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Abstract 

Climate change adaptation planning is increasingly recognised as a critical tool for addressing the climate 

crisis. However, adaptation strategies often remain biased towards technocratic approaches that 

overlook questions of equity and justice. This can unintentionally exacerbate existing or create new 

inequities. This thesis examines how the municipality of Groningen can improve its climate change 

adaptation policy (CCAP) to better align with the principles of climate justice (CJ), with the municipality 

of Rotterdam serving as a potential example. It aims to answer the following research question: How can 

the municipality of Groningen improve their climate change adaptation policy to better align with the 

principles of climate justice? Lessons from Rotterdam. Using the Adaptation Justice Index (AJI), the most 

recent CCAPs of both municipalities were analysed through a deductive qualitative content analysis 

across four dimensions of CJ: recognitional, distributive, procedural, and restorative justice. The analysis 

reveals that Groningen’s AJI score (35%) is overall significantly lower than Rotterdam’s (67%). The gap is 

most pronounced in recognitional justice, the foundational dimension of CJ. Groningen's policy mainly 

reflects the technocratic bias in adaptation planning, with justice considerations largely absent or 

implicit. Rotterdam's relatively advanced score can largely be attributed to the institutional anchoring of 

CJ through a dedicated municipal department. Based on these findings, four transferable lessons are 

drawn for Groningen from Rotterdam: 1) institutionally anchoring CJ; 2) reframing adaptation as a social 

as well as a physical challenge; 3) embedding equity across the policy cycle; and 4) ensuring policy 

continuity. This study contributes to the existing CJ literature by examining how local governments 

operationalise justice in their CCA planning, and it contributes to the underexplored literature on 

adaptation governance in medium-sized cities. The study concludes that with a new CCAP on the 

horizon, Groningen has a unique opportunity to become a reference for just adaptation.  
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Introduction  

​ According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), global warming, reaching 

1.5°C in the near-term, will cause unavoidable climate hazards and present multiple risks to ecosystems 

and humans (IPCC, 2022). In response, the United Nations introduced the Paris Agreement in 2015, 

calling for action on the causes of climate change (mitigation) and the consequences (adaptation) 

(Frankhauser, 2017; Paris Agreement, 2015). While climate mitigation is crucial, many climate risks are 

unavoidable in the near-term irrespective of emissions scenarios, but can be moderated through 

adaptation (IPCC, 2022). Adaptation is the process of adjustment to climate effects, in order to moderate 

the negative and/or enhance the positive impacts of climate change (Frankhauser, 2017). Effectively 

addressing escalating climate impacts thus requires an integrated approach that combines both 

adaptation and mitigation strategies, and while mitigation has historically received more focus, there is 

growing recognition that adaptation is crucial (Komendantova et al., 2026). Over the past two decades, a 

rapid growth in the development of adaptation responses has occurred around the world (Owen, 2020). 

Scientific experts and policy makers alike increasingly underscore the importance of adaptation as a 

critical tool for addressing the climate crisis (Walker et al., 2024). 

Adaptation encompasses multiple systems including agriculture, coasts, health, water, and urban 

areas (Owen, 2020). Urban areas, with their high concentration of people, infrastructure, and economic 

activity, are particularly vulnerable to climate change (Rezvani et al., 2023). They house over half the 

world’s population with an estimated 68% urbanised population by 2050, and often concentrate 

economic activity, population, and  infrastructure in high-risk locations (Aboagye & Sharifi, 2024; Araos 

et al., 2016). Many of the largest cities are located in coastal areas, for instance, and are thus exposed to 

projected increases in sea level, storm activity, and associated flooding (Araos et al., 2016). Urban areas 

are the most exposed and vulnerable to a changing climate and its associated hazards, including 

heatwaves, floods, storm surges, and have an increased risk of flooding, droughts, and heatwaves 

(Aboagye & Sharifi, 2024; Albers et al., 2015). Given these threats, cities are taking an increasingly active 

role in climate policy action (Araos et al., 2016). While climate governance in cities only represents one 

scale for addressing climate change, cities have become recognised as increasingly important both to 

prepare for the profound impacts of climate change on urban populations and to mobilise the potential 

of cities for contributing to global resilience and sustainability (Hölscher et al., 2019). 

As implementation of adaptation is advancing, it has been argued that adaptation planning is 

biased towards technocratic and managerial approaches that overlook questions of equity and justice 

(Juhola et al., 2022). However, when facing the looming threat of climate change, a technocratic 

approach is simply not enough (Kehler & Birchall, 2021). Adaptation strategies not grounded in justice 

and equity can unintentionally exacerbate existing or create new inequities (Walker et al., 2024). 

Planning for and understanding how to address all aspects of climate vulnerability through effective and 

equitable policy is essential to ensure that communities are resilient, regardless of what climate change 

brings (Kehler & Birchall, 2021). 
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As the role of cities in addressing climate change has become more accepted, the debate on 

climate justice (CJ) has increasingly become a concern within the urban context (Yang et al., 2021). CJ 

fundamentally is about paying attention to how climate change impacts people differently, unevenly, and 

disproportionately, as well as redressing injustices in fair and equitable ways (Sultana, 2022). The logic of 

CJ is quite straightforward: individuals who have limited opportunities or resources are more likely to be 

affected by climate change and thus, it is the responsibility of society to ensure that valuable resources 

are equitably allocated amongst its members (Yang et al., 2021). Centring justice in climate change 

adaptation (CCA) processes and engaging marginalised groups can help ensure adaptation efforts 

address existing injustices, enhance legitimacy of decisions, and increase the likelihood of long-term 

success in implementing adaptation projects (Brousseau et al., 2024). Conversely, if adaptation processes 

neglect to engage marginalised individuals, initiatives may reinforce existing social vulnerabilities, result 

in negative consequences, and fail to generate support, or draw active opposition from those that stand 

to be most impacted (Brousseau et al., 2024). 

Despite the growing focus on CJ, it often remains unclear how local governments operationalise 

justice within CCA planning (Brousseau et al., 2024). There is a pressing need to examine how justice 

considerations are connected to adaptation strategies and planning (Juhola et al., 2022). This gap is 

particularly pronounced for medium-sized cities, which remain underexplored in adaptation governance 

research (Roest et al., 2025). One such case is the Dutch city of Groningen. Groningen was one of the 

first cities in the Netherlands to finalise a climate change adaptation policy (CCAP) in 2016, and the city 

has actively mainstreamed CCA across various policy domains, positioning it as a key dimension of spatial 

development (Roest et al., 2025). However, in exploratory conversations with municipal policymakers 

conducted in preparation for this research, it became apparent that the integration of CJ considerations 

into Groningen's adaptation planning remains limited, which the municipality itself recognises as an area 

for improvement. This research responds directly to that need. 

In those conversations, Rotterdam was identified as a potential example city to which Groningen 

might look for guidance. Rotterdam is also advanced on CCA and serves as a continually evolving 

example for cities working toward a more comprehensive and socially sensitive approach to CCA 

(Peinhardt, 2021). After doing exploratory research on Rotterdam, this impression was strengthened. For 

example, CJ in Rotterdam is institutionally anchored through Climate Just Rotterdam 

(Klimaatrechtvaardig Rotterdam, KRR), a municipal department devoted to CJ that was involved in 

drafting Rotterdam’s most recent CCAP (Rotterdams WeerWoord, n.d.).  Moreover, Rotterdam is the 

leading city in the JUSTGREEN initiative, a collaboration between seven European cities dedicated to 

inclusive and just urban greening (Erasmus University Rotterdam, n.d.). Because of this, the municipality 

of Rotterdam is expected to be advanced in the field of CJ in adaptation planning. Based on this 

expectation, and the indication from from exploratory conversations that Groningen’s justice 

considerations are limited, this study aims to answer the following research question:  

How can the municipality of Groningen improve their climate change adaptation policy to better align 

with the principles of climate justice? Lessons from Rotterdam. 
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​ To answer this question, the most recent adaptation policies of both municipalities are evaluated 

using the Adaptation Justice Index (AJI) (Juhola et al., 2022). This framework operationalises CJ across 

four dimensions (recognitional, distributive, procedural, and restorative justice) into measurable 

indicators. The outcomes for both policies are then compared and if and where Rotterdam's policy is 

more advanced in CJ than Groningen, lessons are drawn that are transferable to Groningen's context.  

​ The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. It first presents a theoretical framework, 

discussing CJ as a multi-dimensional concept and the technocratic bias in adaptation planning. Secondly, 

it outlines the methodology, after which the results of the AJI analysis for both municipalities are 

presented. Finally, it discusses the findings and draws lessons for Groningen, followed by a conclusion.  

Theoretical Framework 

Climate Justice as a Multi-Dimensional Concept  

Debates around climate change have historically been scientific and technical; however, greater 

attention is increasingly given in public discourse to CJ (Sultana, 2022). CJ recognises the 

disproportionate impacts of climate change on people and places least responsible for the problem (UC 

Center for Climate Justice, 2022). CJ fundamentally is about paying attention to how climate change 

impacts people differently, unevenly, and disproportionately, as well as redressing the resultant injustices 

in fair and equitable ways (Sultana, 2022). Within this field, it has become commonplace to 

conceptualise justice along three dimensions through which climate change impacts, vulnerability, and 

adaptation are viewed, with restorative justice increasingly considered as a fourth dimension to 

complement the existing typology (Juhola et al., 2022).  

Recognitional justice focuses on respecting and valuing different social identities, worldviews, 

cultural backgrounds, and lived experiences, particularly of marginalised groups, in how we think about 

justice and environmental governance (Schlosberg, 2007). Recognitional approaches understand that 

experiences and evaluations of environmental hazards differ between individuals and communities, and 

require that different perspectives be acknowledged (Wenta et al., 2019). A recognitional injustice is 

called misrecognition, which may happen through cultural domination, non-recognition (or lack of 

recognition), or disrespect (Benjaminsen & Svarstad, 2022). In climate discourse, policy, and practice, 

misrecognition may be linked to a lack of formal rights or lack of solidarity with marginalised peoples 

among powerful actors and policymakers (Benjaminsen & Svarstad, 2022). Therefore, a just CCAP should 

recognise that minority groups are structurally vulnerable and intergenerationally disadvantaged in 

terms of their cultural, political, and socioeconomic rights (Chu & Cannon, 2021). Moreover, it requires 

consideration of the varied experiences of individuals and communities of environmental hazards and 

benefits (Wenta et al., 2019).  

Distributive justice concerns the fair allocation of environmental goods (e.g. green space, clean 

air) as well as burdens (e.g. pollution risk, displacement, monetary costs) across different social groups 

and places (Schlosberg, 2007). It is primarily concerned with how the effects of environmental regulation 
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and processes, both negative and positive, are distributed across society (Juhola et al., 2022; Wenta et 

al., 2019). Adaptation and resilience interventions may in themselves not be just, nor have just outcomes 

(Newell et al., 2021). In some cases it may even lead to maladaptation, which is defined by the IPCC as 

"actions leading to increased risk of adverse climate-related outcomes, including via increased 

greenhouse gas emissions, increased or shifted vulnerability to climate change, more inequitable 

outcomes, or diminished welfare, now or in the future" (Juhola & Käyhkö, 2023; Newell et al., 2021). 

