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Preamble

Water managers and policy makers face many challenges. They have to satisfy various, often
conflicting demands with limited resources, grapple with uncertainty, particularly that related to climate
change, and often lack effective tools to address an array of complex water management issues.
Adaptive Water Management (AWM) is an approach to cope with these challenges. It assumes that
sustainable management of water resources will only occur if we can increase our capacity to learn
from experience and adapt to change and uncertainty.
AWM acknowledges the various types of uncertainty that we face: that there is (and will always be)
uncertainty on how the different parts of the water system interact, how the system works and how it
will change with time. A central part of this management approach, therefore, is not only to overcome
lack of knowledge and seek new information (for example, with tools to support adaptive monitoring as
well as tools to better assess future development). It is equally important to improve the capacity of the
actors involved to process this information and draw meaningful conclusions from it: “Adaptive
management is learning to manage by managing to learn”. As distinguished from other management
approaches, AWM demands an assessment cycle that builds on the participation of all relevant actors
during the management process. To be fully effective, the management process needs to be open for
and encourage change in a way that is transparent and understandable to all actors. The capacity of
stakeholders to protect their interests and to utilise a whole-system approach is a precondition for joint
decision making in sustainable water resources management.
NeWater has dealt with a wide variety of issues and made valuable insights to support AWM in
practice. These insights have emerged in large part from the experiences and results of the seven
case study basins including the Rhine, Elbe, Guadiana and Tisza basins in Europe, the Amudarya in
Central Asia, and the Orange and Nile basins in Africa.
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Executive Summary
The Newater case study Rhine consists of three sub cases: Wupper, Kromme Rijn and Niederrhein. In
the sub-cases Wupper and Niederrhein the research is done in close cooperation with the ACER
project. In this report the main activities in the sub-cases are described, which concern the
organisation of participative processes.

Wupper
The Wupper sub-case study in Germany is a joint NeWater and ACER activity, consisting of two broad
activities and corresponding stakeholder interactions. The first activity concerns different research
questions on the level of the whole Wupper basin and the second activity concerns consultancy and
scientific advice concerning the planning and implementation of a Round table discussion in the
Dhünn sub-catchment.
Stakeholder interaction took different forms such as meetings, dialogues, interviews and workshops
and involved various groups and individuals from the catchment and beyond.
The NeWater/ACER involvement was considered as a valuable intervention and advice in as-pects of
participatory and adaptive water management by stakeholders and especially by the Wupperverband.
At the same time, especially concerning the research questions, the risk of stakeholder fatigue was
perceived for some stakeholders that were in contact with several different aspects of the work
(research and round table).

Kromme Rijn
The sub-case “Kromme Rijn” concentrated on the application of the WFD for the water body “de
Kromme Rijn” and the development of a water management plan for the Kromme Rijn region, assisting
the waterboard HDSR. The assistance by Newater comprised two parts: 1) the evaluation of the
hydrological situation, and 2) the design , implementation and evaluation of the stakeholder
participation. The stakeholder participation process was designed based on a stakeholder analysis,
and resulted in the Water management plan Kromme Rijn. The design of the participation process
followed a “nested design”, in which a smaller group of stakeholders (the “core group”) was part of a
larger group of stakeholders (the “consultation group”), which was in turn part of a still larger group
(the “communication group”). Each group had their own activities with specific objectives.
Trust is a key issue and takes time to develop. This was true for the relationship between the Newater
researchers and the water board staff, but also for the relationship between the waterboard staff and
other involved stakeholders groups. We saw a growing trust and a growing effectiveness in the cooperation. Gradually the involvement of the Newater researchers grew from “OK, if you really wish, but
don’t cause us to spend too much time” from the side of the water board to a natural step in the
preparation of the different activities. The Newater staff even provided a description of the participation
process as an annex to the water management plan.
In the functioning of the core group and consultation group we saw the same development. The
members of the groups became more and more active in suggesting alternative solutions and
improvements for the measures and the communication of these measures.
Key to the development of adaptive management in the sub-case have been the reflection workshops
organized for the waterboard and members of the core group at the start, halfway and at the end of
the activities.

Niederrhein
The sub-case “Niederrhein” focused on the issue of transboundary flood management. The main goal
was to develop a shared view on future flood management in the (Lower) Rhine basin between
stakeholders in Germany and the Netherlands. The case study was initiated and is still driven by
research projects, but has been organised in close cooperation with the Dutch-German Working
Group on Flood management. After interviews and a Q sorting questionnaire were conducted in order
to identify the existing perspectives on future flood management. a first stakeholder workshop was
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organised. After the workshop it appeared that not all Working Group members were willing to commit
to a ‘joint’ project. This was a big disappointment, but it allowed inviting other stakeholders (e.g.,
NGOs and upstream parties) to the second and third workshop. It was difficult to keep the participants
committed to participate in the collaborative process, because 1) the project discussed long-term,
uncertain developments (with no direct connection to the day-to-day work of most stakeholders), 2) the
project had no formal influence on decision-making, and 3) there were large gaps (up to one year)
between subsequent workshops (allowing for modelling and analysis to be carried out). We analyzed
whether the collaboration between researchers, policymakers and other stakeholders supported
mutual learning about future flood management, by conducting a repeated Q sorting questionnaire,
conducting interviews, and analyzing the process.

Setting up the research with stakeholders
Among the key IWRM areas where NeWater is expected to deliver result are stakeholder participation
and bridging the gap between science, policy and implementation. The research in the case studies
was set up in an interactive way. The result of this process is given in the Research and Action Plan
Rhine (RAP). The RAP describes the links between the sub-cases and the research done in WB 1 and
2, along with the research questions and stakeholder requirements. The RAP was made at the end of
the first project year. Initially the time estimated for defining the research in cooperation with the
stakeholders was shorter. During the second project year the research in the case studies started with
the stakeholder workshops. The original sub-case Emscher was, due to administrative problems,
cancelled. However, a new case in the Wupper-catchment was initiated, replacing the Emscher case
study. Most of the Emscher RAP has been transferred to the Wupper sub-case. In the Niederrhein
case, the involvement of the main stakeholder group changed and other stakeholders joined the
process. In the “Kromme Rijn”, a mismatch occurred between the tools developed and the possibilities
to use it in the participative process. It is clear from these examples that it was a great challenge to
match the stakeholder needs with the Newater research. Such processes cost time, because mutual
trust is required to be successful.

Findings
The most important tool used to improve participation in the three Rhine cases was the workshop. The
work in our cases showed that the process to set up the participatory process is critical in order to
make participation happen. Setting up a participatory process, especially when it is the first time such
an approach is chosen, can be considered a risk for the convenor. For the proper organisation of such
a process, cooperation with researchers and consultants can help in order to ensure a more
comprehensive planning and preparation and to ultimately share the burden in case something goes
wrong (also see Möllenkamp et al. 2008).
Furthermore, building of trust is important in setting up a participatory process. Trust is a key issue and
takes time to develop. The ‘core’ team of initiators should be confident about the objectives and skills
of the organisers. Preparatory steps in the organisation and design of the different events are
important elements in building trust and should be considered an important joint task in the process.
The nested approach used in the Kromme Rijn case is also a helpful tool to build trust. It was effective
in reconciling the different types of interests of the actors involved in a widely shared outcome.
A rather informal approach can be helpful in building the trust needed and further the exchange of
ideas. However, at a certain point, the process must feed into the formal process to be really
influential. This does not always happen. The transboundary setting in the Niederrhein case was
probably considered too sensitive to open up the formal process for a participatory process that could
not be controlled by the involved governments. In the Wupper case on the other hand, the experience
was such that the outcomes of the rather informal participatory (?) process were adopted as input into
the formal process.
The participatory process in the Kromme Rijn area resulted in a strong reframing of the issue at stake.
In the Niederrhain case, the participants, but also a control group, changed their perspectives on the
issue at stake. The workshops provided the opportunity to learn from technical expert knowledge, as
well as from other stakeholders, e.g., from across the border. However, the relative influence of the
workshops on changes in perspectives appeared to be limited (Raadgever 2008).
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Comparison between two of the cases showed that leadership is important to influence and promote
decision-making through the process (Möllenkamp et al. 2007). Strong leadership can however reduce
the flexibility in decision-making.

The work on uncertainties in the Wupper and Kromme Rijn showed the importance of making framing
of uncertainty explicit and identify possible framing differences especially as decisions in water
management are often taken in multi-actor settings. The application of framing parameters developed
through research within NeWater showed to be a good means for that purpose and particularly to
detect similarities or disagreements in framings. As a tool for systematically identifying improvement
options when dealing with uncertainty situations in water management a cross-checking list was
developed along the framing parameters making use of the results in the two case studies.

To conclude, the context in which the participatory process takes place, including the dominant
management style of the relevant organisations, the way the process is organised, and the
interactions between the key-players, is significant for the outcomes of the process. Uncertainty can
be a factor that interferes with the process, but making the respective framings of uncertainty explicit
can help to overcome this barrier. Having to deal with uncertainties and making them clear in the
process and among the actors moreover contributes to more deliberate decision-making as different
options for action have to be taken into consideration and evaluated.
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Introduction

One of the aspects of IWRM is the need for participation in a basin. Stakeholders and public
participation are the keys to the successful implementation of water policies and design of
transparent and open social learning processes is therefore a key requirement of sustainable
water management regimes. A rich variety of public participation methods is available to
engage the public. The work done within the NeWater case study Rhine focused on
participation.
IWRM seems to fall short in dealing with uncertainty and adaptive capacity of water
management, and the concept of adaptive water management gets its main focus here.
Uncertainty relates to the idea that selected water management strategies should be robust
and perform well under a range of possible, but initially uncertain, future developments, more
specifically when dealing with risk and vulnerability in relation to climate change. Adaptive
capacity relates to the idea that water management has to trust that a collaborative process
is a more robust strategy in conditions of uncertainty then any belief in prediction and control.
Dealing with uncertainty was another aspect studied in this case study.
The NeWater case study Rhine consists of three sub cases called: Wupper, Kromme Rijn
and Niederrhein. In the sub-cases Wupper and Niederrhein the research is done in close
cooperation with the Dutch ACER (Adaptive Capacity of Extreme events in the Rhine basin)
project. In this report the main activities in the sub-cases are described, which concern the
organisation of participative processes.

1.1 Rhine Basin
The Rhine has a length of 1300 km, of which 800 km are navigable, and is spread over an
area of 185 000 km2. The Rhine basin is shared by nine countries. Germany (55% of basin
area), Switzerland (18%), France (13%) and the Netherlands (6%) share the larger parts of
the basin (Wolf et al. 1999). The basin area in Austria, Belgium, Italy, Liechtenstein and
Luxembourg is very small. About 60 million people live in the Rhine basin. The average
discharge at the mouth is 2200 m3/s, and the river has favourable hydrologic characteristics
and a favourable flow distribution over the year that explain why it became an important
traffic chain (Huisman et al. 2000). Besides for navigation the river is used for domestic and
agricultural water supply, industry (incl. cooling water), waste water disposal, hydropower
generation, fisheries, recreation and other purposes.

