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FIGURE 4.1 | The Urban Climate Resilience Planning Framework: Shared Learning
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This chapter will focus on the shaded area that links the two loops of the resilience planning framework: the shared learning dialogue 

process (SLDs). Shared learning is a fundamental part of resilience planning. SLDs help to cross barriers and initiate collaboration across 

sectors and scales, introduce scientific knowledge into local contexts, and drive action over an extended period of time.
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As a global phenomenon with profoundly local consequences, climate 
change represents a unique challenge. Generating effective responses to 
climate change requires understanding both emerging global scientific 
knowledge as well as the range of local factors that shape climate 
change’s effects on individuals, communities, and local ecosystems. It 
also requires overcoming the significant divisions that typically exist 
between sectors and disciplines within a locality. To that end, ISET, 
along with local partners, has developed and piloted the shared learning 
dialogue (SLD), a stakeholder engagement process born from strong 
roots in participatory action research.

This chapter outlines the underpinnings and key characteristics of the 
SLD process. ISET has successfully applied SLDs in a number of 
Asian contexts to facilitate learning and generate options for respond-
ing to current and future climate conditions. We offer a number of 
examples and key lessons from the ACCCRN project, as well as more 
rural examples from Pakistan and Nepal, to illustrate the utility and 
challenges of using a shared learning approach to understanding climate 
change risks, impacts, and resilience.

INTRODUCTION
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Whereas academic findings and national or international policy largely 
shape understandings of climate change, its impacts occur at the local 
level, where governments, organizations, and individuals must ultimately 
take action on adaptation. The ways in which people change, adapt, and 
respond to climate challenges will vary greatly depending on a variety of 
local factors, including geography, economic opportunities, culture, and 
political and social constraints; these variables may, in many instances, be 
poorly anticipated or understood in national or regional planning efforts. 
Effective adaptation requires processes that integrate global and local 
sources of information, assembles key actors from diverse backgrounds 
and arenas, and generates common understanding to address the complex 
direct and indirect impacts of changing climate regimes. Only through 
such crosscutting engagement can relevant actors identify and develop 
ownership over effective, practical climate adaptation actions. 

Generating effective responses to the consequences of climate change 
requires understanding both the emerging global scientific knowledge as 
well as the range of local factors that influence the effects climate change 
has on individuals, communities, and urban systems, including ecosys-
tems. For many local actors and institutions, however, the results of 
scientific research and modeling are often inaccessible both logistically 
and conceptually; and, conversely, localized information is regularly 

unavailable to scientific entities at national or international levels. ISET 
developed the shared learning dialogue process as a mechanism that 
can effectively parlay information into understanding and action at 
meaningful scales. The purpose of the SLD process is to bridge this 
information divide and create understanding of complex climate and 
natural resource scarcity issues among diverse actors and institutions in 
order to better enable effective local responses. 

The need for integrated, interdisciplinary processes to build climate 
change resilience is well established (Tompkins and Adger 2004) and 
integrating local and scientific expertise increasingly is seen as a key 
aspect of participatory processes for environmental management (Reed 
2008). ISET views this hybrid scientific-local knowledge interaction as 
essential for climate change adaptation. As described in chapter 2 of 
this publication, understanding urban climate vulnerability and building 
resilience requires an appreciation of the capacities of individuals, 
households, and many different organizations, as well as an appreciation 
of the constraints of systems and institutions.

In order to understand climate vulnerabilities, planners must seek 
information from private sector actors, local communities, and local 
stakeholders like water and energy sector managers. Shared learning 

The ChaLLeNGe
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dialogues aim to bridge not only the gaps between local and global 
scale processes, but also different kinds of knowledge and the significant 
divisions that typically exist between sectors and disciplines. They can, 
for instance, help stimulate interaction and innovation between sectors 
such as water and energy, health services, industry, and transporta-
tion — the benefits of which may reach beyond the initial climate 
issue to other development goals. In addition, the history of planning 
and development demonstrates that however well external “experts” 

understand issues, those who will be responsible for taking local action 
must have ownership over the responses in order for them to be effective 
(Stiglitz 1998). 

The following section outlines the key characteristics of the shared 
learning dialogue process. 

© Abdul Rofiq, BINTARI Foundation
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Shared learning is an approach to participatory planning and problem 
solving in complex situations, characterized by non-extractive, mutual 
learning. The concept of shared learning is straightforward: fostering 
iterative deliberation and sharing sector- or group-specific knowledge 
and experience, as well as knowledge from both local practitioners and 
from external experts, will improve the quality and effectiveness of 
decision making. 

The shared learning process helps both decision makers and those with a 
stake in outcomes to understand a fuller spectrum of factual conditions 
and operational constraints and to better recognize the available sources 
of information and their quality. When iteratively and carefully enacted, 
shared learning can also help to break down established disciplinary 
and cultural divides that cause groups to reject or discount sources 
of information, insights, and perspectives that challenge their world 
views (see Kahan 2010 for examples in the climate change debate). 
This evolving understanding can assist decision makers in public and 
private sectors, civil society, communities, and households to jointly and 
separately identify possible interventions, target potential constraints, 
and set priorities for collective and independent actions.

Shared learning processes focus particularly on social learning, and 
in doing so, contrast with more conventional development or research 
processes. It is often the case that external actors base plans or recommen-
dations on information extracted from local sources, or that external 
facilitators seek to implement existing development priorities of local 

partners without introducing new information that would materially 
affect those priorities. External experts like social and natural scientists 
are important players in social learning, but they should not drive the 
process. Their task is to validate and share various kinds of knowledge; 
to expose assumptions; to help structure experiments capable of generat-
ing useful new information; and to apply data collection, management, 
and analysis tools in support of questions that arise from various players 

The ShaReD LeaRNING DIaLOGUe pROCeSS 

Deliberative processes are particularly useful 
in building resilience because they not only 
assure broader interpretation of knowledge 
from diverse perspectives, but they also build 
shared understanding of the values that 
underlie positions and interests.
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in the process (see chapter 3 for a discussion of how climate informa-
tion has been applied to planning in ACCCRN). The unique aspects 
of social learning foster innovation through deliberation, collaborative 
investigation, and shared power, as well as relationship building, better 
communications, recognition of mutual interest, and greater empathy 
(Delli Carpini, Cook et al. 2004; Forester 1999). 

Deliberative processes are particularly useful in building resilience 
because they not only assure broader interpretation of knowledge from 
diverse perspectives, but they also build shared understanding of the 
values that underlie positions and interests; in doing so, deliberative 
processes help generate consensus and capacity for collective action 
(Forester 1999). These attributes develop decision makers’ capacity to 
understand context and alternatives as conditions change and decisions 
need to be revisited (Tyler 2009). 

