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This article focuses on collaborative governance and the challenge of participatory processes in order to form integrated
adaptation responses to climate change. The case of Santiago de Chile, where the creation of a Regional Climate Change
Adaptation Plan for the Metropolitan Region was undertaken in collaboration with the Regional Government and the
Regional Ministerial Secretariat of the Environment, provides the experience of such a participatory process being part of
a larger inter- and transdisciplinary project. The article highlights the complexities involved in this process and knowledge
transfer in the context of collaborative governance. The principal challenges identified are: to ‘make the case’ with respect
to climate change adaptation planning; to be able to communicate scientific data effectively and to be clear about
methodologies and uncertainties; and to ensure an integrated, coordinated response rather than sectoral fragmentation. The
paper concludes that despite the complexities involved, participatory planning processes are preferable for urban climate
change adaptation, as such processes are more legitimate and generate the social capacity building and inter-sectoral
cooperation needed in the context of the current governance models in large Latin American cities, as exemplified by the
case of Santiago.
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1. Urban climate change adaptation as a
collaborative, participatory process

To include multiple actors from different sectors and
administrative levels into climate change adaptation has
been increasingly at the fore of contemporary discussions
(Adger, Arnell, & Tompkins, 2005; Birkmann, Garscha-
gen, Kraas, & Quang, 2010; Bulkeley, 2010; Corfee-
Morlot, Cochran, Hallegatte, & Teasdale, 2011; Füssel,
2007; Tompkins & Adger, 2005), owing to an increasing
consensus that political action needs to be undertaken in
order to translate sound climate science into policy and
specific measures, to finance these appropriately (Stern,
2006). According to Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh
(2011, p. 3), collaborative governance ‘captures a fuller
range of emergent forms of cross-boundary governance,
extending beyond the conventional focus on the public
manager or the formal public sector’ and includes public–
private and private–social partnerships and co-management
regimes. Thereby, collaborative governance can be time-
consuming but, on the other hand, can benefit saving con-
siderable time and energy in downstream implementation if

collaboration effectively works (Ansell & Gash, 2007).
Collaborative governance refers to ‘a two-way communi-
cation and influence between agencies and stakeholders
and also opportunities for stakeholders to talk with each
other’ (Ansell & Gash, 2007, p. 546).

Cities in general consist of densely populated areas that
concentrate a significant portion of critical infrastructure
and often represent the most important poles of economic
growth for their respective countries. Climate change rep-
resents an additional stress factor, putting continued econ-
omic stability and the maintenance of critical
infrastructure, such as transportation, health and sanitation
services, upon which urban populations depend for their
livelihoods, at risk (United Nations Human Settlements
Programme [UN-HABITAT], 2011). In the case of devel-
oping countries, urban areas are also home to large popu-
lations residing in risk-prone areas, often with precarious
housing conditions that may even lack adequate basic ser-
vices and infrastructure. In this way, climate change is
likely to have disproportionate impacts on those popu-
lations that are least able to prepare for and respond to
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climate-related challenges and disasters (Satterthwaite,
Huq, Pelling, Reid, & Romero Lankao, 2007), although
all socio-economic strata might be equally effected but
showing different capacities and means to cope with the
impacts (Krellenberg, Müller, Schwarz, Höfer, & Welz,
2013). In any case, integrating climate change consider-
ations into urban planning becomes imperative in order to
minimize possible future costs associated with climate
change impacts and provide improved protective measures
for vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure.

Adaptation, therefore, must become a critical element
of urban planning and development processes, going
beyond simple disaster relief programmes and reactive
funding mechanisms, typically characteristic of city-
region coping strategies.

Furthermore, the issue of how to plan for adaptation to
climate change has become increasingly crucial. As climate
change adaptation can be considered a cross-boundary
issue, as defined by Ansell and Gash (2007), in calling
for collaborative governance, new decision-making pro-
cesses are needed that differ from traditional approaches.
Therefore, collaborative governance is increasingly con-
sidered to be essential in climate change adaptation in
order to bring public, private, civil society and academic/
scientific stakeholders together. Thereby, collaborative
governance moves beyond merely public sector govern-
ment decision-making and prioritization, with a view to
opening up debate on public issues, increasing participation
and enhancing legitimacy for consensus-driven outcomes,
and should be contrasted with forms of governance that
are merely consultative, participatory governing processes
(Ansell & Gash, 2007). It is the multiplicity of actors that
represents the main merit regarding the decision-making
processes, as this allows for inter-sectoral coordination
regarding the generation of effective adaptation measures.
It involves an awareness of the complex ways in which
existing sectoral and spatial urban planning instruments
have been designed and implemented, consideration of
the limitations and opportunities for incorporating climate
change dimensions, and the politics of the process itself.