1.2 Case studies
The NeWater work in the Rhine case study was divided over three sub-cases: the
Niederrhein case, the Kromme Rijn case and the Wupper case. The work done in the subcases has been (additionally to evaluation in the sub cases themselves) evaluated during
two meetings (reported in D 3.2.6). The focus of the Rhine case was on these three relative
small sub-cases, and on specific issues within these sub-cases. Therefore, conclusions are
restricted to these areas and issues and cannot be extrapolated to the complete Rhine
basin, or to other organizational levels. Nevertheless, some general results can be
summarized, ranging from concrete products developed in cooperation with the stakeholders
to less tangible outcomes.
Niederrhein case
The Niederrhein-case took place in the lower part of the Rhine basin in Germany and the
upper part of the basin in the Netherlands. Flooding is a serious threat in this densely
populated part of the River Rhine. In North Rhine-Westphalia (NRW) and the Netherlands
(NL) strong dikes have been constructed to protect the land from flooding. To be able to
facilitate increasing design discharges, next to increasing the height of embankments, other
types of measures, like creating more room for the river, are currently considered and put
into practice. Moreover, both NRW and NL established a set of flood management measures
that should be implemented until 2015 (Anonymous 2006; Rijkswaterstaat 1998).
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Since 1997, a broad range of governmental actors from NRW and NL exchange knowledge
and conduct joint research in the German-Dutch Working Group on Flood Management
(WGFM). In February 2007, a new work plan was agreed for the years 2007-2012. An
important focus in this plan is to study the consequences of climate change and spatial and
socio economic changes (Anonymous 2007)
In the Niederrhein case, scenarios, strategies and goals for future flood management have
been explored. Very important in the scenario study was the collaboration between: 1)
researchers, policymakers, and other stakeholders, 2) from different countries (Germany and
The Netherlands), and 3) multiple disciplines (e.g., water management, spatial planning,
natural and social science).
The main goals of the participatory scenario study were to 1) learn from each other, in
particular from people from the other country and from technical expert knowledge, 2)
develop scenarios and strategies, 3) develop a modelling chain to support the evaluation of
strategies, 4) evaluate the strategies under different scenarios based on jointly formulated
criteria, and 5) develop a joint vision on future flood management.
The
study
was
initiated
by
the
research
projects
ACER
(http://ivm5.ivm.vu.nl/adaptation/project/acer) and NeWater (http://www.newater.info). The
ACER project focused more on analyzing the technical side of flood management with
hydrological and damage modelling and the NeWater project focused more on analyzing the
collaboration and learning. The projects started collaborating with the German-Dutch
Working Group on Flood Management (WGFM). In a later stadium the collaboration between
the researchers and the WFGM became less intensive, and other flood management
stakeholders were more intensively involved.
Kromme Rijn
Newater has approached the waterboard Hoogheemraadschap De Stichtse Rijnlanden
(HDSR) to facilitate and study relevant stakeholder involvement processes in the Kromme
Rijn area.
The waterboard gladly accepted the support of Newater for the participation process in two
overlapping projects: A European water framework pilot for the water body “Kromme Rijn”
(WFD pilot), and a water management plan for the (sub-)area Kromme Rijn. This sub-area is
one of the 4 water management sub-areas in which the total catchment of the Kromme
Rhine is divided. By its full name this sub-area is called “Between Kromme Rijn and
Amsterdam-Rijn Kanaal”. For the Newater sub-case Kromme Rijn, we simply talk about the
WFD pilot, referring to the whole water body and about the water management plan (WMP),
referring to the smaller area. The main objective of Newater was to stimulate the water board
to allow for an optimal level of participation and study the effect of the participation on the
water management, as a key element towards adaptive water management.
At the start of the process a draft stakeholder analysis was made by the planning team,
consisting of Newater researchers and personnel of the Water board HDSR. Stakeholders
were identified and categorised based on two main criteria: interest in and influence on the
process. On the basis of this stakeholder analysis, respectively a core group, a consultation
group and an information group were formed for both projects, with different levels of
participation.This “nested” design approach was carried out and evaluated in the process. In
a first workshop with the stakeholders of the core group and advisory group, this division was
checked and adapted. In November 2006, the activities leading to the “Good Ecological
Potential” for the water body “Kromme Rijn” were proposed, finalising the WFD pilot. In
February 2008, the water management plan for the (sub-) area Kromme Rijn was agreed
upon.
Wupper
The Wupper sub-case study is a joint study of the NeWater and ACER research projects.
Activities took place on two scales which were closely linked: the whole Wupper catchment,
and the Dhünn sub-basin. Two forms of stakeholder interaction can be distinguished. First,
research oriented interaction took place on the scale of the whole Wupper catchment aiming
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at answering research questions on management style and uncertainties. Second, a
participatory process was co-designed in collaboration with the responsible water
association “Wupperverband”. In close co-operation between research, consultancy and the
water association, a participatory process was co-designed, implemented and evaluated and
linked to research questions by NeWater/ACER. The participatory process took place on the
scale of the Dhünn basin and was a pre-process for the implementation of the European
Water Framework Directive (WFD). The participatory exercise consisted of three workshops,
th
th
th
which were conducted on October the 16 2007, December the 5 2007 and April the 7 ,
2008. The aim of this workshop-series was to elaborate and discuss concrete water
management measures in order to transfer them into the formal process of WFD
implementation. The formal process started in spring 2008 and was carried out by the
competent authority, the Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf (district government of Düsseldorf).
The results of the NeWater/ACER Dhünn process are already being used in the formal WFD
implementation process as well as for further research purposes.
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2
2.1

Stakeholder process in the Niederrhein case
Introduction

In the Niederrhein case, scenarios, strategies and goals for future flood management have
been explored. Very important in the scenario study was the collaboration between: 1)
researchers, policymakers, and other stakeholders, 2) from different countries (Germany and
The Netherlands), and 3) multiple disciplines (e.g., water management, spatial planning,
natural and social science). The main goals of the participatory scenario study were to 1)
learn from each other, in particular from people from the other country and from technical
expert knowledge, 2) develop scenarios and strategies, 3) develop a modeling chain to
support the evaluation of strategies, 4) evaluate the strategies under different scenarios
based on jointly formulated criteria, and 5) develop a joint vision on future flood
management.
The
study
was
initiated
by
the
research
projects
ACER
(http://ivm5.ivm.vu.nl/adaptation/project/acer) and NeWater (http://www.newater.info). The
ACER project focused more on analyzing the technical side of flood management with
hydrological and damage modeling and the NeWater project focused more on analyzing the
collaboration and learning. The projects started collaborating with the German-Dutch
Working Group on Flood Management (WGFM). In a later stadium the collaboration between
the researchers and the WFGM became less intensive, and other flood management
stakeholders were more intensively involved.
This report presents the progress of the stakeholder process in the Niederrhein case study
until September 2008. A schematic overview of major events and activities in the Niederrhein
case is presented in Figure 2.1. The process started with the elicitation of the perspectives
of a broad range of stakeholders on future flood management, using interviews and a Q
sorting questionnaire. Subsequently, three workshops were organised to facilitate the
exchange and discussion of perspectives between the participants. Section two presents the
factual elements of the stakeholder involvement in these activities in more detail. Section
three and four describe the dynamics of case study objectives and of factors driving the
stakeholder involvement. In section five the (preliminary) results are summarised.

Year 2006 (2)
Activity
Month 13 15 17
Set-up project by researchers and WGFM
Interviews & literature study
Set-up & test models
Ex ante Q sorting questionnaire
Workshop 1. Exploring future flood management
Prepare scenarios & workshop
Model influence climate change
Invite additional stakeholders
Workshop 2. Tailor scenarios to Rhine basin
Additional interviews, presentations
Model scenarios / strategies
Workshop 3. Strategies & indicators
Ex post Q sorting questionnaire
Final interviews collaboration and learning
NeWater Rhine symposium about sub cases
Workshop 4. Evaluation strategies

19

21

23

2007 (3)
25 27 29

31

33

35

2008 (4)
37 39 41

43

45

47

X

X

X

Figure 2.1. Schematic overview of major events and activities until September 2008
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2.2 Factual elements of stakeholder involvement in the Niederrhein case
Participants and their roles
Four groups of stakeholders were involved in the Niederrhein case: policymakers (or in a
broader sense: governmental actors), researchers, societal stakeholders and process
facilitators. A list of the most important collaborative meetings and the number of participants
from each of these groups is presented in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1. Main collaborative meetings and their participants
Number of participants
Gov

Month(s)
Sep
Dec ‘05
Dec ‘05
Early ‘06
Apr
–
Aug ‘06
Sep ‘06
Nov ’06 Feb ‘07
Mar ‘07
Mar - Apr
‘07
Apr ‘07
Jun ‘07
Nov ’07 Apr ‘08
Apr ‘08

Meeting(s)
Multiple meetings to explore collaboration between
ACER, NeWater and WGFM, including ACER kickoff
Meeting WGFM with presentation ACER/NeWater
Interviews with WGFM members and others
Multiple meetings to prepare Workshop 1, including
Core group meeting and ACER progress meeting
Workshop 1: Exploration expected and desired
futures
Multiple meetings to discuss progress and how to
proceed, including ACER meeting
Meeting WGFM with presentation ACER/NeWater
Multiple meetings to prepare Workshop 2

†

Res

‡

Fac

4

10 +

2

10 +
21
3

3
5
10 +

1

12

7

2

1

10

2

10 +
1

1
4

1
2

Workshop 2: Tailoring scenarios to the Rhine basin
12
5
Additional interviews and presentations
8
3
Multiple meetings to discuss progress and prepare 2
5
Workshop 3
Workshop 3: Developing flood management 15
6
strategies
†
Governmental actors (including experts from governmental research institutes)
‡
Researchers (natural and social scientists)
§
Workshop facilitators
|
Societal actors (NGOs, citizens, businesses)

§

Soc

|

3
2

2

2
1

2
2

7

The central group of policymakers in the case study is the German-Dutch Working Group on
Flood Management (WGFM). The cooperation in the Working Group was initiated by
1
Rijkswaterstaat , Gelderland and Northrhine-Westphalia and started in 1997, after the
extreme discharges of 1993 and 1995. The main goal of the WGFM is to undo the effects of
earlier measures that stimulate a quick discharge of high discharges. In the WGFM,
policymakers and technical experts from the following governmental organizations
cooperate:

1

Executive department of the Dutch Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management
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The Netherlands
 Province of Gelderland
2
 Rijkswaterstaat -DON
3
 Rijkswaterstaat - RIZA (now:
Waterdienst)
 Water Board Rivierenland
 Association of Dutch River
Municipalities (VNR)

Northrhine-Westphalia
 Ministerium
für
Umwelt,
Naturschutz,
Landwirtschaft und Verbraucherschutz
 Ministerium
für
Verkehr,
Energie
und
Landesplanung
 Landesumweltamt (LUA) NRW
 Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf
 Arbeitskreis für Hochwasser und Gewässer in
NRW
 Staatsliches Umweltamt (StUA) Krefeld
 Hochwasserzentrale Köln
 Kreis Kleve

At one of their regular meetings, the WGFM agreed to participate in the project as proposed
in the work plan by the research team (Raadgever and Becker 2006). As proposed, all
members of the WGFM were interviewed, asked to fill in a Q sorting questionnaire, and
invited to participate in the workshops. In addition, members of the WGFM with relevant
knowledge were asked to support the hydrological and hydraulic modelling. The WGFM was
the only stakeholder group participating in the first workshop. The group already included a
lot of diversity and represented the main governmental organizations concerned with flood
management in Northrhine-Westphalia and the Netherlands. Still, in order to explore the
diversity of perspectives outside the WGFM, interviews were conducted and a Q sorting
questionnaire was spread also under other governmental and non-governmental
4
organisations .
A core group of WGFM members supported the organisation of the first workshop, to make
sure the needs of the WGFM were taken into account sufficiently. Another task of this group
was to review and comment on scientific publications, in particular checking whether no
5
confidential information would be spread . The core group fulfilled these tasks until after
workshop 1, when a major shift in the collaboration took place. At the first WGFM meeting
after the workshop, one of the members spoke out very negatively about the workshop. The
other WGFM members followed his opinion and decided not to collaborate in the project as
closely as before. As possible reasons, one of the involved intermediates mentioned that: 1)
the WGFM was not used to intensive cooperation with researchers, 2) too many new topics
and methods were introduced, 3) the WGFM members gave their daily work more priority
than long-term thinking, 4) the goals were unclear, 5) some of the WGFM members wanted
to keep the collaboration in the WGFM purely technical, and were not willing to participate in
discussions at the strategic or political level, e.g., about the desired situation in 2050.
Upon receiving this message, the researchers decided to continue organizing collaborative
workshops, involving the members of the WGFM that were still interested, as well as some
additional stakeholders. The list of stakeholders invited to the second and the third workshop
was composed by the members of the research team, who had gathered contacts during the
interviews, and the persons with a ‘bridge’ function, who know the flood management actor
network well. One aim was to include upstream parties, because this was raised at the first
workshop as a desire from WGFM members. Another aim was to involve a more diverse
range of disciplines and interests, in order to enrich the participatory process, its results and

2

Regional Directorate of Rijkswaterstaat (Eastern Netherlands)

3

Institute for Inland Water Management and Waste Water Treatment, Advisory body of Rijkswaterstaat

4

Including representatives of agriculture, environment and navigation, various scientists, the
Hochwassernotgemeinschaft Rhein (cooperation of local governments and citizens’ initiatives) and the
Dutch Union of River Municipalities (VNR).
5

Scientific publications may refer to the participative process (e.g. interaction at workshop) or the
results of it (e.g. results of questionnaire, modeling results or jointly developed scenarios).
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the support for these results. This was to be achieved by inviting stakeholders from spatial
planning, navigation, agricultural and environmental organisations, and citizen initiatives.
Yet, the list of invited people was not a well-balanced representation of all these stakeholder
groups (there was a focus on governmental water management experts). Furthermore, many
of the invited stakeholders were not able or willing to participate. The newly involved
stakeholders have not officially stated their commitment to the process, such as the WGFM
did when agreeing to the work plan that was proposed by the research team.
The number of participants at workshop 2 was similar to the number of participants at
workshop 1, but the participants came from a much broader range of backgrounds. At
workshop 3, the number of participants was even higher than at workshop 2. The continuity
of participation was, however, low; many participants attended only one of the three
workshops. Furthermore, policymakers (and other stakeholders) were not so strongly
involved anymore in the preparation of workshop 2 and 3.
The research team from the ACER and NeWater project performed the modelling and
analysis, and organised the stakeholder workshops together with the professional facilitators
from Seecon, which is a consultancy firm specialized in participatory processes in water
6
management. At the first workshop three external experts were invited to present their
knowledge about specific autonomous developments. The experts were selected by
members of the research team. General selection criteria were that 1) the experts should be
able to provide insight in autonomous developments until 2050 and the influence on flood
management (and preferably speak German), 2) they should be reliable and independent
and 3) there should a mix of Dutch and German experts. The climate expert from the Dutch
meteorological institute was already involved in the ACER project and could offer the newest
insights in climate change in the Rhine basin. The spatial development expert from the
University of Oldenburg was chosen for his expertise about the influence of spatial
developments on flood management in Germany. The institutional expert had worked for
many years in this field and the research team knew him through the NeWater project. At
the second workshop a member of RIZA (now Waterdienst) gave a presentation about
climate modelling in the ACER project. At the third workshop, the first modelling results were
presented by a PhD student from the Free University (VU) in Amsterdam. The results
concerned the influence of climate change, inundations in Germany, and retention polders
on peak discharges of the Rhine. Furthermore, the way in which damage would be modelled
was presented by another researcher from the VU.
7

Some individuals played multiple roles in the process : organising workshops, participating in
them and/or giving expert presentations. They fulfilled a valuable (but sometimes difficult)
‘intermediate’ or ‘bridge’ function.

