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Documentation of the complete Analytical Framework to assess the incorporation of climate
change adaptation in water management.

Table S2. Complete Analytical Framework containing all areas of analysis and all key evaluation
questions. For answers use ‘+" if the question is properly considered in the plan, ‘+" if it is partially
covered and ‘- if the question is not considered in the plan.

Analytical framework and key evaluation questions

1. Basic information

1.1 Title

1.2 Promoter

1.3 Authors and type of entity they belong to

1.4 Year of publication

1.5 Temporal horizon

1.6 Geographical scale

1.7 General objective

1.8 Annexed or complementary documents to
the plan included in the analysis.

2. Incidence area characterisation

Key evaluation questions +/+/- Comments

2.1Is a diagnosis made of the current status of
the plan’s incidence area?

2.2 Does the diagnosis include a pressure and
impact analysis?

2.3 Does the diagnosis integrate biophysical
studies?

2.4 Does the diagnosis integrate socio-
economic studies?

2.5 Does the diagnosis describe the political
context?

2.6 Does the diagnosis describe the legal
context?

2.7 Does the plan describe the methodologies
used to carry out the diagnosis?




2.8 Are uncertainties related to the ecosystems
and their functioning considered?

2.9 Are the information sources clearly
indicated and are they accessible?

2.10 Does the diagnosis use information
contained in other studies (scientific)?

3. Incorporation of Climate change

Key evaluation questions

+/%/-

Comments

3.1 Does the plan include climate change
projections?

3.2 Is the time horizon of the projections used
indicated?

3.3 Do climate projections come from
recognised organisms, as for example the
IPCC?

3.4 Is the scale of the climate projections
adequate for the scale of study? (Climate
downscaling).

3.5 Does the plan evaluate the vulnerability of
the ecosystems found in its incidence area?

3.6 Does the plan evaluate the social
vulnerability of its incidence area?

3.7 Does the plan explain how ecosystems and
social vulnerabilities have been evaluated?

3.8 Does the plan include a climate change
impacts on the ecosystems present?

3.9 Does the plan include a climate change
impacts on the socio-economic sectors
present?

3.10 Does the plan indicate the methodologies
used to evaluate climate change impacts?

3.11 Does the plan indicate which type of
impact and vulnerability information has
been used?

a. Isit quantitative information coming
from modelling?
b. Isit qualitative information?

c. Isit semi-quantitative information?

d. Isitinformation based on expert
judgement?

3.12 Are scientific uncertainties related to
climate change projections and impacts on
ecosystems considered?




3.13 Does the plan clearly indicate its sources
of information and are they accessible?

3.14 Does the climate change section of the
plan use information contained in other
studies (scientific)?

4. Structure and general content

Key evaluation questions

+/%/-

Comments

4.1 Does the plan contain specific objectives?

4.2 Does the plan contain the challenges it
aims at tackling?

4.3 Does the plan include a clear abstract?

4.4 Does the plan include a glossary of
concepts and terminology used?

4.5 Does the plan indicate its target audiences?

4.6 Is information included about the
limitations of the plan?

4.7 Does the plan mention the complexity
associated with the issues included in it?

4.8 Does the plan address in one way or
another this complexity?

4.9 Is there a plan of measures?

4.10 Does the plan include an implementation
strategy?

4.11 Does the plan include a specific section on
the measures’ follow up?

4.12 Does the follow-up section consider
indicators?

4.13 Does the follow-up section consider an
associated budget?

5. Management measures

Key evaluation questions

+/+/-

Comments

5.1 Does the plan contain an in depth
description of the measures?

5.2 Does the plan relate specific challenges to
the measures that intend to tackle them?

5.3 Does the plan analyse the adaptive
character of the measures included?

5.4 Are management measures categorised
using adaptive criteria? Flexibility, robustness,
no-regret, win-win...

5.5 Does the plan consider characteristics for
the measures such as:




a. feasibility
b. acceptability

c. preconditions

5.6 Does the plan include an economic
valuation of the measures?

5.7 Does the plan include an impact
assessment for the measures?

5.8 Does the plan consider an evaluation of the
synergies, co-benefits and conflicts between
measures?

5.9 Does the plan specify the measures’
identification and selection mechanisms?

5.10 Does the plan consider uncertainties
related to the process of identification and
selection of measures?

5.11 Are roles and responsibilities for
measure implementation defined?

5.12 Does the plan define the implementation
time for the measures?

5.13 Does the plan consider prioritisation of
measures for its implementation?

5.14 Are funding opportunities for measure
implementation considered?

6. Participation

Key evaluation questions

+/+/-

Comments

6.1 Has participation been included in the
preparation of the plan? How?

a. Inthe form of information
b. In the form of consultation
c. In the form of active participation

