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Abstract  

Global disaster risk governance frameworks as well as recent urban climate governance models often 
suggest countries and local governments to create multi-stakeholder platforms through which the 

process of institutionalizing risk reduction and adaptation actions can be catalyzed and accelerated. 

Using exploratory research design and longitudinal observation, this paper examines the process of 
‘exit points’ in mainstreaming climate resilience and adaptation in Indonesia through experimental 

climate governance model recently promoted by Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Network 

(ACCCRN) Project in Semarang City, Indonesia during 2009-2016.  The findings suggest that the 

complex interplay of agencies with institutional uncertainties have pushed city stakeholders to opt for 
multipronged approach including a shift from multi-stakeholder platform towards NGOnization – a 

shifts of a formal and multi-stakeholder arrangements into informal modes of governance where 

NGO-like structure is viewed as a temporary institutional solution. The good news is despite delayed 
progress in formal institutions, it is observed that knowledge and technology transfer emerged as a 

long-term legacy of ACCCRN in Semarang City. 

Keywords:  

Urban Adaptation, Risk governance, Institutionalization, ACCCRN, NGOnization, Climate 

Resilience. 

1. Introduction  

There have been internationally-funded climate resilience initiatives around the world such as Asian 

Cities Climate Change Resilience Network (ACCCRN) and 100 Resilient Cities (the initiatives from 

Rockefeller Foundation), Making Cities Resilient campaign (from the United Nations International 

Strategy for Disaster Reduction – UNISDR), and the UN-Habitat’s City Resilience Profiling 

Programme and others. In addition to these initiatives, both Hyogo Framework for Action for Disaster 

Risk Reduction (HFA) and later Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR) have been 

serving as a platform to promote resilience beyond urban and rural divides. 

Researchers have been arguing that the best instrument for addressing climate change is to work 

through the existing development process and mechanism1 which can be defined as existing 

institutional machineries, ranging from bureaucratic processes and routines to existing political and 

social economic institutions and formal/informal processes that deal with the complexity of urban 

development. However, in traditional development policy context, climate change is a nascent policy 

domain that is foreign to many developing countries' city managers.2 It quite clear that integrating risk 

and vulnerability information into development planning is crucial.3,4 Institutionally speaking, the 

question is how can this vision be a routine development process? 

                                                             
1 Román et. al., 2012 
2 Carmin et al., 2012 
3 Funfgeld, 2010 
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There are still knowledge gap in understanding the day to day processes of institutionalizing climate 

resilience in cities around the world. Most research on climate resilience mainstreaming focused more 

on the barriers while failed to ask question under what condition a city could adapt to climatic 

changes.5 

HFA’s norm of that Institutionalization takes place via a clear legal framework, which eventually 

enables governments at different levels to develop comprehensive disaster resilience implementation.6 

HFA advocates for ‘strong basis for implementation’ as Institutionalization process which requires 

constitutional basis, resource allocation and existence of multi-stakeholder platforms to ensure 

continued commitment and implementation of disaster resilience agenda.7 However, having a legal 

framework does not necessarily make one local government to have strong basis for resilience 

implementation, as advocated by the HFA, simply because there are many institutional dimension of 

resilience implementation and they do not coexist in harmony but instead conflict with each other.8 

Roberts (2008) narrates the long-term evolution on the process of climate change Institutionalization 

in long term development context of Durban, South Africa.9 Roberts offers a practical framework 

namely ‘institutional marker’ where she identifies Institutionalization or mainstreaming of resilience 

via multipronged approach including: First, the existence of local champion that serves as a 

messenger and climate policy entrepreneur; Second, the adoption of certain climate change issues in 

municipal plans; Third, resource allocation (human and financial) for climate related issues; Fourth, 

climate change becomes an important factor in both political and administrative decision making. 

