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Preface

The discussion about the value and appropriateness ofcpautadi stakeholder participa-
tion is ongoing. Often proponents and opponents of the uparditipatory approaches
ignore each other based upon different ideologies ratlzar thtional arguments. This
observation is based on my experience in European-bassatchsand consultancy, as
well as my role as a stakeholder in several processes rdatateater management. As
both an observer and a participant of these processesyissggtural and logical to me
to that multi-stakeholder perspectives form a part of emvinental decision making.

Some of my academic colleagues, however, have a differespeetive on the value
of participatory processes, and are not willing to deviatenfacademic virtues such as
rigour, accuracy, peer-reviewed outcomes, conformity &ihods and statistical sig-
nificance for sake of solving problems at stake. Moreoves,ithplementation of a
participatory process including stakeholders with theiraious perspectives may en-
tail a significant increase in uncertainty. From a scienfigcspective the outcomes
and results of research that involve stakeholder or pulaitiggpation are not always
straight-froward, and may be subject of discussion.

From the practitioner’s perspective, participatory psses may imply other pitfalls
and drawbacks such as loss of control, difficult or time-comigg tasks, waking up
sleeping dogs, communication failure, evoking conflicts\en failing to attain project
goals. Planners, engineers, economists or ecologistsl sgams acquiring knowledge
that is required to carefully plan, design and implement ifications to environment,
infrastructure or urban space. From their perspectiveit@poration of lay knowledge
appears questionable or even ironic.

Moreover, much confusion exists about the legitimacy, #tonale and the appro-
priateness of participatory processes. This holds not famlthe question of applying
participation or not, but also of how to do it. Self-organisgrass-roots’ movements
that primarily seek to influence long-term policy agend#®grostrive for a critical mass
of support for their cause without a strict agenda, are of@mfused with carefully
designed and implemented participatory decision prosefs® aim for a relatively



short-term modification of the environment. Both proce$se® different means and
instruments to bring about their respective objectives.

In the field of water management, the European Commissiocteshéhe European
Water Framework Directive that prescribes the early ingotent of stakeholders (and
the public) in river basin management. As a consequenciipatory processes must
form a part of river basin management, which set some noveatlues that can no
longer be neglected. In practice, water managers have tesilplities: either imple-
ment a process that fulfils the minimum requirements of thective, or incorporate
participation as a vital part of the planning process.

Throughout my work as a consultant in European water managgpnojects | have
encountered the phenomenon of ‘distorted multi-discipliy’. It means that respon-
sible authorities provide excellent engineers, accoustatologists, spatial planners
and related professions, but no ‘participatory managdrsis latter role is usually as-
signed to a ‘project manager’ and his or her assistantsdikthare any). These project
managers are themselves engineers, ecologists or landarsees, but usually not
experts in participatory processes and often lack expegientheir planning and man-
agement. As a consultant as well as stakeholder | have, asse@oence, encountered
unprofessional participatory procedures where the egpaissed the opportunity to
take advantage of valuable local knowledge or refused togrise the added value
of incorporating that knowledge. The participatory pracess often implemented as
a peripheral activity or for the purpose of risk mitigatiand. preventing individuals
from delaying the planning process through legal meansan linteractive process is
initiated, it often becomes a one-way process (plannersutbstakeholders) with the
result that little lay knowledge is incorporated.

A number of European research projects such as NeWa#iver and Harmon-
iCOP® have produced valuable knowledge about participatorygeees in river basin
management. The collaboration with practitioners in nwousicase studies was exem-
plary, and a mutual understanding of perspectives amormgjfiaers, stakeholders and
scientists was achieved. However, once the projects arégsédait becomes difficult
to maintain the dissemination and accessibility of thisiwiealge. This holds true espe-
cially for practitioners, who may not no longer have or ndvad the scientific support
of workshops and face-to-face exchanges of experience.rdsuit new projects often
begin with a foundation of knowledge that has been gainederipus projects. Fur-
thermore, the argument that case-study-specific expaseaie difficult to exchange
is repeatedly heard. As a result, the many guidebooks tegpraduced, often as an
output of these projects have limited benefit for practiicwho in many cases must
start a project from scratch. How can all of this collectiv@Wwledge be used for a new
project with specific constraints and objectives that atalg unique?