A collaborative governance framework has the poten-
tial to contribute to more robust strategies over multiple
governance levels and sectors, as such strategies take a
variety of interests and needs into account, while still oper-
ating within the corresponding technical and financial
limitations (Jones, Jones, Walker, & Walsh, 2009; Shaw,
Colley, & Connell, 2007; Vogel, Moser, Kasperson, &
Dabelko, 2007). Despite the desirable results of collabora-
tive governance processes, reaching consensus among
divergent actors and interests is not always a simple or
straightforward task. The involvement of a wide range of
stakeholders can lead to conflictive situations where differ-
ent perspectives across sectors and levels enter into compe-
tition. In this way, participatory decision-making is not
often the most efficient, timely or simplest way to enact

management policies, despite the fact that it has been trum-
peted as fundamental and necessary for issues of environ-
mental management (Moser, 2009; Reed, 2008).
However, it is clear that it is paramount when dealing
with the effects of climate change, which cross traditional,
sectoral lines and have an impact on almost every aspect of
urban development and its management (Barton, 2009;
Roux, Rogers, Biggs, Ashton, & Sergeant, 2006;
Sanchez-Rodriguez, 2009).

It is the complexity of this space – of collaborative gov-
ernance – that is explored in this case study article by
reviewing the participatory process (2010–2012) as one
methodological aspect of a greater inter- and transdisciplin-
ary project (Krellenberg, 2012, Krellenberg & Hansjür-
gens, 2014) for generating a Regional Climate Change
Adaptation Plan for the Metropolitan Region of Santiago
de Chile (MRS) (Krellenberg, Heinrichs, & Barton,
2010). This process involved the participation of key
public institutions, the private sector civil society and aca-
demia, and it demonstrates the complexity and effective-
ness of a collaborative, participatory planning process,
including a science–policy interface.

The basic premise of the article is to provide further evi-
dence from a specific case study in Santiago de Chile,
showing that a participatory, collaborative governance
process is an effective form of generating a coordinated
response to climate change. Collaborative governance in
the way of multi-stakeholder involvement is particularly
important in order to formulate an integrated response, as
climate change is an extraordinarily complex phenomenon
with wide-ranging and simultaneous impacts on various
scales and multiple sectors of urban governance. Further-
more, as in Chile planning and governance schemes are
typically sectoral and non-participatory, the experience in
Santiago demonstrates that collaborative governance can
lead to a heightened adaptive capacity regarding the for-
mation of adaptation measures in response to the main
expected impacts of climate change.

2. Santiago de Chile: challenges and constraints for
urban climate change adaptation planning

It is only during the last five years that detailed information
has emerged on the potential impacts of climate change for
the MRS (Barton, 2009; CONAMA, 2006; Cortés et al.,
2012; Garreaud, 2011; Romero, Salgado, & Smith,
2010). For this reason it is not surprising that the adaptation
debate is a relatively recent one in the Chilean context.
Both the availability of valid scientific data and the exist-
ence of a public debate on the issue of adaptation have
been a sine qua non for being able to start and establish a
participatory process for climate change adaptation at the
regional (metropolitan) level.