Process objectives
As stated before, the objective of the participatory process is to develop a long-term vision
on transboundary flood management on the (Nieder)Rhein that is shared by stakeholders in
the Rhine basin. According to the initial agreed work plan, it was aimed to produce the
following concrete products (Raadgever and Becker 2006):






A broader perspective on current flood management issues;
A clearer insight into climate change and socio-economic developments;
A more extended view on long-term management responses (base line: current
measures);
A number of documented future scenarios and strategies for adaptive flood
management;
An integrated atmospheric-hydrological model to assess the robustness of different
strategies.

6

They were not a member of the WGFM and did not participate in the other workshop activities.

7

Being involved in the NeWater project, as well as representing a governmental organisation.
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These objectives match with the objectives of the WGFM, which have been formalized in a
cooperation agreement between the members of the WGFM. This agreement has recently
be prolonged until 2012 during the “Hochwasser” conference in Arnhem, February 2007. The
work program includes the themes ‘effects of climate change on the discharge regime of the
Rhine’ and ‘spatial and social-economic developments’ (Provincie Gelderland, Ministerie
Verkeer en Waterstaat et al. 2007), which are also themes in the ACER/NeWater project.

However, not all participants necessarily have the same objectives. Individual process
objectives of the involved stakeholders have not been directly elicited. The individual
perspectives (elicited using interviews and questionnaires) do indicate that the involved
stakeholders have different values and interests, which may be a basis for different
objectives and priorities for the joint process.
The expectations and concerns of the participants have been mapped for each workshop. At
the first workshop the participants expected concrete results that are useful for their day-today work, new ideas and exchange and better understanding of others’ perspectives
(including science). During the second workshop, the expectations ranged from gathering
new technical knowledge that is useful for today’s practice - including knowledge about how
to use scenarios and models and how to prepare for the future -, to learning to know
participants from other countries, Bundesländer and disciplines and exploring what
(measures) can be realised together. At the third workshop, the participant expected to meet
new people, exchange perspectives, be inspired, and gain new insights to benefit their daily
work. In addition, they had some expectations related to the content of the debate on future
flood management, such as developing new flood management strategies and discussing
the combination of flood management and spatial planning.

Participatory methods
As input for the scenario study, an overview of stakeholder perspectives was made, in order
to develop awareness among the stakeholders of others’ perspectives, and to stimulate
discussion. The researchers interviewed the members of the WGFM and some nongovernmental stakeholders. Furthermore, they administered a Q sorting questionnaire (See
Textbox 2) among a broad range of flood management stakeholders in the Lower Rhine
basin. The Q sorting allowed for identifying a common basis of agreement and three distinct
perspectives on future flood management (Raadgever, Mostert et al. 2008). Furthermore,
repeating the Q sorting after the scenario study allowed for evaluating whether the
perspectives of the participants changed.
The core of the participatory scenario study consisted of stakeholder workshops. At the
moment of writing, three workshops have taken place already, and one is still planned for
2009. Each workshop consisted of 1) presentations from technical experts and others, 2)
working sessions in sub groups, and 3) plenary discussions. Several scenarios and
strategies were developed and assessed at the workshops and in-between the workshops.
External experts were involved when specific knowledge was required. The assessment of
the scenarios happened on the one hand through applying climate models and hydrological
models (in the ACER project) and on the other hand – where not modellable - through the
expert knowledge of the workshop participants. Specific goals and activities of each
workshop are summarized in Table 2.2. The moderators and the research team developed
these activities. They used identified knowledge gaps, previous experiences, tests with
colleagues, and estimations of the willingness and ability of the stakeholders to participate.
Preparatory information was sent to the participants before a workshop, and afterwards they
received a protocol of the workshop, with the most relevant discussions and conclusions and
links to the presentations held. Results of the interviews and questionnaires have been
documented (e.g., Becker and Raadgever 2006; Raadgever, Becker et al. 2007) and spread
under the workshop participants and other respondents (the interview results were also
presented at the first workshop).
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Table 2.2. Characteristics of the scenario workshops
Time
Location
Length
Goals

Activities

Workshop 1
September 2006
Arnhem (NL)
1.5 days
- Develop enthusiasm
- Determine process
goals, rules & steps to
take
- Explore future
developments and
strategies to reach
management goals
1) Introduction project,
participants and
expectations
2) Expert presentations
about future changes in
land use, climate and
institutions
3) Presentation results of
the preparatory
interviews
4) Cognitive and spatial
mapping of future
changes and their impact
on goals
5) Develop future
strategies in sub groups
6) Plenary discussion

Workshop 2
April 2007
Arnhem (NL)
1 day
- Get acquainted with
four scenarios from
literature
- Tailor scenarios
towards Rhine basin

Workshop 3
April 2008
Köln (DE)
1 day
- Develop strategies for
each scenario
- Agree on indicators
- Initial evaluation of
strategies

1) Introduction
participants and
expectations
2) Presentations project ,
climate change modeling,
and scenarios from
literature
3) Headline exercise to
get acquainted with
scenarios
4) Tailor scenarios to
Rhine in sub groups
5) Plenary discussion

1) Introduction
participants and
expectations
2) Presentation ACER
modeling and first
results
3) Introduction and
prioritization indicators
and measures
4) Prioritize and
elaborate indicators and
strategies for each
scenario in sub groups
5) Plenary discussion
and individual
evaluation of strategies

Measuring collaboration and learning
The participation process and outcomes of it were evaluated in detail as part of a NeWater
PhD study. The evaluation focused on measuring changes in individual perspectives over
the course of the participatory process. Changes in perspectives are measured by
administering a Q sort questionnaire before and after the process. It is assumed that
changes in perspectives indicate whether a cognitive learning process has taken place, and
whether consensus has developed, which are objectives of the collaborative process. The
measured learning is explained (as far as possible) by the institutional setting, the
collaborative process, individual knowledge internalization and factors external to the
collaborative process. An explanation of the methods used for measuring collaboration and
learning is provided in Textbox 2.

Use of tools
Climate models, hydrological models and hydrodynamic models are used to simulate the
effects of management strategies on the water levels in the Rhine under different external
scenarios, and thus evaluate (the robustness of) the strategies. These results are essential
to provide the participants with (new) insights. The participants co-decided on the model
8
input, by co-developing the external scenarios and strategies at the workshops. The models
are applied in-between the workshops by a PhD student from the VU Amsterdam. They are
not suitable for very fast effect calculations, or interactive use by participants, during the
workshops.

8

The development of strategies will be one of the focus points of the next workshop.
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Textbox 1. Participatory methods
Cognitive mapping, workshop 1
During the first workshop the participant carried out a cognitive mapping exercise. Based on the
results of previous interviews, a cognitive map had been prepared for each participant. The
prepared cognitive maps were sheets with cards of different colours representing the autonomous
developments (in pink)), developments in the water sector between 2006 and 2050 (in yellow), and
the desired, ideal situation in 2050 (in green). The participants were asked to have a closer look at
the prepared maps and to add (or remove) cards. The goal was to better represent the individual
perspectives and to make them more complete and more specific. The participants were also asked
to connect the concepts on the cards in order to specify relations between them.
Spatial mapping, workshop 1
A spatial map was handed out to each of the participants, representing the area for which his or her
organisation is responsible. In order to give insight in spatial scales and distribution patterns, the
participants were asked to draw relevant elements of their cognitive map on the spatial map.
Autonomous developments and developments in the water sector had to be drawn in red and the
desired situation in 2050 in green. Participants were free also to draw on the empty back of the
prepared maps, or to not use the spatial maps at all.
‘Headline’ exercise, workshop 2
The ‘headline’ exercise was executed to allow the participants to get aquainted with the
characteristics of and mutual differences between the proposed scenarios, before elaborating the
scenarios in small groups. For this exercise the participants were distributed randomly over three
groups. Every group received 12 imaginary ‘headlines’ from the year 2050 and was asked to assign
each of them to one of the four scenarios. Subsequently, the group results were compared in
plenary and differences were discussed.

A lot of simple material that can be found in the toolkit of most process facilitators has been
used during workshops, such as coloured cards, large sheets of paper, maps of the areas
concerned, flipcharts, as well as Powerpoint presentations (using a laptop and a multimedia
projector). These tools were needed for a proper information exchange, which is also
reflected in the positive scores of the participant evaluation after the second workshop
(Raadgever and Aerts et al 2007). The activities that we mentioned in Textbox 1 (e.g.,
cognitive mapping) could also be regarded as tools.
9

Furthermore, an existing website was used to host the Q sorting questionnaire. This allowed
the research team to widely spread the questionnaire and explicitly elicit individual
perspectives without travelling to all respondents and allowed the respondents to fill in the
questionnaire at any convenient time. Disadvantages were the potentially lower response
rate and the limited possibilities for explaining to participants how to perform the sorting task
and for asking them why they sort the statements in a particular way. To analyse the raw Q10
sort data, the PQMethod software has been used. It uses factor analysis to calculate the
correlation between the scores assigned to the different statements (For more information
about the methods used for the Q sorting and analysis, see Raadgever, Mostert et al. 2008).

2.3 Dynamics of the case study objectives in relation to involvement of
stakeholders
As outlined above, the various research partners and other stakeholders may have entered
the process with divergent objectives. In final interviews, the ACER researchers stated that
their objectives were quite stable throughout the process: they needed model input from
policymakers and other stakeholders, in particular about flood management strategies. One
ACER researcher stated in the final interview that there was no real collaboration between

