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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
The idea of resilience has been applied to disaster risk management for many years. The broader 
application to climate change adaptation has been a more recent development. It has emerged from the 
need to recognise that the investments we make today are of benefit to society in the future. The idea of 
resilience epitomises the need for flexibility on the one hand, and sturdiness on the other, as a formula for 
managing during and after natural hazards and permanent changes in climate.  

The original research for this paper was undertaken at the request of a sub national government that was 
implementing a very large scale and high value investment program. The scale of the program was such that 
it was likely to have a significant and measurable impact on the society, economy and environment. The 
government wanted to identify if resilience was a suitable framework to assess if the benefit, or otherwise, of 
the investment program.  

The research was undertaken through interviews with leading researchers and practitioners, web searches, 
literature review and examination of best practice approaches. The purpose of these activities was to identify 
theoretical frameworks for resilience Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting (MER) and practical examples of 
where these had been applied at a scale similar or larger than that being undertaken by government. This 
report has focused on examples where: 

• The research or practical example had lessons that were applicable to a western cultural context, a 
government program or a program of similar financial or geographic scale. 

• The main context of the research or practical application was resilience, rather than general 
monitoring and evaluation.  

• The practical examples had sufficient detail to understand the context, drivers and issues with 
implementation. 

The research identified seven different MER programs that met the criteria, four of which had a specific 
resilience focus. All of the resilience specific examples examined in this report share a common vision, albeit 
nuanced depending on the specific context. This is: the ability to withstand shocks and stressors, and be 
prosperous into the future. It is a function of the socio-ecological systems’ response to a shock or a stress. 
Resilience MER requires an understanding of the socio-ecological system and how the investment program 
will intervene to move the system to a more desired state. This implies that the MER approach must have a 
vision or statement of a desired state of the system, and the MER framework monitors progress towards that 
desired state. 
Different frameworks have begun to emerge to identify how best to frame resilience interventions. These 
approaches generally converge on two lenses: 

Lens 1: Changes in system wide capacities to: 

• Improve predictive capacity to be aware of climate risks 
• Improve capacity to absorb shocks and weather impacts, quickly recover and move on 
• Improve capacity to adapt, reshape or transform institutions, governance and communities to 

better cope with a future climate. 

Lens 2: Improvement in the inherent characteristics of a resilient socio-ecological system. The building 
blocks of the system itself lead to its resilience. This can include factors such as high levels of diversity, 
community connectedness, and general financial capacity. 

Application of general principles are also important to guide MER given the long time frames associated 
with resilience and the unpredictable nature of both the climate change and other factors associated with 
resilience (e.g. macroeconomic forces). It is difficult and, in some cases, impossible to predict when 
resilience will truly be “tested” through, for example, a natural disaster or extended drought. In this context, 
principles matter.  

All practical examples were delivered in the context of their own socio-ecological systems and the MER 
approaches reflected this. The application of Lens 1: Capacities was most commonly used approach. Where 
Lens 2: Characteristics was used, it was for a MER Framework for a small community’s resilience plan. 
Many the MER Frameworks include processes and principles to ensure the ongoing evolution. It has been 
recognised that understanding resilience can be a complex undertaking, and so it is necessary to ensure that 
the assumptions in the MER framework are tested and evolve as it is implemented. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 
This review has been prepared to inform those who are considering implementing resilience based 
Monitoring, Evaluating and Reporting (MER) approaches. The original research for this paper was 
undertaken at the request of a sub national government that was implementing a very large scale and high 
value investment program. The scale of the program was such that it was likely to have a significant impact 
on society, economy and environment. The government wanted to identify if resilience was a suitable 
framework to assess if the benefit, or otherwise, of the investment program. Given the likely scale of impact, 
any approach to resilience MER would need to consider the impact on the socio-ecological system as whole. 
 
The target audience for this summary is government agencies who seek to undertake resilience MER and 
want to understand how the theory has been applied in practice, and where there are early lessons that can 
be applied.  
 
Resilience  is a suitable theoretical framework to consider the long term, because it is premised on the need 
to build capacities that are embedded in the target sectors and will improve the capacity of the sectors to 
respond to future challenges.  
 
The objective of this report is to describe the results from a review of global, international and national 
climate change resilience MER frameworks and to identify best practice monitoring and evaluation of climate 
change resilience (strategic and operational). 
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
This paper has been prepared through interviews with leading researchers and practitioners, web searches, 
literature review and examination of best practice approaches. The purpose of these activities was to identify 
theoretical frameworks for resilience MER and practical examples where these had been applied at a large 
geographic or financial scale. The majority of interviewees were not aware of resilience MER frameworks 
being used at scale and provided references to relevant reports and resources where they were available. 
Starting from these initial resources, citation lists within these reports were also reviewed to identify 
additional resources, which were accessed where relevant. 
 
These processes identified a significant number of resources, and it was necessary to apply selection criteria 
that were useful for potential target audiences in western governments. This report has therefore focused on 
examples where: 

• The research or practical example had lessons that were applicable to a western cultural context, a 
government program or a program of large geographic or financial scale. 

• The main context was resilience, rather than general monitoring and evaluation.  
• The practical examples had sufficient detail to understand the context, drivers and issues with 

implementation. 
 
This research phase identified that there are a number of theoretical frameworks for MER for resilience that 
have been proposed, and a smaller number of practical applications.  
 
4. THEORY OF MER FOR RESILIENCE  
The various theoretical frameworks of MER for resilience are discussed in this section, followed by a 
summary of lessons learned.   
 
4.1. Resilience concepts and application to climate change 
The idea of resilience has long been applied to disaster risk management. The broader application to climate 
change adaptation has been a more recent development. It has emerged from the need to recognise that the 
investments we make today are of benefit to society in the future. The idea of resilience epitomises the need 
for flexibility on the one hand, and sturdiness on the other, as a formula for managing during and after 
natural hazards and permanent changes in climate (Lisa, Shipper, & Langston, 2015).  
 
Conceptualisations of resilience suggest socio-ecological systems that have several different properties that 
allow them to function ‘well’ – in the sense of providing stability, predictable rules, security and other benefits 
to their members. Their ability to deal with shocks and stresses is derived from various capacities that 
collective and individual actions can enhance. A socio-ecological system with these capacities is less likely 
to be undermined by shocks and stresses, so wellbeing can be ensured, and development can continue to 
progress in locations exposed to climate extremes and disasters (Aditya, et al., 2015).  
The Rockefeller Resilient Cities Framework uses the notion of chronic stresses or sudden shocks 
threatening widespread disruption or the collapse of physical or social systems. It accepts the possibility that 
a wide range of disruptive events – both stresses and shocks – may occur but are not necessarily 
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predictable. Resilience focuses on enhancing the performance of a system in the face of multiple hazards, 
rather than preventing or mitigating the loss of assets due to specific events (Arup, 2015).  
 