In 2005, the National Environment Commission
(CONAMA) contracted the Geophysics department of the
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University of Chile to establish expected climate change
impacts in Chile during the twenty-first century, based on
meta-analysis of global modelling data (CONAMA,
2006). This study was performed on a national scale,
using international climate meta-analysis tools in order to
characterize expected climate patterns throughout the
country. It was not until 2010 that more detail was added
to the regional dimension regarding climate change by
downscaling the available information from global
models to determine the expected impacts of climate
change on a smaller scale (in this case the Metrpolitan
Region of Santiago) in the context of the Climate Adap-
tation Santiago (CAS) project (Cortés et al., 2012,
McPhee et al., 2014). Although there is a range of uncer-
tainty in these results, which is usual for long-term, multi-
variate analyses due to downscaling and data gaps, it is
clear that there are climate change-related impacts that
will alter historical trends in the MRS. According to the
results of the study carried out by Cortés et al. (2012),
the MRS will be subjected to annual temperature rises of
between 2 and 4°C. Extreme heat events in the summer
months are also expected. At the same time, reduced
average precipitation rates and increased melting during
winter will lead to lower flow rates through the region’s
Maipo catchment system. Water availability and its cost
is a variable that links both temperature and precipitation.
Rising temperatures will induce increased water demand
for cooling and irrigation (of agricultural land, public and
private spaces, e.g. gardens and swimming pools), which
implies that conflicts over water supply between different
sectors (e.g. agriculture, mining and residential) as well
as within sectors, are most likely to increase (Heinrichs &
Barton, 2011). Precipitation, while tending towards a
general decline in yearly averages, will come in the form
of more intense events rather than the usual light rain
events (Cortés et al. 2012), indicating continuing flood
hazards. Mapping these hazards and the exposure of
people and homes, and ensuring that planning instruments
take these into consideration, will be increasingly relevant
in order to ensure a reduced risk over the longer term
(Ebert, Welz, Heinrichs, Krellenberg, & Hansjürgens,
2010; Krellenberg et al., 2013; Müller & Reinstorf,
2011). These impacts will have to be considered in plan-
ning the future of the MRS.

3. Participatory adaptation planning in Santiago
de Chile

3.1. Objectives and main focus of the participatory
process

Due to the need for implementing collaborative governance
in decision-making and planning processes for climate
change adaptation, a robust participatory process was
designed in order to bring actors representing a variety of

sectors together. The participatory process, initiated in
2010, included close collaboration between climate and
social scientists in order to prepare detailed but comprehen-
sible accounts of estimated climate change impacts on the
MRS to a wide-ranging group of actors and decision-
makers from regional government, national ministries,
civil society, the private sector and multi-lateral insti-
tutions. The participatory process was organized in the
form of a series of 10 Round Table meetings with represen-
tatives of these organizations. Within this process, existing
measures in the MRS relating to climate change were eval-
uated and prioritized according to their relevance to adap-
tation, and a set of climate change adaptation measures
were developed and determined in a collaborative
manner. Furthermore, the implementation of the measures
in terms of the legal, normative, planning and financial
requirements, as well as the various institutional responsi-
bilities for each measure on a regional scale, was also dis-
cussed and systematized into a complementary
Implementation Manual for authorities.

In this way, the participatory process itself can be
characterized as a form of anticipatory, public and
planned adaptation, as defined by the Inter-Governmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (Adger et al., 2007), in
that the adaptation process occurs before observable
climate change impacts, involving a response from the
public sector regarding a concern for collective welfare,
and in the context of a deliberate adaptation policy planning
process. The general participatory planning process is pre-
sented in Figure 1. For Santiago, this approach represents
an innovative and far-reaching policy process within the
existing planning and governance scheme, as Chile in
general and Santiago in particular are typically character-
ized by non-inclusive, sectoral and piecemeal governance
schemes (Barton, 2009). The participatory planning
process allowed for the scientific results regarding expected
climate change impacts in the MRS to be brought to a
common level of understanding between various local
and regional stakeholders. As a result of the interaction
between the scientific experts and the participating stake-
holders, it was possible to determine what such effects
would imply for the social, political, economic and
environmental systems represented by the various stake-
holder groups.

The overall goal was to generate a collaboratively
developed Regional Climate Change Adaptation Plan for
the MRS by the end of 2012, so that it could be incorpor-
ated into the budgets of those institutions responsible for
the development of a regional climate change strategy:
the Regional Government (Gobierno Regional – GORE)
and the Regional Ministerial Secretariat of the Environment
(SEREMI MA). The first goal was successfully accom-
plished, as the final product of the Round Table process
in the form of a Regional Climate Change Adaptation
Plan was formally presented to the GORE and SEREMI
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MA in November 2012. This plan is to be subjected to
review by all of the regional, sectoral authorities
(SEREMI’s) and a public consultation process during
2013. Following the modifications that result from this
reviewing process, the plan is to be included as an official
annex to the Chilean National Climate Change Action Plan
in 2014.