9

http://q.sortserve.com/

10

Available from http://www.lrz-muenchen.de/~schmolck/qmethod/
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research and policy (but only interaction), since there was no joint research or joint
policymaking.
The goals of the NeWater researcher at TU Delft were not that stable. It started with the
objective to build a conceptual model with the group of participants, to quantify this model
and use it for simulating external scenarios and strategies. However, when it became clear
that the ACER project would carry out detailed climatological, hydrological and
hydrodynamic modelling, based on demands and inputs of the participants, the TU Delft
changed their objective to co-organising, observing and evaluating the process. This change
in objectives fitted well with the joint objectives that were developed in parallel.
We did not find any evidence of stability or changes in the goals of the involved policymakers
and other stakeholders. After workshop 1, however, the members of the WGFM indicated
that they considered the process to be part of a scientific project (with input from practice)
and not as their own project (with input from science). They were still willing to cooperate in
the process and support it with their knowledge and experience, but not as central
stakeholder. This weakened the link between the research and the policy process and the
commitment of the participants to the process results. The decreased commitment of the
WGFM had a lot to do with the goals and priorities of the WGFM members, which did
probably not change, but which became more visible after the first workshop. One member
of the WGFM stated in the final interview that the scenario study never really became a ‘joint
activity’, because it was initiated by researchers and therefore not seen as a task of the
policymakers.
The involvement of other stakeholders in workshop 2 and 3 may have added to the variety of
individual goals. It also opened opportunities for other stakeholders (from other
organisations, including NGOs) to join, which turned out to enrich the discussions during the
second workshop. Furthermore, the scope of the process was broadened: from evaluating
flood management strategies in the Netherlands and Northrhine-Westphalia, to also
evaluating strategies in the upstream Bundesländer.
The ‘joint objectives’ that were written down in the work plan have never been updated in
any written document. After workshop 1 it appears that the focus on an establishment of joint
goals decreased, and the focus on the establishment of individual goals increased. During
the workshop activities, however, all participants were still committed to jointly realising their
‘tasks’, for example developing flood management strategies. The final interviews indicated
that learning to know other stakeholders and their perspectives was the most important
motivation for policymakers and other stakeholder to attend the workshops.
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Textbox 2. Measuring collaboration and learning
Repeated Q sorting questionnaire (See also Raadgever, Mostert et al. 2008)
Q methodology is a method to systematically elicit individual perspectives on a certain topic and to identify
underlying patterns of thinking (For an introduction to the method see van Exel and de Graaf 2005). A
strength of the method is that it does not require these patterns to be known or hypothesised in advance
(Donner 2001). In a Q methodological study (or simply “Q-sort”), a set of statements is prepared, the
statements are sorted by a group of respondents according to a specific instruction, and the resulting data
are interpreted using factor analysis.
For the Niederrhein case, a sample of 46 statements was prepared, reflecting a broad range of perspectives
on future flood management. During the sorting, respondents had to assign a fixed number of statements to
each of the categories +3, +2, +1, 0, –1, –2 and –3 (representing a gliding scale from strong agreement to
strong disagreement), in an iterative way.
The resulting Q sort data allow for the identification of multiple distinct patterns of scoring (factors), shared by
subgroups of the respondents. Furthermore, they allow for quantifying the correlation between individual
scoring patterns and these factors, and for identifying statements for which the scores do and for which the
scores do not significantly differ between the factors (also called contention and consensus statements).
The policymakers and societal stakeholders that participated in the workshops were asked to perform the Q
sorting before and after their involvement in the collaborative workshops (cf. Pelletier, Kraak et al. 1999). We
obtained both an ex ante and an ex post Q sort from sixteen of the 36 participating individuals. In addition, a
control group of eleven individuals that were not involved in the collaborative process performed the repeated
Q sorting. The obtained repeated Q sorts allowed for identifying changes in perspectives, expressed in 1) the
correlation between the individual’s ex ante and ex post Q sort, 2) changes in the average correlation
between each pair of individual perspectives, and 3) changes in the individual’s ex ante and ex post score on
specific statements. The first measure indicates the degree of individual cognitive learning about the issue of
future flood management. The second measure indicates whether the collaboration resulted in more
consensus between the individuals. The third measure indicates learning about specific topics. The analysis
focused on five statements concerning the impact of climate change, land use change and retention
measures on peak discharges of the Rhine
Interaction analysis
During the workshops it was noted how many times each participant said something. Three categories were
used to indicate the subject of the speech act: task-oriented, procedural and socio-emotional acts. In the first
two categories a distinction is made between questions (‘asks for information / opinion’) and answers (‘gives
information / opinion’). Socio-emotional acts can be either positive or negative. The categories were based
on the categories used in other interaction studies (e.g. Beck and Fisch 2000). By analysing the resulting
data, a quantitative measure of the participation of each participant and of the participants in total could be
given for each workshop (or activity).
Content analysis
The content of discussions (during specific activities) was analysed based on sound recordings of the
workshop. This revealed substantial discussions related to the impact of climate change, land use change
and retention measures on peak discharges of the Rhine.
Participant evaluations
After each workshop the participants were asked to evaluate the workshop by filling in a questionnaire. The
questions concerned the organisation of the workshop in general, the quality of specific activities, the
usefulness of the tools applied, the extent to which perspectives had been exchanged, to which learning
occurred and to which consensus developed.
Final interviews
After the ex post Q sorting, seven policymakers or societal stakeholder and two researchers were
interviewed in order to find out in more how they perceived the collaborative process and to check the
cognitive learning that was measured with the repeated Q sorting questionnaire
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2.4 Factors driving stakeholder involvement
Initial factors
The process started with researchers from ACER and the NeWater separately searching for
case studies in which they could collaborate with stakeholders from flood management
practice. Through contacts within Rijkswaterstaat (RIZA) both projects considered the
WGFM to be a good partner and joined their forces to set up a joint project. Three important
11
considerations in setting up the process were 1) to match the research interests with the
needs of the stakeholders in the Rhine basin and commit the stakeholders to the process, 2)
to contribute to the transboundary cooperation that had been established in the WGFM by
jointly exploring the future (without damaging the cooperation process) and 3) perform
research that allows PhD students with different subjects to get their PhD degree.
The first factor was implemented by connecting the process goals to the research program of
the WGFM and by discussing the goals with members of the WGFM. Furthermore, the
research team tried to develop some trust by interviewing every member of the WGFM and
12
asking for their personal perspectives on future flood management . The core group of
WGFM members was involved in preparation of the first workshop and during the workshops
we asked the participants for their expectations and fears. Moreover, the research team tried
to make their ideas about the process explicit and developed a set of process rules, to which
the workshop participants committed. After workshop 1, the researchers’ efforts to
collaborate this intensively with the policymakers and other stakeholders decreased.
The research was initiated by Dutch universities. By including German (and German
speaking) researchers and independent German moderators, the organising team became a
balanced mix of nationalities. This may have contributed to trust from the stakeholders that
the interests of one country would not dominate the process. Furthermore, an even
distribution of the locations of the workshop over the countries was aimed for, and the
program of the workshops left room for convenient travelling (or staying the night at the
workshop location) for all stakeholders. These actions were taken in order to contribute to
the transboundary cooperation (factor 2). Still, insufficient consideration of differences
13
between the (political) goals of German and Dutch WGFM members in the joint work plan
has been mentioned as one of the reasons for the decreased intensity of the policy-science
collaboration.
The third factor has been taken into consideration by setting up a process in which all PhD
students have room for further defining and executing their research. In the final interviews
some policymakers showed their concerns about whether the hydrological modelling in
ACER would provide sufficient new scientific insights to get a PhD out of it.
Other factor and events
Stakeholder involvement during the process has been influenced by changes in the
participating stakeholders, such as changes in the members of the WGFM. This is of major
importance when participants with a large influence on other participants are leaving or
entering the process. Changes in the participating stakeholders, have been dealt with by
interviewing (or sending a questionnaire) to new participants, if possible, in order to get
acquainted and elicit their perspectives. Unfortunately, not all new participants could be
interviewed before participating in a workshop, and not all participants felt well-informed.

11

These include the development (and coupling) of models, and in such a way developing insights and
tools, which could be used in other situations as well.
12

The main goal of the interviews was to elicit the existing perspectives, which were incorporated later
in the process (such as during the cognitive mapping at workshop 1).
13

The main goal in the work plan was to develop a joint vision (and to discuss joint goals and joint
strategies), whereas this was probably one step too far for some of the German WGFM members.
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Because both the WGFM and the researchers were interested in inviting them, the newly
invited stakeholders included upstream parties. This had consequences for the scope of the
process, which has shifted slightly from the Niederrhein area to an area that includes other
14
German Bundesländer as well .

2.5 Outcomes
The participatory scenario study had many outcomes. First, the study resulted in a set of four
scenarios for future flood management in the Rhine basin, a strategy for each scenario, and
a set of important indicators to evaluate these scenarios and strategies. The evaluation of
strategies under scenarios is still done by the ACER project, in preparation of the final
workshop.
Second, the good collaboration in the participatory scenario study allowed for improving
relations between the stakeholders from different countries, organizations and disciplines.
This may be useful for future transboundary and multidisciplinary collaboration in the Lower
Rhine basin.
Third, the scenario study allowed for learning between different stakeholders. The workshop
participants stated in evaluations that they learned about how people from other countries
and disciplines think about flood management. Furthermore, they stated to have learned how
to think in an open way about possible futures. Moreover, changes in the perspectives on
future flood management of sixteen of the participants were measured using by
administering the same Q sorting questionnaire before and after their participation in the
scenario study. The analysis revealed that the perspectives of ten of the sixteen participants
changed significantly. Furthermore, it revealed that the correlation between the sixteen
perspectives increase slightly, indicating an increasing consensus between the participants.
Focusing on the knowledge about climate change, hydrology and water management that
was generated by ACER researchers, ten of the sixteen participants appeared to have
learned from the presented expert knowledge or related workshop discussions. The
collaborative process provided a stimulating context for learning. Learning from expert
knowledge was, however, limited by the limited continuity of participation and by the limited
15
newness of the developed expert knowledge .
The effect of the scenario study on decision-making is not straightforward. As the scenario
study was not linked directly to decision-making, effects are expected to manifest itself on
the longer term. There may be indirect effects on decision-making through dissemination of
the results by scientists from the NeWater and ACER project, or through dissemination of the
results by the participating policymakers and other stakeholders.

2.6 What did I learn as NeWater researcher?
At the moment of writing, the most important lessons for me, as NeWater researcher, are:




As a young researcher I had too high expectations of the collaboration and its outcomes.
I hoped we would succeed in developing a joint vision on future flood management
among a large group of stakeholders. However, this goal did never really become a
shared goal of all involved researchers and policymakers. Still, it appears that consensus
between the workshop participants has increased due to the collaborative process;
There were many obstacles for collaboration within the research team, within the WGFM
and between the two communities. Many were never really solved well. It takes a lot of
time to establish a joint vocabulary and joint goals (if possible at all) with such a large
group of people;

14

The modeling was already planned to be done for the whole Rhine basin, but by including
stakeholders from upstream Bundesländer, the spatial scope of the vision for 2050, the alternative
strategies and their evaluation is extended .
15

This will be explained in more detail in NeWater Deliverable 1.2.7/1.3.7b, which is also the
manuscript that will be submitted to Ecology and Society, as part of the Special Issue about Public
Participation (at 30 September 2008).
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Most involved policymakers were more interested in networking and learning from each
other than in learning from technical expert knowledge from researchers. When they
need expert knowledge they rather hire their own specialised institutes than relying on
universities;
Scenario thinking is a very powerful tool to get loose from daily practice and personal
values and interest, and to freely explore possible futures;
Cognitive learning is a diffuse process, but its results can be assessed using a repeated
Q sorting questionnaire. The process of learning and the factors that support or hinder
learning are, however, very hard to assess. Detailed process observation and analysis
do not provide clear insights in the factors that influenced learning. Interviews with the
‘learning individuals’ can reveal the most dominant influencing factor(s), but are subject
to the individual’s memory and biases.

I would probably do most things the same in another collaborative process. However, there
are some things that I would do differently:




I would rather cooperate in (and analyse) a collaborative process that is initiated by
policymakers than one that is initiated by researchers. Then, the commitment of the
policymakers is higher, the researchers are more strongly forced to produce relevant
information, and the chances of mutual learning are higher. However, such research
may provide less opportunities for the researcher to gain insights that are accepted by
the (traditional) scientific community as new;
I would limit the tasks that I ask policymakers and other stakeholders to fulfil, e.g., filling
in questionnaires, even more. For example, the Q sorting questionnaire could have been
a bit shorter. This would decrease the development of ‘stakeholder fatigue’, without
having significant negative consequences for the research.

Therefore I would recommend others that will undertake a comparable process:





Please try. Only by collaborating in practice you learn to know other stakeholders, you
build a network, and you build up experiences;
Be transparent about your goals and priorities;
Be patient, in particular in the first phases of the collaboration. Try to understand each
other, find joint goals (or at least: non-conflicting, overlapping goals) and joint activities
that benefit all collaborating parties;
Be realistic: do not collaborate when no joint goals or activities can be realised (e.g.,
because of other priorities).
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3 Kromme Rijn sub-case final reporting on progress in the
stakeholder processes
3.1 Factual elements of stakeholder involvement in the case study
NeWater has approached the water board HDSR to facilitate and study relevant stakeholder
involvement processes in the Kromme Rijn area.
The water board gladly accepted the support of Newater for the participation process in two
overlapping projects: A European water framework pilot for the water body “Kromme Rijn”
(WFD pilot), and a water management plan for the (sub-)area Kromme Rijn. This sub-area is
one of the 4 water management sub-areas in which the total catchment of the Kromme
Rhine is divided. By its full name this sub-area is called “Between Kromme Rijn and
Amsterdam-Rijn Kanaal”. For the Newater sub-case Kromme Rijn, we simply talk about the
WFD pilot, referring to the whole water body and the water management plan (WMP),
referring to the smaller area. Below is a map showing the catchment of the Kromme Rijn
river with the four different water management areas comprising it. The red line is the water
body Kromme Rijn. The striped area is the area of the water management plan Kromme
Rijn.
On the next page is a list of the different organisations and people involved.

Figure 3.1: Map of the catchment of the Kromme Rijn river, with the subdivision in water
management areas.
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Figure 3.2: The Kromme Rijn flowing through a mixed agriculture/nature landscape

Table 3.1. Organisations/people involved in the KRW pilot Kromme Rijn and the water
management plan Kromme Rijn.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Newater researchers:
a.

Bouke Ottow, RIZA: sub-case coordinator, as part of RIZA’s coordination of the Rhine case.

b.

Machiel Lamers: ICIS Maastricht, involved in work package 1.7, management style research.

c.

Greet Francois: COPP Leuven: work package 1.7, framing research

Primary stakeholders: water board HDSR:
st

a.

Marjan Holtman: project leader WFD pilot Kromme Rijn and 1 project leader water
management plan (WMP) “Between Kromme Rijn and Amsterdam-Rijnkanaal”.

b.

Renier Koenraadt: 2

c.

Anja Menkveld: project secretary and hydrologist

d.

Alien Kroeze: communication coordinator

nd

project leader WMP

Government stakeholders: Province of Utrecht:
a.

Jan de Jager

b.

Martin van der Lee

Government stakeholders: municipalities:
a.

Wijk Bij Duurstede: Hay Timmermans

b.

Houten: Marieke Creemer

c.

Bunnik: Trudy Dreve

Other stakeholders:
a.

LTO: (general) farmers’ organization

b.

NFO: fruit farmers’ organization

c.

Environmental Farmers

d.

