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1. Key insights  
 

● Approaches to evaluations of climate assemblies are currently inconsistent. Evaluations of the 
first wave of national climate assemblies range from participant satisfaction surveys and aspects 
of the deliberative process, to more comprehensive evaluations, typically commissioned by 
sponsoring bodies.  

● Evaluations of deliberative processes, such as climate assemblies, is necessary to develop best 
practice. The OECD (2021) has recently published guidelines for evaluating deliberative 
processes1. The guidelines, which are not specific to climate assemblies, are based on three-
steps, broadly representing elements of evaluation that occur before, during and after a 
deliberative process: (a) process design integrity, (b) deliberative experience and (c) pathways to 
impact 

● Most evaluations omit the following elements recommended by the OECD:  

o the involvement of stakeholders in process design 

o governance and transparency 

o accessible, neutral, and transparent online tools 

o member privacy and aftercare 

o commissioning body’s response and follow up. 

● Evaluations of climate assemblies have included ‘climate specific’ elements not captured by the 
OECD guidance, including: 

o Participants’ pre-existing views on climate change and climate change policymaking, 
used to assess the demographic representativeness of the participants, and to provide a 
benchmark for attitude change 

o How climate change science and solutions are framed  

o The contribution of the proposals to reducing greenhouse gases and limiting global 
warming to 1.5oC. 
 
 

2. Recommendations  
 

● A more consistent approach to evaluation that fulfils OECD guidelines would be valuable to 
support systematic learning across climate assemblies.  

● To improve the perceived legitimacy and generate lessons from climate assemblies, as well as 
to meet current OECD guidelines, evaluation should be integrated into the inception of climate 
assemblies.  

 
1 OECD Evaluation Guidelines for Representative Deliberative Processes, available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1787/10ccbfcb-en.  
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● Further attention should be given to developing climate-specific evaluative measures to 
compliment OECD guidelines 

● Demonstrating the potential impact on climate action of recommendations could improve the 
perceived legitimacy of climate assemblies. Evaluations should include a calculation of the 
potential impact of recommendations on greenhouse gas emissions and adaptation efforts. 
 
 

3. Background  
 
Rigorous evaluation of climate assemblies is necessary if we are to develop a better understanding 
of good practice. This briefing provides a comparative analysis of evaluation strategies of recent 
national climate assemblies. The analysis uses the recently published OECD (2021) Evaluation 
Guidelines for Representative Deliberative Processes as a standard against which to judge the 
coverage of evaluations. The OECD guidelines cover deliberative processes in general; the analysis 
presented in this briefing relates these general guidelines to deliberative processes on climate 
change topics specifically.  

The briefing reviews climate-specific elements of the evaluations conducted to date. Through this 
analysis, recommendations for the development of more systematic evaluation of climate 
assemblies are offered.  
 
3.1 OECD Evaluation Criteria 

The OECD’s Evaluation Guidelines for Representative Deliberative Processes, which builds on its Good 
Practice Principles for Deliberative Processes (OECD, 2020). The evaluation guidelines represent a 
comprehensive and authoritative attempt to provide minimum standards for evaluating deliberative 
processes in general. This briefing aims to build on this authoritative resource and refine the 
guidelines for climate assemblies specifically.  

The OECD evaluation guidelines are based on a three-step evaluation cycle, broadly representing 
pre-process design work, events during a deliberative process, and post process outcomes: 

1. Process design integrity: evaluating the design process that set up the deliberation 

2. Deliberative experience: evaluating how a deliberative process unfolds 

3. Pathways to impact: evaluating influential conclusions and/or actions of a deliberative process 

The evaluation criteria for each step are summarised in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Evaluation Criteria (OECD, 2021) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Clear and suitable purpose 
• Clear and unbiased framing 
• Suitable design 
• Procedural design 

involvement 
• Transparency and 

governance 
• Representativeness and 

inclusiveness 

• Neutrality and inclusivity of 
facilitation 

• Accessible, neutral, and 
transparent use of online 
tools 

• Breadth, diversity, clarity and 
relevance of the evidence 
and stakeholders 

• Quality of judgement 
• Perceived knowledge gains 

by members 
• Accessibility and equality of 

opportunity to speak 
• Respect and mutual 

comprehension 
• Free decision-making and 

response 
• Respect for members’ 

privacy 

• Influential recommendations 
• Response and follow-up 
• Member aftercare 

 
 
4. Summary of the evaluation of national climate assemblies 
 
Three broad approaches to evaluation can be discerned in the national assemblies conducted to 
date: 

1. A systematic and comprehensive evaluation commissioned as a core part of the assembly 
process, e.g. Climate Assembly UK, Scotland’s Climate Assembly, Ireland’s Citizens’ Assembly 
2016-18. 