In the summer of 2004, | was invited to join the consultaggecorin order to
work on the EU-funded InterReg project TRUST. Within thisject five different water
management initiatives requested support for their ppédiory effort for the purpose
of capacity building. The problems that have been discusséuke beginning of this

Ihttp://www.newater.info/
Zhttp://www.striver.no/
Shttp://www.harmonicop.uos.de/



preface could be applied to the TRUST project. Furthermbeecase studies were sit-
uated in three European countries. In general there whesKitowledge of public and
stakeholder participation, and the idea that scientifichm@s$ can be systematically ap-
plied throughout a project was completely novel to the fitiacers. Furthermore, the
consultants did not have a ready-to-go methodology aveilaks a result, a great deal
of research and development was required to successfylpostthe five case studies.
On the other hand, the scientific knowledge of the consudteotild be enriched with
the experiences and requirements of the practitionersanT®RUST project. In this
way, problem-oriented research formed the basis of theeprorhe capacity building
process turned out to be a ‘real’ social learning process, much feedback from prac-
titioners. The practitioners learned a great deal thatdcbel used for future projects,
and appreciated the cross-boundary exchange of experiétmeever, at the end of
the project, | was still asked to provide them with a ‘cookk'aaf how to design, plan
and implement a participatory process in water managentejeqis. Admittedly, the
“case-studies-are-not-transferable" paradigm was in rimgdrand that of many of my
colleagues, and a mechanistic ‘cookbook’ is not adaptieeigh to handle the individ-
ual constraints and local circumstances of practition€éhe idea emerged to develop
a methodological framework for the application of partatigry methods that provides
practitioners with tangible guidelines to choose from géeairray of available methods
and apply them to their specific requirements.

The idea of a taxonomy and catalogue of participatory mettgzine originally
from Matt Hare, and was further developed in long and pradedtrain-storming ses-
sions between Matt and me. A first version of a taxonomy analagitie is published
as part of the TRUST inception report (Hare and Krywkow, 200Bor the fruitful
co-operation, the intense exchange of ideas and the valwzahlice | have received
throughout and beyond the TRUST effort, | would like to exgsreny gratitude to Matt
Hare.

The initial version of a ‘standardised’ evaluation procexiwas developed by Ka-
rina Speif (Rasche, 2005). The evaluation process was first appliedermRUST
project, and serves as the controlling part of the methaicdd framework as intro-
duced in this thesis. | would like to thank Karina for the watke carried out in the
TRUST project. This project also involved the water manag@éTRUST/TGIII, who
challenged us to develop ideas and help to solve their probléwould like to express
my special thanks to the colleagues of the TRUST/TGIII prbje

In addition to the TRUST project, | was involved in two otharrBpean projects:
NeWater and FLOODsife that compelled me to write the thesis in parallel to my
project responsibilities, but - more importantly - providme with insights to other
water management projects including participation mettagles, research challenges,
outcomes and networking. | would like to express my graétt@lAnne van der Veen
for giving me the opportunity to work on these projects, foorpoting and reviewing
this thesis, and perhaps most importantly for nine yearskdlooration, during which |

“nee Karina Rasche
Shttp://www.floodsite.net/



learned a great deal and benefited from his encouragemértn@aand trust especially
when | encountered unexpected obstacles.

| extend a warm thank you to my project colleagues, espgc@lhudia Pahl-Wostl
and her research team at the Institute of EnvironmentaéBysResearch of the Univer-
sity of Osnabriick as well as my Seecon colleagues. Furthreravould like to thank
my colleagues from the department of Water Engineering aaddgement (WEM) of
the University of Twente.