3.2. The organization of the participatory process

The first step in initiating this collaborative adaptation plan-
ning process was to identify key stakeholders. Links were
established with two key institutional partners based in
the MRS (GORE and SEREMI MA), which are essential
to a process for the development of a Regional Climate
Change Adaptation Plan. The Regional Government of
the MRS is the primary institution for policy formation
on a regional scale, and the Ministry of the Environment
(MMA), which was formally established in 2010, and its
regional branch authority (SEREMI MA), is the Ministry
that is responsible for climate change policy.

Apart from the key institutional partners, about 20
representatives from other regional public authorities,
the private sector, civil society and multilateral insti-
tutions were invited to participate in the process. These
participants were chosen by the project coordination
team responsible for organizing the roundtables in collab-
oration with the core regional partners (GORE and
SEREMI MA) and included those public and private
organizations that have sectoral or spatial influence (e.g.
in water management and land-use planning), as well as

civil society organizations involved in issues related to
participatory governance, sustainable development and
climate change.

It was considered important to include a wide range of
actors so that a variety of interests would be represented in
the formation of the adaptation plan and for potential con-
flicts between different sectors to be resolved through the
participatory process. This differs greatly from the normal
procedure for policy formation in Chile, in which typically
only public sector authorities and some particular special
interests are involved in policy-formation processes, often
producing social conflict when such prefabricated policies
are presented to the public during open audiences at the
end of the process. In addition, including a range of repre-
sentatives from different social sectors meant that actors
were able to share relevant information and experiences,
which proved quite valuable when forming the technical
details and evaluating the feasibility of the adaptation
measures.

Each Round Table meeting included a number of par-
ticipants who attended regularly, in addition to new partici-
pants who were invited in the context of specific issues to
be discussed or who were suggested by Round Table par-
ticipants as relevant actors during the process. This
allowed the coordination team to maintain the continuity
of the process through a core group of stakeholders,
while simultaneously providing enough flexibility to
allow for the participation of actors with specialized knowl-
edge and expertise when necessary and for new relevant
stakeholders to join the process along the way. Figure 2 dis-
plays the various stakeholders involved in the process.

Figure 1. Participatory planning process flow chart.
Source: Authors.
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The participation of GORE and SEREMI MA as key
partners in the project assured a strong institutional
backing and a high level of legitimacy as a collaborative
governance process. As a result, the Round Table meetings
enjoyed high levels of participation. There was general
awareness among the stakeholders that the final objective,
of achieving a viable Regional Climate Change Adaptation
Plan, could be achieved through their direct participation.
This is quite different from other processes whereby scien-
tific reports are generated and presented to policy-makers
for implementation, with little or no follow-up, as if both
elements – science and policy – were neutral and self-
contained (Barton & Kopfmüller, 2012). In this way, the
collaborative governance process reveals the need, ex
ante, to create a space for an exchange of scientific find-
ings, political demands and instrumental options, in order
to provide for an effective science–policy interface and to
legitimate policy decisions through the participation of
various stakeholders in the policy-formation process.

Allmeetings consisted of one ormore thematic scientific
presentations, followed by a participatory activity involving
an activity in which stakeholders reflected on their knowl-
edge and experiences and discussed particular aspects of
adaptation. This included priority action areas, obstacles,

barriers and challenges, possible adaptationmeasures, feasi-
bility and issues related to policy implementation and moni-
toring. The process was designed in this way in order to
strike a balance between socializing scientific results and
engendering reflections on the practical implications of
these results and possible adaptive responses.

In the months between the Round Table meetings, the
participating stakeholders were provided with thematic
briefing papers relating to the issues and concepts involved
in the Round Table process, in order to establish a common
framework of understanding. Less frequent working papers
provide more substantial scientific inputs. In this way, par-
ticipants were involved in a continuous learning process
and had the opportunity to review and reflect upon relevant
information during the periods between Round Table meet-
ings. Table 1 summarizes the Round Table process and
additional papers.