2. Evaluation is limited to participant surveys undertaken by the organisers, e.g. Finland’s Citizen 
Jury on Climate Action, Denmark’s Climate Assembly. 

3. Researchers are given access to an assembly; organisers facilitate evaluation but do not 
commission evaluation specifically, e.g., the French Citizens Convention for the Climate, 
Germany’s Citizens’ Assembly on Climate.   

The approach taken by each assembly is reviewed below. 
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4.1 Comprehensive evaluations commissioned by organisers 
 
4.1.1. Climate Assembly UK (CAUK) 

UK parliamentary committees commissioned an independent evaluation of CAUK by academics 
from Newcastle University, University College Dublin and Queen's University, Canada. The 
Evaluation of Climate Assembly UK report (Elstub et al. 2021) evaluated elements of the process 
integrity, deliberative experience and pathways to impact, as summarised in Table 2. 

Elstub et al (2021) presented their results in a 115-page report, with discussion and 
recommendations for future climate assemblies. It is available on the UK Parliament website2. 
 
Table 2: Elements of evaluation of CAUK undertaken by Elstub et al. (2021) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Representativeness of the 

UK population in terms of 
gender, age, education, 
region of residence, 
ethnicity.  

• Diversity of political views 
and activity 

• Diversity of attitudes to 
climate change 

• Sufficiency, relevance, 
useability, and balance of 
evidence  

• Quality of deliberation and 
facilitation – based on views 
of the assembly members 
and compared to DQI  

• The extent assembly 
members changed their 
knowledge of climate change 

• Extent assembly members 
changes their views on 
climate change and political 
participation 

• Impact on policy makers and 
government 

• Impact on wider public 

 

The formal research and evaluation of CAUK, commissioned by UK parliamentary committees, also 
included Additional evaluation of CAUK was undertaken as part of a review of climate assemblies 
research by academics from Cardiff University (CAST), and practitioners from Global Assembly and 
Our Common Climate.  

Cherry et al (2021) presented their evaluation of CAUK within a 67-page report3. The report 
evaluated elements of the process integrity and deliberative experience, as summarised in Table 3 
and included one chapter comparing it to the French CCC. 

  

 
2 Available at: https://www.parliament.uk/globalassets/documents/get-involved2/climate-assembly-
uk/evaluation-of-climate-assembly-uk.pdf  
3 Available at: https://orca.cardiff.ac.uk/id/eprint/145771/  
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Table 3: Elements of evaluation of CAUK undertaken by Cherry et al. (2021) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Process design, including: 

the scope and remit of 
climate deliberation; the 
task; and agency of 
participants (top-
down/bottom-up) 

• Approach to facilitation, 
constructing 
recommendations, and 
decision making 

• Budget 
• Framing of climate change 
• Framing of the science and 

solutions 

• Balance of evidence; 
impartiality 

• Facilitation, constructing 
recommendations, and 
decision making 

• Assembly members’ 
expressed values and 
conditions of acceptance (for 
recommendations), 
perceptions of climate 
change and solution (and 
change in views), concern for 
climate change, and support 
for measures to tackle it 

 

 
The evaluations of CAUK (Elstub et al, 2021; Cherry et al, 2021) covered most elements of 
evaluation recommended by OECD, omitting: procedural design; transparency and governance; use 
of online tools; members privacy; response and follow up; and member aftercare.  

Elstub et al (2021) and Cherry et al (2021) did evaluate several elements not included in the OECD 
guidelines, reflecting the specifics of the topic, including: pre-existing and changes in attitude to 
climate change and climate change policies; members political views; and the framing of climate 
change science and policy solutions.  
 