Special thanks to Judith Janssen and Hans Hein who suppoged preparation
of my thesis defense.

For their support in reviewing the English grammar and wogdi would like to
thank Catherine Buck and Douglas Baker. Last but certaiotyleast, | would like to
thank Caroline van Bers for not only markedly improving myglish over the years,
but also for her critical questions in reviewing the dradisd finally her infinite patience.

Jorg Krywkow
Enschede, June 2009



Summary

The European Water Framework Directive (WFD) is a normisgtiocument for river
basin management in the European Union. The requiremeaisicie 14 refer to the
early involvement of stakeholders (and the public) in decisnaking processes. The
guestion is no longer whether or not stakeholder partimpas useful in river basin
management, but how to accomplish an effective and effigeli@boration among
policy makers, experts and lay people. Well before the iticef this regulatory doc-
ument much research has been undertaken to better undktiseaimteraction among
practitioners, researchers and stakeholders in the dagisbcesses of water manage-
ment projects. These research projects brought scient#igtits together with stake-
holder needs and the contemporary European policy agenuaqdality of research
is for the most part high, the results are useful, and newlgldped management ap-
proaches fulfil the requirements of the WFD. However, oneerésearch projects are
completed, and the practitioners move on to other actsjitibe applicability of this
(often case-study-based) research comes into questiorul#tude of guidebooks and
best-practice documents have been published, but stilymithese documents are not
known to water managers across Europe, and they are sorsdliffieult to compre-
hend and especially difficult to adapt to individual reqments.

The application of participatory methods in decision mgkimocesses has grown
into a sophisticated ‘discipline’ that requires knowledgmel experience to understand
and apply. However, most water managers in Europe are netrsxin the field of
participatory management.

Furthermore, when attempting to implement participatosthods in water man-
agement, the dualism of case-study-specific requiremantaainiversally applicable
methodology is a problem that practitioners frequentlyoemter. For example, cross-
boundary experiences are often not directly applicablelewvant. This thesis endeav-
ours to overcome this problem, and to develop an approattettables practitioners
with little knowledge of participatory processes to selmethods that are appropriate
for the specific requirements of a local project.
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For this purpose, gaxonomy of participatory methodiss been developed that re-
moves uncertain parameters within participatory methodssssigns them to two cate-
gories: 1) case study specifibjectivesuch as achieving consensus, increasing support
for the project or identifying new problems, and 2) locahstraintf the specific water
management effort such as budget limitations, availabpedise or number and type
of stakeholders. Local objectives as well as constraingsperticular project cannot be
mechanistically transferred to other management prqjecitsmust be determined in
an analysis of the local context.

From social science, psychology, sociology and relateciglises as well as from
case study research, a whole array of methods are availediledan be applied to par-
ticipatory processes. However, the applicability and iotpd these methods on such
a process is not always obvious to practitioners. For a tmlatumber of methods a
uniform set ofimplementation criterian the form of a catalogue entry (a initial version
of a catalogue was previously published) was developed Wwhy methods received a
comparable set of parameters that relate to the specifitatioms and requirements of
a local case study. Furthermore, participatory methods assigned tolassesaccord-
ing to their goal-achieving properties. As a resultypologywas created that serves
as a basis for further evaluation and selection proceduitbstie aim of designing,
implementing and controlling participatory processes.