ISET uses the term “shared learning dialogues” in part to distinguish 
this approach from other types of stakeholder meetings in which mutual 
learning is not the main purpose and participants may be more homoge-
nous. For example, many “workshop” events are intended either primarily 
to transmit information from a trainer to participants, or conversely to 
enable a researcher to collect information from participants; while other 
meetings of peer groups are intended to make decisions. Shared learning 
dialogues build on lessons in social science theory and in professional 
practice. ISET has used SLDs in South Asia to explore climate adapta-
tion and resilience practices at a micro level in a wide range of diverse 
field contexts (Risk to Resilience Study Team 2009). The approach has 
proven highly relevant at many scales, in urban, rural, and peri-urban or 
desakota contexts, and with stakeholders from the village to the national 
level (Desakota Study Team 2008).

 

© Taru
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Genuine dialogue and deliberation among stakeholder participants is 
a defining characteristic of SLD engagement. SLDs can vary in size, 
composition, format, and structure depending on the context, objectives, 
and strategic decisions of the facilitator. An SLD, as practiced by ISET, 
has the following key attributes (see Figure 4.2): 

 ■ Information sharing is multi-directional: Local stakeholders 
representing disparate sectors, scales, or perspectives should 
learn from each other; they should also learn from interna-
tional knowledge presented by external experts, and external 
experts should learn from local stakeholders. The development of 
understanding, therefore, is mutual. 

 ■ The process involves stakeholders in an open manner: Participants 
from diverse groups, interests, and official responsibilities can 
contribute their views and experiences. They have time to absorb 
and think about the information and perspectives of different 
groups before they interact again and work towards the develop-
ment of specific mechanisms for responding to climate change 
risks.

 ■ The process crosses scale, community, organizational, and 
disciplinary boundaries: Shared learning dialogues bring together 
local, regional, national, and global scientific perspectives and 
seek to overcome knowledge systems divides typical of sectors. 
The dialogues will occur at multiple levels where engagement is 
necessary to catalyze effective action.

 ■ The process is iterative: Participants have multiple opportunities to 
share, generate, and understand new knowledge. 

These characteristics may be achieved through a variety of formats, 
methods, and sequencing. For this reason, a critical aspect is that the 
shared learning process should be planned strategically to contribute to 
project objectives by facilitators with strong understanding of the local 
context. In the case of ACCCRN, for example, the project objectives in 
Phase 2 were to engage local stakeholders and to generate a city-based 
resilience strategy that would prioritize specific proposals for action 
to strengthen resilience of the most vulnerable groups in the city. The 
shared learning process was designed to iteratively build understanding 
of city vulnerabilities and then to plan for measures to increase resilience.

In addition to strategic preparation and planning, ISET’s experience 
suggests that successful shared learning processes require a substantial 
time commitment — a minimum of several months to several years, 
depending on the project scale and the degree to which stakeholders 
differ initially in their level of understanding and openness to new 
knowledge. The wider the initial divides, the more time that will 
probably be required. Substantial time allocations are also essential to 
ensure that process leaders and facilitators are able to reach the full 
spectrum of stakeholders, absorb and contextualize new concepts, 
conduct sufficiently rigorous research, and incorporate new knowledge 
into planning processes. ISET has learned that the components of 
the planning process must also be iterative, consistently reassembling 
stakeholders, revising understandings of vulnerabilities, and testing and 
evaluating possible actions. Finally, skilled meeting facilitation, as well 
as the presence of a core group of stakeholders whose engagement is 
crucial to action, are critical to the overall effectiveness of the process. 

The SLD process is not simply a series of meetings but rather a 
semi-structured and strategically facilitated succession of interactions 
that should include significant opportunity for all stakeholders to partic-
ipate and dynamically interact. This can prove challenging and, in some 
contexts, frustrating for organizers and participants alike. Depending on 
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Figure 4.2	|	Shared Learning process: Iterative approach
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dialogue among participants. Early meetings can be intensive discus-
sions used to develop baseline appreciation for the need of the dialogue 
process, some measure of trust and respect among diverse actors, and 
a common understanding of the issue being addressed. Later iterations 
may focus on incorporating cooperatively generated information, 
such as assessments of local vulnerability and risk, into the pool of 
common knowledge; or they may aim to create further opportunities 
to understand the complexities and nuances of how global trends such 
as climate change and urbanization will interact in nonlinear ways to 
affect local response opportunities and priorities. The spacing of the 
SLD gatherings is also flexible; the need to balance process momentum 
together with the time needed to absorb new information, appreciate 
new relationships among actors and institutions, and generate meaning-
ful new knowledge inputs into the dialogue all influence the spacing of 
the meetings. Finally, because iteration in the SLD process is central to 
the sequential development of understanding, a core group of regular 

the ways in which they are designed, SLDs can challenge conventional 
power dynamics, confound existing and seemingly well-established 
doctrine and understanding, and induce interaction between institu-
tions and actors in ways that can feel foreign and uncomfortable to their 
cultural expectations. Because the structure and composition of an SLD 
process can be highly adaptable and malleable, to meet the needs of 
the organizers as well as the social context, the facilitator may choose 
to use any number of tools and techniques to generate discussion and 
interaction. However, the organization convening the SLD process can 
enhance its success before beginning the process by clearly understand-
ing how the integration of global and local knowledge can further the 
project objectives and by engaging a skilled facilitator familiar with local 
issues, power structures, and sensitivities. 

Multiple iterative sessions allow for sequential growth in understanding 
and typically lead to increased levels of comfort and more meaningful 

© TaRU
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participants is required, although not all participants need attend every 
gathering, and new participants should be welcomed for their fresh 
perspectives and contributions. 

As introduced in chapter 2, shared learning processes are central to 
building urban climate resilience. On one hand, the diagnostic processes 
of vulnerability assessment require interaction between climate scientists, 
local experts knowledgeable in the function of urban systems, decision-
making actors, and marginalized agents whose vulnerability might not 
be recognized by others. The iterative interaction among these groups 
and their different knowledge domains is crucial to building a clear 
analysis and common understanding of potential urban vulnerabilities 
to climate change. On the other hand, design of resilience-building 
actions also requires iterative engagement between technical experts, 
system users, and marginalized groups who need access to those systems 
in order to actualize their resilience capacities (see chapter 2). 