DLG: organization that administers land reclamation and land swap projects

e.

Nature organizations: IVN, N&M, Utrechts Landschap, KNNV

f.

inhabitants
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In one of the first meetings between Newater and the water board HDSR, a draft stakeholder
analysis was made. On the basis of this stakeholder analysis, a division was made between
a “core group”, which consisted of representatives of the main responsible organisations for
the project; a “consultation group”, which consisted of the members of the core group plus
representatives of the main responsible organisations and the main interest groups; and a
“communication group/community”, which consisted of members of the consultation group
and representatives of other stakeholder groups, including the local community, see figure
3.3.

Figure 3.3: the “Bull’s eye”: schematic division between groups of stakeholders: the more in
the middle, the more a group participates in the process.
In a first workshop for which all stakeholder groups were invited, this division was checked
with them and in some cases corrected by them, using a white-board and yellow add-ons.
The final result is presented in the pictures below. Table 3.2 presents the stakeholder groups
per participation level.

Figure 3.4: Using the white-board and yellow add-ons to check the participation level of the
different groups; the WFD pilot to the left and the water management plan to the right.
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Table 3.2. Stakeholder organisations for the two categories with the highest participation
level for the two projects.
WFD pilot

Water management plan

Stakeholder group

Core
Group

Consultation
Group

Core
Group

Consultation
Group

Water board HDSR

X

X

X

X

Province of Utrecht

X

X

X

X

Municipality Wijk bij Duurstede

X

X

X

Municipality Houten

X

X

X

Municipality Bunnik

X

X

X

Municipality Utrecht

X

Water board Amstel, Gooi en
Vecht

X

LTO – North (general farmers’
organisation,
different
representatives)

X

NFO (fruit growers’ organisation)

X

X

Agrarische
Natuur
en
Landschapsvereniging Kromme
Rijn
Streek
(environmental
farmers)

X

X

Dienst Landelijk Gebied (DLG)
(land swap organisation)

X

X

IVN consulentschap Utrecht

X

IVN Heuvelrug en Kromme Rijn
(nature organisation)

X

KNNV Heuvelrug
Kromme
Rijn
organisation)

Zuid en
(nature

Natuur en Milieu
(nature organisation)

Federatie

X
X

X

X

Rijkswaterstaat directie Utrecht

X

X

Utrechts Landschap
organisation)

X

X

(nature

Milieudienst Zuid-Oost Utrecht

X

Staatsbosbeheer

X

Utrechts Particulier Grondbezit

X

Vereniging Natuur en Milieu Wijk
bij
Duurstede
(nature
organisation)
Visserij
Platform
Rijnlanden

Stichtse

X

X

X
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3.2 Objectives of the different actors
The main objective of Newater was to stimulate the water board to allow for a maximum level
of participation and study the effect of the participation on the water management, as a key
element towards adaptive water management.

The main objective of HDSR was to come up with a “maximum ecological potential” (“mep”)
for the water body Kromme Rijn, complying with the European Water Framework Directive
and a water management plan for the (mainly agricultural) area “Kromme Rijn”, including a
decision on the water levels (“peilbesluit”) and an optimal ground and surface water regime
“OGOR”).
The objectives of the Province were more or less the same as for the waterboard, especially
paying attention to the relationship of the water management with underground water and
also spatial planning: the land swap project and the National Park project.
The objectives of the Municipalities were to have a good link with their own plans and the
interests of their inhabitants.
The objectives of the nature organizations are in general: maximum new nature plus
maintaining old nature values.
The objectives of the general farmers association (LTO) can be described as: guarantee the
possibility to continue farming in an effective way, without having to pay too much. As an
organization, LTO is also keen on growth in number of members and influence. Not all
farmers are members!
The objectives of the NFO, the fruit farmers organisation, are similar to that of LTO, of which
it is a branch: guarantee the possibility to continue fruit farming in an effective way, without
having to pay too much. However, the interests of fruit farmers are different from the other
(dairy) farmers. Especially with regard to water management, there are different needs. For
instance, the fruit farmers want a lot of water available in spring for sprinkling to prevent frost
damage of the young buds.

Figure 3.5: A characteristic orchard in the Kromme Rijn area (left), needing water for
irrigation in spring to prevent frost damage (right).

3.3 Participatory methods and tools
A number of different types of activities have been employed in the participation process, as
can be seen in table 3.3.
Excursion
The core group members and the NeWater researchers made an excursion in the area to
familiarize with the area and discuss the needs and possibilities.
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Figure 3.6: Core group members and NeWater researchers at the place where the water
flows through the dike from the Rhine into the Kromme Rijn.
Meetings
For the core group, which met quite frequently towards the end of the water management
planning process, this was the standard method: chaired by the HDSR project leader with
free discussion among the members.
Workshops
This was the most frequently employed method for the consultation group: after one or two
(powerpoint slide) presentations, the participants were asked to either come up with ideas, or
rank, comment and/or judge proposed ideas. This was done in small groups that reported
back to the plenary. The water board used the input from the workshops in the next step in
the planning process.

Figure 3.7: small groups in the workshops for the WFD consultation group (left) and the
water management plan consultation group (right)

Public meeting(“gebiedsavond”)
For the public meetings, held in a restaurant in the rural area, the inhabitants of the area
were invited to hear what was going to happen and give their response, again in small
groups. At the end of the water management plan project, there was also a “sub-area
evening” for landowners adjacent to ditches that needed widening as a solution for water
shortage in spring.
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Figure 3.8: A public meeting (left) in which the necessity and possibility of widening existing
ditches (right) was discussed with the adjacent landowners.
Invitation letters
The target audience for the different activities was invited by an invitation letter that clearly
explained the objectives of each activity and had the relevant material attached to it.
Newsletters
The waterboard has published five newsletters for the wider public during the projects, in
which it describes the process and the results in a clear way. The newsletters were
published in May 2006, June 2006, April 2007, October 2007 and March 2008, related to the
public meetings and the final acceptance of the water management plan by the board of the
th
water board on February 27 2008.
Website
The waterboard put all information related to the WFD pilot and the water management plan
on their website (www.hdsr.nl) , including the reports of the workshops, results of research
and calculations, the presentations and the newsletters.

1. Inventory of bottlenecks

2. Inventary of solutions

3. Choosing solutions

•Coregroup meetings
•Consultationgroup workshops

•Vertical
communication

•Area meetings

•Horizontal
communication
•Time

Rhine conference – 25 September 2008

Figure 3.9: Timeline of the participation process in the Kromme Rijn in 2006 and 2007
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Tabel 3.3: participation activities, objective and target group
Date:

Activity:

13-01-2006 Meeting

Objective:

Target
group:

#

Stakeholder analysis

project group
HDSR WFD
pilot + WMP &
Newater

65

Project group
& HDSR

12

Planning of the process

01-02-2006 Multi-actor
simulation
training

Awareness of framing & reframing
and the effect in participation
processes

16-02-2006 Workshop

Inform stakeholders,

Consultation
group

Inventory of problems

15

WFD pilot
16-02-2006 Workshop

Inform stakeholders,

Consultation
group

Inventory of problems

15

WMP
16-05-2006 Public
meeting

Inform inhabitants

08-06-2006 Excursion

Deepening insight in the area

22-06-2006 Workshop

Reaction to problem inventory

Communi 30
ty for
WMP

Inventory of problems
Core group
WMP &
NeWater

12

14

Consultation
group

Reaction to possible measures

WFD pilot
22-06-2006 Workshop

Reaction to problem inventory

9

Consultation
group

Reaction to possible measures

WMP
12-10-2006 Workshop

Establishing measures and effect
on maximum ecological potential
(mep)

Consultation
group

14

WFD pilot

18-10-2006 Reflection
workshop

Mid-term reflection on the
participation process and lessons

Core group
WFD pilot &
NeWater

15

19-12-2007 Meeting

Translation of reflection points to
remaining process

Core group
WMP

6

25-01-2007 Workshop

Inform stakeholders

13

Consultation
group

Reaction to problem identification
and broadline measures

WMP

08-02-2007 Meeting

Preparation of the follow-up

Core group
WMP

5

28-03-2007 Meeting

Preparation of the consultation
group meeting

Core group
WMP

5

29-03-2007 Meeting

Preparation of the communication
with the area

13

Consultation
group
WMP

11-04-2007 Public
meeting

Inform inhabitants

21-05-2007 Sub-area
public

Inform inhabitants

Reaction to the water board
direction and measures

Reaction to possible measures

Communi 50
ty

Owners
of land

40

30

meeting

directly
adjacent
to ditches
that need
to be
widened.

23-05-2007 Meeting

Discuss finalization draft water
management plan

30-05-2007 Meeting

Inform stakeholders

Core group
WMP

Discuss progress
04-07-2007 Meeting

Discuss water management plan
just before the final draft

26-09-2007 Meeting/sim Discuss possible implementation of
ulation
the water management plan
27-09-2007 Public
meeting

Inform inhabitants on the draft
water management plan and the
formal procedure of responding

30-10-2007 Meeting

Discuss formal responses to the
draft water management plan

24-01-2008 Training

Training on Stakeholder issue
analysis

Evaluate the whole participation
process in the past 3 years,
drawing lessons from it and make
proposals on how to implement
those.

Consultation
group WMP

14

Consultation
group WMP

14

Consultation
group WMP

15
Communi 50
ty

Core group
WMP

6

HDSR staff

27-03-2008 Meeting/
Evaluate the consultation process
board game
12-12-2008 Final
reflection
workshop

6

4
Consultation
group WMP

HDSR + core
group +
Newater

17
21

Measuring participation
The participation process was measured in several ways within the Newater context:


The participation process and its result is subject of a research lead by CEMAGREF.
This research is executed in the Kromme Rijn by ICIS and Deltares.



ICIS is also studying the management style of the water board in a separate
research.



COPP is studying the framing and reframing that takes place in the Kromme Rijn.



A University of Osnabrück-lead PhD research on uncertainty will also focus on the
Kromme Rijn.

These researches have produced papers that are presented at CAIWA and/or will be
published in the special feature of Ecology and Society.

31

3.4 Dynamics of the case study objectives in relation to involvement of
stakeholders, factors driving the stakeholder involvement and future
steps
In the beginning (January 2006) the water management plan seemed to be a routine project
for the water board. Not many problems were expected. It was at the end of 2006 that the
tensions between fruit farmers and other landowners became much more apparent, also
because hydraulic calculations showed that the necessary water quantities were much larger
at peak situations (especially for frost prevention of orchards in spring) than expected and
were going to be higher still with the present speed of development of the fruit sector.
Also, the water board staff became more and more aware that what the farmers needed was
beyond the original task of the water board: maintaining the water at a certain level, and in
the past especially below a certain level, so as to prevent damage from water surplus. Now,
with the growing need of especially the fruit sector, the water board was on its way to
becoming a water provider, which is a very different task, which requires another physical
infrastructure and another organisation.
It was the water board making its standpoint clear that really boosted the awareness of the
different players involved: the Province (since it is responsible for the groundwater, which
could be an alternative source of water) and the dairy and fruit farmers and their
organisations.
This growing awareness has very much stimulated the involvement of the different actors,
resulting in a water management plan that has a broad support and contains partial solutions
for the problems, based on the willingness of specific landowners to sell part of their land. It
is this voluntary land selling that makes it unclear whether the plan will really be
implemented.
For this, much attention is needed for the groups involved and for the individual landowners.
A good development is the enthusiasm of the consultation group and their willingness to
continue to guide the process after the draft management plan was finished till the final
management plan was accepted by the board of the water board in February 2008.
Another dynamic is the growing enthusiasm of the water board people for a participatory
process like the one we had. After the stress of getting the draft plan ready in July 2007, they
were more and more open to involving the stakeholders in the further process. This resulted
in a simulation game with the consultation group in which they simulated a board meeting of
the water board in 2009. That is the moment when the board might have to decide how to
continue with the water management plan after incomplete results in the implementation. A
result of this simulation was a greater understanding by the stakeholders of the possibilities
and impossibilities of the water board and a grown desire to make the implementation of the
plan a success in the coming two years.
In March 2008 we organised an evaluation meeting with the consultation group in the form of
a board game. In this game the players could move their “frog” when they had earned
enough “points” by answering questions or responding to statements. Quite soon, the game
per se was left and a very lively discussion arose on things that had been nice and things
that had been difficult during the participation process. Especially the enthusiasm of the
water board to organise this evaluation game was remarkable.
The three reflection workshops played a key role in the development of adaptive water
management in the sub-case area. The first workshop, the multi-actor simulation training,
was helpful in sensitizing the water board staff for the existence of frames and for the
importance of the convenor role in multiparty collaboration.
The second reflection workshop, almost a year after the start of the process, proved to be a
platform for the reframing of some of the problems between water board, province and
researchers. Their roles were clarified and the meaning of interactive planning and
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participation was discussed. Moreover the new insights were put into practice in the further
course of the process.
At the third reflection workshop water board (and municipality) people looked back to the
changes in their issue frame and position throughout the process and how these influenced
the outcome. They recognised the different framing processes used: frame filling, frame
selling and frame negotiation. They were open enough to critically reflect on difficult aspects
as the kind of participation, the sharing of responsability, the influence of their initial problem
frame on design and implementation of the process, the risk of win-loose decisions, etc.
Awareness was raisen about the necessity to reflect on the negotiability of your problem
frame and to communicate clearly to your stakeholders about the influence they may have.
But most al all this workshop, at the very end of the process, proved invaluable in sharing the
lessons learned with other water board staff, including staff from other departments and two
heads of departments. Together ways were identified to practice those lessons in the future.
One of these ways is the development of a handbook for this type of interactive planning
processes, which the water board is making, in the first place for themselves, but also for
other water boards. This indicates the third reflection workshop was a meaningful event
contributing to the organisational learning of the water board through the adaptation of their
planning routines.