The taxonomy was operationalised in two ways: tpatrolling approactthat sup-
ports the evaluation and monitoring of ongoing processeb2aadecision approacto
select methods for the planning and design of participgtoogesses. The controlling
approach is based upon the assumption that methods aréweffi€goals are reached.
However, in this research it is not the achievement of gdeds is measured, but the
intensity (or strength) of six parameters (activity, equality, ty@a®ncy, power shar-
ing, flexibility and reach). Similar to the taxonomy of metisothesentensity criteria
are comparable parameters that are relevant for participptocesses in general. The
intensity criteria are standardised parameters that capjléed to a multitude of objec-
tives that may be related to classes of methods in the taxpnidame or more criteria
are determined to be insufficiently intensive, conclusioray be drawn about the ap-
propriate choice of (a class of) methods or an incorrectiegibn of this method. In
this way, midterm evaluation including feedback and cdio&s of an ongoing process
are possible. The advantage is a transboundary comp#yaiitases, as well as the
availability of control instruments that do not strictlygudre specific expertise as well
as experience with controlling mechanisms. The interssifecriteria can be retrieved
with a standardised set of questions that may be posed tditfmaers, experts and
especially stakeholders.

The taxonomy of methods as well as the controlling approahapplied in the In-
terReg project TRUST involving five case studies in threetéfesEuropean countries.
All of the case studies had different water-related issc@sstraints and objectives. The
methodology as introduced above was a first version developelose co-operation
between scientists and water managers. Capacity buildidgransboundary learning
were key issues of the case study work. The taxonomy togetitierevaluation and
monitoringbased upon intensity criteria enabled the water managessrtpare ap-
proaches and discuss various issues in a ‘common langudgeards the end of the
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case study analysis a ‘dependency phenomenon’ was digtbveven after all capac-
ity building activities that they had engaged in, water nggra did not feel sufficiently

competent to design a participatory process for a new prejébout the support of

experts.

For this reason a ‘selection support system’ was develdpedenables practition-
ers to select appropriate methods based upon their prajats gs well as their local
constraints. Based upon the taxonomyadignment schemimgether with adecision
tree walks practitioners through a process of excluding pauéitiry methods that are
not relevant for their local project, and the remaining roethare listed sequentially so
that the skeleton for a participatory plan is generatechisway potentially applicable
and effective methods can be extracted from a large (andtsosseconfusing) pool
of methods that would otherwise be overwhelming for prewtérs with little or no
knowledge of the array of participatory methods at theipdsal.

The motivation for developing this methodological framekvis to support those
practitioners who want to identify the most effective methéor their designated goals
under specific local conditions and constraints. Moredvisrapproach dares to impose
a uniform structure on a variety of participatory methodkjlevpermitting sufficient
flexibility for adaptation to local circumstances.

Future research is required in the development of a ‘suppott for designing
and planning participatory processes in water resourcemgement. Moreover, this
methodological framework may then serve as a basis for tpeoved communication
and accessibility of knowledge among scientists, staldgs| practitioners and policy
makers. The most effective implementation of this framéwbowever, requires a plat-
form such as a web portal, where knowledge from all involvadips can be compiled,
structured and made available for lay people, experts, ga@asaand decision makers
alike.
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Samenvatting

The Europese Kaderrichtlijn Water (KRW) stelt de kadersrvaderbeheer in de Eu-
ropese Unie. Artikel 14 uit de richtlijn stelt eisen met le&king tot de rol van be-
langhebbenden in een vroeg stadium van het besluitvorpingss. De vraag is niet
langer of de participatie van belanghebbenden in riviegketian nut kan zijn, maar vee-
laleer hoe een efficiénte en effectieve samenwerking tusskeidsmakers, experts en
leken tot stand gebracht kan worden. Ruim voordat een agrward gemaakt met dit
beleidsstuk, was al veel onderzoek verricht om een beteibiegkrijgen van de wissel-
werking tussen praktijkmensen, onderzoekers en belamhginelen in de besluitvorming
rond waterbeheerprojecten. Deze onderzoeken brachtemsettappelijke inzichten
samen met de behoeften van belanghebbenden en de heden&aaggese beleid-
sagenda. De kwaliteit van het onderzoek is meestal hoogesidtaten zijn nuttig en
nieuw ontwikkelde managementmethoden voldoen aan de gestald door de KRW.
Zodra echter de onderzoeksprojecten afgerond zijn en dekken praktijkmensen
verder gaan met andere activiteiten, rijzen vragen teniearnan de toepasbaarheid
van de (vaak op gevalstudies gebaseerde) onderzoekatenur is een veelvoud aan
richtlijnen en best-practice documenten gepubliceerdrrda meerderheid hiervan is
nauwelijks bekend onder waterbeheerders in Europa. Dastrzén deze richtlijnen
en documenten vaak moeilijk te begrijpen, en bovendien lifloaan te passen aan
specifieke gevallen.