Distributive justice is a crucial concern in CCA because people with differential adaptive capacities are 

often unequally exposed to its impacts (Joshi et al., 2021). Moreover, adaptation actions and policies are 

likely to affect different individuals and groups unevenly and give rise to unjust distributions of costs and 

benefits, sometimes even exacerbating existing injustices, with some groups being better able or better 

positioned to access the benefits of adaptation (Joshi et al., 2021; Newell et al., 2021). CCAP should 

provide equal and fair distribution of opportunities, resources, and environments free from climate 

hazards and risks regardless of identity or background (Chu & Cannon, 2021). 

Procedural justice concerns who gets to participate in decision-making and the fairness, 

transparency, and inclusiveness of planning and governance processes that shape environments and 

policies (Schlosberg, 2007). It is concerned with how decisions are made, who is involved in the 

administrative processes (as both decision maker and participant), and how participants’ views are 

integrated into decision making (Wenta et al., 2019). Particularly within CCA and development contexts, 

participatory methods often remain symbolic rather than transformative (Parsons et al., 2025). When 

participation does not move beyond tokenism, it can reinforce social hierarchies, emphasise consensus, 

and reproduce the dominant agenda (Smith-Carrier & Tuyl, 2024). Participatory mechanisms do not 

automatically produce inclusive engagement, as current socioeconomic inequalities have a profound 

impact on the political involvement of citizens (García-Espín, 2025).  Actual inclusion depends on 

institutional measures that actively motivate participation and prevent marginalisation (García-Espín, 

2025). Genuine transformative participation requires deliberative dialogue and shared decision-making 

to ensure equitable outcomes (Parsons et al., 2025). CCAP should have decision-making processes and 

procedures that are transparent, accountable, and include diverse voices, values, and viewpoints (Chu & 

Cannon, 2021). 

Restorative Justice is the least developed both in terms of theoretical writing and practical 

application in adaptation planning (Juhola et al., 2022). It is proposed to fill the gap of climate litigation, 

which refers to the body of lawsuits in which climate change and its impact are either a contributing or 

key consideration in legal argumentation and adjudication (Robinson & Carlson, 2021). Whereas climate 

litigation focuses primarily on punishing the offender, is the primary aim of restorative justice to repair 

the harm that was done (McCauley & Heffron, 2018; Robinson & Carlson, 2021). Restorative justice 

measures can be applied to redress negative climate impacts on individuals, communities and the 

environment, including past, present and future loss and damage (McCauley & Heffron, 2018). CCAP 

needs to acknowledge that harm has occurred, the existence of an injustice, identify the offenders and 

victims, and consider the types of compensation and other repairs that can be made and sustained 

(Juhola et al., 2022; Robinson & Carlson, 2021).  
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​ CJ is not a single concept, but a framework in which different facets are intrinsically 

interconnected (Bulkeley et al., 2014). Recognition is conceptualised as the underpinning facet because 

of its central role in relation to the other facets of justice; without recognition, for instance, true 

procedural justice is impossible to achieve, and distributions are likely to be affected too (Bulkeley et al., 

2014). In other words, without some form of recognition, it is unlikely that a group of people will benefit 

from distributive or procedural justice (Benjaminsen & Svarstad, 2022). Groups or individuals need to be 

recognised before any redistribution can happen, and to support the inclusion of a group or individual, 

they need to be recognised first (Hughes & Hoffmann, 2020; Juhola et al., 2022; Schlosberg, 2007; 

Strzelecka et al., 2021; Whyte, 2011). Building on these dimensions, a just approach to CCA should 

recognise past and current disadvantages in society, identify the potential unequal way in which climate 

impacts and costs and benefits of adaptation measures are distributed, be based on inclusive processes 

throughout planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation, and restore past inequalities through 

adaptation (Juhola et al., 2022). 

The Technocratic Bias in Climate Change Adaptation Planning  

​ Despite a growing body of literature on CJ, adaptation planning has been dominated by 

technocratic approaches with a heavy reliance on technology and hard measures which address only the 

physical aspects of climate change (Kehler & Birchall, 2021). Especially in the Global North, adaptation 

planning focuses mainly on infrastructure and land use planning solutions (Anguelovski et al., 2016). 

Such approaches set the focus on managerial and technical issues, resulting in the fact that climate 

(in)justice is often an absent topic in CCAP (Olsson, 2022). Technocratic approaches to adaptation 

planning perpetuate barriers that limit the ability to address climate change in a just way (Kehler & 

Birchall, 2021).  

Technocratic adaptation planning often conflates physical exposure with social vulnerability, 

despite these being conceptually distinct dimensions of climate risk (Highfield et al., 2014). Exposure 

describes where climate stressors are physically most intense, while vulnerability describes the degree to 

which people and places are susceptible to them (Jurgilevich et al., 2017). A more comprehensive view 

considers vulnerability to be the result of the interaction between exposure, sensitivity and adaptive 

capacity (Bennett et al., 2016). Here, sensitivity is defined the susceptibility of an entity or system to the 

effects of an exposure, and adaptive capacity is defined as the ability of a system to adjust to climate 

change, to moderate potential damages, to take advantage of opportunities, or to cope with the 

consequences (Bennett et al., 2016; Jurgilevich et al., 2017). In the end, vulnerability is shaped by 

underlying social, economic, institutional, and political structures that determine how climate risks are 

experienced and responded to (Shi et al., 2016). Consequently, populations exposed to similar climate 

hazards may experience different outcomes depending on their access to resources, institutional 

support, and adaptive capacities (Jurgilevich et al., 2017). Furthermore, vulnerability is not a fixed 

condition; it shifts over time as social, ecological and institutional circumstances change, meaning that 

static assessments of current conditions may fail to capture how vulnerability evolves (Bennett et al., 

2016). Adaptation projects will not confront issues of justice and equality, nor address the needs of the 

most socially vulnerable groups, if decisions are based solely on physical assessments (Shi et al., 2016).  
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A review of  CJ literature published in English between 2000 and 2020 suggests that justice 

dimensions are still poorly integrated in adaptation planning, with inequities in adaptation processes 

often resulting in the prioritisation of more privileged groups and limited attention to marginalised or 

vulnerable communities (Swanson, 2021). Technocratic planning approaches by nature advocate for an 

ideal ‘public good’ while deemphasising asymmetric power dynamics, meaning considerations of just 

distribution of adaptations costs and benefits are often missing from adaptation plans (Anguelovski et 

al., 2016). Moreover, Venner et al. (2024) found that climate vulnerability is not a primary determinant in 

the accessibility and allocation of CCA finance but instead reflects institutional and political-economic 

priorities. In addition, maladaptation, which includes distributional issues related to negative 

consequences of implemented adaptation, is rarely addressed nor operationalised in the CCAP sphere 

(Juhola et al., 2022; Juhola & Käyhkö, 2023). Furthermore, across the European Union, current 

frameworks tend to emphasise consultation and information dissemination rather than fully 

empowering communities through genuine co-production; most CCAPs remain rooted in mid-level 

engagement, wherein stakeholders and citizens are primarily informed and consulted but rarely granted 

substantial decision-making authority (Komendantova et al., 2026). 

In the Dutch context, the technocratic bias is structurally reinforced by the national adaptation 

framework; municipal CCA planning is embedded within the national Delta Programme for Spatial 

Adaptation framework (Deltaplan Ruimtelijke Adaptatie, or DPRA), organising municipalities into regional 

work areas and requiring them to conduct climate stress tests as the starting point for adaptation 

planning (De Klerk et al., 2021; Boon & Goosen, 2018). These stress tests inform adaptation planning and 

form the basis for so-called 'risk dialogues' in which the results of the stress tests are discussed with 

relevant stakeholders: climate stress is mapped, the risks are discussed, and subsequently it is discussed 

whether to intervene in a location (Boon & Goosen, 2018). However, in Dutch climate policy, 

collaboration between the social and physical domain remains weak (Hart et al., 2023).  As a result, 

when the stress test process remains too focused on quantifying physical bottlenecks and technical 

detail, it can result in a mismatch between the stress test and what is actually needed in practice, and 

authorities risk exclusion of a broad audience (Boon & Goosen, 2018). This physical orientation is not 

incidental: most attention goes to the governance of water-related adaptation issues in the built 

environment while neglecting other domains such as the social and health care domains, and the 

treatment of specific at-risk citizen groups  (Mees & Surian, 2023).  

The technocratic bias in CCAP overlooks questions of equity and justice (Juhola et al., 2022). 

However, such considerations are crucial  as adaptation strategies not grounded in justice and equity can 

exacerbate existing or create new inequities (Walker et al., 2024). At the same time, it often remains 

unclear how local governments operationalise justice within CCA planning (Brousseau et al., 2024). This 

gap is particularly pronounced for medium-sized cities such as Groningen, which remain underexplored 

in adaptation governance research (Roest et al., 2025). This study aims to address this gap by evaluating 

justice considerations in the CCAPs of the municipalities of Rotterdam and Groningen, and where 

possible draw lessons from Rotterdam for Groningen to better align their CCAP with the principles of CJ.  
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Methodology 

The Adaptation Justice Index 

​ To assess the extent to which each municipality's CCAP reflects justice-informed adaptation 

planning and to identify potential areas for improvement, this study applied the Adaptation Justice Index 

(AJI) (Juhola et al., 2022). The AJI can be used to analyse and compare CCA plans in different contexts, 

and the information produced offers valuable feedback for the development of ex ante analyses of CJ in 

the planning phase (Juhola et al., 2022). It operationalises the four different dimensions of CJ as distinct 

from each other, thus collectively contributing to a comprehensive view of how just the adaptation plans 

are (Juhola et al., 2022). For each dimension of CJ, the AJI assigns a set of indicators which can be 

assigned a score from 0 to 3 to reflect how comprehensively and ambitiously the different dimensions of 

justice are considered in a CCAP (Juhola et al., 2022). It should be noted that the value of the AJI lies not 

in the comparison of overall scores but in the scores of the dimensions (Juhola et al., 2022). For a 

detailed overview of the indicators with the criteria for each score, see tables 2-5.  

​ The two policy documents to which the AJI was applied were selected using purposive sampling 

(PS), a process of selecting the context and materials deliberately based on specific qualities that are 

relevant to answer the research question (Ahmad & Wilkins, 2024). This is appropriate for a qualitative 

study as the goal is to generate deep insights and understanding of the phenomenon, and sample 

selection should thus be undertaken using thoughtful and structured non-random sampling criteria that 

guarantee obtaining rich and in depth information (Ahmad & Wilkins, 2024). The selected documents for 

analysis are the most recent CCAPs for each municipality. For the municipality of Rotterdam, this is the 

Water- en Klimaatadaptatieprogramma 2027-2030 (WKP); for the municipality of Groningen this is the 

Uitvoeringsagenda Klimaatbestendig Groningen 2020-2024 (UKG). When needed, the study consulted 

background documents that the strategy was based on. 