3.3. Challenges of the participatory adaptation
planning process

As with any participatory process, and especially one
dealing with an area as complex and dynamic as climate
change adaptation, certain obstacles and challenges were

Figure 2. Participants in the roundtable process.
Source: Authors.
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apparent from the beginning. The first challenge that
emerged was how to capture and maintain the interest
and commitment of the stakeholders invited to participate
in the process, over an extended period of time (over two
years). Moreover, the process took place in the context of
a situation in which little was known about climate
change adaptation, as this issue at the time was restricted
mainly to academic circles in Chile, and mitigation domi-
nated the overall climate change debate in the public
sector (Barton, 2009, 2013). This aspect is considered fun-
damental, as a collaborative governance process is depen-
dent on a stable group of stakeholders that attend the
meetings regularly, in order to achieve a legitimated, cohe-
sive and inter-sectoral set of measures. Various authors
have noted the complexity of stakeholder involvement
and the legitimacy of decision-making processes in relation

to climate change adaptation (Almansi & Hardoy, 2013;
Anguelovsky & Carmin, 2011; Aylett, 2010; Bulkeley &
Betsill, 2003; Dryzek, 2001; Few, Brown, & Tompkins,
2007).

One of the primary techniques utilized is referred to as
‘making the case’ (United Nations Development Pro-
gramme [UNDP], 2010). This step involves convincing
the participants of the urgency, validity and finality of the
process, as well as the importance of their support within
this process (as representatives of diverse organizations).
Infusing the process with a sense of urgency and impor-
tance was combined with the empowerment of the stake-
holders, achieved by reiterating the fact that their input
would have direct bearing on the final product and
outcome of the Plan. This proved to be an effective mech-
anism for maintaining the interest of a core group of

Table 1. Series of Round Table meetings (with scientific input) and additional material.

Roundtables (RT) – scientific input Briefing papers (BP) & working papers (WP)

RT1
• Introduction to the project
• Adaptation and urban regional planning
RT2 BP1
• Preliminary results on expected effects of CC on the MRS • Urban adaptation to CC: issues & impacts
• General overview of expected impacts of CC on the MRS
RT3 BP2
• Final results on expected effects of CC in the MRS • Urban climate change adaptation planning
RT4 BP3
• Adaptation planning (cases worldwide) and the use of scenarios • Scenarios and adaptation planning

BP4
• City adaptation plans: cases and experiences
WP1
• Executive summary of expected CC for the MRS
BP5
• Adaptation planning instruments

RT5 BP6
• Flood and heat hazard and exposure in the MRS – possible
adaptation measures

• Risk and vulnerability issues in adaptation planning

WP2
• Synthesis report on main findings regarding land use and
vulnerability in the MRS

RT6 BP7
• Water supply and demand in the MRS – possible adaptation
measures

• Sectoral measures for adaptation and synergies

WP3
• Synthesis report on main findings of the Water sector in the MRS

RT7 BP8
• Energy supply and demand in the MRS – possible adaptation
measures

• Building adaptation into spatial planning instruments

WP4
• Synthesis report on main findings of the energy sector in the MRS

RT8 BP9
• Generating adaptation measures: issues and process • Financing adaptation
RT9 BP10
• Implementing adaptation measures: governance and
accountability

• Governance for adaptation planning

RT10
• Regional climate adaptation plan for the MRS

Source: Authors.
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participants, demonstrated by the continuity of their partici-
pation throughout the two-year roundtable process.

The second challenge involved the way in which scien-
tific findings were presented to stakeholders. This implied
adapting the knowledge and science for dialogue and con-
sensus building among a diverse group of stakeholders,
most of who are not familiar with climate change science.
For this reason, it was important for the scientists involved
to develop a common understanding, allowing for a bridge
between scientific data that determined climate change
impacts and how this information could be transformed
into policy (Krellenberg & Barth, in press). Furthermore,
the long-term time horizon and scientific uncertainties
involved are among those aspects that must be carefully
transferred to stakeholders, in order to foster an understand-
ing of why immediate attention and policy formation is
needed, despite the often short-term policy cycles of cities
and regional planning instruments (Toth & Hizsnyik,
2008). The long-term time horizon was specifically
addressed by focusing on an exploratory scenarios approach
that is applied for predicting future climate change impacts
and to develop adaptive measures (Berkhout, Hertin, &
Jordan, 2002; CRIF, 2010; Kopfmüller, 2014; Melone
et al., 2004; Tol, 1998; Turnpenny, Haxeltine, &O’Riordan,
2005). The advantage of this kind of scenario approach is
that the connections between climate change impacts are
linked to other common data trends, such as GDP, popu-
lation dynamics, income, economic structure, household
dynamics and other factors relevant for the city-region.