Socio-ecological systems are populated with individuals and institutions and their subjective values, 
agendas, points of view and priorities. Resilience-building initiatives must therefore reflect on normative 
questions such as ‘resilience of what, to what and for whom?’. These questions arise because of the desire 
to make resilience operational and to develop frameworks to measure it (Bahadur, Wilkinson, & Tanner, 
2015). One perspective is that resilience interventions are about strengthening the ability of households, 
governments, institutions etc. to choose – from a whole ‘portfolio’ of options – what they perceive at that time 
as the “right” response(s), rather than be forced by circumstance to choose the only option they have at their 
disposal at that moment, which might be detrimental overall (e.g. selling assets) (Béné, Frankenberger, & 
Nelson, 2015).  
 
In this context a resilience system is one that has the resources, capability and options to respond to shocks 
and stressors. This raises questions about who benefits the most from resilience interventions, and how 
trade-offs are managed. Consider, for example, where one large community constructs flood levies to protect 
their assets, but which more quickly transfers the flood water into the neighbouring smaller community, 
thereby significantly increasing their risk of flooding. Such maladaptive actions may act to improve overall 
resilience by protecting the largest percentage of the population but are clearly not dealing with the ethical or 
social impacts of the resilience process. 
 
This ‘point of view’ is a critical factor in the resilience-building processes, as the concept of resilience is 
framed or interpreted differently by different people in a system. This includes trade-offs in scale, where 
building resilience at one scale may have negative repercussions for resilience at other scales; and trade-
offs between groups where resilience for one group within a system may come at the cost of resilience for 
another group (Bahadur, Wilkinson, & Tanner, 2015).  
 
Therefore, resilience MER requires a comprehensive understanding of the socio-ecological system and how 
that system will change to become more resilient. (Bours, McGinn, & Pringle, 2014). It can mean that the 
MER approach must consider factors outside the direct investment goals. Adopting a resilience lens means 
recognising the importance of uncertainty, risks, shocks and changes. It also means recognising that shocks, 
stressors and trends affect not only individuals and households but also communities, institutions, 
infrastructure and higher-level systems (e.g., agro-ecological systems, market systems, governance 
systems) (Béné, Frankenberger, & Nelson, 2015).  
 
Williams (2016) described that the source of this complexity stems from the fact that climate resilience is a 
complex issue and is what some term a ‘wicked problem’ — a problem that is extremely challenging to solve 
because of incomplete, contradictory, and changing requirements that are often difficult to recognise. These 
kinds of complex, evolving problems require adaptive and creative solutions across sectors, are context-
specific, and may be ever-changing as both problems and solutions shift over time. This has implications for 
climate and disaster resilience MER, including:  

• what works well in one context may not work anywhere else. Therefore, the transferability, 
replicability, and scalability of solutions cannot be assumed;   

• in general, neither the problems nor the solutions are formulaic (or agreed upon by the multitude of 
stakeholders), therefore MER models that assume linear cause-and-effect relationships between 
interventions and outcomes/impact may not apply, at least not in most instances; and   

• the realities strongly suggest that MER frameworks and approaches should be innovative and 
iterative, adapting over time, based on experience and a deeper understanding of what works both 
in each case, and based on insights gained from broader experience.   

 
To achieve this, the author establishes a set of MER principles that seek to ensure that learning and 
dynamism is inherent in the MER framework (see appendix 2). The headline principles are: 

1. Accountability and learning are both priorities for climate and disaster resilience MER; however, the 
natural tensions and trade-offs between these are recognised and should be considered  

2. User-focused and participatory  
3. Consider existing systems and requirements  
4. Consider—and invest in—local capacity, balancing building capacity with realistic expectations  
5. Encourage innovation  
6. Factor in the inherently multidimensional and complex nature of resilience  
7. Flexibility and improvement over time are expected. 

 
Principles are important to guide MER, given the long time-frames associated with resilience and the 
unpredictable nature of both the climate change and other factors associated with resilience (e.g. 
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macroeconomic forces). It is difficult, and in some cases impossible, to predict when resilience will truly be 
“tested” through, for example, a natural disaster or extended drought. These shifts, which would allow for 
resilience “testing” are unpredictable and hopefully avoidable altogether, and they could happen years or 
decades in the future. (Williams, 2016). In this context, principles matter.  
 
Having a comprehensive theory of change can be important for the same reasons. There can be a long 
timeframe between an investment by a government to when a system becomes more resilient as a result of 
that investment. However, governments need a MER system to help them understand whether the 
investment they are making today is likely to achieve the desired outcomes.  Consequently, it is necessary to 
draw a causal link for how todays investment will lead to the desired outcome. The MER process would then 
monitor the causal links and infer that the future state is being achieved. The sequence of causal links, and 
their interaction, is called a theory of change. A well articulated and researched theory of change is useful for 
MER because it may be a long time before resilience is tested, long after the investment program is 
completed. Appendix 3 contains the most comprehensive resilience theory of change that was identified 
through the research. 
 
4.2. Theoretical frameworks for resilience MER 
Most authors highlighted that context matters when developing the MER framework and for the selection of 
indicators (Lisa, Shipper, & Langston, 2015) (Brown, Shaker, & Das, 2016) (Garcia & Zazueta, 2015) (Béné, 
Frankenberger, & Nelson, 2015) (Williams, 2016). Attempts have been made to establish frameworks to 
classify resilient MER approaches within the context of a socio-ecological system. Different frameworks have 
begun to emerge, and a review of the literature shows that these approaches generally converge on two 
lenses: 

1. changes in system-wide capacities, and 
2. improvement in the inherent characteristics of a resilient socio-ecological system. 

 
Lens 1: Changes in system-wide capacities 
The first lens captures the broad system-wide capacities that are enhanced to improve resilience. It is based 
on the notion that if interventions strengthen these capacities to respond, the socio-ecological system will 
react in a way that achieves greater resilience. MER assesses the extent to which these capacities are being 
enhanced. 
 
The key themes that these approaches define capture the activities and investments that are made to: 

• improve predictive capacity to be aware of climate risks, 
• improve capacity to absorb shocks and weather impacts, quickly recover and move on, and 
• improve capacity to adapt, reshape or transform institutions, governance and communities to better 

cope with a future climate. 
 
Although differentiating the three capacities is useful for analytical purposes, they fall along a continuum and 
jointly facilitate different types of responses that range from a low to a high degree of structural change 
(Béné, Frankenberger, & Nelson, 2015). For instance, improving enabling environments (e.g., service 
delivery, governance, infrastructure, policies, access to social protection) can also have a positive synergistic 
effect on the absorptive and adaptive capacities of households, communities, and higher-level systems.  
 
Three examples were identified that use capacities: UN, BRACED and GIZ.  These theoretical frameworks 
were developed for slightly different purposes.  United Nations (UN) Climate Resilience Initiative was 
developed as a framework to assess comparative resilience across 114 countries. The Building Resilience 
and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters (BRACED) Framework was used to assess the 
contribution to resilience of 15 field-based resilience building projects across 13 countries. The German 
agency Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) approach provides a broad 
theoretical approach that has been proposed for application for GIZ projects. Figure 1 illustrates these 
capacities. 
 