Monitoring the results of resilience-building actions similarly requires 
the scientific experts, local system operators or managers, users and 
intended beneficiaries to reach a shared interpretation of outcomes. 
We describe below how the SLD process was applied in different city 
contexts throughout Phase 2 of the ACCCRN program. 

SLDs IN pRaCTICe: 

DeSCRIBING The aCCCRN expeRIeNCe

In all ten cities involved in the ACCCRN program, the SLD process 
was employed as the key tool for early stakeholder engagement and for 
guiding and interpreting other inputs to resilience planning. ISET chose 
the SLD process over other methods of engagement because of previous 
successes in Pakistan and Nepal (described briefly below) in bridging the 
global science and local knowledge divide on related issues and because 
of its structural and contextual flexibility given the diverse contexts 

of ACCCRN cities. The flexibility of the SLD process, which can be 
designed by local organizations to meet the specific needs and goals 
within their own social, cultural, and political boundaries, meant that 
the SLDs in practice were conducted in a variety of formats, employed 
a range of methods, and had different sequencing. 

ISET, in its role as regional advisor to ACCCRN partners, designed 
a structured sequence of inputs and outputs into the SLD process, 
as a guideline. The general model included vulnerability assessments 
(encompassing hazards and social vulnerability), sector studies focusing 
on particular issues of concern, and pilot projects to test early interven-
tions on a small scale. A City Resilience Strategy was designed as the key 
milestone at the end of an initial engagement process (see also chapters 6 
and 7 of this report, about the process and results of resilience planning). 

The objectives of shared learning in ACCCRN, as originally outlined 
to partners, were to: 

 ■ Engage key actors and identify critical climate risks and potential 
responses that build resilience; 

 ■ Build ownership among stakeholders necessary for successful 
implementation;

 ■ Overcome knowledge divides and coordinate across scales and 
sectors;

 ■ Engage vulnerable groups;
 ■ Build understanding of divergent interests of stakeholders;
 ■ Compile and make accessible relevant local information sources.

 
In practice, however, objectives and emphases for the shared learning 
process varied between cities and partners. While ISET suggested the 
sequence, the nature and content of the inputs was ultimately driven by 
the engagement of stakeholders through SLDs. The inputs were intended 
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Shared Learning Dialogue Process in Nepal and Pakistan 

examples	 from	 previous	 ISeT	 work	 demonstrate	 the	 way	 in	 which	

SlD	processes	can	be	tailored	to	the	specific	needs	and	objectives	of	

a	 project.	 ISeT	 and	 its	 partner	 organizations	 applied	 SlD	 processes	

extensively	 in	 the	 “from	 Risk	 to	 Resilience”	 project,	 a	 cost-benefit	

analysis	 of	 disaster	 risk	 reduction	 and	 climate	 change	 adaptation	

measures	 in	specific	 rural,	peri-urban,	and	urban	sites	 in	 India,	Nepal,	

and	Pakistan.	as	in	aCCCRN,	Risk	to	Resilience	was	an	action	research	

program	designed	to	catalyze	new	relationships	and	action	on	a	local	

level	 and	 test	 research	 methods	 (vulnerability	 assessments,	 climate	

downscaling	 techniques,	 climate	 and	 hydrological	 modeling,	 and	

cost	 benefit	 analysis).	 Qualitative	 and	 quantitative	 results	 were	 used	

as	 input	 for	 in-depth	 evaluations	 of	 flood,	 storm,	 and	 drought	 risk	

reduction	 measures.	 beyond	 this,	 the	 team	 evaluated	 the	 robustness	

of	cost-benefit	 itself	as	a	 tool	 for	decision-making	 (Risk	 to	Resilience	

Study	Team	2008).	

The	 process	 applied	 in	 Nepal	 and	 Pakistan	 resembled	 more	 closely	

the	aCCCRN	style	of	engagement	 in	 India	 than	 in	Vietnam,	Thailand,	

or	 Indonesia;	 facilitators	 from	 the	 Risk	 to	 Resilience	 study	 teams	

conducted	 a	 combination	 of	 individual	 meetings,	 multi-stakeholder	

meetings,	homogenous	group	meetings,	and	focus	groups	rather	than	

holding	several	large	multi-stakeholder	meetings.	In	general,	iterations	

with	each	group	or	individual	occurred	three	to	four	times.	The	Risk	to	

Resilience	research	team	functioned	as	the	core	group	for	retaining	and	

transmitting	knowledge	generated	throughout	the	process.	Though	the	

project	spanned	a	similar	timeframe	as	aCCCRN,	the	teams	held	many	

more	SlDs	in	comparison.	

The	 Risk	 to	 Resilience	 research	 teams	 conducted	 SlDs	 on	

national,	regional,	and	local	levels.	They	sought	involvement	from	

institutions,	 agencies,	 and	 organizations	 involved	 with	 disaster	

response,	 management,	 and	 development,	 as	 well	 as	 from	

communities	 identified	 as	 vulnerable.	 meetings	 were	 deliber-

ately	designed	and	structured	with	specific	inputs	and	outputs.	

Individual	meetings	were	generally	preferred	when	meeting	with	

national	level	actors	or	experts	to	create	a	comfortable	environ-

ment	 for	 representatives	 to	 share	 policy	 details	 and	 insights	

about	institutional	operations,	and/or	to	prepare	individuals	for	

larger	multi-stakeholder	gatherings.	Through	sharing	knowledge	

between	research	team	representatives	and	stakeholders,	these	

meetings	sought	to	promote	cross-fertilization,	build	awareness	

and	capacity	within	those	institutions,	and	create	opportunities	

for	relationship	building	and	coordination.	

In	 contrast,	 small,	 homogenous,	 group	 meetings	 were	 utilized	

in	community	contexts,	 similar	 to	 their	application	 in	aCCCRN	

vulnerability	 assessments.	 These	 group	 meetings	 employed	

a	 variety	 of	 participatory	 rural	 appraisal	 tools	 to	 generate	

discussion	of	hazards	and	 responses.	 In	Pakistan,	 for	 instance,	

facilitators	 applied	 hazard	 matrixes	 and	 maps,	 problem	 trees,	

preference	 ranking,	 problem/solution	 preference	 ranking,	 cost	

benefit	matrices,	funding	matrices	(to	assess	financial	needs	and	

burdens	 during	 and	 after	 disasters),	 and	 climate	 and	 weather	

matrices.	 In	 Nepal,	 community	 focus	 groups	 lasted	 as	 long	 as	

two	and	a	half	days.	
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1.		Scoping,	initial	engagement,	and	secondary	review	to	identify	areas	

affected	 by	 and	 vulnerable	 to	 floods,	 along	 with	 local	 perceptions	

regarding	existing	governmental	and	community	or	individual	strate-

gies	for	responding	to	them.	