 
4.1.2. Scotland’s Climate Assembly 

The Scottish Government commissioned the evaluation of Scotland’s Climate Assembly. During the 
assembly, the evaluators, from the Scottish Government, Edinburgh University and Newcastle 
University produced interim ‘data briefings’, which were published on the Scottish Government 
website4.  On 31 March 2022, a full evaluation report (Andrews et al. 2022) was published5, as 
summarised in Table 4.  

The evaluation of Scotland’s Climate Assembly (Andrews et al. 2022) covered most elements of 
evaluation recommended by OECD, only omitting: members privacy; and member aftercare.  

Andrews et al (2022) also evaluated several elements not included in the OECD guidelines, 
reflecting the specifics of the topic, including: changes in attitude to climate change; and changes in 
members engagement in climate action and political activities.  
 

 
4   Available at: https://www.climateassembly.scot/how-it-works/independent-research  
5   Available at: https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-climate-assembly-research-report-process-
impact-assembly-member-experience/  
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Table 4: Elements of evaluation of Scotland’s Climate Assembly presented in interim data briefings 
and undertaken by Andrews et al. (2022) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Governance (overview) 
• Remit and framing  
• Systemic approach 
• Planning and organisation 
• Process design 
• Stakeholder involvement in 

design 
• Representativeness of 

recruitment process 
• Attitudes to climate change  

 

• Facilitation  
• Online format – tools and 

support provided and 
members’ views 

• Provision of support for 
members 

• Quality, accessibility, and 
volume of evidence  

• Inclusion of views from the 
Children’s Parliament 

• Member engagement with 
evidence and each other 

• Quality and inclusiveness of 
the deliberation  

• Members’ knowledge gain 
and attitude change   

• Development of 
recommendations and 
influence of members 

• Influence on members’ – 
post assembly engagement in 
climate action and political 
activities 

• Impact on the public  
• Impact on climate policy and 

debate 
• Media coverage 

 
 
4.1.3. Ireland’s Citizens’ Assembly 2016-18  

Citizens’ Climate Research Project, funded by the Irish Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
commissioned academics from Dublin City University to draw lessons from the Citizens’ Assembly’s 
work on climate policy for deepening public engagement on the climate crisis. The results of the 
evaluation are presented within a 40-page Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) research paper 
with recommendations for future climate assemblies6 (Devaney et al. 2020). In addition, Ireland’s 
Citizens’ Assembly has been assessed in  academic articles, including Torney (2021). 

Devaney et al. (2020) evaluated some elements of the process integrity, deliberative experience 
and pathways to impact, as summarised in Table 5. However, only one element of process design 
integrity recommended by OECD was evaluated (representativeness and inclusiveness). 
Furthermore, evaluation of deliberative experience and pathways to impacts relied solely on 
participants’ views.  
 

 
6 Available at: https://www.epa.ie/publications/research/climate-change/Research_Report_314.pdf  
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Table 5: Elements of evaluation of Ireland’s Citizens’ Assembly undertaken by Devaney et al. (2020) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• The recruitment process 

and the 
representativeness of 
assembly members CA 

• Assembly members’ satisfaction 
with the content and volume of 
evidence and the presenters 

• Assembly members’ satisfaction 
and views on learning (change in 
knowledge and attitude) and 
experience of process 

• Content of public submissions 
and expert evidence 

• Assembly member views on 
the uptake of 
recommendations, including 
the relevance and impact of 
the recommendations on 
politicians and the public 

• Assembly member views on 
media coverage  

 
 
4.2 Limited evaluations commissioned by organisers 
 
4.2.1. Finland’s Citizens’ Jury on Climate Actions 

Evaluation of Finland’s Citizens’ Jury on Climate Action7 comprised a participant survey, undertaken 
after the Jury. The survey results were presented as the ‘participants’ views on the Jury’s work’, in a 
chapter with the report of the results (Kulha et al. 2022). The survey results evaluated an element 
of process integrity, the deliberative experience, and pathways to impact, as summarised in Table 6. 
 
Table 6: Elements of evaluation of Finland’s Citizens’ Jury on Climate Actions undertaken by Kulha 
et al. (2022) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Jurors’ views on the topic 

and assignment 
• Jurors’ views on the process, 

including the deliberations 
• Juror’s views on the 

effectiveness of the Jury 
 
 
  

 
7 Available at: 
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/163766/YM_2022_2.pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y  
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4.2.2. Denmark’s Climate Assembly 

Denmark completed its climate assembly in 2 phases, the first was completed in April 2021, and the 
second in February 2022. At the time of writing the evaluation of the second phase of the assembly 
was not available. 