Improving Predictive Capacity 
Within the example frameworks it is also referred to as Anticipatory capacity. This is broadly defined 
as the ability of systems to anticipate and reduce the impact of climate variability and extremes 
through preparedness and planning. This capacity is seen in proactive action before a foreseen 
event to avoid upheaval, either by avoiding or reducing exposure or by minimising vulnerability to 
specific hazards (Kellett & Peters, 2014). Predictive capacity is displayed when actors can forecast 
particular shocks, for example through the use of drought and cyclone early warning systems or 
geospatial information. An additional component of predictive capacity is the ability of communities 
to undertake vital planning and preparedness activities to manage disaster risk. 
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Figure 1: Climate Resilience Framework incorporating the five dimensions (adapted from GIZ, 2014) 
 
Monitoring and evaluation of this capacity examines the extent to which predictive information is available, 
integrated into decision-making processes and subsequently used. 
 

Improve Capacity to Absorb Shocks 
This represents the ability of a system to absorb, mitigate or recover from the impacts of negative 
events using predetermined coping responses to preserve and restore essential basic structures and 
functions (e.g. human life, housing, productive assets). In conceptual terms, it is concerned 
principally with ‘functional persistence’ – that is, the ability of a system to buffer, bear and endure the 
impacts of climate extremes in the short term and to avoid collapse. A distinction from predictive 
capacity is that it captures longer term measures that are built in to absorb the shocks, as well as the 
available resources and capacity to recover after the event.  

 
Monitoring and evaluation focuses on areas such as the level of investment in risk reduction activities (e.g. 
infrastructure hardening), financial capacity of individuals (e.g. mortgage stress, insurance) or assessments 
of how the early warning systems and response mechanisms actually performed.  
 

Adaptive and Transformative Capacity 
This covers the broad spectrum of activity that ranges from making minor changes in systems and 
institutions in response to learnings from previous disasters or events, through to fundamentally 
changing an industry or institutional framework in response to projected impacts that are yet to 
occur. It is the capacity to take deliberate and planned decisions to achieve a desired state, even 
when conditions have changed or are about to change. Adaptive capacity is usually made apparent 
and strengthened during non-emergency periods, for example in accessing and using a mix of 
historical data and downscaled climate projections to understand changing rainfall patterns to inform 
the design of drainage systems. 

 
Monitoring focuses on areas such as changes in industry practices, response mechanisms, planning 
regimes etc. that occur in anticipation of future changes or as a result of impacts from previous events. 
 
Transformation has been a source of discussion in the literature. Some authors have argued for including 
“transformative capacity” in any schema of resilience capacities (Béné et al., 2012).  While transformation 
can be an unintended change, it generally refers to deliberate attempts to engineer changes required to 
achieve a desired goal or outcome. Transformations can be influenced by policy shifts that fundamentally 
change the institutional “rules of the game”. To demonstrate the potential for transformation, any initiative 
must embody three essential characteristics: be catalytic, have impact at scale and produce sustainable 
outcomes.  
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Catalytic effects imply the ability to leverage wider change, including the replication and financing of similar 
approaches by others. ‘At scale’ reflects one of the most common interpretations of transformation, whereby 
interventions become transformational when they are used at a greater scale or in integrated combinations 
with much greater effects than before. Transformational scale may also refer to the potential of the approach 
to be up-scaled through replication. Finally, transformational actions are expected to have sustainable 
outcomes, so lead to a process of resilience building that can withstand changes in the wider environmental, 
socio-political, economic and cultural context (Villanueva & Gould, 2016).  
 
In contrast, the BRACED Framework argues that transformation is not a specific capacity but is instead the 
outcome from good investment in the other capacities (Bahadur, Wilkinson, & Tanner, 2015). In their view, 
understanding whether an action today is truly transformative in the future is too hard to assess directly.  
 
Dimensions 
The GIZ framework provides a mechanism to further inform MER by defining five dimensions under 
predictive, absorptive and adaptive/transformative capacities that roughly align with the Five Capitals Model 
(GIZ, 2014). In each of the capacities it is useful to consider the sub-elements that drive the changes in 
capacities. 
 

The social dimension primarily refers to characteristics such as health, education, skills and 
demographics. It also encompasses the prevalence of social networks as well as similar system-
wide aspects that create cohesion, information transfer and resource sharing. 
 
The ecological dimension addresses the diversity and state of the natural environment. These 
factors (e.g. biodiversity, deforestation rate) determine not only the ecosystem’s own ability to adapt 
to a changing climate, but also the functioning of certain ecosystem services on which human beings 
critically depend (e.g. drinking water, fresh air).  
 
The economic dimension comprises the economic activities as well as the availability and 
distribution of financial assets and other endowments, which may fulfil a variety of purposes. Savings 
can, for instance, be used to repair productive goods damaged by a climatic hazard (restore basic 
functions) or to finance adjustments in planting behaviour (incremental structural change).  
 
The physical dimension mainly focuses on physical infrastructure such as housing, transport 
infrastructure, communication networks or health facilities. Their operability, particularly during and 
after the occurrence of extreme events (e.g. main roads being passable after a storm surge) but also 
in the face of slow onset hazards (e.g. houses on stilts being habitable despite sea level rise) has a 
great influence on the overall climate resilience.  
 
Finally, the institutional dimension which includes effective governance and institutions as well as 
participation on various levels. They largely determine how the process of building climate resilience 
is managed and how different perceptions and objectives are harmonised.  

 
These are illustrated in figure 1 above. 
 
Lens 2: Underpinning characteristics  
There has recently has been an emergence of an additional layer of complexity for resilience MER. In 
addition to the approaches and capabilities that can be shown to be improving, resilient systems can be 
defined to be comprised of inherent characteristics. The building blocks of the system itself lead to its 
resilience. The inclusion of this conceptual framework is to enhance the understanding of the socio-
ecological system by focusing more on the core elements of the system function. It provides another way to 
confirm if the investment being made is more likely to result in an improvement in resilience.  
 
The approach proposed by GIZ is shown in Figure 2. It illustrates that if these factors are enhanced, then the 
desired outcome will be achieved.  
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The authors proposed that these characteristics 
should not be measured directly (GIZ, 2014). 
Instead, their purpose is to guide the 
development and definition of capacities 
described in the previous section. Their 
reasoning was that it is difficult to characterise 
whether one is more important than another, and 
they do not specifically focus on climate risks. 
They represent the desired outcome of efforts 
towards building climate resilience. The relative 
contribution of each characteristic will depend on 
the specific context in which it is being applied. 
 
The Rockefeller City Resilience Framework 
provides an illustration of how the context informs 
the application of characteristics. These are 
described as the seven ‘qualities’ of resilient 
cities: (Arup, 2015) 

• has alternative strategies (‘Flexible’) 
• has backup capacity (‘Redundant’) 
• limit spread of failure (‘Robust’) 
• can easily repurpose resources 

(‘Resourceful’) 
• ability to learn (‘Reflective’) 
• includes broad consultation and communication (‘Inclusive’) 
• has systems working together (‘Integrated’).  

 
Figure 3 illustrates how these qualities are reflected in the MER framework. Each quality is represented by a 
sequence of indicators across all of the dimensions (represented by grey bars).  It provides an example of 
how the qualities are linked directly to the broad strategies, and therefore can be directly monitored for 
impact. 