Figure 3.10: Water board (and municipality) staff identifying ways to consolidate the lessons
learned during the final reflection workshop in December 2008.
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Figure 3.11: Playing the evaluation board game and responding to difficult questions at the
end of the process, March 2008.

3.5 Conclusions
Trust is a key issue and takes time to develop. This was true for the relationship between the
Newater researchers and the waterboard staff, but also for the relationship between the
waterboard staff and the core groups, consulation groups and community. We saw a growing
trust and a growing effectiveness in the co-operation. Gradually the involvement of the
Newater researchers grew from “OK, if you really wish, but don’t cause us to spend too
much time” from the side of the waterboard to a natural step in the preparation of the
different activities. The Newater staff even provided a description of the participation process
as an annex to the official water management plan.
In the functioning of the core groups and consultation groups we saw the same
development. The members of the groups, including the dairy and fruit farmers, became
more and more active in suggesting alternative solutions and improvements for the
measures and the communication of these measures.
These developments were also especially clear in the waterboard’s and stakeholders’
attitudes during the simulation game and the board game evaluation.
The development of the adaptive water management, in the sense of learning from
experiences, became most apparent during the consecutive reflection workshops, especially
in the final one.
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4

Wupper

4.1 Summary
The Wupper sub-case study in Germany is a joint NeWater and ACER activity, pursuing two
broad activities and corresponding stakeholder interactions. The first activity concerned
different research questions pursued on the level of the whole Wupper basin and the second
activity co-design, implemention and evaluation of a participatory process in the Dhünn subcatchment in close co-operation between researchers, consultants and the relevant
catchment water association, the Wupperverband.
Stakeholder interaction took different forms such as meetings, dialogues, interviews and
workshops and involved various groups and individuals from the catchment and beyond.
The NeWater/ACER involvement is considered as a valuable intervention and advice in
aspects of participatory and adaptive water management by stakeholders and especially by
the Wupperverband. This report presents the progress of the stakeholder process in the
Wupper case study until December 2008.

4.2 Factual elements of stakeholder involvement in the case study
The Wupper sub-case study is a joint study of the NeWater and ACER research projects.
Activities took place on two scales which were closely linked: the whole Wupper catchment,
and the Dhünn sub-basin. Two forms of stakeholder interaction can be distinguished. First,
research oriented interaction took place on the scale of the whole Wupper catchment aiming
at answering research questions on management style and uncertainties. Second, a
participatory process was co-designed in collaboration with the responsible water
association “Wupperverband”. In close co-operation between research, consultancy and the
water association, a participatory process was co-designed, implemented and evaluated and
linked to research questions by NeWater/ACER. The participatory process took place on the
scale of the Dhünn basin and was a pre-process for the implementation of the European
Water Framework Directive (WFD). The participatory exercise consisted of three workshops,
th
th
th
which were conducted on October the 16 2007, December the 5 2007 and April the 7 ,
2008. The aim of this workshop-series was to elaborate and discuss concrete water
management measures in order to transfer them into the formal process of WFD
implementation. The formal process started in spring 2008 and was carried out by the
competent authority, the Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf (district government of Düsseldorf).
The results of the NeWater/ACER Dhünn process are already being used in the formal WFD
implementation process as well as for further research purposes. The activities and
stakeholder interactions are also announced on the internal NeWater website under
subfolder WB3/Rhine/Wupper.
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List of involved researchers

16

Dr. Moellenkamp, Sabine USF, case study co-ordination (NeWater/ACER)
Prof. Dr. Pahl-Wostl, Claudia USF (NeWater/ACER)
Ebenhöh, Eva USF (NeWater)
Dr. Brugnach, Marcela USF (NeWater)
Isendahl, Nicola USF (NeWater)
Schmidt, Thorben USF (NeWater)
Mandlinger, Katharina USF (NeWater)
Huesmann, Christian USF (NeWater/ACER)
Rasche, Karina Seecon, stakeholder process (NeWater/ACER)
Rotter, Sophie Seecon (NeWater/ACER)
Dr. Dewulf, Art COPP (NeWater)
Dr. François, Greet COPP (NeWater)
Prof. Dr. Taillieu, Tharsi COPP (NeWater)
Lamers, Machiel ICIS (NeWater)
Dr. Stel, Jan ICIS (NeWater)
Dr. Aerts, Jeroen IVM (NeWater/ACER)
Dr. Becker, Gert IVM (NeWater/ACER)
Pohl, Wiebke USF (NeWater)
Garrelt, Claus USF (NeWater)
All research partners of the Wupper case study signed a co-operation treaty with the main
stakeholder and co-operation partner: the Wupperverband.

16

consultants are hereby also considered as research partners
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The Wupper case study
Researchers (USF, COPP, ICIS, IVM)
and Seecon (projects: NeWater and ACER)
Research:
scale: Wupper

The cooperation partner
(water management organisation):
Wupperverband

Participatory
process:
scale Dhünn
subbasin (+ small
contributaries)

„Further“ stakeholders: regional and municipal authorities,
angler organisations, environm. NGOs,
drinking water companies, forestry, agriculture, etc.

Fig. 4.1: Three main groups of involved actors in the Wupper case study
In a joint process, the research questions and workplan of the Wupper case study were
fixed, after the co-operation treaty was signed. The document (Moellenkamp, Sabine;
Rasche, Karina; Schmidt, Thorben; et al. 2006) is available on the NeWater Wupper webpage (WB3/Wupper/documents) specifies the tasks of the different researchers as well as
the input needed from other partners of the sub-case, the output provided for others, the
expected stakeholder interaction and planned comparison with other cases.
The participatory process itself can be structured into three phases: a preparatory phase, a
process phase consisting of a series of three workshops between autumn 2007 and spring
2008, and an evaluation phase.

Relevant stakeholders during the project
The Wupperverband is the responsible water association in the Wupper basin and main cooperation partner. It holds responsibility for numerous water management tasks. Members
of the association are districts, municipalities, industries and drinking water production in the
Wupper basin. Further relevant stakeholders in the Wupper and Dhünn basin belong to the
following groups: the concerned water management authorities, conservationists, leisure and
tourism industry, fishery, farmers, forestry. During a broad stakeholder analysis the
concerned stakeholders and possible invitees for the workshop series were identified
(Rasche, Mandlinger, Möllenkamp 2007)
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Table 4.1: Important stakeholders in the Dhünn basin
Wupperverband
Regional government (Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, Bezirksregierung Köln)
Departments of lower level regional scale ‘Kreis’ (Rheinisch-Bergischer Kreis and
Leverkusen) government, departments:
- Water authority
- Fishery department
- Landscape planning authority
- Spatial planning
Municipal administration (municipalities of Leverkusen, Odenthal, Wermelskirchen,
Bergisch Gladbach, Burscheid), departments:
- Spatial planning
- Sanitation
- Environmental planning
Authorities for the Conservation of cultural heritage (Denkmalpflege Leverkusen,
Rheinisches Amt für Denkmalschutz)
Drinking water companies (BTV, WVV)
Environmental NGOs (Wassernetz, NABU, LNU/RBN, AKFL)

Museum (with hydropower plant) Freudenthaler Sensenhammer
Energy providing company (EVL)
Sports organisation (SportBund, Walkers organisation (SGV))

Angler organisations (SAV, Fischereigenossenschaft, Fischereiverband)

Organisation for the ecological continuity of rivers (Stiftung Wasserlauf)
Chamber of agriculture
Organisations supporting economic development (IHK, Wirtschaftsförderung Odenthal)
Industry (Bayer Industry Services)
Forestry (Forestry agency Bergisch Gladbach and Foresters organisation
Waldbauernverband)
Organisation carrying out a prior river restoration project: LAGA
Regionale 2010
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The participating stakeholders were representatives of the affected groups, municipalities,
firms and NGOs of the Dhünn basin, as defined by the stakeholder analysis. The stakeholder
analysis remained a living document with the possibility of further feedback from the
participating stakeholders, before and during the process and offered the opportunity to
adapt the circle of participants. Some of the stakeholders represented their personal interest
at the Dhünn; most of them represented the interests of an affected association or group of
actors. This division applies for nearly all sectors, except moderation, observers, water
management, industry and city and regional planning. The figure below shows a summary of
all participating sectors, divided up over the three workshops (number of participants in
brackets).

moderators (3)
hunt (2)

observers (4)

fishery (12)
water management
(21)
city and regional
planning (7)
industry/corporation
(3)
protection of
historical
monuments (8)
sports/recreation (2)

nature and
landscape
preservation (10)
agriculture/farming
(6)

forestry (2)

Fig. 4.2: Composition of stakeholders, including observers (including researchers)
and moderators from Seecon (Seecon Deutschland GmbH; Institut für
Umweltsystemforschung der Universität Osnabrück (USF) and Wupperverband (WV) editors
2008)
During the three workshops the composition of the participating stakeholders changed (due
to changes in participation of the invited group, stakeholder fatigue or external factors, e.g.
organisational changes in the represented sectors), a predominance of representatives of
the sector “water management” was common to all three workshops.
Two stakeholders require a special mentioning: the regional water authority and the
Regionale 2010 (a network for regional planning projects) played a very important role in the
preparation and the conduction of the workshops. The presence of the regional water
authority (Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf) at the workshops was due to the close co-operation
with the higher level authorities and gave importance to the process, as its results were used
as input for the official WFD process organised by the Bezirksregierung. Their presents gave
some kind of a guarantee for the stakeholders (including the Wupperverband) that the
process results would gain attention and not remain unnoticed or without impact. The
Regionale had organized a round table focusing on the regional development of the Dhünn
area – prior to the activities linked to the NeWater project. The NeWater process was built
upon its results and was seen as a continuation of the Regionale round tables.
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Participants and their roles:
In the Wupper sub case studies, five different categories of involved participants can be
identified:
The first three categories form the coordination team of the participatory process. It
consisted of the Wupperverband as the convener of the process, the researchers
(members of the NeWater/ACER projects) and the consultants of Seecon (a consultancy
firm specialized in participatory processes in water management, financed by the
NeWater/ACER project). While the Wupperverband was the formal convener of the process,
the research partners and consultants co-operated with the Wupperverband during the
planning phase, in terms of stakeholder and issue analysis, in the establishment of the
process boundaries and design, as well as in the process phase, by giving scientific advice
and support in designing and implementing the workshops. Additionally, the consultants
moderated the process and the scientists evaluated it.
During the workshop series, the researchers observed and evaluated the process, not
influencing the discussion processes, while the consultants of Seecon moderated the
workshops. This allowed the Wupperverband to act as a stakeholder during the workshops.
Behind the scenes, the Wupperverband, the researchers and the consultants, contributed to
the adaptive process design, which was open to include feedback from the stakeholders
One major challenge of this interaction was to define the role of the Wupperverband
members in such a way that left maximum independence and neutrality of the process, but
simultaneously guaranteed the possibility to represent their own point of view, without getting
blamed for being biased. The external moderation by the consultants of Seecon partly solved
this problem, as most stakeholders did not perceive a predominance of the Wupperverband
(Möllenkamp, Lamers, Huesmann et al. in review).
Category four are the process observers (including the researchers of the NeWater/ACER
projects during the workshops and members of the competent authorities who defined
themselves as observers) and category five are the participating stakeholders (including the
Wupperverband), listed in table 1 and figure 3.