2.		Intensive	shared	learning	dialogues	with	 local	communities	and	key	

actors	to	identify	key	risks	and	the	array	of	potential	response	strate-

gies.	 These	 included	 1)	 discussions	 on	 the	 nature,	 condition,	 and	

location	 of	 flood	 mitigation	 measures	 that	 had	 been	 implemented	

by	the	government	(e.g.,	embankments);	2)	identification	of	autono-

mous	 responses;	and	3)	 introduction	and	evaluation	of	 the	ways	 in	

which	 climate	 projections	 affected	 perceptions	 of	 risk	 and	 major	

challenges.	

Shared Learning Dialogue Process in Nepal and Pakistan 

3.		Intervention-specific	 evaluations	 and	 technical	 studies	 to	 identify	

key	risk	management	measures,	both	the	more	centralized	structural	

intervention	 of	 embankments	 and	 softer,	 dispersed	 responses.	

benefits	 and	 negative	 outcomes	 of	 both	 were	 evaluated	 with	

communities	through	group	SlDs.	

4.		Ranking	 and	 related	 techniques	 to	 allocate	 relative	 magnitudes	

or	 “weights”	 to	 perceived	 benefits	 and	 cost	 elements.	 facilitators	

used	 ranking	 tools	 to	 access	 perspectives	 and	 insights	 from	 local	

communities,	 and	 additionally	 to	 present	 external	 information	

previously	unavailable	to	the	communities.

5.		Identification	of	changes	in	perceived	benefits	and	costs	to	determine	

the	 robustness	of	disaster	management	 strategies	under	projected	

climate	 change	 scenarios	 and	 the	 direct	 and	 indirect	 costs	 associ-

ated	with	the	types	of	strategies.	

Five Main Steps of the Nepal Shared Learning Process

The	analyses	conducted	as	part	of	the	SlD	process	produced	a	

systematic	 inventory	of	hazards,	 response	 strategies,	 cost	and	

benefit	areas	associated	with	each	strategy,	and	a	relative	weight-

ing	of	those	costs	and	benefits.	In	addition,	unlike	conventional	

cost-benefit	analysis,	the	methodology	incorporated	less	quantifiable	

measurements	such	as	livelihood	resilience,	social	equity,	and	environ-

mental	quality.	
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to proceed in a roughly chronological sequence prior to formulating 
resilience strategies or intervention proposals, but in reality, logistical 
delays and ambitious funder timelines often required that these stages 
overlap. Indonesian and Thai cities began their resilience planning 
processes later than those in Vietnam and India, and thus had even less 
time to complete the process.

In general, the citywide scope of ACCCRN shared learning meant 
engaging a very broad group of stakeholders. Participants included 
government departments and officials, social and environmental NGOs, 
university faculty and researchers, vulnerable communities (reached 
through focus groups or community representatives), members of the 
private sector, and external climate resource people. These participant 
groups involved governmental and agency decision makers to increase 
the possibility that tangible action would be taken as a result of the 
ACCCRN interactions. 

Shared learning processes in Vietnam, Indonesia, and Thailand were 
structured around three to five large, multi-stakeholder SLDs held over 
a period of ten months to one and a half years (the timeline varied 
between countries). These assembled 40 to 60 attendees and used a 
combination of plenary presentations, question/answer sessions, and 
small-group breakout discussions. They were fairly formal gather-
ings held in government buildings or professional conference venues 
and were generally kicked off with opening remarks by a government 
official. In many of the engagements, high-ranking government officials 
such as the mayor attended the first SLD and welcomed participants. 
The meetings were highly structured and facilitated, normally lasting 
an entire workday, and convened both local stakeholders and national 
technical resource people such as climate scientists. Each of the cities 
formed a “working group” composed of core stakeholders who met 
regularly to collate information generated from the process and conduct 
analysis for resilience planning (see chapter 6 for a description of the 
entire resilience planning process in each country). © Challenge to Change
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In India, in contrast, country partners (GEAG and TARU) conducted 
a series of one-on-one and small-group meetings to share knowledge 
among a large and diverse set of stakeholders, rather than holding large 
multi-stakeholder gatherings. When larger multi-stakeholder gather-
ings were employed, they were not always structured as an SLD as 
defined above. In India too, a core group was formed in each city that 
was known as the city advisory committee (CAC — Indore and Surat) 
or city steering committee (Gorakhpur). ACCCRN country partners — 
TARU and GEAG — played a strong role in driving the process with 
these groups, although the degree of ownership and participation from 
the city stakeholders varied among cities. 

In meetings, facilitators employed a variety of tools to stimulate discus-
sion and knowledge exchange. These included:

 ■ Breakout discussion groups: Facilitators usually provided a 
prescribed set of questions depending on the specific context — for 
instance, “What are the most vulnerable groups or districts in the 
city?” or  “Do you agree or disagree with the conclusions of studies 
presented?” 

 ■ Matrices: Participants used matrices in breakout sessions to help 
identify vulnerable populations, areas, and sectors.

 ■ Ranking exercises: During some breakout sessions, groups ranked 
vulnerabilities, projects, or proposed activities based on criteria 
provided by facilitators. This was how participants provided input 
for the selection of pilot projects and sector studies, as well. 

 ■ Note cards: Participants in some cases were encouraged to write 
comments and questions on note cards as a means of providing 
feedback when time was limited or for ensuring participation of 
those less comfortable presenting their views publicly.

 ■ Scenario development: At various stages of the process, facilita-
tors used scenario development as a visioning exercise or to inform 
resilience planning. In Thailand, in the first SLD workshop facili-
tators presented and requested participant input for envisioning 
three future climate and development scenarios. Group SLDs in 
India conducted a similar exercise at the beginning of the resilience 
planning stage.

SLDs in Indonesia, Thailand, and Vietnam followed a similarly 
structured sequence of meetings and inputs. In between official SLD 
interactions, stakeholders participated in vulnerability assessments, 
sector studies, pilot projects, and resilience planning activities, which 
kept them engaged in the process and also generated new information 
and engaged specific “vulnerable” populations. In particular, partners 
conducted focus group sessions or community surveys for the vulner-
ability assessments to inform the shared learning process. 