 
Figure 3: 100 Resilient Cities Framework 

 
Figure 2: Characteristics of a climate resilient system 
proposed by GIZ (GIZ, 2014) 
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The Framework describes that these qualities distinguish a resilient city from one that is simply liveable, 
sustainable or prosperous (Arup, 2015). So, while the twelve strategies (in yellow above) outline systems, 
infrastructure and services that need to be robust, the qualities are the inherent characteristics that will 
ensure they are also resilient. These qualities are important in preventing breakdown or failure; or enabling 
appropriate and timely action to be taken. For example, health services that are flexible can reallocate staff 
to deal with an outbreak of disease. Protective infrastructure that is robust will not fail catastrophically when 
design thresholds are exceeded. Energy systems with redundancy will accommodate surges in demand or 
disruption to supply networks.  
 
When reviewing the various published resilient cities reports, no cities sought to directly monitor the 
achievement of these characteristics. This lends weight to the view expressed by GIZ that characteristics 
inform capacities (as illustrated in figure 1). 
 
The same thinking underpins the approach proposed by The Stockholm Resilience Centre 
(www.stockholmresilience.org). To be able to address the impacts of the changes, a resilient socio-
ecological system has the capacity to deal with change and continue to develop, be it an individual, a forest, 
a city or an economy (Stockholm Resilience Center, 2017). 
 
They identify seven key characteristics (called principles). This informs how management actions should be 
targeted to build these specific characteristics, and therefore what MER should be undertaken. The specific 
characteristics are: 
 

1. Diversity and redundancy 
2. Connectivity 
3. Slow variables and feedbacks 
4. Complex adaptive systems thinking 
5. Learning and innovation 
6. Broad participation 
7. Polycentric governance. 

 
4.3. Considerations for practical application of a Resilience MER Framework 
This short review of the current literature and practices identified several considerations that are useful for 
practical application.  
 
Definition of resilience 
Resilience is usually defined as an ability to withstand shocks or stressors now and into the future. It is a 
function of the socio-ecological system’s response to a shock or a stress. Resilience MER requires an 
understanding of the socio-ecological system and how the investment program will intervene to move the 
system to a more desired state. This implies that the MER approach must have a vision or statement of a 
desired state of the system, and the MER framework monitors progress towards that desired state.  
 
Scope of MER 
MER for resilience may need to look much more broadly than direct investment goals of the program, 
because it must also measure changes in the socio-ecological system that will build resilience. This must be 
underpinned by an understanding of the socio-ecological system, the desirable characteristics of the system 
that need to be enhanced, and the undesirable ones that need to be weakened. The theory of change for the 
program should therefore capture how the desired state is being achieved as a result of the investment 
program.  
 
Capacities, dimensions and characteristics 
The desired changes can be characterised as underlying changes in capacities (Predictive, Absorptive, 
Adaptive/Transformational). This can be further defined by the dimensions (social, ecological, economic, 
physical and institutional). Characteristics can be used to inform the actions and strategies. 
 
Principles 
MER for resilience and climate change must account for the complexity of the socio-ecological system and 
the potentially long time-frames between cause and effect. Therefore, MER frameworks and approaches 
should be innovative and iterative, adapting over time, based on experience and a deeper understanding of 
what works both in each case and based on insights gained from broader experience. The application of 
principles can help to direct the MER framework to be more responsive and to focus on learning outcomes. 
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5. LESSONS FROM PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS 
As discussed in the methodology section, practical examples were selected where: 

• The practical example had lessons that were applicable to a western cultural context, a government 
program or a program of similar scale. 

• The main context of the practical example was resilience, rather than general monitoring and 
evaluation.  

• The practical examples had sufficient detail to understand the context, drivers and issues with 
implementation. 

The discussion that follows explores these examples in more detail. The assessment criteria arise from 
some of the lessons that arose from the previous section.  The criteria are listed below in table 1.  Table 2 
provides a summary of the assessment 
 
Table 1: Criteria used to compare different practical approaches to resilience MER. 
Resilience focus Is the MER approach underpinned by a resilience theoretical framework, 

or at least resilience concepts? 
Statement of desired 
future 

Is there is a clear articulation of the components of the desired socio-
ecological system that will ensure greater resilience? 

Theory of change Is there an articulated theory of change or strategic objectives for how the 
interventions will achieve the desired future? This has links to the theories 
of resilience MER discussed in Section 4. 

Coverage of indicators Are there sufficient indicators to cover off the key areas of the theory of 
change or strategic objectives? 

Alignment of indicators Do the indicators align with the theory of change in scope, scale, time-
frame and data availability? 

Types of indicators Are the indicators qualitative or quantitative, subjective or objective? 
Other elements What are the other elements of best practice MER that are inherent in the 

resilience framework (e.g. governance, stakeholder engagement)? 
 
Table 2: Summary of assessment for each practical example 
Criteria Rockefeller TSRA BRACED UNEA UK CCC Dutch 

Delta 
Germany 

Resilience 
focus 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No (risk 
reduction) 

No No 

Desired 
future 
stated 

Yes Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes No 

Theory of 
change 

No Partial Yes No No No No 

Coverage 
of 
indicators 

Unclear Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes Yes 

Alignment 
of 
indicators 

Unclear Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Types of 
indicators 

Quantitative 
Objective 

Quantitative 
Objective 

Qualitative 
Quantitative 
Subjective 

Qualitative 
Subjective 

Quantitative 
Objective 

Yes Quantitative 
Objective 

Other 
elements 

Yes Yes Yes Unknown Yes Yes Yes 

 
• Members of the Rockefeller Resilient cities network are required to produced a plan and 

assessment framework for their activities. 
• The Torres Strait Regional Authority (TSRA) has a regional climate change resilience plan. 
• The Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters (BRACED) program is a 

comprehensive attempt of a resilience MER approach at a program scale. 
• The United Nations  Environment Agency (UNEA) established a framework to assess the resilience 

of 114 countries most vulnerable to climate change from the least developed countries, small islands 
nations and African countries. 

• The Adaptation Sub-Committee of the UK Climate Change Committee (UKCCC) oversees the most 
comprehensive and systemic climate change MER program. 

• The Dutch Delta River Program provides an illustration of a government that has undertaken a 
learning-based MER approach. 

• The German Adaptation Strategy has a comprehensive MER approach. 

Each of these approaches is explained in more detail in Appendix 3. 
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6. LESSONS FOR PRACTICAL APPLICATION 
 
Statement of Resilience 
The practical examples all begin with a conceptualisation of resilience - what resilience is in the socio-
ecological system, and how that resilience will be achieved. All share a common vision, albeit nuanced 
depending on the specific context. This is: the ability to withstand shocks and stressors, and be prosperous 
into the future.  
 
Understanding the underlying socio-ecological system 
This has been approached in several different ways in the practical examples.  The approach taken by the 
(Torres Strait Regional Authority) TSRA outlines an example where the focus is on a single community. 
Hence, the statements of resilient outcomes focus on the specific areas in that community where resilience 
will be improved.  
 
