require for the 
day.  

23. Ensure that you are totally prepared for each session.  
24. If you feel the need to practice certain sessions, make use of a mirror and practice.  

 
During the training…  

1. Arrive a few minutes before the start of the workshop. Check the room and organise any 
equipment needed for the day.  
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2. Ensure that you are totally prepared for each session.  
3. Greet and establish rapport.  
4. State the topic/objectives to set the stage.  
5. Write on the board/newsprint. Your handwriting should be legible and in big enough 

letters.  
6. Explain in a simple, clear, and concise way.  
7. Ask simple, clear questions.  
8. Distribute and redirect questions to all participants.  
9. Respect and appreciate that adult learners have experience and knowledge that can 

enhance the learning process.  
10. Be knowledgeable on the subject matter. Prepare in advance.  
11. Your voice should be clear, varied, and audible.  
12. Use exercises and energisers to keep the class active.  
13. Sum up the session by repeating the main points covered.  
14. Direct class activities to ensure learning within the allocated time and manage disruptive 

elements.  
15. Answer questions as they are asked. Give short and clear answers or throw the question 

back to the participants.  
16. Give examples to clarify information and increase understanding.  
17. Use illustrations appropriately to facilitate learning.  
18. Keep to the allocated time. Do not go over time, if possible.  
19. Paraphrase statements and questions if necessary.  
20. Encourage and reward participants for good answers by using encouragers: e.g., saying 

“thank you”, “ehe…”, “yeah”, nodding, etc.  
21. Facilitation/learning should be fun.  
22. Reach consensus with the participants instead of being too directive.  
23. Keep eye contact with participants to monitor the mood of the class and to give each 

participant your attention.  
25. Be economical with paper, and other facilitation material.  
26. Encourage participants to participate fully. Compliment them when they do well, allow all 

participants to ask or answer questions, and do not discourage participants in any way.  
27. The facilitator and participants should have a sense of humour while maintaining 

seriousness for the task at hand.  
28. Conduct an evaluation with participants at the end of each session to get feedback and 

suggestions for improvement.  
29. Maintain workshop files.  
30. Prepare participant address/contact list.  

 
After the training  

1. Meet with staff to discuss successes and problems and give general feedback.  
2. Send thank-you letters to all those who helped with the programme.  
3. Complete or revise/edit manual for trainers.  
4. Tabulate evaluation results.  
5. Draft, edit and reproduce a final report and recommendations.  
6. Disseminate the final report.  
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Annex 2: Evaluation sheets 
 

Training Workshop Evaluation Form 
Please fill this form and return it to the facilitator at the end of the workshop.  Thank you. 

A. Content of the Training Workshop 
1. Please rate the following questions based on the content of this workshop. (Tick appropriately) 
    Strongly 

agree 
1 

Agree 
 

2 

Mild 
 

3 

Disagree 
 

4 

Strongly 
disagree 

5 
a)  The title and description of the workshop clearly convey 

its content 
     

b)  The learning objectives and outcomes were clear      
c)  The workshop was engaging and empowering      
d)  Useful visual aids and handouts      
e)  Given the time allowed, the amount of material covered 

was appropriate 
     

f)  The program was well paced within the allotted time      
 

B. Instruction/Facilitation 
2. Kindly provide feedback that will help the instructor evaluate their efforts. (Tick appropriately) 
    Excellent 

 
1 

Good 
 

2 

Mild 
 

3 

Poor 
 

4 

Needs 
improvement  

5 
a)  The instructors were upbeat and friendly      
b)  The instructors were good communicators      
c)  The instructors were knowledgeable on the topics      
d)  The instructors were organized and communicated 

effectively 
     

e)  The instructors were attentive to my individual needs 
and abilities 

     

 
C. Rate your satisfaction levels of the workshop (Tick appropriately) 
 
Very satisfied  ‒   Satisfied  ‒            Moderately satisfied  ‒                  Unsatisfied  ‒     
 
D. Excitement Levels 
What excited you most in the workshop and why? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
What excited you least in the workshop and why? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
E. Areas of improvement 
Explain the areas of the workshop (Content, Facilitation, organization etc.) you think need improvement? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
What proposals do you have to improve the areas you have mentioned above? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  
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