A limitation here is the policy period of the UKG, which formally expired in 2024. Despite this, 

the choice was made to use this policy document for the analysis. This is because to date, it is still the 

most recent CCAP document for the municipality of Groningen. Because of this, it is still the most 

analytically relevant document for this analysis. Even though it is formally expired, analysing this policy 

still reveals the municipality’s approach to CJ in adaptation planning at the time. Because this is still the 

most recent policy, this study treats this as reflective of the municipalities approach to CJ to date.  

Table 1  

Municipalities and Analysed CCAPs 
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Both policy documents were thoroughly analysed through a deductive qualitative content 

analysis. Deductive qualitative content analysis is used where there is previous knowledge or theory 

about a phenomena and existing theoretical frameworks can be used to help identify key concepts 

within the data (Davies et al., 2024). This approach is appropriate for this study as the AJI provides an 

established theoretical framework with clearly defined dimensions and indicators, enabling systematic 

deductive coding of the policy documents against predetermined justice criteria. Both documents were 

coded in Adobe Acrobat, as this program is economically accessible and allows for structured coding 

through colour coding of and commenting on text. The analytical process took the following steps:  

Step 1: Data Familiarisation. To become immersed in the data, each policy document was read 

thoroughly, twice. 

Step 2: Coding. The policy documents were coded deductively, using the AJI indicators as codes and the 

dimension of justice as themes. This process was repeated three times for each document to ensure full 

coverage and limit redundancy.  

Step 3: Assigning Scores. Excerpts for each indicator were assigned a score from 0-3, based on the 

scoring criteria for each indicator. This is done qualitatively rather than quantitatively. For example, if for 

a certain indicator most excerpts favour score 1, but there is clear evidence for score 2, then score 2 was 

assigned.  

Step 4: Results. The AJI scores for each policy document were visualised in a radar graph to allow 

comparison of scores between dimensions. In the graph, scores are represented as percentages of the 

maximum as the maximum score is not the same for each dimension (15 for distributional and 

procedural justice, 9 for recognitional and restorative). A detailed justification for each score per 

indicator was written out using supportive excerpts from the policy documents. 

Table 2   

Indicators for Recognitional Justice 
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Table 2  (continued) 

Indicators for Recognitional Justice 

Note. From Juhola et al. (2022) 

 

Table 3 

Indicators for Distributive Justice 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Indicators for Distributive Justice 

Note. From Juhola et al. (2022) 

 

Table 4 

Indicators for Procedural Justice  
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Table 4 (continued) 

Indicators for Procedural Justice ​

Note. From Juhola et al. (2022) 

 

Table 5 

Indicators for Restorative Justice  

Note. From Juhola et al. (2022)  
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Semi-Structured Interviews  

​ Initially, semi-structured interviews (SSI) with policymakers involved in the drafting and/or 

implementing of both the UKG and the WKP were intended to complement the policy document 

analysis. SSIs could be appropriate to better understand if a proposed service is warranted, how a service 

should be implemented, or how a service is currently performing or can be improved (Adeoye‐Olatunde 

& Olenik, 2021). The intended aim of the SSIs was to gain a better understanding of some of the choices 

made for the existing policy, what the policymakers themselves thought could or should be improved, 

and how the policy currently translates to practice. As the AJI is an ex ante tool (Juhola et al., 2022), SSIs 

could have partially bridged the gap in insights between policy intention and practice. Interview guides 

were created based on the findings of the AJI analysis, grounded in CJ theory (see appendices B and C). 

These guides would have provided a focused structure for the discussion during the interviews, providing 

participants with a guidance of what to talk about while still allowing for unique or unexpected insights 

to surface (Kallio et al., 2016). 

​ Several steps were undertaken to plan the interviews. First, contact was sought with both 

municipalities through email. As the personal information of municipal employees is protected, contact 

was sought with Rotterdam through the general email-address of KRR. When after two weeks no reply 

was received, a follow-up email was sent. Unfortunately, no reply was received. For Groningen, potential 

participants were reached out through contacts in the municipality. When after two weeks no reply was 

received, a follow-up email was sent. In the end, one individual was willing to conduct an interview but 

unfortunately this was no longer within the realistic time-scope for this research.  

While this research recognises the potential added value of SSIs, a systematic analysis of policy 

documents does generate insights into policy formulation and outcomes by exploring the underlying 

content of policy texts (Anasel & Swai, 2023). Such analytical approaches are widely recognised as 

valuable inputs for policy development and review processes (Head, 2010). Moreover, when different 

dimensions of justice are already considered in plans and strategies, taking them into account in 

implementation is more probable than if they are already absent in the planning phase (Juhola et al., 

2022).  

Lesson Drawing  

​ This study draws on the lesson learning framework by Rose (1991), who defines a lesson as an 

action oriented conclusion about a programme or programmes in operation elsewhere (Rose, 1991). 

Evaluation and lesson-drawing are inextricably linked; a lesson includes a judgement about a programme 

in effect elsewhere and the position of a potential user (Rose, 1991). Only if a specific problem is better 

handled elsewhere can a positive lesson be drawn (Rose, 1991). In the context of this study, the 

programme in effect elsewhere (WKP, Rotterdam) and the position of the potential user (UKG, 

Groningen) were evaluated through the AJI. Lessons for Groningen were drawn from Rotterdam where 

the AJI score for a specific dimension is higher for the WKP than for the UKG. 
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Rotterdam as a source for lesson-drawing for Groningen is justified by the conditions the 

literature identifies as facilitating successful policy transfer between cities. Policy transfer can fail when 

insufficient attention is paid to differences in economic, social, political and ideological context (Dolowitz 

& Marsh, 2000). However, within a country, copying is often possible when different institutional and 

contextual variables remain constant (Rose, 1991). Rotterdam and Groningen share the same national 

legal framework, including the Omgevingswet (van Eijk, 2020) and the obligations of the DPRA (De Klerk 

et al., 2021). Both municipalities thus operate within the same institutional and regulatory conditions for 

CCAP. In addition, both Groningen and Rotterdam are already frontrunners in CCA; Rotterdam has been 

described as a continually evolving example for cities working toward a more comprehensive and socially 

sensitive approach to CCA (Peinhardt, 2021; Spaans & Waterhout, 2017), while Groningen was one of 

the first cities in the Netherlands to finalise CCAP in 2016 (Roest et al., 2025). The main constraints for 

policy transfer - path dependency, institutional incompatibility, and ideological divergence - are precisely 

the factors that are largely absent when two cities share the same national political system (Benson & 

Jordan, 2011). 

A potential limiting factor needs to be acknowledged. On January 1st 2025 Rotterdam had 

approximately 673.000 inhabitants compared to Groningen's 244.400 (CBS, 2025). Larger cities may 

possess greater institutional capacity to develop and implement complex policies (Eckersley et al., 2025), 

whereas medium-sized cities such as Groningen may face capacity constraints in CCA governance (Roest 

et al., 2025). Institutional capacity in terms of personnel, expertise, and financial resources, is a factor 

shaping both the development of policies and the conditions of their success (Wolman, 2009).  

It cannot be stated with certainty that this difference is decisive, but it does suggest that direct 

copying would be inappropriate. Therefore, the lessons drawn from Rotterdam should be adapted to the 

local conditions of Groningen rather than fully replicated, a mode of transfer termed emulation 

(Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). Since policymakers want a programme that has a chance of being effective in 

their own context, a lesson should contain the basic elements of a programme, but no more detail than 

is necessary to incorporate what is needed to be effective; at  the end of the process what is required is 

not descriptive detail but knowledge that can be transferred because it is both generic and applicable 

across contexts (Rose, 1991).  

Positionality and Reflexivity  

 The researcher is not a neutral agent in this research. Awareness of this positionality is 

important, as this personal connection could potentially influence the processes of data collection, 

analysis, and interpretation (Ahmed, 2024).  As a resident of Groningen with personal ties to the city and 

province, the researcher occupies a position that is neither fully external nor fully neutral with respect to 

one of the two cases under study. Moreover, the intention of this research is to draw lessons from 

Rotterdam for Groningen. This could result in a confirmation bias, where the researcher may 

unconsciously seek evidence that Rotterdam performs better rather than remaining open to the full 

range of findings. However, in qualitative research the researcher is considered an instrument of the 

research process (Barrett, 2007). To maintain a more objective stance across the research process it is 
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crucial to maintain reflexivity, which is an ongoing critical awareness of how one's background, values, 

and position might influence research decisions (Ahmed, 2024). 

Several steps were undertaken to mitigate the influence of positionality on the analysis. First, the 

researcher remained open to findings that could deviate from expectations, e.g. scenarios where 

Rotterdam could not provide positive lessons for Groningen. Second, both policy documents were 

analysed using the same structured analytical instrument (the AJI) with predetermined indicators and 

scoring criteria. This limits the scope for subjective interpretation to shape the coding process. Third, 

scores were assigned on the basis of the dominant logic of each document as a whole rather than on the 

basis of selected passages. This reduces the risk that familiarity with Groningen's context would lead to 

selective reading. Fourth, detailed codebooks were produced for both documents, providing a 

transparent audit trail where research and coding decisions are documented. This allows the analytical 

process to be scrutinised and replicated by others (Ahmed, 2024; Shenton, 2004).  

It has to be acknowledged that while the researcher strived to mitigate biases and maintain an 

objective stance, the inherent interpretative character of qualitative research implies that the 

researcher’s perspective might still impact the findings (Ahmed, 2024). This is because of the changing 

nature of the subjects studied by qualitative research, meaning observations are tied to the situation of 

the study; qualitative analysis is inherently shaped by contextual conditions and the researcher’s 

interpretive decisions (Shenton, 2004).  

Ethics  

Before starting the research, the researcher completed the Ethics Clearance for Students survey 

which was submitted to the RUG Campus Fryslân Ethics Committee. After completing the survey, full 

ethical clearance was given to proceed with the research as planned. 

Results 

Figure 1 

Results of the AJI for the UKG (Groningen) and WKP (Rotterdam) 
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Table 6 

Results of the AJI for the UKG (Groningen) and WKP (Rotterdam)  

 

Rotterdam 

Recognitional Justice 

1.1. The Strategy Acknowledges That Adaptation Needs Are Different Across Groups in Society.  

Score: 2/3. The strategy explicitly mentions that it is built on principles of inclusivity to enhance 

CJ, building on the National Adaptation Strategy (NAS): “We explore an inclusive approach to counter 

climate inequality. The NAS of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management also emphasises 

that climate measures must be inclusive: for and by everyone. The ministry furthermore stresses the 

importance of justice in CCAP." (p.40). Moreover, it explicitly states principles of CJ on which the strategy 

is built, e.g. “We encourage Rotterdam residents to make their homes and living environment more 

climate-resilient. The way of encouraging is differentiated, so that the most vulnerable gain more 

prospect of a climate-resilient living environment.” (p.48).  

1.2. The Strategy Acknowledges the Impact of Existing Societal Structures on Vulnerable 

Groups in Adapting to the Impacts of Climate Change. 