De toepassing van participatiemethoden in besluitvorspngcessen is uitgegroeid
tot een goed ontwikkelde ‘discipline’, die vraagt om kengservaring om toe te kun-
nen passen. De meeste waterbeheerders in Europa zijn achmeesten gevallen
geen experts op het gebied van participatieve methoden.

Daarnaast vormt het dualisme van casestudie specifieke emgzijds en een al-
gemeen toepasbare methode anderzijds, vaak een probleeraevagyeprobeerd wordt
participatieve methoden in het waterbeheer in de praldgkté passen. De ervaringen
met grensoverschrijdende projecten bijvoorbeeld zijrkvaat direct opnieuw toepas-
baar of relevant. Dit proefschrift tracht bij te dragen a&noglossing van dit prob-
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leem door een aanpak te ontwikkelen die praktijkmensen regtigrkennis van partic-
ipatieve processen in staat stelt om participatieve methoel selecteren die tegemoet
komen aan de specifieke eisen van een lokaal project.

Voor dit doel is een taxonomie van participatieve methodewikkeld, die onzekere
parameters binnen participatieve methoden verwijderteetoewijst aan twee cate-
gorieén: 1) casestudie-specifieke doelstellingen, zalbéreiken van consensus, het
vergroten van draagvlak voor een project of de identifica#ie nieuwe problemen,
en 2) lokale randvoorwaarden aan de inspanningen van heifisge waterbeheer,
zoals het beschikbare budget, de beschikbare expertisestafantal en het type be-
langhebbenden. Lokale doelstellingen en randvoorwagkdenen niet zonder meer
worden toegepast op andere beheersprojecten, maar magtdgrnbepaald in een anal-
yse van de lokale omstandigheden. Vanuit de sociale wéiappen, psychologie, soci-
ologie en gerelateerde disciplines is een heel assortiva@nnethoden beschikbaar die
toegepast kunnen worden in participatieve processen. pfagtikmensen is de toepas-
baarheid en invloed van dergelijke methoden in het besluitingsproces echter niet
altijd helder. Voor een aantal gekozen methoden is een éfigdiset implementatiecri-
teria in de vorm van een catalogus ontwikkeld; een eerstaevex reeds gepubliceerd.
Op deze manier is aan verschillende participatieve metheda vergelijkbare set pa-
rameters toegekend, die verband houden met de specifiedistearen beperkingen van
een lokale casestudie. Daarnaast, en dit is een vernieuagpatt, zijn de methoden
toegewezen aan klassen, overeenkomstig de doelgerigjgiesehappen van de meth-
oden. Hieruit resulteert een typologie, die dient als bas verdere evaluatie- en
selectieprocedures die het ontwerp, de implementatiegehédheer van participatieve
processen tot doel hebben. De taxonomie is op twee maniemgegationaliseerd: 1)
een controlerende benadering, die de evaluatie en het onenivan doorlopende par-
ticipatieve processen ondersteunt, en 2) een besluitmgshenadering, om methoden
voor de ontwikkelingen en het ontwerp van participatievepssen te selecteren.