Responding to the challenges at local and national where climate adaptation agenda remain unclear 

and local capacity remains low, Sharma and Tomar (2010) suggested ‘entry points’ including 

embedding adaptation and resilience through existing development and disaster management plans.10 

To gain quick wins, ‘entry points’ approach has also been promoted by some researchers such as 

Bahadur et. al. (2016).11 However, the challenge of ‘exit point’ after the end of international projects 

remains an important issue for local actors. The question is how recent how exogenously-driven 

climate change policy can be superseded by an endogenously-driven policy and resources.12 

This paper aims to examine processes ‘exit points’ as part of efforts to mainstream and institutionalize 

climate adaptation and resilience building in the City of Semarang, Indonesia. It further highlights 

challenges and opportunities of climate change adaptation integration into local development policy in 

Indonesia based on the experiment of ACCCRN in Semarang City in Indonesia. The key questions 

include: how can the cities sustain climate adaptation policies and practices emanating from the 

ACCCRN initiatives?  And how actors and policy makers institutionalize climate resilience planning 

or what model of Institutionalization emerges from ACCCRN initiatives in Semarang city? 

This research used both exploratory research and longitudinal observations to understand the 

evolution of Institutionalization processes during the year 2009 to 2016. Participant observation and 

stakeholder interviews were done during field work in June–December 2012, followed by personal 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
4 Heazle et. al., 2013 
5 Pasquini et. al., 2015 
6 UNISDR, 2015 
7 Ibid. 
8 Lassa, 2011 
9 Roberts, 2008 
10 Sharma and Tomar, 2010 
11 Bahadur et. al., 2016 
12 Nugraha and Lassa, 2018 
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correspondence and interviews during 2013 and 2015, while desk research was done during 2012-

2018. 

2. Building Resilience in Semarang City under ACCRN 

2.1 ACCRN in City of Semarang 

Despite greater acknowledgement of its importance, climate resilience is still a foreign concept to 

most local government especially local officials in developing world.13 Indonesia government has 

recently developed a climate change adaptation strategy for diverse sectors at national level. While at 

sub-national levels, provincial, city and district governments have struggled to deal with climate 

change because their capacity to proactively develop anticipatory climate policy remains weak.14 Very 

few stakeholders understand the importance of considering climate change in city planning.15 

Responding to these institutional gaps, the Rockefeller Foundation, through the $59 million multiyear 

project namely Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Network (ACCCRN) have been supporting 

50 secondary cities including its two pioneering cities in Indonesia—Semarang City and Bandar 

Lampung City—to help these cities develop resilience strategy and build resilience.16 The ACCCRN 

Project facilitated and promoted the ideas regarding climate resilience and adaptation policy and 

initiated the processes related to vulnerability assessments and the development of climate resilience 

strategy, piloting adaptation projects and triggering city scale interventions. The project seeks to 

imprint sustained pathways within cities through the urban climate governance initiatives.17 

Semarang City was selected by ACCCRN because the leader of the city indicated high level of 

interest and commitment to strategically implement climate change adaptation programs.18 The project 

started in 2009 and ran until 2016. Three specific outcomes of ACCCRN include (1) an improved 

capacity to plan, finance, coordinate and implement climate change resilience strategies in the 

selected cities; (2) the creation of shared practical knowledge to address urban climate change and 

deepen the quality of awareness, engagement, demand and application by the selected cities and 

others; and finally (3) expansion of the ACCCRN models for urban resilience-building. 19,20  

2.2 ACCRN Processes and Semarang City Team Formation 

During the early set-up (2009–2011), a Semarang City Team (SCT) was formed, composed of an 

advisory team and a technical team. The advisory team consists of representatives from the city 

government, led by the city's executive secretary under the city's mayor, and the technical team 

consists of representatives from municipal government agencies, local universities, and local NGOs. 

The role of the SCT is crucial, as they are to monitor, control, organize, conduct studies, manage 

projects, and report on all activities, processes and methodologies applied under ACCCRN. The City 

Team was mandated to lead, facilitate and catalyze the development of the city resilience strategy 

document and promote the adoption of the strategy at the policy level. 

The ACCCRN project has unfolded in four phases. The first phase (starting 2009 – the introductory 

phase) involved the city selection and early shared learning dialogues (SLDs) where city stakeholders 

                                                             
13 Carmin et. al., 2011 
14 Nugraha and Lassa, 2018 
15 Sutarto and Jarvie, 2012 
16 Mercy Corps, 2017 
17 Archer and Doodman, 2015 
18 Sutarto and Jarvie, 2012 
19 Brown et al., 2012:532 
20 Tyler and Moench, 2012 
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were invited to participate and were able to learn and share climate change concerns. SLDs is critical 

part of ACCCRN’s urban governance framework as it emphasized on capacity building and shared 

learning. During the second phase (2009–2011), ACCCRN worked through the City Team to 

complete with ACCCRN Indonesia (Mercy Corps) and the Rockefeller Foundation conducted pilot 

projects and sector studies. The third phase (2011–2013) included the completion of the city resilience 

strategy (CRS) and the development of concept notes towards prioritized intervention. Real project 

implementation occurred in the third phase. The final phase included engaging and influencing 

process at national level. Recently ACCCRN Indonesia has been expanding their reach by working in 