Score: 2/3. In paragraph 4.1.6, structures that impact adaptive capacity of vulnerable groups are 

explicitly identified, e.g. “Alongside physical adaptations, the awareness is growing that social 
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infrastructures are also important for strengthening the resilience of residents. [...] There are people with 

a large social network, on whom they can rely in times of need. Others, on the other hand, live 

anonymously in their neighbourhood and experience loneliness.” (p. 40) In the strategy, concrete 

measures are proposed to overcome such structures, for instance to overcome language barriers, 

“Information about and protection against climate change and extreme weather is clear, comprehensible 

and accessible for all Rotterdam residents.” (p. 48). 

1.3. The Strategy Acknowledges Adaptation as a Way to Secure Basic Rights. 

Score: 3/3. The strategy explicitly identifies adaptation as a way to secure basic rights: “We 

regard climate adaptation as a self-evident part of every development in Rotterdam.” (p. 14). It also 

clearly provides measures to secure these basic rights, stating Rotterdam’s ‘care duty’ and connecting 

concrete measures. For instance, it recognises that during heat waves it is essential to provide cool 

spaces for vulnerable groups, and then connects a concrete measure to this: "Standard: every 

neighbourhood has a tailor-made neighbourhood heat plan and at least one cool indoor space, for 

example a Neighbourhood House." (p. 154). 

Distributive Justice 

2.1. A Risk Mapping/Assessment is Conducted. 

Score: 3/3. Paragraph 2.4 describes the main climate challenges and mentions they are based on 

a risk assessment. These maps are published in great detail in the 'Programmakader Rotterdams 

WeerWoord 2030' to which this paragraph refers. To all challenges, fitting measures are connected 

directly: "Each theme has its own specific challenge and solution directions, and they are also 

interconnected." (p. 24). 

2.2. Vulnerability Assessment is Conducted and There Is a Process for Identifying Vulnerable 

Groups. 

Score: 2/3. In the strategy, vulnerable groups are identified: "Climate change does not affect everyone 

equally: residents with a low income, vulnerable health, or limited capacity to act face additional risks." 

(p. 147), and there is a process through which it aims to update that vulnerability assessment, 

"Monitoring health problems, mortality and (over)burdening of the healthcare system in Rotterdam in 

relation to heat. The experience of heat in the city and in homes will continue to be monitored in the 

Omnibus Survey and the Health Monitor." (p. 138). 

2.3. There Is a Process That Assesses the Distribution of Benefits From Adaptation. 

Score: 1/3. Paragraph 5.1.2 identifies the benefits of adaptation in general terms. It states that 

the 'social cost-benefit analysis’ is positive, meaning adaptation has more benefits than it costs. 

However, these benefits are not quantified and no mention is made on how these benefits are 

distributed across society. 
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2.4. There Is a Process That Assesses How Costs of Adaptation Are Divided. 

Score: 2/3. Paragraphs 5.1.1 and 5.2 detail the cost and investment structure of Rotterdam's 

CCAP. It specifies the primary funding mechanism (sewerage charge at 98% cost recovery), provides a 

detailed breakdown of expenditure across themes and years (Table 2), distinguishes between costs 

covered by the sewerage charge and general funds, and identifies CCA as a separate cost line in the 

investment overview (Table 3). Furthermore, paragraph 5.2 explicitly acknowledges the tension between 

achieving financial equilibrium and keeping the sewerage charge affordable for Rotterdammers: "The 

development of the sewerage charge is a compromise, whereby on the one hand financial equilibrium is 

reached as quickly as possible and on the other hand the sewerage charge remains affordable for 

Rotterdam residents." (p. 85). It also raises an intergenerational equity consideration regarding deferred 

capital costs: "Once we reach that equilibrium, we can annually write off more investments in full 

immediately, thereby avoiding additional capital costs in the future. As a result, [...] we prevent the next 

generation of Rotterdam residents from having to pay for today's expenditures." (p. 85).  

2.5. The Strategy Identifies the Possibility of the Distribution of Negative Impacts, i.e., 

Maladaptation of Adaptation Measures. 

Score: 1/3. The strategy identifies a clear case of potential maladaptation of greening and 

connects a measure to mitigate this: "We choose the right types of greenery so that we prevent an 

overdose of pollen, and recreational spaces must remain accessible to everyone. For the latter, we work 

closely with Rotterdam Onbeperkt and KRR" (p. 46).  

Procedural Justice 

3.1. Adaptation Plan Details Who Participates in the Strategy Process. 

Score: 3/3. The strategy has clear participation possibilities for experts and citizens through open 

invitation, with the stated intention to include voices of vulnerable groups: "When making choices for 

public space, we are aware that not everyone is able or willing to participate. We try as best we can to 

also incorporate the voice or opinion of these people in our considerations." (p. 74). Later, the strategy 

proposes a concrete mechanism to reach groups that are hard to reach for the municipality itself: "[...] 

We continuously seek new partners who are able to reach target groups that are less accessible to us. 

The network of KRR helps with this."  (p. 75).  

3.2. The Adaptation Strategy Has Involved Participation During Different Phases of the Process. 

Score: 3/3. The creation of the strategy is in line with article 2.2 of the ‘Omgevingswet’, which 

clearly articulates the following: "The municipality wants to offer all Rotterdam residents the opportunity 

to actively contribute ideas and participate in the design of their own living environment, street, 

neighbourhood, or district. Therefore, when making changes to the living environment, the municipality 

also makes an assessment as early as possible regarding the involvement of the surrounding community. 

[...]. Visions, policies and projects in the living environment are always substantiated or informed by the 

continuous dialogue with themes and signals from the city (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2024)." 
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3.3. The Strategy Allocates Responsibilities Related to Adaptation. 

Score: 3/3. The tables in Appendix 4 provide systematic responsibility allocation across all 

adaptation themes: wastewater, rainwater, groundwater, drought, heat, and flooding. For each theme 

sub-objectives, responsible parties, functional requirements, standards, and measurement methods are 

identified, providing a structured accountability framework per theme per measure. 

3.4. The Adaptation Strategy Has a Structured Plan for Participation in the Implementation. 

Score: 3/3. The Wijkaanpak Samen Buiten Doen (WSBD) structurally embeds collaborative and 

continuous citizen participation. Climate Action Team coordinators actively support residents with ideas, 

advice and organisational capacity for green and climate-resilient initiatives in their own neighbourhood. 

The table of action points (p. 153) confirms the continuous and expanding character of the approach, 

explicitly committing to extending the WSBD to more neighbourhoods and securing structural resources 

for it. The concrete minimum target of supporting at least five green citizen initiatives per year further 

demonstrates institutionalisation beyond intention. Together, these elements constitute collaborative 

and continuous stakeholder participation in implementation that is proactively enabled by the 

municipality. 

3.5. The Adaptation Strategy Has a Plan for Updating and Evaluating the Strategy. 

Score: 2/3. The strategy describes a concrete updating mechanism, which establishes that the 

plan is designed to be revised. It specifies what triggers the update and what it covers: new insights on 

climate change and whether the goal and measure package need adjustment: "The goal to be achieved is 

not a fixed given. Climate change continues and the more research is conducted into this, the clearer it 

becomes whether we need to revise the set goals and whether we need to adapt our package of 

measures. Therefore, we periodically update the WKP, incorporating the latest insights into climate 

change and how we must and want to adapt our city to limit or prevent the consequences of climate 

change."  (p. 86). 

Restorative Justice 

4.1. The Strategy Acknowledges the Need to Compensate for the Diverging Impacts of Climate 

Change. 

Score: 0/3. The strategy makes no mention of (a need for) compensation for the diverging 

impacts of climate change.  

4.2. The Strategy Has Compensation Measures to Deal With Maladaptation. 

Score: 0/3. The strategy makes no mention of (a need for) compensation to deal with 

maladaptation, nor does it structurally recognise (potential of) maladaptations of adaptation measures.  

4.3. The Unequal Distribution of Resources for Adaptation is Compensated by Redistribution. 
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Score: 2/3. The strategy acknowledges the need to reallocate resources for adaptation towards 

vulnerable groups/neighbourhoods: "However, it depends on a person's possibilities and means to what 

extent [taking climate-adaptive measures oneself] is feasible. Therefore, we investigate where and whom 

we need to support additionally." (p. 22). Moreover, it proposes concrete ways through which resources 

are allocated, e.g. "We encourage Rotterdam residents to make their homes and living environment more 

climate-resilient. The way of encouraging is differentiated, so that the most vulnerable gain more 

prospect of a climate-resilient living environment." (p. 48).  

Groningen 

Recognitional Justice 

1.1. The Strategy Acknowledges That Adaptation Needs Are Different Across Groups in Society.  

Score: 2/3. The strategy generally does not go further than occasionally mentioning that 

‘vulnerable groups’ need special attention. However, the cool spaces design with differentiated distances 

is an operationalised design guideline that takes differential needs into account based on implicit expert 

review: “Realise cool spaces that are no more than 300 metres apart. A space within 300 metres is based 

on approximately 5 minutes' walking distance for healthy elderly people and children. In addition, 

different distances can be maintained for specific target groups. If building is aimed specifically at a 

young target group, a longer distance may suffice. For vulnerable groups who have difficulty walking or 

have health problems, we maintain a maximum distance of 150 metres." (p. 74). This guideline appears 

in the Guide for Public Space making this a structural instrument and not a one-off mention.  

1.2. The Strategy Acknowledges the Impact of Existing Societal Structures on Vulnerable 

Groups in Adapting to the Impacts of Climate Change. 

Score: 0/3. There is one mention where the existence of structures is recognised: "Some groups 

in our society have insufficient knowledge about the effects of heat on health, or are less able to prepare 

for this." (p. 78). However, this is an isolated case where even the structures are implicit rather than 

explicit. 

1.3. The Strategy Acknowledges Adaptation as a Way to Secure Basic Rights. 

Score: 0/3. The strategy makes no mention that refers to adaptation as a right to protect health 

or safety.  

Distributive Justice 

2.1. A Risk Mapping/Assessment is Conducted. 

Score: 2/3. Paragraphs 2.2-2.5 contain environmental stress maps for perceived temperature, 

night-time temperature, distance to cooling; drought risk; flood risk from precipitation; flood risk from 

seawater. For heat- and water stress, the strategy identifies concrete measures: "We want to prevent 
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waterlogging in our municipality as much as possible. This can be achieved, among other things, by 

increasing the 'sponge effect' of the urban area. [...] We try to reduce heat stress by offering sufficient 

cool spaces, using different materials and by taking it into account in our design processes." (p. 48). 

Moreover, the strategy connects these stress tests to priorities, identifying in what areas immediate 

action is needed compared to an acceptable risk level. 

2.2. Vulnerability Assessment is Conducted and There Is a Process for Identifying Vulnerable 

Groups. 

Score: 1/3. The strategy identifies vulnerable groups on multiple occasions: "Children, the elderly and the 

sick are susceptible to heat stress during the day. [...] Vulnerable locations: primary schools, childcare 

facilities, hospitals and nursing homes. The elderly are susceptible to heat stress at night." (p. 22, table 

2.1). There is no mention of a continuous vulnerability assessment that will be updated. 