d. In the form of active participation at all
stages of its development

6.2 Are the reasons and objectives for
including participation in the plan explicit?

6.3 Is social learning considered?

6.4 Does the development of the plan consider
stakeholder mapping?

6.5 Have all the identified stakeholders been
involved?

6.6 Has the diversity of sectors and interests
involved been sufficiently represented to




ensure the intersectoriality necessary for
adaptation?

6.7 Has specific material been developed to
facilitate interaction with participants?

6.8 Does the plan clearly indicates which
information has been collected and how has
the knowledge of participants been
integrated in the plan?

6.9 Have participants been given the
opportunity to make an evaluation on the plan
development process?

6.10 Does the plan consider the revision of
current governance structures and practices?

7. Implementation

Key evaluation questions

+/+/-

Comments

7.1 Are barriers and opportunities for plan
implementation indicated?

7.2 Is there a commitment to implement the
plan by the competent authorities?

7.3 Is there an assessment of the level of
synergy existing between the plan and the
administrative and management context?

7.4 Does the plan consider uncertainties
related to possible inconsistencies between the
definition of measures and their actual
implementation?

7.5 Has an impact assessment of the plan been
considered?

7.6 Does the plan foresee future revisions?

7.7 Does the plan foresee the inclusion of
lessons learned from its implementation in
future management cycles?

7.8 Does the plan clearly indicate the
organisms responsible for the plan’s
evaluation?

7.9 Does the plan include a complete budget
and entities that could contribute co-finance its
implementation?

7.10 Has the plan and supporting documents
been structured with an approach that
promotes transferability?

7.11 Does the plan consider developing public
dissemination and awareness activities
associated with its implementation?




Documentation of the results of the Analytical Framework application to the TRBAP.

Table S3. Results of the Analytical Framework application to the Tordera River Basin Adaptation Plan.

Categorisation of answers ‘+’ if the question is properly considered in the plan, ‘+’ if it is partially

covered and ‘- if the question is not considered in the plan.

Analytical framework and key evaluation questions

1. Basic information

1.1 Title

Tordera River Basin Adaptation Plant

1.2 Promoter

European Commission

1.3 Authors and type of entity they belong to

CREAE- public research center

1.4 Year of publication

September 2016

1.5 Temporal horizon

2018-2030

1.6 Geographical scale

Tordera River Basin, Catalonia, Spain.

1.7 General objective

Develop an Adaptation to Global Change
Plan for the Tordera River Basin.

1.8 Annexed or complementary documents to
the plan included in the analysis.

Methodological documentation
Results documentation

Guidance Document

2. Incidence area characterisation

Key evaluation questions +/+/- | Comments

2.1 Is a diagnosis made of the current status of + All available information has

the plan’s incidence area? been collected and
complemented with local
knowledge.

2.2 Does the diagnosis include a pressure and + All available information has

impact analysis? been collected and
complemented with local
knowledge.

2.3 Does the diagnosis integrate biophysical + Data from the Adaptations to

studies? Climate Change in Water Use
project (ACCUAY)
complemented with local
knowledge.

2.4 Does the diagnosis integrate socio- + Data from the ACCUA project

economic studies? complemented with local
knowledge.

2.5 Does the diagnosis describe the political + Basic research conducted

context? together with specific
interviews. Participants
validated results.




2.6 Does the diagnosis describe the legal + Basic research conducted

context? together with specific
interviews. Participants
validated results.

2.7 Does the plan describe the methodologies + Methodology described in the

used to carry out the diagnosis? plan. A specific participatory
session with stakeholders
dedicated to the diagnosis.

2.8 Are uncertainties related to the ecosystems + The studies carried out in the

and their functioning considered? ACCUA project include
uncertainties; these were
complemented with local
knowledge.