The third important challenge was to avoid sectoral frag-
mentation during the planning process. Through the Round
Tablemeetings and the associated briefing papers, it was con-
tinuously pressed upon stakeholders that the complex and
dynamic phenomenon of climate change is inter-sectoral by
nature and requires integrated, short and long-term responses.
In this way, synergies and relations between different climate
change impactswere identified by exploring how each organ-
ization could be affected, in order to increase the recognition
of overlaps. This helped to augment inter-sectoral thinking by
stakeholders, and allowed them to discover the necessity of
inter-organizational cooperation and coordination. It is pre-
cisely this notion of collective action and social capital build-
ing that is the basis for a participatory planning approach
(Adger, 2003) to Regional Climate Change Adaptation
Plan formulation.

Finally, it is worth noting that the entire process took
place in the context of a project that enjoyed international
funding from the German Ministry of Environment. Main-
taining a process that involves funding the work of several
international research teams and constant coordination over
a three-year period (including time for both scientific
research and the entire Round Table process) comes at con-
siderable expense, which in this case was largely externa-
lized. Local public institutions made considerable in-kind

contributions through the participation of professionals
throughout the process and the use of public facilities for
various Round Table meetings and other events.
However, it is important to understand that financing a
similar process would be a significant challenge in the
absence of external funding.

4. Lessons learned from the collaborative
governance approach in Santiago de Chile

The principal expectation for the Round Table participatory
process was to achieve a robust and varied approach to
climate change adaptation policy for the MRS, incorporat-
ing the experiences and concerns of diverse group of local
actors. The typical governance regime in Chile is character-
ized by very low levels of public participation, highly sec-
toral planning mechanisms, and scarce interaction between
the public, private, civil society and academic spheres
(Barton, 2009). Given the complex and dynamic nature
of climate change impacts, it was considered necessary to
undertake a collaborative governance approach in order
to generate a series of cross-sectoral adaptation measures
by reaching a consensus among different actors and
sectors that included a variety of perspectives, which
were based on sound scientific inputs. In addition, it was
observed that participatory process inherent in such an
approach was capable of producing a significant degree
of political and social legitimacy, making the political
approval of a Regional Climate Change Adaptation Plan
feasible.

During the Round Table meeting process, stakeholders
were encouraged to actively participate by providing input
and feedback for developing jointly feasible and adequate
adaptation measures. Through various activities, partici-
pants utilized the knowledge they had gained regarding
climate change impacts, adaptation planning and scenarios
in order to determine the strengths, weaknesses, opportu-
nities and threats associated with their current work. The
Round Table process was a means of building social
capital among the stakeholders, as they become increas-
ingly knowledgeable of climate science, adaptation
measures and methodologies, and analysed their own
organizational responsibilities and activities in the context
of climate change.

By undertaking a variety of participatory activities in
which stakeholders from different sectors and management
areas are constantly interacting with each other, the experi-
ence in Santiago has shown that sufficient rapport can be
developed to facilitate decision-making and consensus
building for the final collaborative selection of adaptation
measures. Consequently, as a result of this process the
final Regional Climate Change Adaptation Plan enjoyed a
high degree of legitimacy among pertinent actors in the
public sector. This legitimacy was demonstrated by the
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general approval by the Council of Regional Authorities,
who have reviewed the Plan and provided technical obser-
vations that need to be integrated before it can be subjected
to a public consultation process. As many public authorities
had already been involved in the roundtable process, no
substantial modifications are needed. In addition, the
MMA has committed resources to undertake the public
consultation process, and due to the participation of civil
society, private sector and academic stakeholders in the
process, it is expected that the Plan will be well accepted
by the general public.