Specific features of the processes in the four countries are described in 
detail in the next section of this chapter. 
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At the conclusion of Phase 2, ISET staff interviewed ACCCRN 
country level partners about their experience with the SLD process. 
Overall, ACCCRN partners expressed positive experiences with SLDs. 
In Vietnam and Indonesia in particular, the types of interactions held 
through SLDs were ground breaking, as the types of stakeholders 
that participated in SLDs do not frequently meet or share ideas under 
normal circumstances. Partners generally cited the importance of active 
and knowledgeable facilitators and deliberate meeting structure with 
planned inputs and outputs. Meeting ACCCRN-mandated timelines 
proved challenging across all cities, especially in Indonesia, where shared 
learning processes began several months after India and Vietnam, but 
the timeline for outputs into the larger resilience planning process was 
similar. The capacities, leadership skills, availability, and enthusiasm of 
working group and CAC members have demonstrably influenced the 
nature of SLDs and resilience planning in each city. A number of key 
lessons are cited below: 

Structure

Most partners felt positive about the process of sequencing new 
knowledge inputs for SLD discussions. They agreed strongly that 
planners should inject new information into each interaction so that 

the process evolves at each stage and holds the attention of partici-
pants. All partners confirmed the need for considerable planning and 
preparation in advance of SLDs and for clearly defined inputs and 
outputs.

In the ACCCRN experience, the multi-stakeholder meeting format 
demonstrated a number of advantages in promoting transparency, 
formation of partnerships, and multi-directional learning. They also 
provided useful project milestones both for planners and stakeholders, 
but this was a double-edged sword as the “must accomplish” timing 
often disrupted the organic evolution of the city learning and capacity 
building process. 

Timeframe

Partners were aware from initial stages of ACCCRN that the program 
was quite ambitious in scope and demands, given the relatively limited 
engagement period. The timeframe proved even more challenging 
than initially expected, because partners consistently postponed 
SLDs or extended information collection and analysis tasks between 
SLDs. 

SLDS IN aCCCRN phaSe 2: LeSSONS aND ChaLLeNGeS
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Communicating Uncertainty and Climate Concepts

The compressed timeframe also created communication difficulties 
for the meetings. Partners responded that introducing climate change 
concepts and ideas about planning for uncertainty was challeng-
ing and time consuming (see chapter 3). They feared that without 
establishing shared understanding, participants with a higher level of 
understanding would move forward without other stakeholders, who 
would then continue to focus on existing rather than future problems. 
In addition, Vietnamese and Thai partners both expressed the need 
to “check” participants’ understanding of key concepts through side 
discussions in breakout sessions. Thai partners accomplished this 
through holding a climate workshop before the SLDs, as well as 
several workshops during the SLD process. Indian partners found 
that diagrams showing causal loops provided a useful tool both for 
explaining vulnerabilities and eliciting inputs. 

engagement and Crossing Barriers 

The shared learning dialogue process has been effective for engaging 
groups that would otherwise not interact, building partnerships, and 
promoting joint implementation. In Vietnam, partners noted that 
the participation of local community-level leaders in discussion with 
senior city and national officials was unusual; similarly, in Indonesia, 
NGOs do not usually work directly with government officials. In 
this way, partners felt that the multi-stakeholder SLDs created an 
unprecedented space for learning and interaction.

As described above, the composition of the groups represented in 
the SLDs varied between cities for a number of reasons. With the 
exception of the Indian cities, involvement with formal private sector 
actors and industry representatives was minimal and was identified as 
a weakness in the resilience planning process. Vietnamese and Thai 
partners also highlighted the need to involve youth and students in 
order to build new attitudes and awareness among the next genera-
tion of professionals.  

The involvement of high-ranking officials such as city mayors (India, 
Thailand, and Indonesia), municipal commissioners (India), and 
vice chairmen of city People’s Committees (Vietnam) helped attract 
participation from government departments and other organizations 
by demonstrating political commitment to the issues. 

engaging Vulnerable Groups

One intended outcome of ACCCRN is to build the resilience of 
vulnerable groups to urban climate change impacts. The ACCCRN 
experience suggests that reaching vulnerable groups and engaging 
them in the shared learning process requires a multi-layered approach, 
in which SLDs, vulnerability assessments, and pilot projects each 
play a role. In Vietnam, Thailand, and Indonesia, representatives of 
vulnerable communities participated in large multi-stakeholder SLDs. 
This helped ensure that the experiences of these communities were 
included in the growing body of knowledge and understanding; that 
design of vulnerability assessments, sector studies, and pilot projects 
reflected their priorities; and that the community representatives 
themselves developed a greater understanding of their vulnerabilities 
to take back to their community constituencies. 

Large meetings promote multi-directional knowledge sharing by 
gathering all parties in one place — yet they may also constrain 
knowledge sharing of certain partners who cannot attend these 
meetings or feel uncomfortable in that setting (i.e., many women, 
marginalized groups, and representatives of poor communities). 
However, many partners were conscious of the limitations of multi-
stakeholder meetings for engaging populations that are poor and/or 
marginalized. Partners identified the significance of unequal power 
dynamics during the interactions that can lead to dominance of 
certain perspectives and marginalization of others. Unequal power 
dynamics can be mitigated to some extent by skilled facilitation and 
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Facilitation 

The ACCCRN experience also suggests that multi-stakeholder SLDs 
benefit from skilled and active facilitation of meetings, workshops, 
and processes. Partners have indicated the advantages of engaging 
facilitators with an adequate working knowledge of climate change 
so that they feel comfortable engaging on this topic and do not risk 
misdirecting or confusing the participants. Thai partners described 
that their facilitator’s lack of familiarity with climate change present-
ed an obstacle at the first SLD, while the initial round of Indonesian 
SLDs suffered from overly passive facilitation. 

alternative communication tools (mapping exercises, note cards, small 
breakout sessions, etc.). 

The ACCCRN experience and the history of participatory processes 
in development work in general demonstrate the need for multiple 
methods of engaging poor populations in shared learning processes. 
In all cities, community-based surveys and focus groups conducted 
through vulnerability assessments allowed for much greater insight 

and participation for these groups. As noted above, Indian partners 
ISET, TARU, and GEAG led SLDs with slum communities identi-
fied as vulnerable, which generated interest in climate change within 
the communities and provided input for the CAC. Such interac-
tions were especially extensive in Gorakhpur, where GEAG has a 
long-term presence and connections in those communities. Partners 
commented that the interactions were helpful not only for the 
analysis of climate vulnerabilities in the city, but also for stimulat-
ing long-term community engagement (evinced by the appearance of 
participants months later at GEAG offices for follow up conversa-
tions) and assisting community members to approach elected officials 
as informed citizens. 

Large meetings promote multi-directional 
knowledge sharing by gathering all 
parties in one place — yet they may also 
constrain knowledge sharing of certain 
partners who cannot attend these meetings 
or feel uncomfortable in that setting.