2.3. There Is a Process That Assesses the Distribution of Benefits From Adaptation. 

Score: 1/3. Paragraph 3.1.2 identifies the benefits of adaptation measures as the prevented 

monetary damage of climate change. It provides clear graphs and a table, with an estimated amount of 

benefits in three different scenarios (climateproof in 2035, 2050, or 2080). However, there is no 

elaboration on how these benefits are distributed across society. 

2.4. There Is a Process That Assesses How Costs of Adaptation Are Divided. 

Score: 1/3. Chapter 5 details the costs of adaptation measures, and details the different funding 

sources and amounts available for different adaptation measures across multiple years. While the 

strategy specifies a budget source and what that funding is meant for, it does not elaborate on how the 

costs are distributed across society. 

2.5. The Strategy Identifies the Possibility of the Distribution of Negative Impacts, i.e., 

Maladaptation of Adaptation Measures. 

Score: 1/3. The strategy identifies one case of (potential) maladaptation and proposes a way to 

mitigate this: "In recent years, some parks and public gardens have become increasingly busy. This may 

increase further if Groningen experiences longer warm periods. This can lead to nuisance and other 

negative consequences for the liveability of local residents. By making the less busy parks and public 

gardens more attractive, we aim to spread the busyness." (p. 73). What negative effects are not 

specified. 

Procedural Justice 

3.1. Adaptation Plan Details Who Participates in the Strategy Process. 

Score: 2/3. Most of the participation in the strategy process comes from experts and the private 

sector. However, there is space for participation through open invitation for citizens. For example 

through the WIJ- and Gebiedsteams, and clear intention to reach specific neighbourhoods: "[Following 
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this agenda, we will] examine whether we need to draw extra attention to the various projects, for 

example in neighbourhoods with relatively many 'urgent' and 'undesirable' situations. In our 

communication with our residents, we also always want to offer space for new ideas and initiatives put 

forward by residents."  (p. 80).  

3.2. The Adaptation Strategy Has Involved Participation During Different Phases of the Process. 

Score: 2/3. There have been strong cases of consultation, mainly through risk dialogues and a 

survey sent to citizens: "In collaboration with the University of Groningen (Department of Environmental 

Psychology), Groningen OIS conducted research in the spring of 2019 into the experiences with and the 

opinions of residents regarding climate change in the municipality of Groningen (Residents' Panel 

Groningen Gehoord)." (p. 16). The design manifestations from 2019 constitute genuine collaborative 

design of public space between citizens and the municipality; however, these were only applied to three 

locations in the city and do not reflect continuous collaboration. There was a stated intention of 

continuing these manifestations beyond 2020, but this was not included in the actual strategy and no 

mention was made if and how this would happen. 

3.3. The Strategy Allocates Responsibilities Related to Adaptation. 

Score: 2/3. Responsibilities were mentioned often, and were very specific when it came to 

describing the responsibilities of the municipality itself: "For the municipality we distinguish five roles. 

Which role the municipality has in a given situation depends on who is in the lead. The municipality itself 

can be in the lead, but so can society." (p. 62, table 3.5). However, responsibilities of different parties 

beyond the municipality were scarcely mentioned. 

3.4. The Adaptation Strategy Has a Structured Plan for Participation in the Implementation. 

Score: 2/3. There are many projects where citizens and other instances can actively participate 

in the adaptation plan: "We consider resident participation important and want to continue to facilitate 

and encourage this in the coming years. [...] Some ongoing participation projects: a. Green in the street: 

facade gardens, tree gardens or green tree surrounds; b. Operation Steenbreek; c. Tiny Forest; e. Green 

roof subsidy; f. Rain barrel subsidy." (p. 68). However, these projects are opt-in, meaning it is up to the 

individual entity to determine if they wish to participate or not. 

3.5. The Adaptation Strategy Has a Plan for Updating and Evaluating the Strategy. 

Score: 1/3. There is a weak mention of evaluating and updating the UKG. The list of priorities for 

action is said to be constantly monitored and evaluated: "All situations identified as 'urgent' require 

action in the period 2020-2024. In addition, situations have been identified as 'undesirable' and 

'acceptable'. [...] It is a prioritisation that needs to be continuously monitored and evaluated." (p. 9). How 

these are evaluated and updated is not described. The risk dialogues that are at the foundation of the 

UKG are also said to be continuous, even after the agenda is published. There is thus a thin updating 

intention described in the document, albeit without describing how. 
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Restorative Justice 

4.1. The Strategy Acknowledges the Need to Compensate for the Diverging Impacts of Climate 

Change. 

Score: 0/3. The strategy makes no mention of (a need for) compensation for the diverging 

impacts of climate change.  

4.2. The Strategy Has Compensation Measures to Deal With Maladaptation. 

Score: 0/3. The strategy makes no mention of (a need for) compensation to deal with 

maladaptation, nor does it structurally recognise (potential of) maladaptations of adaptation measures.  

4.3. The Unequal Distribution of Resources for Adaptation is Compensated by Redistribution. 

Score: 2/3. The strategy makes no mention of (a need for) redistribution of resources for 

adaptation. 

Discussion 

While Rotterdam achieved an overall AJI score of 67% against Groningen's 35%, Juhola et al. 

(2022) caution that the value of the AJI lies not in the comparison of overall scores but in the scores of 

the dimensions. The biggest difference between both policies is in recognitional justice. Where 

Rotterdam scored 78%, Groningen only managed 22%. This gap is particularly significant because 

recognition is conceptualised in the literature as the foundational dimension of CJ; without recognition, 

true procedural justice is impossible to achieve, and (re)distributions are also likely to be affected 

(Bulkeley et al., 2014; Benjaminsen & Svarstad, 2022). It follows that Groningen's weak recognitional 

foundation helps explain the comparatively lower scores across the other dimensions as well. This 

pattern is consistent with the broader critique that adaptation planning remains biased towards 

technocratic approaches that systematically overlook questions of equity and justice (Kehler & Birchall, 

2021; Anguelovski et al., 2016). Groningen's policy reflects precisely this: a primary focus on physical 

climate stressors, with justice considerations largely absent or implicit. 

Recognitional 

The difference in justice considerations is particularly evident in recognitional justice. The UKG 

does not reflect acknowledgement of the impact of societal structures on vulnerable groups, and it does 

not reflect adaptation as a way to secure basic rights. While it occasionally references vulnerable groups, 

it never moves beyond surface-level acknowledgement. This reflects what Benjaminsen & Svarstad 

(2022) termed misrecognition, which is also linked to both a lack of formal rights as well as lack of 

solidarity with marginalised peoples among policymakers. By contrast, Rotterdam's WKP explicitly 

identifies social structures that shape adaptive capacity, and then connects concrete measures to 

overcome these barriers, for example through accessible communication of climate information across 

multiple media platforms. Crucially, Rotterdam frames adaptation not merely as a technical ambition but 
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as a care duty, explicitly acknowledging adaptation as a way to secure basic rights. Rotterdam’s approach 

reflects a just CCAP by acknowledging that vulnerable groups are structurally disadvantaged and 

considering the varied experiences of individuals and communities of environmental hazards and 

benefits (Chu & Cannon, 2021; Wenta et al., 2019).  

The institutional explanation for this gap is significant. Rotterdam's relatively advanced 

recognitional score is not incidental but institutionally anchored through KRR, which is explicitly cited in 

the WKP as a mechanism for reaching vulnerable groups that are less accessible to the municipality itself. 

Vulnerability is among other things shaped by institutional and political structures that determine how 

climate risks are responded to (Shi et al., 2016). Through this institutional anchoring of CJ, Rotterdam 

moves past a mere physical risk approach to adaptation, which is needed to actively confront issues of 

justice and equity and to address the needs of the most socially vulnerable groups (Shi et al., 2016). 

Groningen has no equivalent institutional anchor, and its recognitional scores reflect this absence. 

Benjaminsen & Svarstad (2022) note that misrecognition is often linked to a lack of solidarity with 

policymakers; whereas Rotterdam has KRR to advise policymakers on CJ principles, Groningen has no 

equivalent.  

Distributive  

​ Groningen's distributive justice score of 40% against Rotterdam's 60% represents a smaller but 

still meaningful gap. Both municipalities conduct risk mapping and identify vulnerable groups, suggesting 

a baseline level of distributive awareness in both policies. But when it comes to assessments of the 

distribution of benefits and costs, and recognising maladaptation, it becomes more interesting and both 

policies reflect some core failings of the technocratic bias.  

​ Neither policy includes a meaningful assessment of how adaptation benefits reach different 

groups. Both identify benefits primarily as the prevented monetary damage from climate change. 

Neither policy elaborates on how benefits are distributed across society, once again reflecting the 

technocratic bias where the just distribution of adaptation benefits is hardly considered (Anguelovski et 

al., 2016). However, even though not immediately evident from this indicator there is a meaningful 

difference between both policies, which is reflected in the restorative justice section. In contrast to the 

UKG, the WKP does connect concrete measures to reallocate resources towards vulnerable groups and 

neighbourhoods, explicitly acknowledging that not everyone profits equally from adaptation. This is also 

a reflection of the recognitional gap between both policies, where redistribution of benefits cannot 

happen without recognising the need first (Schlosberg, 2007). 

​ There is a gap between both policies when it comes to the distribution of costs. Both the UKG 

and the WKP detail costs of adaptation across themes and years and distinguish between funding 

sources. However, where the UKG does not go into the distribution of costs across society, the WKP 

explicitly acknowledges the tension between reaching financial equilibrium and affordability for 

residents while also considering intergenerational equity regarding deferred capital costs. Here, the UKG 

reflects another technocratic bias in which CCA finance tends to reflect institutional and 
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political-economic priorities rather than climate vulnerability (Venner et al., 2024). Rotterdam identifies 

the affordability tension, while Groningen does not.  

​ Interestingly, both policies score low on maladaptation; both the UKG and the WKP identify only 

one isolated case without structurally recognising the potential for adaptation measures to produce 

negative distributional consequences. This reflects what is found in the literature that maladaptation is 

rarely addressed nor operationalised in the CCAP sphere (Juhola et al., 2022; Juhola & Käyhkö, 2023). 

Procedural  

​ Both policies score relatively high on procedural justice, Groningen with 60% and Rotterdam 

with a near perfect 93%. However, the gap between them is substantial and reveals qualitatively 

different approaches to participation. Rotterdam's near-perfect score reflects a policy in which 

participation is not merely invited but proactively enabled. Groningen's score reflects a policy where 

participation exists but remains largely opt-in and expert-driven. This reflects what is written in the 

literature about participatory methods in CCA which often remain symbolic rather than transformative; 

to ensure equitable outcomes and transformative participation requires deliberative dialogue and shared 

decision-making (Parsons et al., 2025). 