The other examples are delivered at a much broader scale, and therefore defining the socio-ecological 
system is more difficult. The BRACED program has overcome this by having each specific project define its 
own local context, and the ways in which the project contributes to improving that context. In contrast, the 
UN highlights that its own broad scope limits the applicability of the indicators to all but indicative 
comparisons. 
 
Within the Rockefeller Resilient Cities, none of the existing plans provide a discussion of the socio-ecological 
system or a theory of change. One would assume that stakeholder consultation is presumed to automatically 
capture the key issues and drivers for each society. 
 
Theory of Change 
Most practical examples listed above do not include a well-articulated theory of change, such as appears in 
the BRACED program. Instead, they include a statement of desired outcomes or vision statements, followed 
by consultative processes to develop the action plans (e.g. Rockefeller Resilient Cities). The basis of the 
assessment processes for these programs is to articulate a baseline condition, and presumably measure 
improvement from the baseline as a result of the planned actions.  
 
Focus on capacities 
Section 4 describes how capacities are used to define MER frameworks. The UN and BRACED programs 
both use capacities in their MER frameworks.  
 
Focus on characteristics 
Section 4 also discusses characteristics of resilient systems. The TSRA program focuses its resilience effort 
on improving inherent characteristics in the system. There is an implication here that the application of 
characteristics works best when focused on a more narrowly defined scale (e.g. a city or small community). 
This could be confirmed if there were further practical examples and frameworks for use. 
 
Learning and evolution of MER 
Despite the best efforts to have a society become more resilient, the efforts in the programs may not lead to 
better outcomes. This could be attributed to other factors outside the investment program that undermined 
the outcomes.  Both the BRACED and the Dutch Delta programs include specific mechanisms to identify 
these externalities.  Within BRACED they include a reflection and learning process to test the Theory of 
Change.  The Dutch Delta Programme uses the Signal Group, consisting of external experts in diverse 
fields.  
 
The UK Committee on Climate Change (CCC) program relies on baselines to identify genuine 
improvements. For example, their reporting on houses exposed to flooding, models the benefit of policy and 
investment outcomes into the future, and looks at the total number of houses at risk of flooding resulting from 
those investments. 
 
The Rockefeller and TSRA MER frameworks also include baseline measurements. These are most effective 
when there are governance processes that ensure that the investment program can rapidly respond to 
trends as they emerge. As an example, the UK CCC process includes extensive mechanisms to ensure that 
the reporting is aligned to decision making and political processes. Their MER framework is specifically 
designed to improve engagement and drive outcomes. 
 
The discussion in section 4 highlights that the application of principles creates another mechanism to 
improve the learning and evolution of the MER framework. 

  



 11 

 
7. REFERENCES 
Aditya, V., Peters, K., Wilkinson, E., Pichon, F., Gray, K., & Tanner, T. (2015). The 3A's: Tracking Resilience 

Across Braced. www.braced.org. 
Arup. (2015). City Resilience Framework. Rockefeller Foundation. New York: Arup International 

Development. 
Bahadur, A., Wilkinson, E., & Tanner, T. (2015). Measuring Resilience: An Analytical Review (under review). 

Submission to Climate and Development. 
Béné, C., Frankenberger, T., & Nelson, S. (2015). Design, Monitoring and Evaluation of Resilience 

Interventions: Conceptual and Empirical Considerations. Institute of Development Studies. London: 
IDS. 

Bours, D., McGinn, C., & Pringle, P. (2014). Guidance Note 3: Theory of Change approach to climate 
adaptation programming. UK Climate Impacts Program. Oxford: UKCIP. 

Bours, D., McGinn, C., & Pringle, P. (2014). Twelve reasons why climate change adaptation MER is 
challenging. UKCIP and SEA Change CoP Phenom Phen. Oxford: UKCIP. Retrieved 2014, from 
http://. 

Brown, C., Shaker, R., & Das, R. (2016, December 1). A review of approaches for monitoring and evaluation 
of urban climate resilience initiatives. Environment Development and Sustainability. 

City of Glasgow. (2017). Our Resilient Glasgow: A City Strategy. Glasgow: City of Glasgow. 
European Environment Agency. (2014). National adaptation policy processes in European Countries. 

Brussels: European Environment Agency. 
Garcia, J., & Zazueta, A. (2015, January). Going Beyond Mixed Methods to Mixed Approaches: A Systems 

Perspective for Asking the Right Questions. IDS Bulletin, 46(1). 
GIZ. (2014). Assessing and Monitoring Climate Resilience: From Theoretical Considerations to Practically 

Applicable Tools. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit. Bonn: Deutsche 
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit. 

Improved Global Governance for Hunger Reduction Program. (2014). Resilience Index Measurement and 
Analysis model. European Union. Brussels: European Union. 

Kellett, J., & Peters, K. (2014). Dare to prepare: taking risk seriously. London Development Institute. London: 
London Development Institute. 

Ligtvoet, W. (2017). A reflexive monitoring and evaluation framework for the Delta Programme. European 
Climate Change Adaptation Conference. Glasgow: EU Adapt. 

Lisa, E., Shipper, F., & Langston, L. (2015). A comparitive overview of resilience measurement frameworks: 
Analysing indicators and approaches. Overseas Development Institute. London: Overseas 
Development Institute. 

Lowe, R. (2016, September 12). Project Manager, ClimateXChange. (R. Hamden, Interviewer) 
Mitchell, A. (2013). Risk and Resilience: From Good Idea to Good Practice. OECD, Development and 

Cooperation Working Papers No.13. Brussels: OECD . 
NSW OEH. (2017). DRAFT Appropriate, effective, efficient programs - enduring outcomes: Climate Change 

Fund Evaluation Framework. NSW Office of Environment and Heritage. OEH. 
Schönthaler, K., & Andrian-Weburg, S. v. (2015). Evaluation of the German Strategy for Adaptation to 

Climate Change (DAS) - Reporting and Closing Indicator Gaps. Federal Ministry for the 
Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety, Environmental Research. Munich: 
Bosch & Partner GmbH. 

Stockholm Resilience Centre. (2017). Explaining Core Concepts: Applying Resilience Thinking. Retrieved 
May 18, 2017, from Stockholm Resilience Centre: 
http://www.stockholmresilience.org/research/research-news/2015-02-19-applying-resilience-
thinking.html 

Thompson, D. (2016, October 10). Senior Analyst Adaptation. Committee on Climate Change. (R. Hamden, 
Interviewer) 

Torres Strait Regional Authority. (2016). Torres Strait Adaptation and Resilience Plan 2016-2021. Thursday 
Island: TSRA. 

TSRA. (2016). Torres Strait Regional Adaptation and Resilience Plan 2016-2021. Torres Strait Regional 
Authority, Land and Sea Management Unit. Thursday Island: Commonwealth of Australia. 

UTS. (2016). Market Transformation for Energy Efficiency: Stage 2 Report. UTS: Institute for Sustainable 
Futures. Sydney: UTS:ISF. 