Evaluation of Phase 1 of the climate assembly was limited to 25-page survey report8, presenting 
the results of a survey of assembly members, taken at the end of phase 1. The report was limited to 
evaluating the assembly members’ views of the deliberative experience, as summarised in Table 7.  
No discussion of the results was included in the report. 
 
Table 7: Elements of evaluation of Denmark’s Climate Assembly 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
 • Assembly members' views on 

the balance and sufficiency 
of evidence 

• Assembly members’ views on 
process, including: their 
experience as participants; 
and the worthiness of the 
process 

 

 
 
4.3 Evaluations completed by permitted researchers 
 
4.3.1. French Citizens Convention on the Climate (CCC) 

No formal evaluation of the French CCC was commissioned, but the organisers enabled 35 
researchers to have access to the process. As a result, several evaluation papers have been 
published. A summary of those published in English is below. Others have been published in French 
and more publications will follow.  

Giraudet et al. (2021) published a research paper titled ‘Deliberating on Climate Action: Insights 
from the French Citizens’ Convention for Climate’9, which evaluated elements of the process 
integrity, the deliberative experience, and pathways, as summarised in Table 8. 
 
  

 
8   Available (in Danish) at: https://kefm.dk/Media/637558108937920054/Evaluering.pdf  
9 Available at: https://hal-enpc.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-03119539  
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Table 8: Elements of evaluation of the French CCC undertaken by Giraudet et al. (2021) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Representativeness of the 

assembly members in terms 
of age, gender, education, 
and location 

• Approach to the production 
of proposals 

• Changes in assembly 
members’ values and 
attitudes to climate change 
and views on the CCC 

• influence of the experts; 
input on the assembly 
members’ work 

• Process of producing 
proposals 

• Agency of the assembly 
members 

• Impact of proposals; number 
implemented 

• Tightness of policy coupling 
and integration 

 
Fabre et al (2021) published a research paper entitled: ‘Who are the citizens of the French 
Convention for Climate?’10, which compared assembly members’ attitudes with those of the wider 
population. Fabre et al (2021) evaluated elements of the process integrity, the deliberative 
experience, and pathways to impact, as summarised in Table 9. 
 
Table 9: Elements of evaluation of the French CCC undertaken by Fabre et al. (2021) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Representativeness of 

assembly members to 
the French population in 
terms of demographics, 
attitudes to climate 
change, climate change 
policies, and the CA 
process 

• Change of assembly members’ 
views and attitudes towards 
deliberation, climate policy and 
values, and compared to the 
wider population 

• Assembly members’ views on 
the deliberative and CCC 
process, compared to the wider 
population 

• Public views and knowledge 
of the CCC and its 
recommendations 

 
The Institute of Sustainable Development and International Relations (IDDRI) published a review of 
the CCC’s proposals11 (Saujot et al. 2020), which evaluated elements of the pathways to impact, as 
summarised in Table 10. 
 
  

 
10 Available at: https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-03265053  
11 Available at: https://www.iddri.org/sites/default/files/PDF/Publications/Catalogue%20Iddri/Etude/ST0720-
CCC%20EN.pdf  
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Table 10: Elements of evaluation of the French CCC undertaken by Saujot et al. (2020) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
  • Content of proposals – 

assessing the potential 
contribution of the CCC’s 
proposals to legislation and 
to emissions reductions 

 
Climate Action Network (CAN) commissioned a population survey12 to assess the publics 
perceptions of the CCC process and its recommendations, providing evaluation of elements of 
pathways to impact, as summarised in Table 11. 
 
Table 11: Elements of evaluation of the French CCC undertaken by CAN (2020) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
  • Public support for CCC’s 

proposals  
• Public views of the CCC 

process 
 
Academics from Cardiff University published a comparison of the French CCC with Climate 
Assembly UK, presented as a chapter in their review of Climate Assemblies (Cherry et al. 2021). 
Evaluation of elements of the process integrity, the deliberative experience, and pathways to 
impact (as summarised in Table 12), were undertaken as a comparison to the UK case. 
 