Process and stakeholder objectives
The overall approach of the process was to anticipate and prepare input for the formal WFD
implementation process by involving all relevant stakeholders of the basin in order to identify
potential measures to improve the ecological status of the river and its tributaries. The
concrete aims of the process as defined in an internal workshop of the Wupperverband,
researchers and consultants (Möllenkamp, Rasche, Hare 2006), were:
In the Wupper sub case studies, five different categories of involved participants can be
identified:
The first three categories form the coordination team of the participatory process. It
consisted of the Wupperverband as the convener of the process, the researchers
(members of the NeWater/ACER projects) and the consultants of Seecon (a consultancy
firm specialized in participatory processes in water management, financed by the
NeWater/ACER project). While the Wupperverband was the formal convener of the process,
the research partners and consultants co-operated with the Wupperverband during the
planning phase, in terms of stakeholder and issue analysis, in the establishment of the
process boundaries and design, as well as in the process phase, by giving scientific advice
and support in designing and implementing the workshops. Additionally, the consultants
moderated the process and the scientists evaluated it.
During the workshop series, the researchers observed and evaluated the process, not
influencing the discussion processes, while the consultants of Seecon moderated the
workshops. This allowed the Wupperverband to act as a stakeholder during the workshops.
Behind the scenes, the Wupperverband, the researchers and the consultants, contributed to
the adaptive process design, which was open to include feedback from the stakeholders
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One major challenge of this interaction was to define the role of the Wupperverband
members in such a way that left maximum independence and neutrality of the process, but
simultaneously guaranteed the possibility to represent their own point of view, without getting
blamed for being biased. The external moderation by the consultants of Seecon partly solved
this problem, as most stakeholders did not perceive a predominance of the Wupperverband
(Möllenkamp, Lamers, Huesmann et al. in review).
Category four are the process observers (including the researchers of the NeWater/ACER
projects during the workshops and members of the competent authorities who defined
themselves as observers) and category five are the participating stakeholders (including the
Wupperverband), listed in table 1 and figure 3.

Process and stakeholder objectives
The overall approach of the process was to anticipate and prepare input for the formal WFD
implementation process by involving all relevant stakeholders of the basin in order to identify
potential measures to improve the ecological status of the river and its tributaries. The
concrete aims of the process as defined in an internal workshop of the Wupperverband,
researchers and consultants (Möllenkamp, Rasche, Hare 2006), were:

Goal 1: Developing solutions for the implementation of the WFD in the system “Lower DhünnEifgenbach-Scherfbach” through involvement of concerned stakeholders and potentially the broad
public [the involvement of the broad public was cancelled later due to several reasons, see below]
Goal 2: Commonly discussing potential measures and searching for compromises in case of conflicts
of interest;
Goal 3: Delivering concrete results in form of a results document, outlining the process and methods
carried out as well as the opinions of the diverse stakeholders and potentially any compromises
identified
Goal 4: Early discussing potential objections in order to facilitate future implementation of measures
Goal 5: Generating social networks and long-term cooperation
Goal 6: Improving the social awareness of the importance of water management
Goal 7: Learning and creating a methodological basis for future processes

Post interviews and the evaluations after each workshop showed, that most of the
stakeholders perceived these goals as fulfilled, while they did not asses the goals with the
same importance (Moellenkamp and Huesmann. 2008).
The different stakeholders aimed at achieving different goals, due to their different
background. A short overview of the objectives of some of the forenamed stakeholder
groups is given in the following:
•

The main goal of the authorities was to reach the “good ecological status”
according to the WFD. The representatives of the authorities often stressed
the importance of developing concrete measures as soon as possible and of
keeping the costs low in consideration of the cities´ and communes´ financial
position.

•

The representatives of the water suppliers aimed at guaranteeing the
precedence of drinking water prior to measures to reach the “good ecological
status” in the Dhünn-dam and the lower Dhünn. Moreover, they wanted to
prevent rising expenses in their daily operation.
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•

The main objective of the industry was to prevent rising costs.

•

Conservationists agreed with the goals of the WFD, and wanted to ensure to
have an important voice in the participatory process. Furthermore they aimed
at conservating as much historical buildings (weirs, etc.) as possible,
(especially the functionality of the Sensenhammer turbine)

•

Fishery representatives wanted to ensure the passability for fish of the water
body.

•

Environmental NGOs mainly aimed at creating a nature orientated terrain

In addition to these goals it was the aim of Wupperverband to restore the fish population and
to reach a better ecological status under the frame of the WFD. It also aimed at initiating a
participatory process in order to step into an emerging field of power.
The researchers aimed at having an impact in water management practice in view of
adaptive management. The research projects also provided a direct link to the involved
consultants, who were financed by research funds in order to give advice in the set-up and
facilitate the participatory exercise. For the consultants this co-operation was an interesting
opportunity to be involved in a pilot study working closely together with research and
practitioners. While the researchers and consultants thus provided project funded expertise
and support for the design and implementation of the process, the Wupperverband offered
an open planning process, brought in practical knowledge, existing networks and the
possibility to undertake further related research in the basin. (Möllenkamp, Lamers,
Huesmann et al. in review)
Methods used
The Methods used can roughly be divided into methods for evaluation and preparation and
methods for the conduction of the process. (also see Speil et al. 2008)
In order to thoroughly plan and establish the workshops and to elicit answers to our research
questions, several in-depth interviews were conducted. These were semi-structured personal
and telephone interviews with the co-operation partners (Wupperverband) and selected
workshop participants. Hereby two series of interviews were conducted – one prior to the
series of workshops (pre-process) and one subsequent to it for evaluation purposes (postprocess). For the preparation of the workshop-series 47 persons (including members of the
Wupperverband) were interviewed, for the evaluation of the workshops eleven in-depth
interviews were carried out with participants of the workshops, including members of the
Wupperverband. The interviewees were selected to represent a wide range of participants,
enabling a good balance of insights for the preparation and evaluation of the workshops.
Methods used during the interviews were:
•

Interview guidelines and questionnaires for knowledge elicitation

•

Voice recording – almost all interview partners have without any doubt agreed to
voice recording for purposes of minute writing and further analysis through
researchers working on framing (confidentiality guaranteed)

•

The mental mapping method (“problem and solution tree”) in which problems
and solutions perceived by interview partners are written down on green and
orange cards and arranged in a tree structure has been applied during
stakeholder interviews concerning the participatory process

•

Structured group discussion in form of „dialogues on uncertainty“

•

Climate scenarios (Modelled by NeWater/ACER researchers and presented to
the WV)

•

Conceptual model on the management setting of the Wupperverband and
related authorities

•

Power-point presentations to present new aspects and research findings to the
Wupperverband and other audiences

42

The artefacts were chosen in relation to the aim of the interaction being knowledge elicitation
or discussion and presentation of findings.
The core of the process consisted of three workshops. Each workshop was attended by 4050 stakeholders with changing composition. Between the workshops all participants were
informed of the ongoing tasks, including newsletters (e-mail), many informal meetings and
telephone/mail conversation. The interactive participatory methods applied in the round table
were collectively chosen by the Wupperverband and research partners, involving also the
Regionale in this decision.
The aims of the first workshop were to inform the stakeholders in order to create a common
knowledge base and to collect the different interests according to possible measures and
open questions concerning the further actions in the sub basin. The Methods used to fulfil
these aims were in case of the creation of a common knowledge basis power point
presentations for the whole group. Additionally to that, the stakeholders were separated into
three different subgroups, each of them dealing with a different situation or location in the
lower Dhünn basin. This was done, because the different problem situations were too
17
complex and the time pressure too high to deal with them one after another. After separate
information about the special context of the problem situation in the subgroups, different
possible measures were collected to improve the current situation (e.g. the temperature of
the Dhünn) in form of mind maps.
The outcomes of the subgroups were presented to the whole group and were further
discussed. After that each participant could prioritise a certain number of measures.
The second workshop aimed at bundling the collected measures, presenting the answers
to the open questions from the first workshop (collected between the two) via presentations
by external experts to experiences with discussed measures and at concretising the possible
measures collected at the first workshop. The concretisation was done by the mental
mapping method. Beside this concretisation the measures should be located at a certain
place in the sub basin. The outcome of this workshop was the basis of the consensus
document. A draft of this was prepared between the second and third workshop and sent to
all participating stakeholders, who could give feedback and/or mark controversial points.
Over 100 additions and notes were included into the draft.
The aim of the third workshop was to achieve a consensus document which could be
implemented into the formal process and to plan further activities. The consensus document
was agreed upon during a group discussion whose results were included into the consensus
document simultaneously. After the formal agreement and the planning of further steps
(implementing the outcome, public relations, etc.) the document is now free available on the
18
website of the Wupperverband.
Every workshop was evaluated by the researchers from the USF using questionnaires with
open and closed questions, the results were used to redesign and adapt to the needs and
recommendations of the participants.
The collected information as well as the evaluation documents and the common knowledge
19
basis were presented by the Wupperverband on its website.

17

The composition of the subgroups should mirror the composition of the whole group and
include at least one representative of each section. This proved to be a problem, as some of
the invited stakeholders did not attend the workshops.
18
http://www.wupperverband.de/4867509108A5E5EFC1257426002E64E2_E5C13048CF6CACCCC1
257426002D9D07.html
19

http://www.wupperverband.de/aufgaben/gewaesser/projekt.untere.dhuenn/dirprojekt.untere.dhuenn.ht
ml
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4.3 Dynamics of the case study objectives in relation with involvement of
stakeholders
Evolvement of the overall objectives of the case study
As reported previously the sub-case study which was at first planned was cancelled after
about 13 months of project duration and the case study of the Wupper was set up. Many
aims and research questions were kept, others were adapted, and some were skipped.
The overall objectives of the Wupper sub-case (organising a stakeholder process and to
work on different research questions in close co-operation with the stakeholders in the basin)
are nearly finalized. The participatory process was carried out; on some of the further
research question some work still needs to be done.
Overall, the objectives of the participatory process, first defined in May 2006 were reached.
Changes have mainly occurred related to the specific objectives of single workshops,
adapting to the requirements of the participating stakeholders and the change in the cast of
the representatives. The participatory process was at first delayed for about four months (as
reported before) because of its belated start as well as of the long interaction with the
regional authorities who are responsible for implementing the WFD and had a word in the
discussion of the Wupperverband being the inviting party of the round table. Still the
workload related to carrying out and analysing 47 pre-interviews and questionnaires; a
workshop accompanying evaluation and eleven post-interviews. The main objectives, which
were the co-operative desing of a participatory process involving the relevant stakeholders
on sub-basin level as well as the scientific analysis were achieved.
The implementation of the process results (consensus document of the participatory process
(Seecon, USF, Wupperverband edit. 2008) into the formal WFD implementation process by
the competent authority is currently being performed. As can be seen on the website of the
Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, the first steps proved fruitful as nearly all of the measures
20
named in the consensus document were taken into account. However one uncertainty
remains: Although the outcome document was implemented into the formal process (the
competent authority took over most of the consensus document), the definitive planning of
measures will start in 2009. It is still possible, although unlikely, that some of the results will
be watered down.
As reported before, changes in the objectives of the stakeholder process in the Dhünn basin
have been decided upon by the Wupperverband. These changes in a rather late period of
the process planning caused new workload for all parties, Wupperverband, consultancy and
researchers.
Changes in research activities, e.g. hydrological model, are partly attributed to the
Wupperverband as they were only implemented if serving a practically relevant purpose.
Further more, research and consultancy activities were restricted by the resource limitations
(esp. time) of Wupperverband staff involved.
Evolution of the process
The participating stakeholders were able to give feedback and input to the process design
and objectives during the process planning (through interviews and questionnaires) and
during the workshops (directly and during evaluation). For example, representatives of the
sector “hunting” were invited after the direct request of some stakeholders during the first
workshop. Additionally to these constructive input, the change in the cast of the
representatives slowed down the process, as more time as planned was occupied by mere
information than to the discussion of possible measures.
Stakeholders´ expectations were taken into account in during the workshop planning –
interestingly these did generally did not differ from the main objectives of the
20

http://www.wupper.nrw.de/Runde_Tische/Runder_Tisch_PE_1200/index.jsp
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Wupperverband, including further aspects of efficiency, openness, scope and fairness of the
process.
Relevance of changes in objectives of the scientists: Objectives of the process were
formulated by research partners based on interviews and meetings (eg. Rasche /
Möllenkamp 2006) with Wupperverband staff and have been agreed upon with the
Wupperverband (Möllenkamp, Rasche, Hare 2006). Changes of the Wupperverband’s
approach to the process (without any changes to the objectives as such) were discussed in
the co-ordination group (Wupperverband, researchers, consultants). During the whole
interaction with the Wupperverband, the Wupperverband was continuously reminded of the
previously devined process objectives in order to prevent unnecessary changes.

4.4 Factors driving stakeholder involvement
The most important factor to be taken into account was to assure that the process would
have a real impact on the basin, respectively on the formal WFD process. Besides questions
21
of fairness, legitimacy and conduction of the workshops (time, place, etc.) , the question of
relevance of the process was on top of the minds of most stakeholders. This question was
closely connected to the achievement of a concrete outcome document, which could be
used for further steps.
Further factors to be taken into account were to assure the relevance of research and
consultancy to water management practice in the Wupper basin and moreover to link this
process to already existing processes (WFD implementation, existing round tables) in the
region.
Apart from these specific issues, common factors played a role as well: Stakeholder fatigue
occurred during a certain period with the co-operation partners from the Wupperverband. It
was mainly due to the high work load during the participatory workshop series. The changes
in the cast of participants led to some (serious and minor) problems: In case of a complete
absence of a sector in a break-out group during a workshop, other stakeholders tried to take
the absent interest into account, as others tried to gain advantage of these situations.
During the implementation of the process, different uncertainties about the frame of the
process came up, e.g. concerning its outcome, its connection with the WFD, its time frame
and also the reaction of the authorities.
Moreover, a reform of the administrative system in NRW around the turn of the year
2006/2007 caused some delays and uncertainties about the responsibilities for different
fields. Those factors in a whole led to a delay of the process. This caused a certain time
pressure because of the fact that the workshop-series had to be finalised before the formal
WFD process started and aimed at making use of the Dhünn workshop results.
Additionally, the evaluation of the process was hindered by the fact that the last
questionnaire was filled in by just a fraction of the participants. This caused a delay of the
overall evaluation, because the questionnaires had to be sent to the stakeholders as a follow
up of the workshop series. So it took much more time than expected to get the data needed.
A close contact to the Wupperverband and to the competent authority was crucial to deal
with these factors. The contact with the Wupperverband assured the practical dimension of
the process, the contact to the competent authority ensured the impact of the process and
helped to adapt to the administrative reform in NRW.
As a reaction the workshops were postponed a few weeks and extended in the year 2008.
The same goes for the evaluation of the process.