2.9 Are the information sources clearly + All documents accompanying

indicated and are they accessible? the plan include exhaustive
bibliographic references.

2.10 Does the diagnosis use information + Mainly:

. . . IO

contained in other studies (scientific)? . ACCUA project,
CREAF
. Analysis of Pressures
and Impacts (IMPRESSIi),
Catalan Water Agency
o Land Cover and Land
Use Map, CREAF¥
U IDESCAT, Generalitat
de Catalunyav.
. Information from the
Plan for the Conservation of
the Montseny Natural Park
and Biosphere Reserve,
Diputacié de Barcelona.

3. Incorporation of Climate change

Key evaluation questions +/+ /- | Comments

3.1 Does the plan include climate change + Downscaling to the study area

projections? of ECHAMS for IPCC A2 and
B1 scenarios (ACCUA).

3.2 Is the time horizon of the projections used + 2030

indicated?

3.3 Do climate projections come from + Yes

recognised organisms, as for example the

IPCC?

3.4 Is the scale of the climate projections + Yes

adequate for the scale of study? (Climate
downscaling).
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3.5 Does the plan evaluate the vulnerability of + Information from ACCUA
the ecosystems found in its incidence area? project, and cognitive mapi.
3.6 Does the plan evaluate the social + Information from ACCUA
vulnerability of its incidence area? project, and cognitive map.
3.7 Does the plan explain how ecosystems and + Yes
social vulnerabilities have been evaluated?
3.8 Does the plan include a climate change + Information from ACCUA
impacts on the ecosystems present? project, and cognitive map.
3.9 Does the plan include a climate change + Information from ACCUA
impacts on the socio-economic sectors project, and cognitive map.
present?
3.10 Does the plan indicate the methodologies + Yes
used to evaluate climate change impacts?
3.11 Does the plan indicate which type of + Yes
impact and vulnerability information has
been used?
a. Isit quantitative information coming + Information from ACCUA
from modelling? project.
b. Isit qualitative information? + Workshops and interviews
with local stakeholders.
c. Isit semi-quantitative information? Using the cognitive map
d. Isitinformation based on expert Workshops and interviews
judgement? with local stakeholders.
3.12 Are scientific uncertainties related to + Information from ACCUA
climate change projections and impacts on project.
ecosystems considered?
3.13 Does the plan clearly indicate its sources + All documents accompanying
of information and are they accessible? the plan include exhaustive
bibliographic references.
3.14 Does the climate change section of the + Information from ACCUA
plan use information contained in other project.
studies (scientific)?
4. Structure and general content
Key evaluation questions +/+ /- | Comments
4.1 Does the plan contain specific objectives? + Yes
4.2 Does the plan contain the challenges it + - Quantity and Quality of
aims at tackling? water.
- Health of forest and water
ecosystems.
- Integrated water
management.
4.3 Does the plan include a clear abstract? + In English and Catalan
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4.4 Does the plan include a glossary of + Yes

concepts and terminology used?

4.5 Does the plan indicate its target audiences? + Managers and responsible for
the design and development
of policies.

4.6 Is information included about the + The promoter and the authors

limitations of the plan? do not have competencies for
plan implementation.

4.7 Does the plan mention the complexity + Yes

associated with the issues included in it?

4.8 Does the plan address in one way or + Through mutual learning,

another this complexity? knowledge transfer and active
participation.

4.9 Is there a plan of measures? + Yes

4.10 Does the plan include an implementation - It does not fit into the

strategy? objectives of the project.

4.11 Does the plan include a specific section on + Yes

the measures’ follow up?

4. 12 Does the follow-up section consider - No, although the plan

indicators? indicates the importance of an
adequate development of
indicators.

4. 13 Does the follow-up section consider an - It does not fit into the

associated budget? objectives of the plan

5. Management measures

Key evaluation questions +/+ /- | Comments

5.1 Does the plan contain an in depth + The plan has a dedicated

description of the measures? section for in depth measure
description.

5.2 Does the plan relate specific challenges to + Yes

the measures that intend to tackle them?

5.3 Does the plan analyse the adaptive + The results document,

character of the measures included? explains all characterization
criteria used.

5.4 Are management measures categorised + The detailed description of the

using adaptive criteria? Flexibility, robustness, measures indicates flexibility

no-regret, win-win... and robustness among other
characteristics.