Väänänen, E., Dale, L., & Dickson, B. (2017). Anticipate, Absorb, Reshape: Current Progress on Three Key 
Capacities for Climate Resilience. UN Environment Program, UN Climate Resilience Initiative. 
Geneva: United Nations. 

Villanueva, P., & Gould, C. (2016). Routes to Resilience: Lessons from monitoring BRACED. BRACED 
Knowledge Manager. London: BRACED. 

Williams, A. (2016). Options for Results Monitoring and Evaluation for Resilience-building Operations. The 
World Bank. Washington: The World Bank Group. 

 



 12 

APPENDIX 1: EXAMPLES OF PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS 
Rockefeller Resilient Cities 
In Australia, both Sydney and Melbourne are part of the Rockefeller Resilient Cities network. Both cities have 
completed preliminary resilience assessments and taken steps towards developing action plans, with 
Melbourne being the most advanced.  
 
There is no clearly articulated theory of change in either of these reports. Instead, the plans described the 
features of a resilient future and then set about defining actions that would bring that future about. The 
actions were developed through consultative processes. 
 
For both Sydney and Melbourne, the first stage of monitoring and evaluation has focused only on baseline 
establishment. Both cities have information on their key drivers, risks and advantages that they must 
overcome or leverage to become more resilient. There is no further consideration of monitoring and 
evaluation beyond the establishment of the baseline. The selection of baseline indicators focuses on key 
elements of resilience as defined by the Stockholm Resilience Centre - connectedness, social equity, relative 
disadvantage, health and wellbeing, economy. 
 
In reviewing other plans from cities in Europe, USA and Canada, only the Glasgow plan had a section on 
monitoring evaluation in the long term (City of Glasglow, 2017). The plan makes a commitment to develop a 
MER Framework and provide an annual resilience report card based on six indicators. 
 

• Strength of social networks 
• Employment networks 
• Business survival rate 
• Male and female life expectancy 
• Access to public spaces 
• Child care access 

 
Resilience focus Yes – Resilience is the key objective.  
Statement of desired 
future 

Yes – Describe a future where the community is safer and able to absorb 
shocks. 

Theory of change No – Improvement is assumed to arise from improvement in underlying 
social, economic and environmental outcomes. 

Coverage of indicators Too early to assess. 
Alignment of indicators Too early to assess. 
Types of indicators Where indicators have been used to identify a baseline, these are 

quantitative and objective. 
Other elements Has broad participation across communities, and involvement in key 

decision-making processes.  
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TSRA 
The Torres Strait Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience Plan (TSRA, 2016) represents a genuine 
attempt by a community to develop an end-to-end resilience planning, implementation and MER process. In 
this plan, resilience is defined as the ability of a community or a system to respond to change or impacts in 
such a way that negative impacts are minimised and the community continues to function well under stress. 
Resilient communities and systems tend to recover quickly from shocks and can often turn challenges into 
opportunities. They are more self-reliant but still keep strong connections with other local and distant 
communities.  
 
The plan includes a statement of a desired future, titled the Core Proposition, which is further elaborated into 
six resilience focus areas that capture the broad suite of actions, and forms the basis of the MRE approach 
(TSRA, 2016).  The Resilience Outcomes were developed through consultation with the community, and 
tested with expert opinion and research. 
 

Resilience Outcome 1: The governance arrangements for the Torres Strait Region and for each 
community enable development of responsive, resilient and sustainable communities with climate 
change and resilience fully integrated into development planning and policy development. 
 
Resilience Outcome 2: Health risks are managed and reduced through holistic health and well-
being strategies and interventions. 
 
 
Resilience Outcome 3: The community is strong, confident and capable and has increased its 
capacity to respond positively to change and impacts. 
 
 
Resilience Outcome 4: The infrastructure and services in the Torres Strait are fit for purpose, 
systems have built-in redundancy, have low operation and maintenance costs and meet the 
needs of the local and regional community. 
 
Resilience Outcome 5: The land and sea are healthy and can adjust to the changing climate 
without losing diversity or productivity. 
 
 
Resilience Outcome 6: Enterprise in the region and in each community aligns with community 
values and is meeting the majority of the communities’ local needs. 
 
 

There is no clearly articulated theory of change for this plan. Instead, the assumption is that by focusing on 
the outcomes listed above, resilience will be enhanced. Progress towards achieving resilience is measured 
as improvement beyond a baseline in each of the key indicator areas. The full detail and indicators have 
been attached to this report. 
 
The plan also outlines the governance and reporting processes that will be implemented to drive the 
community towards greater resilience. 
 
Resilience focus Yes 
Statement of desired 
future 

Yes – The Core Proposition and Resilience Outcomes clearly articulate 
the desired future. 

Theory of change Partial – Improvement is assumed to arise from improvement in 
underlying social, economic and environmental outcomes. 

Coverage of indicators Broad coverage of indicators across all sectors. 
Alignment of indicators The indicators provide a detailed understanding of the drivers and 

outcomes in each sector.  

Types of indicators Indicators are mostly quantitative and objective. 
Other elements There are planned governance, stakeholder engagement and reporting 

approaches to achieve changes to the socio-ecological system. 
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BRACED 
The Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters (BRACED) program is a 
comprehensive attempt of a resilience MER approach at a program scale (Villanueva & Gould, 2016). 
BRACED funds a series of 15 projects across 13 countries in East Africa, the Sahel and Southeast Asia. The 
focus of the projects is on disaster resilience. 
 
The purpose of the BRACED MER framework is to provide a programme-level vision of change. It ensures a 
common language and alignment of MER efforts across BRACED, while acknowledging and accommodating 
project-specific MER approaches and plans in different contexts. Each of the 15 projects has its own theory 
of change and MER framework. The challenge was to develop a coherent program-level framework across 
the interventions that accounted for the overall contribution to resilience. The framework needed to be 
flexible enough to be relevant across several different socio-political, geographical and climatic contexts, 
while retaining robustness and coherence.  
 
Figure 6 outlines the 
assessment framework that has 
been established to assess the 
overall contribution to 
resilience across the funded 
activities. 
 
BRACED has developed a 
comprehensive theory of 
change and has developed the 
MER format to test it (refer 
Appendix 5). Each 
component of the MER 
framework uses a different 
assessment method. 
 
 
 

Figure 4: BRACED MER approach 
 
3As and Transformation – Comprises a self-assessment from each project of the level of impact. It includes 
one-on-one interviews with the project managers. This approach was used because of the difficulty in 
understanding each project’s context. Instead, they relied on the views of the project manager to define the 
impact based on these areas: 

• Sustainability 
• Catalytic effect 
• Scale 
• Innovation. 

 
Areas of Change – Each project is required to report implementation of activities. This section is summarised 
from those reports and the contribution to the theory of change assessed.  

 
Evaluative Monitoring – To understand the context, a literature review of research and country-relevant 
reports is being undertaken. 

 
Reflection and Learning – Internal discussions based on the results from the previous three processes, and 
whether the MER approach is effective or could be improved. 
 
Together these are used to develop a comprehensive picture of how the diversity of projects in the different 
socio-ecological contexts are contributing to overall resilience. The BRACED program is currently 
undertaking the first round of detailed assessment consistent with this framework, and will report later in the 
year. 
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Resilience focus Yes 
Statement of desired 
future 

Yes – disaster risk reduction focus. 