15 other cities that have shown strong interest in replicating resilience building processes.21 

The ACCCRN Indonesia country strategy 2010–2013 focuses on four key activities or steps. First, to 

manage the project implementation in the cities, targeting the capacity-building of City Team 

members, transforming the City Team into a city climate change resource center and facilitating 

external support for the city government. Second, to disseminate the ideas and educational materials 

of urban climate change resilience through multiple means such as social networks, conferences and 

workshops. Third, to link up with the national government ministries. Fourth, to scale up projects 

through the city head (mayors') associations and other national and international network 

operationalized in Indonesia. The City Team has been implementing adaptation options that include 

the establishment of flood warning systems and the capacity development of the local communities to 

conserve the mangrove ecosystem in the coastal areas of Semarang City.22 

2.3 Vulnerability and Risk 

Semarang City has been increasingly affected by natural hazards and climate risks. The main reason 

for the rise in risk level and vulnerabilities is the wide spread of urban settlements that has taken place 

over the last four decades. There are currently approximately 1.58 million people living in the city. 

The city has grown from an average density (people/km2) of 2,410 in 1977 to 4,089 in 2016 where 

some sub-districts such as Central Semarang and North Semarang host more than 11,000 people/km2. 

Today, some parts of the city near the north coast have been ‘sinking’ due to high rate of land 

subsidence.23 The situation is likely to worsen in the future due to increases in mean sea level. Land 

subsidence continues to occur at the rate from 1 mm/year to 10 cm/year and even beyond (Kuehn et 

al., 2010). It is predicted that by 2020, a total of about 5 percent of the city’s area will likely be 

inundated,24,25 significantly affecting a large population and many strategic assets such as the seaport 

infrastructure.   

The ACCCN project, through a group of scientists and stakeholders conducted a vulnerability 

assessment (VA) of Semarang city. The VA document concludes that climate change is likely to 

amplify hazards such as floods, coastal inundation, drought, erosion and coastal abrasion.26 The 

impacts of floods include loss of assets, loss of agricultural crops, disruption of urban transport and 

sometimes loss of life. Inundation is associated with an increase in water salinity, pollution of clean 

water sources, business disruption, and damage to buildings and houses. Drought in the city is 

associated with an impact on the failure of urban agriculture, reduced availability of water and water 

                                                             
21 Mercy Corps, 2017 
22 Sari and Prayoga, 2017 
23 Chaussard et al., 2013 
24 Marfai et al., 2008 
25 Marfai and King, 2008 
26 ACCCRN et. al., 2010 
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scarcity in many sectors. Erosion and abrasion of coasts have caused damage to buildings and houses, 

affected city infrastructure and resulted in loss of life. 

2.4 City Resilience Strategy 

ACCCRN facilitated the drafting of City Resilience Strategy (CRS)—a fundamental framework that 

aims at guiding a city to develop policy anticipating and addressing future impacts of climate change. 

The key features of CRS include a document containing broad guidance, prepared by local 

stakeholders and local government; vulnerability and risk context, organized evidence and analysis 

justifying adaptation interventions; priorities for resilience actions; consistency with existing planning 

documents and processes that can easily be used by local government agencies; guidance for the 

private sector and civil society groups to design and implement their own adaptation actions; and 

linkage and coordination with complementary activities for donors and other funding.27,28 

The purpose of the CRS document was also to inform other development policy documents in 

Semarang City such as Mid-Term Development Plan (RPJMD) document. One of the reasons for this 

adoption (measured by citation) is because the Chief Executive of the SCT and the Bappeda Head of 

Planning Unit happened to be the same person. The City Team is managed under the leadership of 

city development planning department (Bappeda); this coincidence allows the CRS to inform mid-

term development plan (RPJMD) for 2010–2014 period and Semarang Spatial Planning 2011–