5.5 Does the plan consider characteristics for + Yes

the measures such as:

a. feasibility +
b. acceptability +
c. preconditions +

12




5.6 Does the plan include an economic + Simplified economic

valuation of the measures? valuation.

5.7 Does the plan include an impact + Indicated in the

assessment for the measures? methodological and results
documentation. Use of
cognitive map and a
sensitivity analysis.

5.8 Does the plan consider an evaluation of the + Indicated in the

synergies, co-benefits and conflicts between methodological and results

measures? documentation. Specific
analysis validated by local
stakeholders.

5.9 Does the plan specify the measures’ + Methodology explained in the

identification and selection mechanisms? documentation. Dedicated
workshop and multi-criteria
analysis.

5.10 Does the plan consider uncertainties + Specific workshop session to

related to the process of identification and validate measure identification

selection of measures? and selection.

5.11 Are roles and responsibilities for + For each measure, key actors

measure implementation defined? and their possible contribution
to the realisation of the
measures were identified.

5.12 Does the plan define the implementation + Implementation time defined

time for the measures? for each measure and
validated by stakeholders.

5.13 Does the plan consider prioritisation of + Done within a workshop

measures for its implementation? session.

5.14 Are funding opportunities for measure + Indicated in the detailed

implementation considered? description of measures.

6. Participation

Key evaluation questions +/+ /- | Comments

6.1 Has participation been included in the + Yes

preparation of the plan? How?

a. Inthe form of information + Scientific information on
climate change impacts and
vulnerabilities available for
stakeholders.

b. In the form of consultation + Specific interviews and
surveys.

c. In the form of active participation + Local stakeholders involved in

13

identifying and solving the
challenges tackled in the plan.




d. In the form of active participation at all + Iterative process of interaction
stages of its development at all stages of plan
development.

6.2 Are the reasons and objectives for + Functional to adaptive water

including participation in the plan explicit? management.

6.3 Is social learning considered? + Stakeholder workshop have a
central role in the plan
developement.

6.4 Does the development of the plan consider + Yes

stakeholder mapping?

6.5 Have all the identified stakeholders been - Most identified stakeholders

involved? were involved but not all of
them.

6.6 Has the diversity of sectors and interests + The most relevant sectors and

involved been sufficiently represented to interest were represented.

ensure the intersectoriality necessary for

adaptation?

6.7 Has specific material been developed to + Specific materials developed

facilitate interaction with participants? for sessions, workshops
dissemination and awareness
raising activities.

6.8 Does the plan clearly indicates which + The result document gives

information has been collected and how has clear details.

the knowledge of participants been

integrated in the plan?

6.9 Have participants been given the - Stakeholder evaluation of the

opportunity to make an evaluation on the plan process was collected at all

development process? participatory events.

6.10 Does the plan consider the revision of + Through concrete measures

current governance structures and practices? and recommendations to
policy makers.

7. Implementation

Key evaluation questions +/+ /- | Comments

7.1 Are barriers and opportunities for plan + Through related information

implementation indicated? research and a session in a
participatory workshop.

7.2 Is there a commitment to implement the - It is a limitation of the plan,

plan by the competent authorities? although there is a strong
interest of the stakeholders to
promote its implementation.

7.3 Is there an assessment of the level of + Details in the description of

synergy existing between the plan and the
administrative and management context?

measures.

7.4 Does the plan consider uncertainties
related to possible inconsistencies between the

It is a limitation of the plan
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definition of measures and their actual

implementation?

7.5 Has an impact assessment of the plan been - It is a limitation of the plan
considered?

7.6 Does the plan foresee future revisions? - It is a limitation of the plan
7.7 Does the plan foresee the inclusion of - It is a limitation of the plan

lessons learned from its implementation in
future management cycles?

7.8 Does the plan clearly indicate the - It is a limitation of the plan
organisms responsible for the plan’s

evaluation?

7.9 Does the plan include a complete budget - It is a limitation of the plan
and entities that could contribute co-finance its

implementation?

7.10 Has the plan and supporting documents + Through the release and
been structured with an approach that dissemination of the guidance
promotes transferability? document.

7.11 Does the plan consider developing public + A specific awareness and
dissemination and awareness activities dissemination campaign.

associated with its implementation?
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