Table 12: Elements of evaluation of the French CCC undertaken by Cherry et al. (2021) 

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
• Purpose, including the task 

set and links to the political 
process 

• How the CCC was framed 
politically  

• Agency of the participants  
• Approach to facilitation 
• Budget 

• Engagement of the 
participants with the media 
and politics 

• Deliberative process, 
decision making, and 
developing 
recommendations 

• Public awareness and 
support for CCC 

• Recommendations 
• Translation of 

recommendations into 
legislation 

 
In addition to the above, the French CCC has been assessed in various academic articles, including 
Eymard (2020) and Torney (2021). 

The researchers given access to the French CCC have, between them, evaluated most elements of 
process design integrity, deliberative experience, and pathways to impact, recommended by OECD, 

 
12 Available at: https://reseauactionclimat.org/sondage-des-gaulois-pas-si-refractaires-a-laction-climatique/  
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however, they have omitted: procedural design, transparency and governance; use of online tools; 
quality of judgement; and members privacy.  

The evaluations did evaluate several elements not included in the OECD guidelines, reflecting the 
specifics of the topic, including pre-existing and changing attitudes to climate change and climate 
change policy making. Crucially for the Climate Assemblies, specifically, Saujot et al’s (2020) 
evaluation included an assessment of the recommendations’ contribution to reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions.  
 
4.3.2. Germany’s Citizens’ Assembly on Climate 
Evaluation of the German CA to date has been limited. Hentschel (2021) have assessed the 
contribution of the assembly’s recommendations to limiting man-made global warming to 1.5o13. As 
such, evaluation of the German CA to date has only part coverage of elements of pathways to 
impact (see Table 13), with nothing on deliberative experience or process design integrity. But by 
focusing on evaluating the contributions of recommendations to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions, Hentschel’s study has considered an element of impact not included in the OECD 
guidelines, reflecting the specificity of climate assemblies. 
 
Table 13: Elements of evaluation of Germany’s Citizens’ Assembly on Climate undertaken by 
Hentschel (2021)  

Process design integrity Deliberative experience Pathways to impact 
  • Contribution of 

recommendations to 1.5o 
target (Hentschel 2021) 

 
 
 
5. Comparing the evaluation of national climate assemblies with OECD evaluation 

guidelines 

The review of evaluations of national climate assemblies show they range from participant 
satisfaction surveys, focusing on the elements of the deliberative process, to more comprehensive 
evaluations, commissioned by the organisers, comprising elements of process integrity, deliberative 
process, and pathways to impact. However, none of the evaluations covered all elements of the 
OECD evaluation guidelines.  

Table 14, overleaf, illustrates their coverage, where green indicates that the evaluation covered 
that element well and yellow indicates a partial coverage, typically where evaluation is based on 
one data source only, e.g. participant’s views.  

 

 
13 Available at: https://handbuch-klimaschutz.de/assets/pdf/Anlage-40_Koalitionsvertrag-Klimabuergerrat-
und-1,5-Grad-Ziel.pdf.  
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Table 14: Coverage of OECD guidelines  

Evaluation Criteria (OECD, 
2021, Table 2.1) 

CA
U

K 

Sc
ot

tis
h 

CA
 

Iri
sh

 C
A 

D
an

ish
 

CA
  

Fi
nn

ish
 

CJ
 

Fr
en

ch
 

CC
C  

Ge
rm

an
 

CA
 

Process design integrity               
Clear and suitable 
purpose   

 
       

Clear and unbiased 
framing   

 
      

Suitable design          
Procedural design 
involvement  

 
     

Transparency and 
governance  

 
     

Representativeness and 
inclusiveness   

 
        

Deliberative experience               
Neutrality and inclusivity 
of facilitation   

  
          

Accessible, neutral, and 
transparent use of online 
tools  

 

     
Breadth, diversity, clarity 
and relevance of the 
evidence and stakeholders   

  

         
Quality of judgement           
Perceived knowledge 
gains by members   

  
        

Accessibility and equality 
of opportunity to speak   

  
         

Respect and mutual 
comprehension   

  
         

Free decision-making and 
response   

 
        

Respect for members’ 
privacy  

 
     

Pathways to Impact               
Influential 
recommendations   

  
         

Response and follow-up         
Member aftercare         

 
As well as the evaluations being inconsistent in their approach across cases, there are common 
evaluation gaps, as discussed below.  
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5.1 Process Design Integrity 

Some of the evaluations considered the representativeness of the participants, and the evaluations 
of CAUK and Scotland’s Climate Assembly considered purpose, design and framing. None of the 
evaluations fully considered procedural design involvement or transparency and governance, 
although the evaluation of Scotland’s Climate Assembly did touch on these areas. 