Theory of change Yes – very detailed theory of change that outlines the key areas of the 
socio-ecological system, the drivers and desired outcomes. 

Coverage of indicators Broad coverage of MER processes across the areas of the theory of 
change. 

Alignment of indicators The indicators provide a detailed understanding of the drivers and 
outcomes in each component of the theory of change.  

Types of indicators Used a combination of quantitative and qualitative information based on a 
pragmatic assessment of data availability, complexity and reporting 
burden. Use both quantitative and qualitative information. 

Other elements MER process has strong engagement with the project managers. 
 
UN Environment Agency 
The United Nations (UN) Environment Agency established a framework to assess the resilience of 114 
countries most vulnerable to climate change from the least developed countries, small islands nations and 
African countries. They used the Anticipate, Absorb, Reshape (A2R) framework to classify resilience across 
the diverse group of nations. The survey consisted of a self-assessment process using 17 indicators across 
all three areas (figure 7). These are very high-level indicators whose purpose is to provide an initial indication 
across the diversity of countries. The report highlights several issues when attempting to capture resilience 
data at this scale (Väänänen, Dale, & Dickson, 2017). 
 

• Some of the key terms in the indicators are difficult to define across contexts. For example, while 
‘early warning systems’ are clearly defined, the term ‘early action’ can be complex, spanning a range 
of activities and approaches at different timescales.  

• Accessing data for each of the indicators in each country highlighted the differing data collection 
methods and priorities, limiting the comparability of the indicators.  

• Self reporting and non-responsiveness is a limiting factor in gaining a comprehensive understanding. 
• A lack of gender and age disaggregation of the data, so that it was not possible to assess the 

differential impact/benefit on women and youth. 
• Countries were unwilling or unable to provide information on how much they or their businesses 

spend on areas that are likely to have the highest impact. This limits the ability to use reporting 
framework to understand the effectiveness and impact of the interventions. 

 
As a result, this report highlighted that while these broad definitions are useful for creating a thematic 
understanding of action across a diversity of countries, they lack sufficient detail to inform policy 
interventions on a case-by-case basis. There are also limitations with the comparability of data, and the self-
reporting mechanism of data collection. There are not yet any independent mechanisms for qualitative 
assessment of the information received from the reporting countries. While there are limitations, the authors 
highlight that this process is establishing a baseline that will be useful in future assessment processes.  
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Figure 5: UN Climate Resilience Initiative Indicators 
 
Resilience focus Yes 
Statement of desired 
future 

Yes – disaster risk reduction focus. 

Theory of change No – assumed, based on Sustainable Development Goals and the 
Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction. 

Coverage of indicators Broad coverage of indicators across the key thematic areas. 
Alignment of indicators Unclear 

Types of indicators Used a combination of quantitative and qualitative information based on a 
pragmatic assessment of data availability, complexity and reporting 
burden. Information is largely objective. 

Other elements Not available 
 
UK CCC 
The Adaptation Sub-Committee of the UK Climate Change Committee (CCC) oversees the most 
comprehensive and systemic climate change adaptation and mitigation monitoring program of any country. 
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This adaptation MER approach is focused on risk reduction and is not fully applicable to a resilience 
assessment. However, given their efforts to come to terms with issues of MER (Thompson, 2016).   
 
To ensure that they had a comprehensive set of indicators, the secretariat undertook a series of deep dives 
of key sectors. This was useful to identify the types of mechanisms that were driving the required changes, 
and the indicators they would need to understand whether the desired activities needed to be achieved. The 
deep dives were undertaken prior to the investment in adaptation actions and the selection of indicators, and 
the methodological approach was similar to an impact analysis.   
 
A key lesson is that the CCC sought to understand the socio-ecological system and define the specific 
indicators that will be most useful to assess the desired outcome. The UK approach also contains many 
lessons about how to implement MER governance, stakeholder engagement and reporting to drive changes 
to the socio-ecological system. For example, the reporting processes are independent of government but 
timed to be delivered at the optimal point to influence government decision making. Furthermore, indicators 
were reported in a way that informs future decision making. An example is below in figure 8. 
 
This figure models how much impact the planned flood prevention strategies are having on reducing the risk 
to flooding for UK households. It demonstrates that while a great deal is being achieved to reduce flood risk 
in some areas, it is still not sufficient to reduce the number of homes who are in the highest risk categories. 
 
 

 
Figure 6: UK Assessment of 
the overall benefit of 
planned flood interventions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Resilience 
focus 

No  

Statement 
of desired 
future 

Partial – 
describe a 
future that is 
less risky than 
today. This is a 
future that is 
less likely to be 
significantly 
affected by 
adverse 
events. 

Theory of 
change 

Partial – 
emerges from 
the deep dives 
in the sectors 
of interest. 

Coverage 
of 
indicators 

Broad 
coverage of 
indicators 
across all 
sectors. 

Alignment 
of 
indicators 

The indicators 
provide a 
detailed 
understanding 
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of the drivers 
and outcomes 
in each sector. 
Well-
articulated 
understanding 
of data 
requirements 
and 
timeframes, 
and how this 
affects the 
MER 
framework. 

Types of 
indicators 

Indicators are 
quantitative 
and objective. 

Other 
elements 

Has very 
strong 
governance, 
stakeholder 
engagement 
and reporting 
approaches to 
drive changes 
to the socio-
ecological 
system. 

 
Delta River Programme 
The Dutch Delta River Program provides an illustration of a government that has undertaken a learning-
based MER approach (Ligtvoet, 2017). It recognises that resilient systems are those that evolve and respond 
to changes - learning is critical. While it is not specifically focused on resilience outcomes, it is included in 
this report because it provides practical application of adaptive MER – learning, rapid decision making, 
accountability and trust. 
 
The Delta Programme is in place to protect the Netherlands from flooding and to ensure a sufficient supply of 
fresh water. The main themes of the Delta Programme are flood risk management, fresh water supply and 
spatial adaptation. In the implementation stage, the Delta Programme aims at adaptive management — 
given the uncertainties that lie ahead — and seeks to ensure the participation of numerous parties and the 
adoption of a broad and integral approach which can coalesce the ambitions and efforts of a range of 
stakeholders. The Delta Programme is a nation-wide initiative with a complex network structure involving 
many parties, such as provincial councils, municipalities, district water boards, social organisations and 
private stakeholders. The MER approach has been created to:  
 

• increase the Delta Programme's capacity for systemic learning,  
• integrate adaptive management,  
• create a basis for shared accountability, and  
• create a basis for trust and transparency. 

The learning and evolution process needs to address three types of learning. Unless all three learning 
approaches are achieved, the resilience process will not be effective. 

• Technical Learning - indicators and information that tells what is happening and whether project 
delivery is occurring as projected. 

• Social Learning – improving networks, information sharing and community interactions. 
• System Learning – the policy-making process learns the ability to respond to what is being 

determined.  
 