2030.29,30 

3. Institutionalizing Climate Action 

3.1 Not an Easy Beginning 

While Semarang City is not entirely unique in an Indonesia context, one should note that managing 

city political dynamics is vital to urban sustainable development. As in the case of the other ACCCRN 

cities in Indonesia such as Bandar Lampung City, the mayor and city bureaucrats should secure their 

green development agenda amid highly contested political space.31,32 The ruling party in Semarang,—

(the mayor's party), owned only 8 out of 45 seats in the city parliament. Therefore, the mayor should 

get support from other legislators to get an annual budget approved. Delays often occur due to 

disagreement by the majority of the seats in the parliament. In 2006, it got delayed for 36 days for the 

city fiscal to get approved. 

The worst situation is where there is tension between executive and legislative branches of local 

governments, delays in approval mean delays in implementing regular development projects including 

climate adaptation projects funded by local government. Under this circumstance, the city leadership 

often endeavored to speed up the processes involving certain institutional irregularities that may risk 

any innovative program initiated by the city government. Significant progress has been made in the 

last five years where approval in fiscal allocation have been made on average 30 days in advance. 

This allows the city government to plan ahead and execute projects in a timely manner. 

In Semarang City, the previous mayor who once won the hearts and mind of the people in Semarang 

City understood that some of the city legislators asked for bribes as a result for their agreement on the 

                                                             
27 Tyler and Muench, 2012 
28 Sutarto and Jarvie, 2012 
29 Purnomo, 2012 
30 Gunawan, 2012 
31 Lassa and Nugraha, 2015 
32 Nugraha and Lassa, 2018 
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2012 fiscal plan (ABPD 2012). In short, based on the allegations, the bribing plot by the city 

executive based on 'requests' from legislators was laid out to the Indonesian Corruption Court, who 

found strong evidence that there had been pre-ordered deals behind the fiscal agreement. 

One piece of evidence presented in the corruption court was the case of a budget increase for 

Semarang City drainage. The main argument was technically correct, as the drainage needs to be 

rebuilt to tackle larger flooding in the future, especially anticipating climate extremes. Therefore, the 

city public works department should have their budget increased by the city legislators. The bribe was 

committed by the city secretary and acknowledged by the mayor. 

According to one of the interviewed legislators, the temptation from the city government to bribe is a 

complex phenomenon. He argued that his party often protects its members from the bribing trap. In 

fact, he argued that even the ruling party members on many occasions did not fully support the 

mayor's innovative ideas.33 What is interesting is the fact that some city politicians are also seen as 

reform-minded and clean.34 

3.2 Role of Local Champions 

Local champions have been the key officials whose strong passion and interest in promoting 

innovation within the local government level were seen as vital.35,36,37,38 These champions tend to have 

a balanced self-interest and public interest in promoting climate resilience agenda not only in 

Semarang but also in other ACCCRN city such as Hat Yai City, Thailand.39 

Apart from the decision letter from the former mayor and the present mayor concerning the formation 

of the SCT (see Table 1), no formal regulation was created at the city level to sustain the climate 

adaptation consideration. According to Hudoyono (2012)40, ‘climate change had not got the attention 

of the city government’. He argued that the conditions were different at the PSDA because the office 

allocates no explicit earmarked budget for climate change. However, the office focuses on the regular 

climate-related impacts or risks such as floods and robs (coastal inundation). In addition, climate 

change has not yet been accounted for and anticipated in terms of the technical design of drainage and 

other water infrastructure. Instead, reactive adaptation has often manifested in the form of the 

rehabilitation of drainage infrastructure after flooding. 

The good news is that the City of Semarang recently revitalized the roles of Bappeda from a 

traditionally less influential department to a stronger institution whose mandate is not only 

coordinating city planning but also monitoring evaluating city departments and sectoral development. 