VIeTNaM INDIa ThaILaNDINDONeSIa

COUNTRy By COUNTRy: SLDs IN pRaCTICe

In this section, we provide a more detailed narrative of the 
SLD process in the four counties in the ACCCRN project. 
These descriptions provide further insight as to how various 
partners have received and executed the SLD concept, how the 
SLD process is planned, and the constraints and challenges 
SLDs often face (although many of these are unique to the city 
and context in which they are enacted). 
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VIeTNam
SLDs IN pRaCTICe

 
The Vietnamese cities each held three SLDs between 
February 2009 and August 2010 with 50 to 60 attend-
ees, including the city steering committees, technical 
partners, national level experts, representatives of city 
departments, local people’s committees, mass organi-
zations (i.e., Women’s Union, Youth Union, Farmer’s 
Association), and representatives from NISTPASS, 
CtC, and ISET. The lowest level of government 
structure (commune or ward) and the local women’s 
groups and fishermen associations represented local 
communities in vulnerable areas. Initially, the meetings 
attracted few government officials, especially senior 
staff whose time is extremely limited, but by SLD 2 
and 3, most key city government departments were 
represented, though usually low or mid-level officials 
rather than senior decision makers. The composition 
and consistency of government leadership and partici-
pation varied among the three cities.  

Meetings were initially planned by ISET and 
NISTPASS, with ISET becoming less involved over 
time. In each city, the local government organized 
SLD 3 itself. CtC staff with facilitation expertise led 
the meetings in Vietnamese and assisted in coordi-
nating the SLDs. Throughout the process, a project 
steering committee led by the vice-chair of the People’s 

Committee (deputy mayor) has approved decisions and 
provided specific executive direction for government 
agencies in relation to the work plan, including technical 
staff participation in SLDs.

The steering committees in each city also directed the 
working groups, which were formed following SLD 2 
and are responsible for technical coordination, such as 
interpreting analytical inputs and drafting the resilience 
plans. The working groups included representatives of 
multiple local government agencies and local disaster 
response organizations. 

In Vietnam, the SLD process and associated consulta-
tions challenged the conventional top-down Vietnamese 
planning processes. Partners responded positively to the 
innovative practice of convening diverse departments 
and stakeholders and encouraging them to share on an 
equal basis. Participants assessed the process as largely 
successful in sharing knowledge, building collabora-
tion, reaching consensus, and engaging multiple local 
government departments. Through the SLD process 
in Vietnam, local governments and technical experts 
also developed new relationships with universities and 
technical agencies. 

The unconventional approach of the SLD process in 
the Vietnamese social-political context and the lack of 
bureaucratic control also caused discomfort and instances 
of tension (see chapter 6 for more on this). Securing the 
continued involvement of vulnerable groups emerged as 
an additional key challenge. Officials from vulnerable 
communities and members of mass organizations were 

V I e T N a M
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V I e T N a M

strongly reflected in the composition of SLDs 1 and 2, 
but their participation declined as the process shifted 
into the resilience planning stage. Local engagement of 
vulnerable groups was maintained principally through 
pilot projects, community-based disaster risk manage-
ment trainings, and other community engagement work 
supported by CtC in parallel to the SLD processs.

© Jos dielis
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INDIa
SLDs IN pRaCTICe

 
In India, the initial period of Phase 2 was used for 
discussions with a cross section of stakeholders in 
each city, including the city government, NGOs, 
institutions, private sector representatives, and 
others. Subsequently, TARU and GEAG conducted 
stakeholder mapping to better understand the charac-
teristics of organizations and institutions in the city, 
their mandates, constraints, and opportunities for the 
project processes. This kind of institutional analysis 
led to the formation of a city advisory committee 
(CAC — Indore and Surat) and city steering commit-
tee (CSC — Gorakhpur) comprising representatives 
from the local government agencies, NGOs, academic 
institutions, and the private sector in each city. 

gORakhPUR

In Gorakhpur, the shared learning process facilitated 
secondary data collection with key stakeholders such 
as Gorakhpur Municipal Corporation, Jal Nigam 
(water works), the electricity department, Gorakhpur 
Development Authority (GDA), Gorakhpur 
University, and the Gorakhpur Medical College. 
Individual, bilateral consultations were conducted 
during February and March 2009 with the city mayor, 
city members of legislative assemblies, the municipal 
commissioner, and former engineers from water and 

electricity departments. Group consultations were 
subsequently held between March and April with key 
stakeholders including academics, engineers, NGOs, 
journalists, and informed citizens. In March 2009, the 
CSC was formed with 12 members from government 
departments, research institutions, and the medical 
college, along with other key stakeholders. 

Following CSC formation, an SLD was conducted 
with a larger group (including CSC members, elected 
representatives from many municipal wards, private 
sector, among others). The objectives were to identify 
and prioritize the vulnerabilities in Gorakhpur and 
to identify the most vulnerable areas/communities in 
the city. An external consultant facilitated this SLD, 
which involved small breakout group exercises (similar 
to SLDs in the other countries). As part of the vulner-
ability assessment from March to April 2009, GEAG 
engaged with communities in 20 percent of the city’s 
wards through participatory learning and action (PLA) 
techniques like social and resource mapping, as well 
visual tools like maps and aerial photographs. At the 
second SLD, in July 2009, with the CSC and other key 
citizens from Gorakhpur city, the results of the vulner-
ability assessment were shared along with climate 
projections and their implications for Gorakhpur. 
During this SLD, sector studies and pilot projects were 
shortlisted by stakeholders. These were later validated 
and approved in a CSC meeting. 

The CSC continued to meet regularly, and in October 
2009, GEAG organized a large consultation during 
which other stakeholders from the city administra-
tive authorities, citizens, institutions, and media were 

INDIa
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INDIa

invited to discuss and share information on city vulner-
abilities and project progress, including preliminary 
results from the sector studies and pilot project. 

GEAG held a series of SLDs to support the develop-
ment of their resilience planning. Specific stakeholders 
from the city — for example a representative from the 
meteorological department and one from Gorakhpur 
Development Agency — attended the first two SLDs 
on future climate scenarios and urban development 
trends. The third SLD was larger, and participants 
from the CSC and from the earlier two consultations 
reconvened to identify and prioritize present and future 
vulnerabilities for the two most plausible development 
scenarios given the likely climate change impacts in 
the city. Following this, the group identified specific 
resilience actions and/or projects. 