Stakeholder engagement in the design of a climate assembly can improve the legitimacy of the 
process (Stasiak et al 2021). According to the OECD (2021), the evaluation of procedural design 
involvement should consider how stakeholders and experts were engaged in the design of the 
assembly, specifically: how the organisers call for, respond to, and recognise comments from 
stakeholders regarding the deliberative process design; the range of stakeholders who had an 
opportunity to review the deliberative process design; the experts consulted over the questions 
and the choice of evidence provided; and the consultation of deliberative democracy experts on 
process design. Although some of the climate assemblies did engage with stakeholders and experts 
in their design, only Andrew et al’s (2022) evaluation of the Scottish CA, assessed these aspects. 

Transparency about an assembly’s design and operation, and how decisions are made, can also 
improve the legitimacy of the process (Stasiak et al 2021). According to the OECD (2021) 
evaluation of transparency and governance should consider: the clarity of and adherence to terms 
of reference, rules of engagement, codes of conduct, or ethical frameworks that govern the 
process; publication of information about the goals, design, governance of the process, funding 
source, civic lottery, and any other materials; and potential for external interference in the design. 
Again, only Andrew et al’s study (2022) touched on these aspects, providing an overview of the 
governance the Scottish CA. 
 
5.2 Deliberative experience 

Most of the evaluations considered the majority of the elements of the deliberative experience, 
especially evidence provided, facilitation, opportunities to speak and respect between participants. 
Only the evaluation of Scotland’s Climate Assembly considered the use of accessible, neutral, and 
transparent online tools, and respect for members privacy specifically.  

According to the OECD (2021), the evaluation of accessible, neutral, and transparent online tools 
should consider: the provision of assistance, training, equipment, and internet connection to ensure 
equal access to online tools; the design of neutral and transparent online tools (for example, the 
algorithms or formulas used for preference or vote counting were explicit and clear, online tools 
ensured anonymity of members when needed, and the results calculated/aggregated using online 
tools were auditable). The need to utilise online tools to deliver climate assemblies has been a 
relatively new innovation, driven by Covid-19 restrictions. A number of the completed climate 
assemblies (and their respective evaluations) were designed before the pandemic and were 
therefore based on in-person formats. This partly explains the omittance of the evaluation of 
accessible, neutral, and transparent online tools. Given the rapid uptake of online meeting software, 
this element is increasingly important and should be included in future evaluations.  

According to the OECD (2021), the evaluation of members privacy should include; demonstration 
that members’ privacy was protected; and that there was no undesired attention or attempt at 
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interference from the media, stakeholders, or other actors. Members’ privacy was treated 
differently across the cases. Cherry et al. (2021) notes that the CCC participants “were actively 
encouraged to engage with politics”, “speak to the media and engage with their communities and 
members of parliament”, indicating that maintaining members’ privacy was not a priority. However, 
no formal evaluation of this element was provided.    
 
5.3 Pathways to Impact 

Most of the evaluations considered how influential the recommendations had been to some extent. 
Only evaluations of the French and Scottish assemblies considered official responses to the 
proposals, and none considered member aftercare. 

According to the OECD (2021), the evaluation of response and follow-up should consider: how the 
government or equivalent commissioning body responded to members of the deliberative process 
and/or to the general public; and monitoring of the implementation of all accepted 
recommendations, with regular public progress reports. Giraudet et al. (2021) assessed the 
government response to the French CCC’s proposals in terms of the extent they had been 
implemented. Andrews et al (2022) considered the impact of the Scottish Climate Assembly on 
climate policy making and debate. 

According to the OECD (2021), the evaluation of member aftercare should consider: the provision 
of information on how to follow the uptake of their recommendations and further engage in the 
policy-making process; the provision of support to speak about their experiences and 
recommendations to their communities or the broader public; and the provision of communication 
channels, to maintain their connection amongst themselves after the deliberative process. Although 
some of the climate assemblies did provide some of these services, none of the evaluations 
considered them specifically.   
 