De controlerende benadering is gebaseerd op de aannamestietd®n effectief
zijn als doelen bereikt worden. In het huidige onderzoekdivechter niet gemeten
of doelen bereikt worden, maar wordt gekeken naar de irteansf sterkte, van zes
parameters (activiteit, gelijkwaardigheid, transpammndelen van macht, flexibiliteit
en reikwijdte). Net als bij de taxonomie van methoden zijzed@tensiteitscriteria
vergelijkbare parameters die relevant zijn voor partitgw processen in het algemeen.
De intensiteitscriteria zijn gestandaardiseerde pararselie kunnen worden toegepast
op een veelvoud aan doelstellingen, die kunnen wordenajeeztl aan de klassen uit
de taxonomie. Als de intensiteit van een of meer van de @itsordt beoordeeld
als onvoldoende, kunnen conclusies getrokken worden avenakst geschikte keuze
voor een bepaalde (klasse van) methode(-n) of over eenstajisiepassing van deze
methode. Op deze manier is het mogelijk een proces halverteegvalueren en de
uitkomsten terug te koppelen, en naar aanleiding daarvantesle aanpassingen te
maken. Twee voordelen zijn een grensoverschrijdende ljgtggarheid van casestud-
ies, en de beschikbaarheid van beheersinstrumenten dipatise specifieke kennis,
of ervaring met controlemechanismes vereisen. De inihsiharop de verschillende
criteria scoren kan beoordeeld worden aan de hand van eep gtandaard vragen, die
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beantwoord kunnen worden door praktijkmensen, expertoeralbelanghebbenden
zelf.

De taxonomie van methoden en de controlerende benadejimgpepepast in het
InterReg project TRUST, dat betrekking heeft op vijf cagdis in drie West-Europese
landen. Alle casestudies betroffen andere watergerethd®vesties, randvoorwaarden
en doelen. De methode die hierbovenis beschreven betredegste versie, ontwikkeld
in nauwe samenwerking met wetenschappers en waterbehree@mntraal in het cas-
estudie onderzoek stonden het ontwikkelen van capacitgjtensoverschrijdend leren
onder participanten. Samen met evaluatie en monitoringagfstvan de intensiteitscri-
teria, stelt de taxonomie de waterbeheerders in staat osthidende benaderingen
te vergelijken en verschillende kwesties te besprekenn'gedeelde taal’. Aan het
einde van de casestudie werd een afhankelijkheidsfenoomgdekt: zelfs nadat wa-
terbeheerders alle activiteiten gerichten op het ontwékean capaciteit en kennis
hadden doorlopen, voelden zij zich nog steeds onvoldoemd¢aat om een partici-
patief proces voor een nieuw project op te zetten, zondendersteuning van experts.
Om deze reden werd een ‘selectie ondersteuningssysteawik&ald, dat mensen in
staat stelt om geschikte methoden te selecteren op bashuvelokale doelstellingen
en randvoorwaarden.

Gebaseerd op de taxonomie, leiden een trajectschema eadsihbom de praktijk-
mensen door een proces waarin ongeschikte participatietteotien, die niet relevant
zijn voor het betreffende lokale project, afvallen, en vimate overgebleven metho-
den overeenkomstig het tijdsverloop van het proces woraggangschikt, zodat het
geraamte voor een participatief plan ontstaat. Op dezeanknnnen mogelijk toepas-
bare en effectieve methoden geselecteerd worden uit eés, @ soms verwarrende,
verzameling van methoden, waaruit praktiikmensen metigeihgeen kennis van de
beschikbare methoden anders moeilijk wegwijs zouden kugeeaken.