​ The contrast is most evident concerning who participates, and what participation looks like. The 

WKP explicitly acknowledges that not everyone is able or willing to participate, and actively aims to 

include those voices through the network of KRR. Groningen's dominant mode of participation is 

expert-led with room for participation of citizens through open invitation. This distinction is significant, 

as only providing open invitation privileges those already able and willing to engage (Swanson, 2021). 

Providing the mechanisms for participation is not enough, as current socioeconomic inequalities have a 

profound impact on the political involvement of citizens (García-Espín, 2025). 

In the planning phase there is a gap in terms of what participation looks like. Rotterdam's WKP 

was drafted in line with article 2.2 of the Omgevingswet, requiring the municipality to actively seek 

citizen involvement from the earliest possible stage of planning (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2024). 

Groningen's UKG did involve citizens through a residents' panel survey and risk dialogues. Moreover, the 

design manifestations represent a genuine instance of collaborative design between citizens and the 

municipality. However, these were limited to three locations and while the intention was stated to 

continue them beyond 2020, this was not embedded in the strategy. Groningen therefore did not move 

beyond consultation, while Rotterdam structurally institutionalised collaboration from the beginning. 

The UKG thus reflects the dominant pattern in Europe, where current frameworks tend to emphasise 

consultation and information dissemination rather than providing genuine co-production 

(Komendantova et al., 2026). 

This divergence in participation continues in the implementation phase. The WKP structurally 

embeds continuous and collaborative citizen participation through the WSBD. Climate Action Team 

coordinators actively support residents with ideas, advice, and organisational capacity for green 

initiatives in their own neighbourhoods. Moreover, the municipality sets a hard commitment to support 
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at least five citizen initiatives a year, turning intention into a measurable commitment. Participation in 

the UKG on the other hand consists mostly of opt-in initiatives which require initial initiative from 

citizens. Such projects go beyond consultation, but do not reflect continuous and structural participation. 

As García-Espín (2025) argues, actual inclusion depends on institutional measures that actively motivate 

participation, which is reflected in the WKP but not the UKG. Just providing participatory mechanisms 

does not automatically produce inclusive engagement (García-Espín, 2025). The absence of institutional 

measures to actively pursue inclusion in adaptation reflects the technocratic bias in adaptation planning, 

deemphasising asymmetric power dynamics with limited consideration for just distribution of benefits in 

the plans (Anguelovski et al., 2016).  

Restorative  

​ For both adaptation policies, restorative justice was limited; Rotterdam scored 22%, Groningen 

0%. This absence is a significant finding on its own: Groningen has no restorative justice considerations, 

but even a policy that is advanced on CJ barely reflects restorative justice principles. The WKP scores a 

little higher, as it acknowledges the need to reallocate resources towards vulnerable groups and 

proposes concrete ways to do so. However, neither policy reflects acknowledgement of the need to 

compensate for diverging impacts of climate change, nor has compensation measures in place to deal 

with maladaptation. This finding is consistent with Juhola et al.'s (2022) observation that restorative 

justice is the least developed dimension, also in practical application in adaptation planning. Its 

near-absence in both policies therefore partly reflects the simple fact that it is an emerging concept. The 

absence of compensation measures for maladaptation is consistent with an earlier finding in the 

distributive section, where (potential for) maladaptation is on its own hardly recognised in either policy.  

​ This absence is also a structural outcome. For instance, it is a direct result of the technocratic 

bias in adaptation planning, which is nationally institutionalised through the DPRA. The DPRA organises 

municipal adaptation planning around climate stress tests focused on physical bottlenecks. By orienting 

planning toward physical risk reduction rather than the social and historical dimensions of climate harm, 

social dimensions of climate harm can be crowded out, of which restorative justice is a part. As Hart et 

al. (2023) note, collaboration between the social and physical domain in Dutch climate policy remains 

weak, and the DPRA's physical orientation is a structural expression of that weakness. 

The small gap between Rotterdam’s score and Groningen's zero can be explained by their 

respective recognitional justice scores. As identified before, recognition is a precondition for 

redistribution (Benjaminsen & Svarstad, 2022; Bulkeley et al., 2014). Rotterdam's recognitional 

foundation at least creates the conditions which allow for differentiated resource allocation to become 

an adaptation measure. Groningen's low recognitional justice score means that even this limited 

redistributive gesture has no foundation to build on. 

One final thing warrants explicit mention: the UKG formally expired in 2024, and at the time of 

writing, no replacement policy has been published. While this was already acknowledged as a limitation, 

it is also important to recognise this as a significant finding. CCA is increasingly recognised as a critical 
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tool to address the climate crisis (Walker et al., 2024). A municipality without a current CCAP framework 

is ill-equipped to respond adequately to this. Rotterdam's WKP, on the other hand, covers the period 

2027-2030 meaning they're already operating under forward-looking policy. The absence of a new policy 

in Groningen compounds the lack of justice considerations, as vulnerability is not a fixed condition but 

shifts over time as social, ecological and institutional circumstances change (Bennett et al., 2016). 

Moreover, the lack of a new CCAP could reflect institutional and political-economic priorities (Venner et 

al., 2024), which apparently lack a prioritisation of climate vulnerability and justice.  

Lessons & Recommendations 

This research revealed that Rotterdam's CCAP embeds the principles of CJ better than 

Groningen's. Drawing on Rose's (1991) lesson-drawing framework, four transferable lessons are 

identified where Rotterdam's approach addresses gaps present in Groningen's policy. Because Rotterdam 

potentially has more institutional capacity than Groningen, lessons are drawn from Rotterdam through 

emulation, where they are formulated at the level of basic principles and generic mechanisms rather 

than descriptive detail, to allow adaptation to Groningen's local context and institutional capacity 

(Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000; Rose, 1991).  

Lesson 1: Institutionally Anchor Climate Justice 

Rotterdam has shown to be advanced when it comes to CJ. This is not incidental, but due to 

institutional anchoring through KRR, a dedicated municipal department for CJ. KRR was involved in 

drafting the WKP and actively functions as a bridge between the municipality and hard-to-reach 

communities. Through this institutional anchoring, Rotterdam moves past a mere physical risk approach 

to adaptation, which is needed to actively confront issues of justice and equality and to address the 

needs of the most socially vulnerable groups (Shi et al., 2016). Groningen's relatively low scores reflect 

their absence of an institutional equivalent. A lesson Groningen can draw from Rotterdam is that an 

institutional anchor improves CJ considerations in adaptation. Following this, a recommendation for 

Groningen is to establish such a department within their municipality, with the mandate and capacity to 

integrate justice considerations into adaptation planning and implementation. 

Lesson 2: Reframe Adaptation as a Social Challenge 

The UKG does not acknowledge societal structures that shape adaptive capacity or frame 

adaptation as a way to secure basic rights. Rather, it reflects the technocratic bias conflating physical 

exposure with social vulnerability (Highfield et al., 2014). It occasionally references vulnerable groups, 

but remains at the surface-level. Contrastingly, Rotterdam's WKP frames vulnerability entirely differently. 

The WKP explicitly identifies the impact of social infrastructure, and connects measures to overcome 

such barriers. It furthermore explicitly frames adaptation as a basic right by acknowledging their care 

duty in the context of adaptation towards its citizens. The WKP thereby moves past physical risk 

reduction toward a socially grounded understanding of climate vulnerability needed for a just CCAP (Shi 

et al., 2016). A lesson Groningen can therefore draw from Rotterdam is that climate vulnerability goes 
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beyond physical exposure, and protection from climate hazards is a basic right. A recommendation for 

Groningen's next CCAP is to explicitly recognise adaptation as a way to secure basic rights, identify the 

structural conditions that limit adaptive capacity for specific groups, and connect measures to overcome 

those barriers. 

Lesson 3: Embed Equity Across the Policy Cycle 

The UKG does not acknowledge that different groups profit unequally from adaptation, does not 

consider affordability in its cost distribution, and relies on opt-in participation that systematically 

privileges those already able and willing to engage. This reflects an absence of equity considerations in 

the planning, financing, and implementation phase of adaptation. Contrastingly, the WKP actively aims 

to include hard-to-reach voices in adaptation planning as well as implementation, considers the tension 

between financial equilibrium and affordability for residents, and structurally embeds continuous and 

collaborative citizen engagement. This approach is crucial for inclusive participation as inclusion depends 

on institutional measures that actively motivate participation (García-Espín, 2025). A lesson Groningen 

can draw from Rotterdam is that equity requires consideration across the policy cycle: who benefits from 

adaptation measures, who bears the costs, and who gets to participate. A recommendation for 

Groningen is to actively consider how costs and benefits are distributed across society, and to proactively 

reach out to include (hard-to-reach) citizens in adaptation planning and implementation.  

Lesson 4: Ensure Policy Continuity in Climate Change Adaptation Governance 

While Groningen's most recent CCAP formally expired in 2024, Rotterdam already has a new one 

in place from 2027 onwards. CCA is increasingly recognised as a critical tool to address the climate crisis 

(Walker et al., 2024). Without a current CCAP, the municipality of Groningen is ill-equipped to deal with 

this threat, as climate vulnerability shifts over time as social, ecological, and institutional circumstances 

change (Bennett et al., 2016). Moreover, the absence of a current policy might reflect a lack of 

institutional prioritisation of climate vulnerability and justice (Venner et al., 2024). A lesson Groningen 

can draw from Rotterdam is that CCAP continuity should be a prioritisation to equitably deal with the 

threat of climate change. A recommendation for Groningen is therefore to prioritise the development of 

a new CCAP. Furthermore, future policy development should happen before the expiration of the 

existing one, during which climate vulnerability and justice are reassessed. 

Conclusion  

​ This study found that Groningen's CCAP lacks reflection of the principles of CJ. At the foundation, 

recognitional justice is limited and this weak foundation results in a lack of procedural, distributive, and 

restorative considerations across the policy. Contrastingly, Rotterdam's CCAP has shown to align very 

well with the principles of CJ, building on a strong recognitional justice foundation. The research 

question this study aimed to answer is: How can the municipality of Groningen improve their climate 

change adaptation policy to better align with the principles of climate justice? Lessons from Rotterdam. 

To answer this question, based on Rotterdam's WKP, Groningen's CCAP can better align with the 
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principles of CJ by: 1) institutionally anchoring climate justice in the municipality; 2) reframing 

adaptation as a social as well as a physical issue; 3) embedding equity across the entire policy cycle, and; 

4) ensuring policy continuity in their climate change adaptation governance. This study contributes to 

the existing literature on CJ in two ways. First, it responds to a knowledge gap identified by Brousseau et 

al. (2024) by examining how local governments operationalise justice in their CCA planning. Secondly, it 

contributes to the underexplored literature on adaptation governance in medium-sized cities (Roest et 

al., 2025).  

​ Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the official policy period of the 

UKG ran until 2024, meaning it may not fully reflect the municipality's most current approach. Second, 

the AJI is an ex ante tool, meaning it cannot reveal how those justice principles reflected in policy are 

actually enacted in practice. Third, while interviews were initially intended to complement this research, 

it draws fully on a qualitative document analysis, meaning no data triangulation. Fourth, the coding and 

subsequent analysis of the data was done by one researcher. Because of this, the analysis is more 

dependent on the interpretive perspective of one individual which increases the possibility of subjective 

bias and limiting intercoder reliability (O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). Fifth, while the analysis and reporting 

were conducted in English, the data analysed was in Dutch. Interpretation of meaning is the core of 

qualitative research and because translation is also an interpretive act, meaning may get lost in the 

translation process (van Nes et al., 2010). Despite these limitations, this study does give a good overview 

of how the principles of justice are reflected in both policies, and research has shown that when justice 

is already considered in policy, taking them into account in practice becomes more probable (Juhola et 

al., 2022). Future research could address the gap between policy intent and practice through an ex post 

analysis, examining how justice principles reflected in a policy actually translate into practice. 

Additionally, future research could complement the top-down policy analysis conducted here by 

centering the voices of marginalised citizens themselves, examining how CJ is experienced in everyday 

life and whether the principles identified in policy actually reach those most vulnerable to climate 

change. 

The findings and recommendations of this research will be handed over to the municipality of 

Groningen, in the hopes that it will be considered in the development of their new CCAP. Centering CJ in 

CCAP is crucial to ensure adaptation efforts address existing injustices, enhance legitimacy of decisions, 

and increase the likelihood of long-term success in implementing adaptation projects (Brousseau et al., 

2024). CJ should be at the foundation of CCA and with a new CCAP on the horizon, Groningen has a 

genuine opportunity to become not just a frontrunner in CCA, but a reference for just adaptation. 
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Appendices  

Appendix A: Results of Each Case  

Indicator Scoring Rotterdam Groningen 

Recognitional Justice 

1.1. The strategy acknowledges 
that adaptation needs are 
different across groups in 
society   

  

  

  

  

No       

The strategy states that 
adaptation needs are different  

    

The strategy takes into account 
different adaptation needs 
based on expert review   

  

2 

  

2 

The strategy is built on 
different groups identifying 
their adaptation needs  

    

1.2. The strategy acknowledges 
the impact of existing societal 
structures on vulnerable groups 
in adapting to the impacts of 
climate change   

  

  

  

No      

0 

The existence of structures is 
mentioned in general manner  

    

There are measures to decrease 
the impact of structures 

  

2 

  

There is a structured plan to 
assess the impact of societal 
structures on vulnerability  

    

1.3. The strategy acknowledges 
adaptation as a way to secure 
basic rights   
  
  

No  
  

    

0 
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  Adaptation as a way to secure 
basic rights is mentioned  

    

The strategy describes how 
adaptation can secure basic 
rights in general 

    

  The strategy has measures to 
secure basic rights  

  

3 

  

  Total scores: 7/9 2/9 

Distributive Justice 

2.1. A risk mapping/assessment 
is conducted  

No      

Yes, risk assessment is 
mentioned but results are not 
used  

    

Yes, risk assessment is 
conducted and measures are 
identified for some risks   

    

2 

Risk assessment is conducted 
and measures are identified for 
all risks  

  

3 

  

2.2. Vulnerability assessment is 
conducted and there is a process 
for identifying vulnerable 
groups 

No      

Vulnerable groups are 
identified. 

    

1 

There is a vulnerability 
assessment that will be 
updated. 

  

2 
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Vulnerability assessment is 
connected to adaptation 
planning and monitoring. 

    

2.3. There is a process that 
assesses the distribution of 
benefits from adaptation  

No      

The strategy identifies the 
distribution of benefits of 
adaptation measures in general   

  

1 

  

1 

Distribution of benefits is 
assessed as part of the strategy 
process.​ 

    

Distribution of benefits is 
monitored continuously  

    

2.4.  There is a process that 
assesses how costs of adaptation 
are divided  

No      

The strategy identifies the 
distribution of costs of 
adaptation measures in general   

    

1 

Distribution of costs is assessed 
as part of the strategy process.
​  

  

2 

  

Distribution of costs is 
monitored continuously  

    

2.5. The strategy identifies the 
possibility of the distribution of 
negative impacts, i.e., 
maladaptation, of adaptation 
measures   

No      

The strategy identifies (at least 
implicitly) the distribution of 
negative impacts of adaptation 
measures in general   

  

1 

  

1 
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Distribution of negative 
impacts of some adaptation 
measures are identified   

    

Distribution of negative 
impacts of all adaptation 
measures are identified   

    

  Total scores: 9/15 6/15 

Procedural Justice 

3.1. Adaptation plan details who 
participates in the strategy 
process  

No participation outside the 
public sector  

    

Participation through invitation 
for experts, private sector   

    

Participation of experts and 
citizens through open invitation 

    

2 

Participation and measures to 
enable participation of 
vulnerable groups  

  

3 

  

3.2. The adaptation strategy has 
involved participation during 
different phases of the process  

No participation      

The strategy process has 
involved information provision 
(about adaptation at least once 
during the process before the 
final output publication)   

    

The strategy process has 
involved consultation.  

    

2 

The participation in the 
strategy process has been 
collaborative and continuous.  

  

3 
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3.3. The strategy allocates 
responsibilities related to 
adaptation​  

No      

Responsibilities are mentioned
​  

    

Responsibilities for some 
adaptation measures are 
allocated    

    

2 

Responsibilities for all 
adaptation measures are 
allocated    

  

3 

  

3.4. The adaptation strategy has 
a structured plan for 
participation in the 
implementation.  

No participation in the 
implementation plan  

    

The implementation plan 
involves informing different 
stakeholders  

    

The implementation plan 
involves stakeholder 
consultation  

    

2 

The implementation plan 
involves stakeholder 
participation in collaborative 
and continuous manner.  

  

3 

  

3.5. The adaptation strategy has 
a plan for updating and 
evaluating the strategy  

No       

The strategy involves a plan for 
updating, but evaluation is not 
described  

    

1 

The strategy involves a plan for 
updating and describes how 
progress will be evaluated  

  

2 
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The strategy involves an update 
and evaluation plan that 
includes stakeholder 
participation  

    

  Total scores:  14/15 9/15 

Restorative Justice 

4.1. The strategy acknowledges 
the need to compensate for the 
diverging impacts of climate 
change  

No     

0 

  

0 

The strategy acknowledges the 
need to compensate  

    

The strategy has compensation 
measures for some impacts of 
climate change  

    

The strategy has compensation 
measures for all relevant 
impacts of climate change  

    

4.2. The strategy has 
compensation measures to deal 
with maladaptation  

No mention of the need to 
compensate   

  

0 

  

0 

The need to compensate is 
mentioned   

    

There are compensation 
measures for some 
maladaptation   

    

There are measures to 
compensate for all groups   
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4.3. The unequal distribution of 
resources for adaptation is 
compensated by redistribution   

No mention of unequal 
distribution 

    

0 

The need for reallocation of 
resources for adaptation is 
acknowledged (at least 
partially)  

    

There are measures for 
reallocation of adaptation 
resources  

  

2 

  

There are measures for the 
reallocation of adaptation 
resources to develop adaptive 
capacity   

    

  Total scores: 2/9 0/9 
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Appendix B: Interview Guide Groningen  

Introduction 

​ Before we begin I want to thank you again for taking the time to talk to me. To introduce myself; 

my name is Wessel and I’m a 26 years old master’s student Cultural Geography: Climate Adaptation 

Governance at the University of Groningen, Campus Fryslân. For my thesis I am looking at climate justice 

in CCAP, with a specific focus on the municipalities of Groningen and Rotterdam. This interview builds on 

the findings of a thorough policy document analysis. The goal of this interview is to gain a deeper 

understanding of the CCAP in practice; to get a peek ‘behind the document’ as it were.  

During the interview I will not ask personal questions to ensure anonymity, and no personal 

identifiers will be shared in my thesis. Of course, before using anything from this interview you will have 

the opportunity to object to anything in the transcript. All data will be stored securely and is only 

accessible by me. Participation is completely voluntary; you may stop at any time and refuse to answer 

any questions without any consequences. This interview is expected to last 45 to 60 minutes. Before we 

go any further, do you have any questions for me? 

Check again that the informed consent form has been signed 

Do I have your permission to record the conversation? This is only for later transcription 

purposes. To ensure anonymity, I will not ask you for any personal information. The recording is 

completely confidential and will not be shared with others. It will be deleted after transcription. 

Then I'll start recording now. 

Behind the Document  

1.​ Could you briefly describe your role in relation to Groningen's CCAP? Were you involved in 

drafting the 2020-2024 uitvoeringsagenda, its implementation, or both? 

2.​ Who is in the end responsible for the CCAP?  

a.​ Who is responsible for drafting the strategy? How many people/ departments worked on 

it? 

b.​ Who is responsible for ensuring that adaptation is carried out in accordance with the 

strategy? 

3.​ The Uitvoeringsagenda Klimaatbestendig Groningen ran until 2024. Why was no new plan 

developed or published since then? Is there a new plan in development at the moment?  

a.​ If yes, could you tell if and how it is shaped differently from its predecessor?  

b.​ Are climate justice principles considered in the drafting of the new policy? How?  



50 

4.​ When the Uitvoeringsagenda Klimaatbestendig Groningen was published, the local heat plan 

and the urban greening plan were still under development. These themes are closely related to 

climate adaptation. Do you know why this was the case?  

a.​ The urban greening plan Vitamine G ran until 2025. Do you know if a new urban 

greening plan is under development? If so, will it be related to the new CCAP?  

b.​ The local heat plan was published in 2021. Do you know if a new heat plan is under 

development? How will the (new) local heat plan be related to the new CCAP?  

5.​ Looking back at the 2020-2024 Uitvoeringsagenda, what do you consider its main strengths? 

What would you do differently if you were drafting it today? 

Justice in Practice  

6.​ The Uitvoeringsagenda refers to ‘vulnerable groups’ on multiple occasions, acknowledging that 

vulnerable groups need special attention. Based on what do you determine what a vulnerable 

group is?  

a.​ Is this a static definition, or is there a process for evaluation and updating?  

7.​ The plan mentions the Proeftuin Hittekwetsbaarheid in 2019 that combined physical climate 

data with social data on lonely elderly residents to produce a heat- and loneliness map. This was 

described as demonstrating the added value of linking physical and social domains. Has this 

approach been continued or mainstreamed in Groningen's planning practice? 

a.​ Is there currently an approach to overlaying climate stress data with social vulnerability 

data when making investment decisions? 

8.​ The Uitvoeringsagenda details the costs of adaptation measures, and the different funding 

sources and amounts available for different adaptation measures across multiple years. Not 

everyone in Groningen has the same socioeconomic status. Is there a process that identifies the 

distribution of these costs across society? Maybe people from a higher income group bear a 

bigger part of the costs for adaptation measures?  

a.​ Since the plan ran until 2024, how has the budgeting continued since? 

9.​ The benefits of adaptation are identified as the prevented damage that would have resulted due 

to climate change, and it is quantified for prevented water- and heat damage. What is included 

in these figures? Only damage to infrastructure, or perhaps prevented costs for healthcare as 

well? 

a.​ Does the municipality have a plan to distribute the benefits of adaptation equitably 

across society? If so, is this monitored? How? 
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10.​Adaptation measures can accidentally result in (unforeseen) negative effects (maladaptation). 