In addition, the reform acknowledges the roles of RPJMD as a reference point for planning to which 

all SKPDs should be accountable. Bappeda now is just like a sharp knife’ because the agency has 

started to re-establish its mandate not only as a gatekeeper and quality controller for city development 

                                                             
33 Purbono, 2012 
34 Inayati, 2012 
35 Purnomo, 2012 
36 Sutarto and Jarvie, 2012 
37 Carmin et al., 2012 
38 Budiarti, 2012 
39 Siriporananon and Visuthismajarn 2018 
40 Hudoyono, 2012 
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planning agenda but also as a sharpener of ideas.41 In reality, it has just been functioning as a positive 

advocate for any innovative policy including climate change.42 

Effective progress towards building resilience in Semarang City has been associated with the roles of 

local champions. One of the champions is Mr. Purnomo Dwi Sasongko (hereafter Purnomo), who was 

recently promoted to Executive Secretary of ICLEI (the International Council for Local 

Environmental Initiatives) of Southeast Asia. He joined the SCT in Semarang in 2011, soon after he 

took the post of Head of the Planning (and Infrastructure) Unit of Bappeda. Purnomo is the key 

climate risk communicator and 'ACCCRN spokesperson' to the city's high officials, such as the head 

of Bappeda and the mayor. He is aware that the importance of climate risk communication and 

strategic sense-making among the city departments are a necessary condition to create critical 

awareness regarding the importance of climate integration into city development. Purnomo believes 

that Bappeda remains the city coordinating body overseeing annual development plans from 32 

departments (a.k.a. local government units shorted as SKPDs). 

To the Public Works department, Purnomo could clearly articulate the linkage of drainage 

maintenance with climate adaptation. As a planner who only recently transformed himself from being 

in relative climate ignorance to becoming a climate advocate within the city planning departments, 

Purnomo believes that adaptation can be linked to many urban sectors, from public works to marine 

and fisheries, water resource management, disaster risk management, environmental services and 

protection, health, etc. ‘Adaptation is not an extra task for city departments if the key staff in the 

departments understand how to integrate climate change adaptation into existing issues’.43  So far, the 

CRS and VA documents are considered 'academic inputs' to the local government. ‘The city needs to 

deepen the climate adaptation details’.44 

From 2009–2013, there has been a shift in the governance structure of the SCT. During 2009–2011, 

the leadership was collective. One of the lessons suggested that under a collective leadership, each 

party was reluctant to take initiative. In addition, appointing a daily operational coordination by a 

chief executive from the city's Environmental Office made it difficult to organize climate awareness, 

because the Environmental Protection Agency does not have a formal mandate and capacity to 

coordinate multi-agencies or not capable to exercise "command and control" of 32 departments in 

Semarang City government. The present structure is seen as a more functional system in which, under 

Bappeda coordination mechanism, climate change adaptation can be easily communicated and 

mainstreamed throughout the cities' policies and programs.45,46,47 

To some extent, climate change related discussion via shared learning dialogues (SLDs) have been 

directly ‘fast track’ into policy and practices. For example, the adoption of CRS recommendations 

such as rainwater harvesting and a flood early warning system have been adopted as both policy and 

programs in the city.48,49 

                                                             
41 Lutfi, 2012 
42 Purnomo, 2012 
43 Purnomo, 2012 
44 Ibid. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Gunawan, 2012 
47 Sari, 2012 
48 Purnomo, 2012 
49 Gunawan, 2012 
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However, the perceived challenge remains. Most SCT members shared the concern regarding to 

sustain the climate change adaptation agenda once ACCCRN completed its support in 2016. There 

has been an embedded problem within the local government bureaucratic system since the 

decentralization period.50 Key government officials often transfer from one department to another 

within the city government without prior notice. Volatile city politics, such as the dynamic 

relationship between the mayor's office and the city's legislators, is also a challenge to sustain and 

continue innovative program not only in the context of ACCCRN. 

3.3 Fiscal Capability and Allocation 

Cities can generate higher (fiscal) capacity and welfare that can assist their urban population to reduce 

existing risks.51 In Indonesia, local opportunities for climate adaptation can be created through self-

sustaining incentives that directly shape adaptation imperatives. The increase in cities' capacity to 

reform their local tax and retribution and curb corruption in tax collection, as demonstrated by Bandar 

Lampung City, is key to boosting fiscal capacity so cities can have greater freedom to invest in the 

sectors that challenge them most.52 

One of the side effects of the ACCCRN initiative is that the Semarang City Planning Agency recently 

acknowledged the fact that almost all the coastal areas in Semarang are owned by private firms, 

making it particularly difficult to create mechanisms for coastal protection. The city face serious 

governance challenges and financial burdens in buying back the coastlines. The SCT influenced the 

city officials to plan to buy some of the coastal lands for public access. 