De motivatie om dit methodologische raamwerk te ontwergdmet ondersteunen
van die praktijkmensen, die willen vaststellen wat de meffsictieve participatieve
methode is voor hun specifieke doel, onder specifieke lokaktandigheden en rand-
voorwaarden. Deze benadering gaat bovendien zo ver daheureforme structuur
wordt opgelegd aan een variéteit aan participatieve methddrwijl er voldoende flex-
ibiliteit blijft voor aanpassing aan lokale omstandighede

Een suggestie voor toekomstig onderzoek is de ontwikkelang een ‘onderste-
unende softwaretool’ voor het ontwerpen en plannen varicijztieve processen in
waterbeheer. Het hier gepresenteerde methodologischevex& kan dan bovendien
dienen als basis voor verbeterde communicatie tussen, tereb®egang tot kennis
voor, wetenschappers, belanghebbenden, praktijikmemsbaleidsmakers. De meest
effectieve implementatie van het raamwerk echter, veesntplatform zoals bijvoor-
beeld een webportal, waar kennis van alle betrokken paxgezameld, gestructureerd,
en beschikbaar gemaakt kan worden voor zowel leken, exeerisaterbeheerders als
voor beleidsmakers.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 The ‘spectre’ of participation

This thesis concerns participatory processes in enviroahdecision making with
a focus on water resources management. Public and stakelpaldicipatiof is a con-
troversial subject since this process entered the pdldicd science arena. Supporting
arguments such as increased democratisation, transgasensty and distributed re-
sponsibility are offset by criticisms including increaseanplexity, higher costs, delays
in the decision process, unequal access to information @ketsolder fatigue. Many
pragmatically-oriented decision makers see a discrepaeivyeen political visions and
practical implementation. Often public participation iewed as an ideological con-
struct that is desirable but not practical or only partiathplementable if additional
resources are made available for its administration.

Walter (2006) claims that public participation is a utopiaavell-educated middle
class that implies a number of risks and unwanted sidesftecpolitical processes.
His first argument is, not surprisingly, that the visionsibgtal citizens are in many
cases incompatible with the practical administrative wafrthe responsible authorities.
Furthermore, access to and the impetus for undertakingjpatory activities seem to
correlate with the level of education, and this restricizeess may lead to the establish-
ment of a ‘participatory process oligarchy’. As a resultessteducated (and arguably
larger proportion) of society would be excluded from conmemeding and engaging in
relevant political processes. If this is true, Arnsteirison of increasing citizen power
as depicted in thiadder of participation(Arnstein, 1969) had mutated into a dystopia.
Moreover, theSilent Revolutiomas postulated by Inglehart (1977) would have turned its
visions against its own protagonists. Post-modern valueb as political freedom or

1A detailed definition of this term is provided in section 3.3.
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environmentalism could only be relevant for an intelletalide within the middle class
of Western societies. Walter’'s scepticism goes furthedem@ferring to the growing
implications of globalisation including the predominaréeeconomic and market val-
ues (acceleration, mobility and flexibility) within the seming of political, economic
and administrative decision makers on the one hand, andiffieilty for lay people
to invest energy in the improvement of their, in many casaspbrary habitats. As an
inevitable consequence, the societal rolesogial capitaland altruism is, at the same
time, decreasing.

Furthermore, Walter (2006) claims that as much as glotadisdriendly economic
liberalists believe in thénvisible hand(Smith, 1776) and thus in self-regulating mar-
ket dynamics, committed citizens tend to believe in the-gajinisation of activists.
This, however, would imply even more uncertainty resulfiogn unpredictable human
behaviour on a scale between stakeholder fatigue (i.e. r@ipatory activity) and
‘hyperactive’ players (who tend to veto all proposals). #a(2006) argues further that
contemporary societies increasingly face the managenfieonaplexity, which can be
most effectively and efficiently accomplished by the detedgower of a parliamen-
tary democracy including professional administrative ardcutive structures. This
includes, among other activities, welfare managementastfucture investment and
maintenance, as well as risk management. Apart from intioduadditional uncer-
tainty, the implementation of public and stakeholder jggrtition reduces political and
executive control, makes policy processes more incomgisted requires additional
resources. The congruity of Walter’s view with the role ovgmmental authorities
according to Smith (1776) is apparent.