21

As some of the stakeholder got payment for their attention at the workshops (as they were working
for an authority or firm) and some not (being volunteers representing e.g. NGOs) the question of the
time and location of the workshops shouldn’t be neglected.
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4.5 Conclusions
Designing, implementing, evaluating and analysing a participatory process needs time and
patience, especially when it is dealing with complex issues. As this was the first participatory
process in the catchment of the Wupperverband, the uncertainties and reservation were
rather deep (even in the Wupperverband itself). Additionally, the process was carried out in a
rather rigid administrative system by an association which was not the responsible
association for implementing the WFD.
Splitting up the complex issue of “preparing the implementation of the WFD” into several
smaller units as “improving the water temperature”, dealing with them in sub-groups and
than discussing the results altogether helped keeping the process manageable.
Externalising the moderation and some of the costs to the research project helped to deal
with the uncertainties on behalf of the Wupperverband, integrating the competent authorities
and gaining their approval (although time consuming) helped overcoming reservation of
some stakeholders, who feared the uselessness of the process.
All this was done under high time pressure, as the workshop series had to be finalised until
the formal process of the Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf started, although this “shadow of
hierarchy” helped to assure relevance of the process.
The major achievement of this project was, that although it started as an exception of the
rules and as a rather a high political issue to the competent authorities the participatory
process was perceived as the normal way to carry out participation in the end. The process
is currently being promoted as a “best practice” example throughout the Land NRW by the
Wupperverband.
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Annex 4.1: Case study work and stakeholder interaction until now
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5
5.1

Comparison between the Wupper and Kromme Rijn regimes
Management style analysis in the Wupper and Kromme Rijn regimes

Within a management style analysis of the German water management association
Wupperverband and the Dutch water board Hoogheemraadschap De Stichtse Rijnlanden
(HDSR), the ability to adapt to new conditions in different institutional settings was
investigated (Möllenkamp et al. 2007). Historical development, institutional settings for
membership, roles and decision making of responsible water management agencies were
compared in view of important adaptive management prerequisites. Special focus was put
on the role of emergent leadership, social learning, and both formal and informal forms of
participation by stakeholders outside of the regulatory system. In order to visualise the
comparison of the management styles, two simple models were developed representing the
Wupper and Kromme Rijn regimes.

Figure 5.1. The Wupper management. Source: (Möllenkamp et al. 2007).
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Figure 5.2. The Kromme Rijn management. Source: (Möllenkamp et al. 2007)
While the basic frame of the organizational setting of the water management regimes differs,
the common frame of the WFD seems to drive an evolution towards increasing equivalence
in function. Both water agencies have set new aims towards a more ecologically sound
management and are open for addressing issues of new user-groups – either formally or
informally. While a strict frame of general organizational structures prevails, both systems
are able to adapt within this frame, but in different ways.
Compared to the Wupperverband, the HDSR proves to be more flexible in adapting to the
changing needs of inhabitants and users in the region, and to changing management goals.
The HDSR system has a democratic feedback loop that legitimizes decisions and anticipates
to changing conditions. In the case of the Wupperverband changing the membership
structure to better represent the interests of other users and inhabitants would entail
changing the law, which is currently not regarded necessary by the actors interviewed.
However, the Wupperverband is able to engage additional stakeholder groups by opening up
informally by means of workshops on water management questions, such as the Dhünn
workshop series co-developed by NeWater/ACER.
A balance is struck in adaptive water management institutions between taking legitimate and
accountable decisions (addressing issues and stakes of all those involved) and the
effectiveness with which these decisions are taken. With regard to effectiveness, the
Wupperverband seems to be performing better in the current management situation. It has
become clear that the leadership position of the managing director of the Wupperverband
stimulates effective decision making processes and determines the strategic direction of the
water agency to a large extent. On the other hand the democratic structure of the HDSR,
despite being an adaptive element, can hamper effective decision making due to not finding
a compromise. In the long run though, the transmission of social capital and institutional
learning is easier between groups that share responsibility than between two leading
persons in case of a management shift.
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Remarkably, stakeholder and public participation is considered in both agencies as a
possible way to face new challenges. At the HDSR, both public and stakeholder participation
in the planning process is currently employed to anticipate difficult decisions at a later stage.
At the Wupperverband relevant stakeholder groups that are non-members are increasingly
often invited for workshops and informal meetings. This way, planning and decision making
processes are conducted in a legitimate and effective way.
Combinations of different institutional elements thus influence the capacity of both water
agencies to adapt to changing conditions in an effective and legitimate way. Stronger
centralised decision-making may be more effective in taking decisions while more influence
from stakeholders can be more flexible. (Moellenkamp, S., M. Et al. 2007)

5.2 Dealing with uncertainties in water management practice
A second comparative study was performed in the Wupper and Kromme Rijn basins,
analysing uncertainties. Applying a similar approach in both cases, framing of uncertainties
by practitioners in water management and the way they deal with them was studied.
A series of workshops and interviews was performed in each sub-case study over several
months with representatives from regional entities responsible for water management, i.e.
water agencies, public administration, and municipalities. Through this interactive research,
options for improving dealing with uncertainties were developed along a set of recently
developed framing parameters (Isendahl et al. submitted) that are of general importance
when framing uncertainties.
The work on uncertainties in the Wupper and Kromme Rijn showed the importance of
making framing of uncertainty explicit and identify possible framing differences especially as
decisions in water management are often taken in multi-actor settings. The application of
framing parameters developed through research within NeWater showed to be a good
means for that purpose and particularly to detect similarities or disagreements in framings.
The assessment of the framing parameters helped raising the awareness among the
participants on the various aspects of an uncertainty and was of use for fostering reflection
and discussion on framing and strategies.
As a tool for systematically identifying improvement options when dealing with uncertainty
situations in water management a cross-checking list was developed along the framing
parameters making use of the results in the two case studies (see deliverable 1.7.3c). The
list does not require major scientific knowledge or assessment and is designed to be easily
applicable for practitioners in water management. It is not meant to be a solution in itself but
a grid to develop intervention options when facing difficulties in dealing with uncertainty in
water management practice.
A common thread through both cases though is that uncertainties are regarded as
something negative. Despite the positive challenge an uncertainty implies for most of the
participants and despite the participants’ emphasis of taking a positive stance towards
dealing with uncertainties the prevailing line of action is hence to firstly try to prevent it and
once faced with an uncertainty to reduce or eliminate it and to eventually attain certainty.
In order to achieve that goal, a central strategy to deal with uncertainty in both Wupper and
Kromme Rijn is thorough planning in the beginning. However, complexity and unpredictability
pose limits for planning and assessing all possible options and developments
comprehensively. This holds particularly true for the case of surprises and coincidences
discussed in the Kromme Rijn and implies that in terms of conceiving robust strategies the
focus should be on flexible options for action that may be reassessed and adapted if
necessary.
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6

Conclusions

The Newater case study Rhine consists of three sub cases: Wupper, Kromme Rijn and
Niederrhein. In the sub-cases Wupper and Niederrhein the research is done in close
cooperation with the ACER project. The aim of the case studies within the Newater project
was to enable the researcher to have a platform to do research in close interaction with
practical water management. And on the other hand to enable the water managers to learn
from new developments. It is equally important to improve the capacity of the actors involved
to process this new information and draw meaningful conclusions from it: “Adaptive
management is learning to manage by managing to learn”.
In the Wupper sub-case, the researchers collaborated with the main partners, the
Wupperverband, and organized and carried out stakeholder workshops related to the WFD
implementation in the Dhünn basin, which is part of the Wupper basin.
The sub-case “Kromme Rijn” concentrated on the application of the WFD for the water body
the Kromme Rijn and the development of a water management plan for the Kromme Rijn
region, in close cooperation with the water board Hoogheemraadschap De Stichtse
Rijnlanden (HDSR). The assistance by Newater comprised two parts: one part is the
evaluation of the hydrological situation. The other part is the design, implementation, and
evaluation of the stakeholder participation process.
The sub-case “Niederrhein” focused on the issue of transboundary flood management. The
main goal was to develop long-term flood management strategies shared by stakeholders on
both sides of the border, which can deal with climate change and socio-economic
developments. The main stakeholders were the members of the German-Dutch Working
group on flood management.
The focus of the Rhine case was on these three relative small sub-cases, and on specific
issues within these sub-cases. Therefore, conclusions are restricted to these areas and
issues and cannot be extrapolated to the complete Rhine basin, or to other organizational
levels.
Nevertheless, some general results can be summarized, ranging from concrete products
developed in cooperation with the stakeholders to less tangible outcomes.
The concrete products coming from the Rhine case are:
•

Water Management Plan (WMP) Kromme Rijn, which will be used by HDSR as a blue
print for WMPs in other areas;

•

Consensus Document Dhünn (Wupper), which gave a solid basis for the participative
WFD process, made clear the role of the Wupperverband (local water management
association);

•

The development of Socio-economic scenarios Rhine (Niederrhein), which will be
finalized in the ACER project by the end of 2009 as shared management strategy;

•

Improved knowledge base for the design, implementation and evaluation of
participatory planning processes based on both the Wupper and Kromme Rijn subcases;

•

Improved knowledge base on the conceptualization, practice and guidance on
questions of how to deal with uncertainty.

Less tangible but nevertheless important relational outcomes can also be reported:
•

Mutual benefits from the researcher – stakeholder interaction in each of the sub-cases
and between sub-cases
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•

Experiential learning from the trans-disciplinary processes, i.e. the intensive
cooperation on the science-policy interface; concrete outcomes; network building; and
evaluation.

•

Building of trust between researchers and water managers. This requires from both
researches and stakeholders allocation of sufficient time and effort, flexibility of
researchers to be able to adapt the research.

For the researchers, the cooperation with other stakeholders and the interactions between
the cases resulted in increased insights and multiple publications.

Concerning the application of participation in the sub cases the following conclusion were
drawn:
The most important tool used to improve participation in the three Rhine cases was the
workshop. From the cases it follows that to make participation happen, the process to set up
the participatory process is critical. Setting up a participatory process, especially when it is
the first time such an approach is chosen, can be considered a risk for the organiser.
Cooperation with researchers and consultants can in such a situation help, as this gives the
possibility to share the burden as well as the blame in case something goes wrong (also see
Möllenkamp et al. 2008).
As the next step in setting up a participatory process, the building of trust is important. Trust
is a key issue and takes time to develop. The ‘core’ team of initiators should be confident
about the objectives and skills of the organisers. Preparatory steps in the organisation and
design of the different events are important elements in building of trust and should be
considered an important joint task in the process. The nested approach used in the Kromme
Rijn case is also a helpful tool to build trust. The nested design approach taken in this
participatory process was effective in reconciling the different types of interests of the actors
involved in a widely shared outcome. The members of the groups, including the dairy and
fruit farmers, became more and more active in suggesting alternative solutions and
improvements for the measures and the communication of these measures.
A rather informal approach can be helpful in building the trust needed and further the
exchange of ideas. However, at a certain point, the process must feed into the formal
process to be really influential. This does not always happen. The transboundary setting in
the Niederrhein case was probably considered too sensitive to open up the formal process
for the uncontrolled participatory process. In the Wupper case on the other hand, the
experience was such that the outcomes of the process were adopted as input into the formal
process.
The participatory processes have led to a broadening of the vision of participants and
sometimes to reframing. The exchange provided the opportunity to learn from technical
expert knowledge as well as from other stakeholders, in particular those across the border.
The process in this way supported social learning between the participants. Comparison
between two of the cases showed that leadership is important to influence and promote
decision-making through the process (Möllenkamp et al. 2007). Strong leadership can
however reduce the flexibility in decision-making.
There is a common tendency to reduce the uncertainty as uncertainty is generally viewed as
a negative factor. The use of scenarios allowed free exploring of possible futures in which
political interests are less prominent. The research however showed that explicit framing of
uncertainty helped to cope with the inherent uncertainty (Isendahl et al. 2008).
To conclude, the context in which the participatory process takes place, including the
dominant management style of the relevant organisations, the way the process is organised
as well as the interactions between the key-players, is significant for the outcomes of the
process. Uncertainty can be a factor that interferes in the process, but framing the
uncertainty can help to overcome this barrier.
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