SURaT	aND	INDORe

The process of engagement with stakeholders in the 
cities of Indore and Surat followed a similar pattern. 
Following the round of discussions among various city 
stakeholders in early parts of 2009, the respective CACs 
were formed in June/July 2009. The groups comprised 
the municipal corporations, the City Development 
Agency, NGOs, academic institutions, private sector 
representatives, TARU, and ISET. In Surat, the first 
round of SLDs was conducted as two consultations on 
June 22 and July 23, 2009. During these two meetings, 
TARU and ISET briefed the CAC on projected climate 
impacts, program objectives, timelines and activities, 
and initial results from the vulnerability assessment 
household survey. Participants in this SLD deliberated 
about the vulnerable areas and communities of Surat. 
The CAC further discussed the possible areas for a 
sector study that would provide a better understanding 

© NOaa
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In addition to community surveys 
in both cities, consultations 
with communities from low 

income groups were organized 
in Indore, in which participants 

identified and prioritized 
problems and mapped the root 
causes of each: water scarcity, 

drainage/waterlogging, solid 
waste disposal, and sanitation.

of the inter-linkages and inter-dependencies between 
various sectors, with recommendations on how to 
conduct these studies and who would undertake them. 
In the second consultation held on July 23, 2009, the 
sector studies were finalized with specific guidelines 
for each study. Periodic consultations with the CAC 
— which met almost every other month in the initial 
period — continued to inform the detailed surveys 
(household and community) and the sector studies. 

In addition to community surveys in both cities, consul-
tations with communities from low income groups were 
organized in Indore, in which participants identified 
and prioritized problems and mapped the root causes of 
each: water scarcity, drainage/waterlogging, solid waste 
disposal, and sanitation. The findings were shared in 
a meeting with the Municipal Corporation, attended 
by community representatives. These sessions required 
strong facilitation to maintain focus as participants 
sought to use this relatively rare opportunity to air 
grievances to municipal officials.

The second round of SLDs in Surat and Indore was 
undertaken in April and May 2010, as part of a series 
of consultations intended to develop a set of climate 
and urban development scenarios, construct the City 
Resilience Strategy, and prioritize a set of actions that 
would help in reducing the vulnerability of the city. 
These consultations were termed “Risk to Resilience” 
workshops; participants included members of the CAC 
and additional city persons with specific expertise or role 
in the resilience planning and/or pilot studies. During 
the initial consultation, participants developed future 

urban development scenarios. The subsequent meeting 
sought to identify a set of scenarios through an issue 
matrix (a combination of the urban development trends 
and future climate scenarios), and at the third meeting, 
TARU and ISET shared the draft resilience strategy 
for Surat and a short-list of intervention proposals. 

The process of creating a core stakeholder group in each 
city and working with them for the program’s duration 
had certain shortcomings. The level of involvement of 
stakeholders varied between the three cities: the Surat 
CAC was extremely involved in the process; Indore’s 
CAC was involved to a much lesser extent; and the 
local government in Gorakhpur was the least interested 
of all. The change in Gorakhpur municipal commis-
sioners in February 2010 also hampered the involve-
ment and dialogue process in the city.

Another shortcoming was the lack of representation 
of the poor and marginalized groups in most of the 
consultations. This, to some extent, was addressed 
by having the elected representatives from the wards 
in the large SLDs in Gorakhpur — especially while 
mapping vulnerable areas and communities in the city; 
and in Indore, a separate consultation was held with 
low-income community groups. 

INDIa
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INDONeSIa
SLDs IN pRaCTICe

Bandar Lampung and Semarang each held five 
SLDs during the approximately one-year ACCCRN 
engagement phase, as compared to the three SLDs 
held in each Vietnamese and Thai city during this 
same period. Between SLDs, city working group 
members met to review materials (vulnerability assess-
ments, sector studies, pilot projects), draft concept 
notes and proposals for donor funding, and produce 
inputs for the City Resilience Strategy. Indonesian 
partners have described the SLD as a useful tool, 
especially because of its flexible nature and ability 
to generate active participation. In particular, the 
style of engagement has led to collaboration between 
city government, NGOs, and academic institutions 
that are unusual in the Indonesian city context. The 
ACCCRN process in Indonesia also succeeded in 
getting the local planning boards to consider climate 
vulnerabilities for the city midterm development plans, 
which were finalized in October and November 2010.

INDONeSIa

The Indonesian SLDs assembled a diverse group of 
stakeholders, consisting of municipal departments, 
technical and research partners, heads of vulnerable 
sub-districts, local water supply companies, NGOs, 
representatives of the provincial planning board and 
other relevant organizations, and representatives from 
Mercy Corps and ISET. In Semarang, representa-
tives from social responsibility departments of two 
local private businesses also attended the SLDs. 
Approximately 50 to 60 participants were present at 
each SLD.  

Mercy Corps, with assistance from ISET and input 
from city stakeholders, planned and created the 
agendas for the SLDs, bringing external facilitators to 
lead the meetings. Two Mercy Corps staff members 
are based in each city, with senior staff visiting the 
cities and meeting with the working groups regularly 
to provide programmatic and technical support. City 
teams, consisting of a diverse range of local partners, 
were established during the second SLD and have 
been recognized officially by the city mayors. Smaller 
working groups were established within the city 
teams and are composed of members representing 
NGOs, academic institutions, and city government.
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ThaIlaND
SLDs IN pRaCTICe

Partners have held three SLDs in the Thai cities. 
Unlike in the other cities, Thai partners held a climate 
workshop in each city prior to the first SLD. These 
large events convened a wider group of city stakehold-
ers than the SLDs, as well as officials and community 
leaders from other areas and technical speakers 
presenting on climate change. Thailand Environment 
Institute (TEI) led breakout group discussions on 
concepts such as vulnerability and adaptation, aiming 
to assess participants’ level of climate knowledge 
in order to provide targeted information for the 
subsequent SLD 1.

Participants varied among the three SLDs, however, 
core participants included members of the working 
groups, district and sub-district officials, and the TEI 
project team. Representatives of observer cities that 
are seeking to replicate the ACCCRN process also 
attended the SLDs, and key national and interna-
tional experts were present at SLD 1.   

During SLD 1, TEI facilitators employed scenarios to 
help participants envision future climate and develop-
ment pathways: specifically, “Business as Usual,” “No 
Holds Barred Development,” and “Sustainable ‘Green’ 
Growth.” These discussions helped to determine the 

scope of the vulnerability assessments, as well as the 
focus areas of thematic sub-groups within the larger 
working groups. In the second SLD, participants 
included local NGOs and researchers from local 
institutions, who carried out vulnerability assessments 
and sector studies, and from local communities, who 
took part in focus group meetings, interviews, and 
surveys as part of the vulnerability assessments. In 
these meetings, the researchers conveyed the findings 
of the vulnerability assessments and sector studies and 
provided recommendations on adaptation measures 
to the working groups and government officials. In 
addition, the local NGO representatives presented 
inputs and insights on community needs and priori-
ties. The working groups discussed vulnerabilities and 
existing adaptive capacities, and determined options 
for adaptation and resilience plans. They also discussed 
potential pilot projects in each city. 