Achievements have been made at the inclusion of some proposed activities from the CSR document 

into annual program and projects. High degree of visibility of urban risks in Semarang City has made 

it easier for the rest of the city departments to consider climate change adaptation in annual budget 

allocation. Transformation is seen at the discursive level. For instance, at the earmarked budget line, 

there was no single indication that the Environmental Protection Office (BLHD) had made allocation 

for addressing the impact of climate change during 2005–2010 budgets. While for the 2011–2015 

period, the city started to allocate US$10,000–12,500 annually to either host regular meetings of the 

SCT or to allocate annual budgets to scale up rainwater harvesting and mangrove ecosystem 

development during 2011-2013. Climate change is budgeted under the 5th program of BLHD, namely 

'protection and conservation of natural resources’.53 

Since the fiscal capacity of many cities in Indonesia has increased in the last 10 years, including the 

City of Semarang, Semarang City has the capacity to fund its own climate adaptation activities in the 

future.54 During the 2012 fiscal period, under the flagship of 'climate adaptation', the city managed to 

allocate US$ 100,000 to buy back some hectares of coastal land.55,56,57 In the future, the plan to buy 

back land is expected to continue as long as the land value goes down as a result of nearly permanent 

inundation in the northern part of the city. 

                                                             
50 Lassa and Nugraha, 2015 
51 Lall and Deichmann, 2009 
52 Lassa and Nugraha, 2015 
53 BLHD, 2011 
54 Lassa and Nugraha, 2015 
55 Lutfi, 2012 
56 Gunawan, 2012 
57 Purnomo, 2012 
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3.4 Scenario for Institutionalizing Resilience and Climate Adaptation 

Regarding the adaptation continuity after the exit of ACCCRN in 2016, it has been discussed that a 

unit outside the government may be useful only for conducting objective study to inform city 

planning.58 At least three scenarios have been discussed by members of the SCT concerning how to 

endogenously sustain climate change intervention in Semarang City beyond 2016, after ACCCRN. 

The first scenario was a voluntary mechanism. This suggests that committed individuals from city 

departments could influence from within their discretionary roles in planning at sub-department and 

department levels. Their personal network with the higher authorities is the key condition to promote 

the idea of urban sustainability. This option is seen as limited and volatile due to the fact of high 

mobility/turnover of staff.  It requires committed leaders at all levels, and reality suggests that the city 

does not have this luxury all the time.59,60 In fact, there is only a small minority of positive deviant 

bureaucrats that function as climate goal-keepers in their own departments as well as city secretariat 

levels. Furthermore, they reflect that the target to have both VA and CRS or any CC-related document 

has not been clearly translated into formal city regulations. 

The second scenario involved mandatory mechanisms, which works through formalized processes 

with clear mandates and responsibilities as in the case of Surat.61 Therefore, city resilience-building 

should be translated as formal roles and mandates for the relevant city institutions. From this point, 

the institutions will decide the focal points (persons) that may be fit for the task of being climate 

advocates. The first was having a strong formal scenario where there should be a regulation translated 

into annual operation (e.g. protocol or standard operational procedures) for planning and financing the 

city. This further requires changes at higher levels, e.g. a Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA) 

regulation that mandates city governments to consider climate change as a cross-cutting issue. The 

second approach is a less formal scenario where local governments, at least at the mayor and 

legislative levels, can co-create climate regulation/legislation informing by the VA and the CRS 

documents.  

The latter scenario can be achieved through three steps. First is to create a mayoral regulation that 

could function for five years, suggesting that city departments work according to the mayor’s interests 

as reflected in the regulation. This can be done at any time as long as the mayor is interested in and 

committed to the issue. Second, the mayor’s five-year development agenda, reflected in the city’s 

mid-term development plan (RPJMD), must cite or adopt a climate adaptation agenda. This can be 

effectively done when the mayor enters the office for the first time if the climate adaptation advocates 

are successful in influencing his/her five-year development planning draft. Third, a more long-term 

approach is that the city can create a local regulation that can be co-drafted by both departments and 

endorsed by the mayor with or without the support from the city legislators. The latter process 

involves a lengthy process including political lobby with some degree of uncertainties. 