One important process used in the program is the mechanisms to ensure that the underlying assumptions 
and drivers are correct, or whether they need to be amended.  This is monitored through two key groups. 
 

Signal Group to assess External Dynamics – Key external and environmental factors that are a big 
influence on the program.  Consists of a team of external experts who can inform the discussion on 
the external dynamics – (report every 2.5 and 5 years). 
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Core Group to assess Internal Dynamics – Key policy process and programs that the program can 
directly influence. Consists of senior policy officers from across government – (report every year). 

 
Together these groups can challenge the fundamental assumptions that underpin the successful delivery of 
the program. 
 
Germany 
The German Federal Cabinet adopted the German Strategy for Adaptation to Climate Change in 2008. This 
included an extensive MER approach with 102 indicators.  After the completion of the first assessment, a 
review was undertaken and a comprehensive report produced (Schönthaler & Andrian-Weburg, 2015).   
 
The Adaptation Strategy is comprehensive and covers 13 sectors. Consequently, the MER process involved 
all government agencies and many experts and research institutions.  The indicators examined either climate 
impacts or processes of implementation. Unlike for a resilience approach, the MER did not focus on 
outcomes and benefits. It has been included in this report because of the scale and number of indicators that 
are used, and which can inform an MER Framework. A copy of the indicators is attached to this report.  
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APPENDIX 2: OVERARCHING PRINCIPLES FOR MER 
Adapted from (Williams, 2016). 
 
A set of overarching climate and disaster MER guiding principles, to inform and shape the approach to MER 
including frameworks, indicators, and evaluation approaches. Overarching guiding principles help to shape 
MER strategy, decision-making, learning, reporting, and unintended consequences. 
 
Principle 1. Accountability and learning are both priorities for climate and disaster resilience MER; however, 
the natural tensions and trade-offs between these are recognised and should be considered  
MER systems historically have leaned toward supporting accountability—to identify results, to report to 
funders, and to communicate to core stakeholders. Whether programs and projects have met their targets 
and achieved their results, whether money has been efficiently spent, and whether there were any 
unintended consequences (positive or negative) are the types of accountability often supported by MER. 
With an accountability focus, MER is often viewed as an audit function, particularly when funding is 
contingent upon demonstrating results and value for money.  
 
MER for learning purposes can also support accountability, but truly embracing learning involves recognising 
the learning-by-doing and experimental nature of complex interventions (including, by default, essentially all 
resilience interventions). To embrace ongoing learning requires support for program adaptation, including, 
for example, adapting implementation strategies early and often, testing promising innovations which may 
have a high chance of failing, and experimenting with high-risk, high-return strategies.  
 
Among other things, a learning approach will thus involve permission to fail—or more specifically to plan for 
“intelligent failures” which promote organisational learning. 
 
In the context of resilience, a more flexible approach to learning-by-doing—including trial and error and 
expecting failure along the way—may very well support long-term success more effectively than a traditional 
accountability approach. In this way, accountability to learning is perhaps a useful construct; however, 
achieving this means letting go of certain expectations that have traditionally accompanied MER, such as 
adhering to plans or taking low-risk strategies with a guaranteed “return”.  
 
A learning approach will also lead to more real-time approaches to MER than have historically been 
undertaken by the international development community. The traditional mid-term reviews and ex-
post/terminal evaluations have often missed valuable opportunities for learning and continuous 
improvement—in the time-frames that would be most useful for program/project improvement success. 
Therefore, alternative approaches including developmental and formative evaluation, and other approaches 
to continuous improvement that may not be considered “evaluation” (such as rapid-stakeholder feedback 
techniques), are not automatically built into project implementation.  
 
A learning approach may also involve adjusting program design, including the results framework and 
indicators, more often than is common for institutions that prefer to monitor progress toward specific goals 
over the course of a few years or more.  
 
These are the kinds of tensions and trade-offs inherent in designing for both accountability and learning.  
 
Principle 2. User-focused and participatory  
Given that resilience is particularly unique to each intervention and stakeholder population, it is particularly 
important for the MER of resilience to be designed for specific users, whether these be funders, 
implementing entities, beneficiaries, or other stakeholders. Participation of MER users should be built into 
the MER process to make use of local and national knowledge, and ensure a design suited to each user’s 
needs and intended uses (e.g., to guide funding decisions, to understand whether an innovative investment 
is working as expected, or to know understand the sustainability of an intervention from the perspective of 
beneficiaries or implementing entities). Open data / data sharing and feedback loops with key users and 
stakeholders will improve participation and the utility of MER findings.  
 
 
 
Principle 3. Consider existing systems and requirements  
Climate and disaster resilience MER systems should consider alignment with existing MER frameworks and 
systems to keep the data collection burden to a minimum and enable macro-level analysis, while also 
acknowledging and planning for unique contexts. At the same time, existing MER systems may have room 
for improvement—and as such should not necessarily be automatically adopted simply because they are in 
use elsewhere.  
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Principle 4. Consider and invest in local capacity, balancing building capacity with realistic expectations  
Climate and disaster resilience MER should consider data availability, local technical capacity, and 
resources available for data collection, reporting, and analysis. Building local capacity through, for example, 
offering training, utilising local experts, providing funding for data collection, and encouraging stakeholder 
participation, will likely help, though may require a significant investment. Therefore, thought should be put 
into balancing a more “light touch” approach that is less burdensome and considers common capacity 
constraints versus investing in more ambitious and resource-intensive systems. Without considering these 
trade-offs, the cost-to-value ratio may not be compelling.  
 
Principle 5. Encourage innovation  
Given the unprecedented nature of climate and disaster resilience, and the corresponding need for creative, 
iterative MER approaches that support ongoing learning, climate and disaster resilience, MER systems 
should be intentionally focused on innovation, creativity, and experimentation beyond traditional methods. 
These could involve pilot testing new qualitative and/or quantitative approaches, experimenting with 
scalability and transferability, and considering creative options suited for systems-level analysis.  
 
Principle 6. Factor in the inherently multi-dimensional and complex nature of resilience  
MER of climate and disaster resilience should consider up front the complexity and multiple dimensions of 
resilience, including:  

• Climate and non-climate stressors;   
• Multiple climate and disaster hazards;   
• Vertical dimensions (e.g., different layers of society in a system and where resilience sits at the local, 

regional, and national levels, including governance aspects);   
• Horizontal dimensions (e.g., multi-dimensional stakeholder and sectoral linkages);   
• Time scales, given that resilience-related problems can take a long time to manifest (as can the 

solutions to these), and thus resilience-building (and related planning and MER systems) needs to 
have short, medium, and long-term components; and   

• Uncertainty: Approaches that are robust to a variety of uncertain future scenarios.  
 
Principle 7. Flexibility and improvement over time are expected 
Climate and disaster resilience MER is largely a learning-by-doing endeavour. Experience over time will 
inform what works and does not work well, and periodic updates to all major components of the MER system 
should be expected. This could occur, for instance, through an annual or semi-annual review followed by a 
decision on whether to make formal updates.  
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APPENDIX 3: BRACED THEORY OF CHANGE 
 

 
From: (Villanueva & Gould, 2016) 