Examples are green gentrification, or an overdose of pollen making certain areas inaccessible for 

certain people. Did the municipality encounter/ identify maladaptations resulting from 

adaptation measures from the Uitvoeringsagenda? 

a.​ If yes, how are these negative effects dealt with?  

11.​Were citizens involved in the creation of the Uitvoeringsagenda?  

a.​ If yes, what did participation look like? Were citizens informed about the planning 

process, consulted, or genuinely involved in developing the document?  

b.​ How did you determine who was involved? Were there efforts to ensure participation of 

marginalised/ vulnerable groups?  

12.​The risicodialogen that informed the uitvoeringsagenda involved mainly institutional partners. 

Was there consideration of involving residents or community organisations in those dialogues?  

a.​ Is that something being (re)considered for future planning? 

13.​ Is there a plan to tailor adaptation measures to the specific needs of a neighbourhood? Are 

residents involved in the planning process?  

a.​ If yes, what does participation look like? Are residents informed, consulted, or is there 

genuine collaboration in the design of the public space? 

14.​The plan describes the ontwerpmanifestaties in 2019 as a collaborative design process for three 

locations (Damsterplein, Bedumerweg, and Selwerd) with the stated intention to continue and 

expand this in 2020 and beyond. What happened with this initiative after 2019? Have they been 

incorporated as part of the strategy, or did they remain as more of an experimental project?  

If continued beyond 2019  

a.​ In what other location did these ontwerpmanifestaties take place?  

b.​ Based on what are the locations chosen?  

If it remained as experimental project  

a.​ Why did these ontwerpmanifestaties not continue after 2019?  

b.​ Are they being reconsidered for the new CCAP?  

15.​The plan contains several projects through which citizens can participate in adaptation, e.g. the 

municipality supports the creation of facade gardens (geveltuinen), operation Steenbreek, and 

there are subsidies for green roofs and rain barrels. This section also includes a self-reflection 
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that these projects are mainly demand-driven and opt-in. What efforts has the municipality 

undertaken to include citizens in such projects?  

a.​ Are there specific neighbourhoods or groups that have been harder to reach? 

b.​ How has the municipality responded to that? 

16.​A recent publication by Rijksuniversiteit Groningen, Hanze Hogeschool, en Deltares Utrecht 

describes Groningen as actively developing monitoring and evaluation tools for climate 

adaptation, for lesson learning, and knowledge sharing. Could you tell me more about what 

those tools look like and how they connect to the CCAP? 

a.​ Does Groningen have a plan in place for evaluating and updating the 

Uitvoeringsagenda?  

b.​ If yes, what does that look like and how is it applied?  

17.​The Uitvoeringsagenda mentions that climate stress tests have been conducted to identify 

vulnerable areas for climate change. It then outlines a priority ladder and three categories to 

evaluate the seriousness of a situation: urgent, unpleasant, and acceptable. When investment 

decisions are made about where to prioritise climate adaptation measures, is social vulnerability 

part of that prioritisation logic? Or is it only based on environmental stressors? 

a.​ Is the principle of ongelijk investeren voor gelijke kansen (unequal investment for equal 

chances) something that is discussed/ considered within the municipality? 

18.​ In your view, does the municipality have an obligation to compensate for the effects of 

maladaptations of climate change?  

a.​ Are there compensation measures in place?  

19.​ In your view, does the municipality have an obligation to compensate for the diverging impacts 

of climate change, seeing as you recognise it disproportionately affects vulnerable groups?  

a.​ Are there compensation measures in place?  

Looking forward 

20.​Different neighbourhoods and population groups are differently affected by the effects of 

climate change and have different adaptation needs. To what extent is that differentiation 

explicitly shaping the next phase of Groningen's CCAP? 

21.​ If you were to identify the most important thing Groningen still needs to improve when it comes 

to making CCAP more socially just,  what would that be? 

22.​ Is there anything about Groningen's approach to climate adaptation that you think is 

underappreciated or not well captured in the formal policy documents?  
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Appendix C: Interview Guide Rotterdam 

Introduction 

​ Before we begin I want to thank you again for taking the time to talk to me. To introduce myself; 

my name is Wessel and I’m a 26 years old master’s student Cultural Geography: Climate Adaptation 

Governance at the University of Groningen, Campus Fryslân. For my thesis I am looking at climate justice 

in CCAP, with a specific focus on the municipalities of Groningen and Rotterdam. This interview builds on 

the findings of a thorough policy document analysis. The goal of this interview is to gain a deeper 

understanding of the CCAP in practice; to get a peek ‘behind the document’ as it were.  

During the interview I will not ask personal questions to ensure anonymity, and no personal 

identifiers will be shared in my thesis. Of course, before using anything from this interview you will have 

the opportunity to object to anything in the transcript. All data will be stored securely and is only 

accessible by me. Participation is completely voluntary; you may stop at any time and refuse to answer 

any questions without any consequences. This interview is expected to last 45 to 60 minutes. Before we 

go any further, do you have any questions for me? 

Check again that the informed consent form has been signed 

Do I have your permission to record the conversation? This is only for later transcription 

purposes. To ensure anonymity, I will not ask you for any personal information. The recording is 

completely confidential and will not be shared with others. It will be deleted after transcription. 

Then I'll start recording now. 

Behind the Document  

1.​ Could you briefly describe your role in relation to Rotterdam's CCAP? 

2.​ Who is in the end responsible for the CCAP?  

a.​ Who is responsible for drafting the strategy? How many people/ departments worked on 

it? 

b.​ Who is responsible for ensuring that adaptation is carried out in accordance with the 

strategy? 

3.​ The WKP (water- and climate adaptation plan) 2027-2030 contains an explicit climate justice 

framing through the klimaatrechtvaardigheid sections. How did that framing enter the 

document? Was it driven by specific people, departments, external pressure, something else? 

4.​ The WKP is notably less developed on heat adaptation compared to water; the responsible party 

for the heat theme is still listed as PM, and heat costs are not yet included in the financial 

overview. Why is heat the least developed theme, and what is the timeline for addressing that 

gap? 
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a.​ Given that heat disproportionately affects vulnerable groups, does that create a tension 

with Rotterdam's climate justice ambitions? How is that managed?  

5.​ Looking at the document as a whole, what do you consider Rotterdam's strongest achievements 

on climate justice so far?  

a.​ What remains the biggest challenge? 

 Justice in Practice 

6.​ The WKP mentions that the development of the WKP has been in line with article 2.2 of the 

Omgevingswet, which means citizens have been actively involved in the drafting of the CCAP. 

What did participation look like?  

7.​ The WKP references Klimaatrechtvaardig Rotterdam (KRR) and Rotterdams WeerWoord (RWW) 

several times as partners. Could you explain the institutional relationship between these 

initiatives and the municipality? Are they internal municipal programmes, independent 

organisations, something in between? 

a.​ What has been their role in drafting the WKP? 

8.​ Klimaatrechtvaardig Rotterdam developed the Rechtvaardigheidswiel as a tool to help assess 

whether climate plans sufficiently account for vulnerable groups. The WKP does not explicitly 

mention this tool. Is it used in the development or evaluation of the WKP? If yes, how is it used?  

9.​ Are there (other) tools or frameworks that help inform Rotterdam if the WKP sufficiently 

accounts for vulnerable groups?  

10.​KRR collaborates annually with the Institute for Housing and Urban Development Studies (IHS) 

from the  Erasmus University, where students from Urban Environment, Sustainability and 

Climate Change (UESC)  use the Adaptation Justice Index to assess Rotterdam neighbourhoods 

and provide recommendations for more inclusive policy. How do those research findings feed 

back into municipal policy in practice? 

a.​ Can you give an example of a policy change or decision that was influenced by this kind 

of justice-focused research? 

11.​The WKP acknowledges the need to reallocate resources for adaptation towards vulnerable 

groups and neighbourhoods and has mechanisms in place for the reallocation of resources. This 

is in line with the principle of Ongelijk Investeren voor Gelijke Kansen. How do you determine 

where the municipality needs to step in and allocate extra resources?  

a.​ Is there a process for evaluating and updating social vulnerability?  

12.​The WKP states an explicit goal to support at least 5 green citizen initiatives a year. How do you 

determine what initiatives to support? 
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13.​Rotterdam is part of several international networks on climate adaptation and justice, most 

notably the JUSTGREEN initiative. How do those networks influence Rotterdam's approach in 

practice? 

a.​ How do you draw lessons from partner cities, and how do you transfer lessons to 

partner cities? What is most important to take into account in terms of transferability? 

b.​ What have been the most valuable lessons or tools that Rotterdam has adopted from 

international peers? 

14.​The WKP mentions that research shows that making Rotterdam klimaatadaptief provides more 

benefits than costs. However, it does not reference a specific research or provides estimated 

numbers. How do you determine what the benefits of the WKP are?   

a.​ Does the municipality have a plan to distribute the benefits of adaptation equitably 

across society? If so, is this monitored? How? 

15.​The WKP details the costs of adaptation measures, and the different funding sources and 

amounts available for different adaptation measures across multiple years. The municipality now 

strives for a cost recovery of 98% from rioolheffing, and for future years aims to increase this to 

100%. At the same time, the WKP explicitly mentions that the rioolheffing should remain 

affordable for all Rotterdammers. Is there a process that identifies the distribution of these costs 

across society?  

a.​ Is socioeconomic status a part of determining how much someone contributes to 

climate adaptation measures?  

16.​Adaptation measures can accidentally result in (unforeseen) negative effects (maladaptation). 

The WKP explicitly recognises one potential case of maladaptation, namely an overdose of 

pollen resulting from urban greening, making certain areas inaccessible for certain people. To 

prevent this, the WKP mentions collaborating with KRR to choose the right species of green. Are 

there other cases of maladaptation that the municipality encountered in recent years, or sees 

potentially in coming years?  

a.​ If yes, how are these negative effects dealt with?  

17.​ In your view, does the municipality have an obligation to compensate for the effects of 

maladaptations of climate change?  

a.​ Are there compensation measures in place?  

18.​ In your view, does the municipality have an obligation to compensate for the diverging impacts 

of climate change, seeing as you recognise it disproportionately affects vulnerable groups?  

a.​ Are there compensation measures in place?  
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19.​What do you consider Rotterdam's most transferable lesson for other Dutch cities that want to 

make their CCAP more socially just? 

a.​ What would you say is the single most important thing a city needs to have in place 

(institutionally, politically or practically) to make that transition? 

b.​ How effective would drawing lessons from Rotterdam be in terms of transferability in 

the Dutch context? What do you think would need explicit consideration? 

20.​Looking ahead, what does Rotterdam still need to do to fully live up to its climate justice 

ambitions? Where is the gap between the ambition in the document and what is actually 

happening on the ground? 

21.​ Is there anything about Rotterdam's approach to climate justice in adaptation that you think is 

underappreciated or not well reflected in the formal policy documents? 
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