The Third Scenario involves transforming the present SCT into an NGO-like structure, where it can 

maintain its flexibility and interest in promoting climate change adaptation by working through 

personal contacts among the city's decision-makers. This option, of NGOnization, in theory could 

work in the short term. It would already have been exercised in many places in Indonesia where 

strong environmental NGOs have been working over the last decades. However, strong environmental 

                                                             
58 Ibid. 
59 Prihantoro, 2012 
60 Purnomo, 2012 
61 Karanth and Archer, 2014 
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NGOs do not always succeed in the long run especially when local political and administrative 

context change and funding mechanism for NGOs is not certain.   

Climate vision is a long-term concern that spans beyond 50 years, while the long-term vision of 

Indonesia's development is only 20 years. The business-as-usual practice of drainage design has a 50-

year return period. Climate change impacts are projected 80–100 years out.62,63 What is interesting is 

the view of the SCT that functions as a hub of knowledge (or rather as a discursive machine) and 

technology transfer for climate adaptation. Technology transfer is exemplified by the transfer of 

technology and knowledge of Flood EWS and appropriate breakwater technologies to protect 

mangroves (Hudoyono, 2012).64,65 

3.5 Multipronged Institutionalization for Climate Governance 

A closer look at the work of IUCCE indicates that the organization has been playing roles as a think 

tank that work beyond the city jurisdiction. Some of the products include technical guide on 

community-based disaster risk reduction, documentation of knowledge concerning mangrove and 

flood early warning systems etc. While IUCCE can be still functional as an informal "City Team", it 

is conclusive to argue that investment of ACCCRN has been clearly successful in terms of knowledge 

and technological transfer. 

After the ACCCRN, the formality of STC is not diminished despite the fact that incentives for regular 

activities, pilot projects as well as adaptation projects such as flood warning systems (Sari and 

Prayoga 2017) has been literally stopped. While at the same time, the Semarang City graduated from 

ACCCRN into the new initiatives namely 100 Resilience Cities project funded by the Rockefeller 

Foundation. New rules of the game is played.  

In brief, the key players have been trying to develop multi-prong strategies that allow them to sustain 

the climate resilience and adaptation discourse not only in their city but also beyond their localities. 

4. Discussion 

Given the not easy beginning in 2012 (See 3.1), SCT members have been purposefully distanced from 

politics. One study suggests that NGOs should be ‘working politically’ through a basic ability to 

'identify allies and opponents within and outside the government, mobilize constituencies and engage 

in coalitions for change, and use their political power to negotiate agreements with elites' (of city 

political and executive government).66 

The SCT members have been dominated by technocrats (e.g. city bureaucrats and academics) as well 

as NGOs that have been reluctant to include legislators including the reform-minded ones, as argued 

that good legislators are hard to find in the city.67 This view is challenged by Inayati (2012)68 and 

Purbono (2012)69, who argued that in order to sustain the discourse on climate change and other urban 

environmental governance, one should not avoid the legislators who are the real political power in the 
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city. Working with the legislators can be a necessary condition to sustain resource allocation that 

promotes sustainable development (including climate change) agendas. 

The negative outcome is that there is little stability at public administration and bureaucratic levels, 

because the local government sector has been affected by dynamic political change and 

decentralization. High turnover of knowledgeable officials at middle and high ranks in public 

administration in many city/district departments have become a challenge in local governance. This 

will eventually lead to a lack of institutional memory within many local government offices. While 

this problem has been identified, it has become less clear how future climate governance in the city of 

Semarang will evolve under the UCCE regime.70,71,72,73 

Lessons from Semarang City Agenda 21 

Interestingly, the challenge in the City of Semarang today is not entirely new as in the case of 

Semarang Agenda 21 way back in 1997/1998.  Semarang City was among the first Indonesian cities 

to adopt the sustainability framework of Local Agenda 21. The agenda was locally branded as 

'Semarang Environmental Agenda: Toward a sustainable city 1998–2003' (hereinafter SEA21). 

Semarang City was selected for the pilot project initiated by the World Bank with the acceptance from 

the Semarang City government.74 

Agenda 21 focused on process and trust building as the project conducted extensive consultation with 

sectoral experts, government officials, NGOs, academics and others, which resulted in the 18 chapters 

of Agenda 21–Indonesia 1997. The document identified high and medium priority programs, to be 

completed in five years (1998–2003) and 10 years (1998–2008), respectively. These priorities 

included population management, self-resilient community, public transportation, spatial plan 2001–

2025, protection of the natural environment, biodiversity conservation, green space, coastal 

inundation, domestic waste reduction, treatment of human waste, waste management, clean 

production, healthy rivers and clean air.   