The primary participants of SLD 3 were members of 
the working groups and key members of the executive 
groups (including the provincial governors; mayors 
of Hat Yai, Chiang Rai, and selected sub-district 
municipalities; and directors of selected government 
agencies). The discussions, facilitated by TEI, focused 
on development of urban climate resilience strategies, 
collaboration between municipalities across adminis-
trative boundaries, and involvement of key officials 
in implementing activities linked to strategies. This 
led to planning of possible intervention projects for 
ACCCRN Phase 3. Additional meetings were also 
arranged for further discussions on developing.

ThaILaND
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ThaILaND

Whereas the Hat Yai SLDs included city stakehold-
ers outside of the working group, the working group 
members were the main SLD participants in Chiang 
Rai. In contrast, the climate workshops assembled a 
larger stakeholder group in both cities. Between SLDs, 
TEI met regularly with the working groups to provide 
additional support. Although TEI initiated SLDs 
and meetings with the working groups, both working 
groups arranged additional meetings on their own 
without TEI’s presence. This indicates that diverse 
members of the working groups have established good 

working relationships among themselves and with the 
municipalities and other government agencies. A central 
challenge that TEI described was the partners’ ability 
to absorb, understand, and ultimately act on climate 
concepts and the associated ideas of future uncertainty 
that were presented in the SLDs. TEI felt the need to 
hold a follow-up to SLD 1 in Chiang Rai (“SLD 1.5”), 
as partners felt that key topics had not been adequately 
covered or understood during the initial SLD.

© garycycles
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CONCLUSIONS

The ACCCRN experience in ten cities across four different countries has 
reinforced ISET’s prior experience from rural South Asia that a shared 
learning dialogue approach provides a practical foundation for engaging 
local stakeholders in assessing climate vulnerability and building 
local climate resilience. This approach can successfully bring together 
diverse stakeholders, develop among them a common understanding 
of a complex and multifaceted issue, build local capacity, and bridge 
divides between “global” science and local knowledge. SLD processes 
are flexible and iterative, which allows organizers to modify engagement 
techniques, accommodate institutional or cultural boundaries, and space 
the sequencing of interaction to meet local timetables while building on 
cumulative experience and insights. 

ISET’s experience demonstrates the value of SLD processes for climate 
adaptation and resilience planning processes, unfamiliar challenges that 
can be addressed most effectively with appropriate technical (“global”) 
knowledge, local experience, and the participation of those who 
will ultimately be responsible for devising, implementing, and (most 
importantly) sustaining resilience efforts and knowledge generation. 
Shared learning is particularly essential in circumstances where levels 
of uncertainty are high regarding future conditions and, as a result, the 
development of effective responses requires changing concepts, strate-
gies, and techniques conventionally used for sectoral planning. ISET 
experiences, as outlined above, suggest a number of key elements — such 

as group composition, style of meetings, mechanisms for knowledge 
sharing and engaging vulnerable groups, and timeframe — that require 
strategic consideration to help the user achieve the desired outcomes.  

The ACCCRN program demonstrates how such an approach has led to 
tangible outcomes (resilience strategies and implementation proposals), 
new partnerships, enhanced capacities among small groups and greater 
awareness among larger groups, and processes of institutionalizing 
climate change in city governments. ACCCRN partners have expressed 
that the innovative nature of this process can overcome functional 
boundaries, whether through NGOs working with city governments in 
Indonesia, local-level officials meeting with national experts and senior 
government officials in Vietnam, or disparate sectoral representatives 
communicating regularly in India.  

ACCCRN has functioned as a laboratory for a number of methodologies 
for addressing the challenges associated with climate change in urban 
areas. Other key elements of the process used during ACCCRN — the 
use of climate information; vulnerability assessments, sector studies, and 
pilot projects; and the process of resilience planning — are described in 
other chapters of this report.  



Climate change and dynamic urbanization processes present new and 

unfamiliar planning challenges for cities globally. Nowhere is this more 

apparent than in the developing world, where the challenges of urbanization 

and climate are compounded by poverty and social marginalization. Since 

most attention to climate change has focused on reductions in greenhouse 

gas emissions, far less has addressed the equally essential question 

of adaptation. As a result, the body of analysis and practice regarding 

adaptation is limited. “Catalyzing Urban Climate Resilience: Applying 

Resilience Concepts to Planning Practice in the ACCCRN Program (2009-

2011)” reports on the results of an innovative initiative supported by the 

Rockefeller Foundation—the Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Network 

(ACCCRN) program—to assess and respond to the interaction between 

urbanization and climate change and the impacts on particularly vulnerable 

communities in ten medium-sized cities in India, Indonesia, Thailand, and 

Vietnam. 

“Catalyzing Urban Climate Resilience” describes the experiences of ACCCRN 

cities with assessing climate vulnerability and applying emerging concepts 

of urban climate resilience. It presents an innovative resilience-planning 

framework that offers multiple entry points for local resilience-building 

interventions. The framework introduces an iterative shared learning process 

to engage diverse forms of knowledge and build joint understanding and 

commitment to adaptation actions among diverse stakeholders. The 

framework looks at broad sources of risk and opportunities for building 

resilience and helps to identify specifically who might do what to build 

climate resilience. It also helps to identify specific vulnerabilities and 

practical interventions for the urban poor and other socially marginalized 

communities. 

While the framework is firmly grounded in emerging scientific knowledge, 

it is at the same time a practical base for planning and action at the local 

level and for building the knowledge and capacity necessary to respond 

effectively as climatic conditions evolve. The climate resilience strategies 

that cities have developed as part of the second phase of ACCCRN serve 

as early examples of what can be achieved with relatively modest levels 

of investment across a diverse array of urban conditions and governance 

contexts. The ACCCRN experience described in this publication offers 

meaningful innovations in both conceptual synthesis and informed practice 

at local to global levels. It provides the key tools for shared learning, 

vulnerability assessment, and intervention analysis for replication in other 

cities around the globe. 

For more information on Catalyzing Urban Climate Resilience, please visit: 
www.i-s-e-t.org and www.acccrn.org

http://www.i-s-e-t.org
http://www.acccrn.org
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