 
6. Elements unique to climate assemblies  

The complexity, longevity and evolving nature of climate change issues, debate and policy-making, 
generates specific issues. The review reveals there are elements of evaluation, not included in the 
OECD guidelines, which relate to climate assemblies specifically.  These are summarised in Table 
15. 
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Table 15: Evaluation elements unique to Climate Assemblies 

  Evaluations that included this element 
Process design integrity  

Pre-existing attitudes to climate change  CAUK (Elstub et al 2021); French CCC (Fabre et 
al. 2021) 

Pre-existing attitudes to climate change 
policies French CCC (Fabre et al. 2021) 

Pre-existing political views CAUK (Elstub et al 2021) 
Framing of climate change science and 
policy solutions  CAUK (Cherry et al 2021) 

Deliberative experience   

Changes in attitudes to climate change  CAUK (Elstub et al 2021); French CCC (Giraudet 
et al. 2021); Scotland’s CA (Andrews et al. 2022) 

Changes in attitudes to climate change 
policies French CCC (Fabre et al. 2021) 

Changes in members’ engagement in climate 
action and political activities Scotland’s CA (Andrews et al. 2022) 

Pathways to impact   
Contribution of the proposals to reducing 
greenhouse gases / limiting global warming 
to 1.5o  

French CCC (Saujot et al. 2020); German CA 
(Hentschel, 2021) 

 

Climate assemblies are somewhat distinct from citizens’ assemblies on other topics, in part because 
of variable, and sometimes contentious, media coverage and public opinion about climate change 
(Ghimire et al. 2021). Evaluating attitudes towards climate change is therefore a unique element. 
The evaluations of the UK, Scottish, and French assemblies included analysis of the participants’ 
pre-existing views on climate change and how those views evolved during the process.  

The evaluations of UK (Elstub et al 2021), Scottish (Andrews et al. 2022) and French (Fabre et al. 
2021) assemblies included appraisal of the participants’ pre-existing views on climate change to 
establish the degree of “representativeness” in comparison with attitudes in the wider population. 
Additionally, Fabre et al. (2021) evaluated the French participants’ pre-existing views of climate 
change policies. Given evidence that attitudes to climate change are informed by an individual’s 
political views (Fagan & Huang 2019; Colvin & Jotzo 2021), CAUK included evaluation of political 
perspectives as part of its analysis of process design (Elstub et al 2021). 

The evaluations of CAUK (Elstub et al 2021) and the French CCC (Giraudet et al. 2021) considered 
as part of the deliberative experience how the participants’ views on climate change evolved during 
the process. Fabre et al. (2021) also evaluated changes in the French participants’ views of climate 
policies.  
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As well as considering how participation affected the members’ attitudes to climate change, the 
evaluation of Scotland’s Climate Assembly (Andrews et al. 2022) assessed how members’ 
engagement in climate action and political activities had changed since participating in the 
assembly.  

Reflecting OECD guidance, one of the CAUK evaluations (Cherry et al 2021) considered how 
climate was framed and given how it is contested in public discourse (Ghimire et al. 2021), Cherry 
et al (2021) also evaluated how the science and potential solutions were framed.   

To mitigate the causes and consequences of climate change, most policies and policy proposals 
focus on ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (although there are growing calls for more 
attention on adaptation). This unique element of the pathway to impact was captured by Saujot et 
al. (2020) in their assessment of the contribution the French CCC proposals would make to 
reducing greenhouse gases. 

 

7. Future network activities 
 

The findings of the Briefing suggest the following avenues for further network activity in relation to 
evaluation: 

• Dissemination of OECD guidance across the KNOCA network to ensure that evaluations capture 
those elements of climate assemblies shared by other citizens’ assemblies. 

• Co-creation and dissemination of additional climate-specific evaluation criteria to complement 
the OECD guidelines, with specific focus on the development of a systematic impact evaluation 
framework for climate assemblies  

 
 
8. Research methods 

 
A review of grey literature (evaluation reports and websites) and peer reviewed articles was 
conducted to identify and compare the approaches to evaluating national climate assemblies. 

These approaches were compared to guidance for evaluation of deliberative processes recently 
published by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD, 2021). 
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