The SEA21 action plan was essentially based on a participatory process, as it involved community 

consultation and partnership with all relevant stakeholders. Rahardjo (2000)75 claims that Semarang’s 

adoption of such a policy was an unusual approach in Indonesia at that time. Local Agenda 21 

demanded local governments to move from their top-down approach to a more collaborative model of 

inclusive governance.76 

To the stakeholders, the most successful contribution of SEA21 to the city administration is the 

capacity-building.77 The knowledge transfers from the initiative facilitated new awareness for trained 

staff concerning environmental and urban sustainability. The program may have been short-lived, but 

there was a discursive turn within the city’s private sectors regarding environmental quality where 

Bapedalda (Local Environmental Protection Agency) was able to establish a stick-and-carrot 

approach.78 
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Lessons from SEA21 suggested that process of institutionalizing international initiatives such as 

ACCCRN and others (through formal planning documentation, policy adoption, etc.) often hit the 

hard wall of local institutions. In fact, the city experiences a great deal of institutional ‘memory loss’ 

concerning SEA21. Raharjo (2012)79 argues that the city’s institutions 'are very susceptible to the 

threat of “institutional amnesia” as they tend to forget innovations done in the past’. The issue is not 

that there were no innovation but innovation in ideas, policies and practices are often short-lived. 

Budiarti (2012)80 argues that the un-sustainability of SEA21 lay in the fact that the initiative relied 

more on persons than systems. 

While project such as ACCCRN have sponsored a process that aimed at promoting a more rational 

choice approach, it turns out that the adaptation initiatives have been trapped in the past institutional 

trajectory. Lessons from the case of SA21 and the recent development of IUCCE suggests the model 

of Institutionalization as explained by the theory of historical institutionalism where the ‘adaptation 

pathways’ is skewed towards future institutional uncertainty which make it difficult for local actors to 

make strategic decisions from within formal institutions.81 As a result, the STC has transformed itself 

into an NGO-like structure and serve as a think tank instead of policy makers. 

3. Conclusions 

The intervention can be illustrated as ‘scaffolding’ exercise where a set of procedural qualities, ideas, 

knowledge, framework, model, funds, people, forums and projects have been facilitated and 

transferred to the cities including Semarang City. The grand target is the cities will be able to replicate 

the overall process using their own resources to reduce climate risks. The project seeks to imprint 

sustained pathways of local government self-initiatives of sustained resilience building through up-

scaling, sustaining and further innovating. 

In the absence of national guidelines for cities to be adaptive to climate change, secondary cities in the 

developing world often create their climate adaptation policies and practices through external 

influences, as exemplified by ACCCRN in Semarang City.82,83 The main challenge in sustaining 

adaptation is institutional constraints that are conditioned by the decentralization. Local champions 

and good leadership can help reduce the uncertainty temporarily. Combining the champions and good 

leadership with ever growing fiscal capacity of the secondary cities in general can promise better 

outcomes.84 

It is also clear that some of the achievement such as resource allocation have been endogenously 

provided by the local government in Semarang City, as also in the other study such as, Durban85; 

Surat86 and Bandar Lampung City.87 

To answer the key question regarding “how can Semarang City sustain climate adaptation policies 

and practices emanating from the ACCCRN initiatives” the research found that multipronged 

Institutionalization has been the key approach. This paper concludes that NGO-nitation has been 

partly used as a form of institutionalizing climate change adaptation and resilience building in 
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Semarang City. NGOnization is an approach where formal urban stakeholders come to terms 

informally and flexibly with the necessary urban transformation agenda including climate resilience. 

This mechanism is used to solve institutional uncertainty in the city. While at the same time, the key 

actors continue to benefit from the existing formal mechanism such as continue to use the platform of 

STC and others (e.g. 100 Resilient Cities Project) and existing departmental commitments related to 

climatic risks.88 

Interestingly, the successful technological transfer from ACCCRN is directly an outcome of its unique 

approach as it provided multiyear projects that guarantee deeper engagement with local administration 

and allowing climate change discourse to penetrate into the city structure in a rather informal 

fashion.89 
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