To summarize, the lessons learned may be of consider-
able use to other actors involved in similar exercises in
diverse urban and regional settings. Bringing different
sectors and levels of administration and society together
in a collaborative governance approach is an important
step for moving beyond sectoral approaches to problem
solving. The selection of appropriate participants in such
a process is both difficult and vital for consensus building.
It is important to have key partner organizations on-board
from the outset in order to assure other participants that
the probability of the final Regional Climate Change Adap-
tation Plan being implemented is high.

The methodology used for a collaborative governance
process with regards to climate change adaptation has to
be clear and methodical. Adequate time must be given to
generating background information on potential climate
change impacts, to explaining complexity and uncertainty,
and to understanding the interests, strengths and weak-
nesses of different participating actors. Adapting science
to aid decision-makers in assessing relevance, importance
and costs is a sine qua non of climate change adaptation
planning. This involves generating sound science and com-
municating it in effective ways in order to plan responses.

With a wide range of organizations participating in the
Round Tables process in Santiago de Chile, there was a
need to convey the importance of collaborative responses
to the challenges of climate change and to discuss ways
in which different organizations can coordinate their
responses most effectively.

5. Conclusions: the importance of dialogue and
social capital-building in adaptation planning

As with other key political issues, the connections between
different actors and sectors and local actions are not auto-
matic or linear. There is a chasm that is a socio-political
space within which multiple actors engage to promote
certain actions, block others and prioritize according to
interests and pressures. Delving into this socio-political
space openly and recognizing its importance for converting
concerns into actions are essential parts of the process of
climate change adaptation planning.

In the case of Santiago de Chile, this was managed
explicitly and systematically in order to generate a

Regional Climate Change Adaptation Plan for the MRS.
However, the process was fraught with problems that had
to be engaged with along the way. This involved
‘opening up’ organizations, scientists and policy-planning
approaches in order to establish a dialogue regarding the
most effective ways of moving forward in order to reduce
the impacts of climate change on the urban region over
the coming century (Krellenberg et al., 2010). In this
way, the collaborative approach was very helpful for
raising awareness regarding the issue of climate change
adaptation among a variety of sectors and administrative
levels. The organization of a series of ten Round Table
meetings during a period of 2.5 years opened up the possi-
bility for a continuous and horizontally oriented dialogue
between the different actors. This dialogue, despite its
time-consuming nature, was essential for initiating action
against climate change impacts in the context of entrenched
sectoral planning. At the same time, it became clear that
there is no dialogue without a flow of relevant information
and specific activities that facilitate meaningful interactions
and social capital building, thus making the communication
of scientific information a crucial issue of the overall
process. The idea that effectively managing a participatory
process is one of the most challenging aspects of collabora-
tive governance was underpinned by the case of Santiago.
The efforts that were made in order to better understand the
ways a participatory process translates its deliberations into
policy and plans, allowed for the development of the
Regional Climate Change Adaptation Plan, which will
hopefully both increase resilience and enhance response
capacities.

Hence, collaborative governance for climate change
adaptation is a social learning process that can be furthered
by overcoming the gap between the limitations of science
(long-term projections) against short-term political objec-
tives and sectoral perspectives. Stakeholder involvement
can further the potential of effective and long-lasting
implementation, and more proactive rather than reactive
responses to specific events (Amundsen, Berglund, &
Westskog, 2010). In this sense, responses to climate
change impacts need to be carefully initiated. It calls for
a balance between stakeholders that are among the
impacted sectors and those entities responsible for the
final implementation. Climate action plans, climate adap-
tation strategies and other such instruments have the poten-
tial to join sectors and levels of decision-making within an
integrated planning approach, heavily oriented towards
communication and collaborative deliberation (Healey,
1992).

In this regard, the collaborative governance approach
for developing the Regional Climate Change Adaptation
Plan of Santiago de Chile was successful. As the emergence
of several new projects regarding climate change on differ-
ent levels in Chile reveal, the dialogue on these issues is
coming more and more into the focus. As the collaborative
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governance approach presented in this case study was the
first of its kind regarding climate change in Chile, it can
be assumed that it had a significant influence on social-
capital building.
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