In summary, it can be said that Walter (2006) does not caiegjbyrreject the partic-
ipation of lay peopl&in policy processes, but is concerned about the negativicaap
tions of its operationalisation, the lack of efficiency afffig¢etiveness, the introduction
of additional complexity, goal diversity and uncertairttyge emergence of dominating
elites and a (possible) reversal of formerly well-intendeativations, values and norms.
Walter’'s arguments form a red thread through the relevabligations and are, for ex-
ample, picked up by Harding (1998) who adds issues such aothéance of one or
more interest grougs ‘waking up sleeping dogs’, lobby activities, difficulty zom-
prehending technical issues and manipulation due to tlseiimation of selective or
‘tainted’ information.

1.2 Previous experiences with participatory processes

Various participatory processes and case studies hightighproblems that may
arise in the collaboration of responsible administratieite the public and stakehold-
ers. The following case examples provide an overview of ttalenges:

Case example l:Leussen (2000) describes the course of the so-cilbatswerken
project evolving from a solely engineering project with thien of increasing flood

2lay people referring here to those individuals who have ifipénterest in but no particular expertise in
a policy process.

3This is different from a ‘well-educated elite’ and referssiif-serving goals such as maximising profit
or the overuse of common pool resources



protection on the Maas River in the Netherlands to a muiciglinary project striving
for the incorporation of environmental considerations &l as stakeholder interests.
Particular features of this large infrastructure and floaxtgxtion project are:

e the large scale - 200km of a stretch of river;

e the multitude of involved governmental authorities ramggirom state ministries
to local municipalities, NGOs, commercial enterpriseszen groups and advo-
cacy groups;

o the growing complexity of concatenated problems and sifde s

e the extraordinary length of the process (1995 until thegéswithout the im-
plementation of a complete set of measures;

e changing strategies of planning and implementation ovey#ars; and

e dwindling stakeholder support correlated with the lendttiroe the project has
been underway.

The interaction of the responsible authorities with refg\gtakeholders was difficult.
For example, in the year 1998 the project organisati@aswerkerpublished a report
with a number of preferred solutions for the implementatibmeasures along the river
Maas in the Dutch province of Limburg (De Maaswerken, 1997&)e multitude of
public and stakeholder objections were published in a héawyvolume report (De
Maaswerken, 1997b). The aim of Maaswerken was to achieveecsns on the pro-
posed measures. Consensus was never reached, and nonestghthet measures were
implemented.

In her endeavour to analyse the integration of expert kndgédevith lay knowledge
in the follow-up projects of MaaswerketyM | andIVM I, Wesselink (2007) observed
(a) excessive complexity of problems, knowledge and petss and (b) the difficulty
in (social) learning within this policy process.

Case example Il:Panebianco and Pahl-Wostl (2004) endeavoured to initipta-a
ticipatory process in conjunction with an agent-based rtiodeapproach. The focus
of the scientists was on the development of sewage systeEasinGerman municipal-
ities in the first decade of the renewal phase after the reatidin. The intention was
to analyse capacity problems and examine alternativeshtegeith users, suppliers
and responsible authorities. An agent-based model wagrdssbito support a group
process, and allocate alternative solutions. Howeverstientists underestimated the
problems at stake, the controversial interests and pallisiensitivity of the issue. Most
stakeholders refused to commit to a group model procesbkelerntd it was impossible
to proceed with the original approach, and a compromisedéad found.

Case example lll: Hommes et al. (2009) examine the case study of the extenkion o
Mainport Rotterdam, involving reclamation of land from tRerth Sea, that may have
significant effects on the Wadden Sea to the northeast ofdteohr site. The Wadden

4Meanwhile the Maaswerken project passed on to the IVM | arid [Vproject
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Sea is a vulnerable wetland protected by the European BiddHabitat Directives.
Expert knowledge and judgement was the basis for the deétge plans. Additionally,
stakeholders perspectives where collected and discussederal meetings. The Dutch
Fish Product Board had some significant objections to theialffilans based upon their
concerns about the possible disturbance of fish migratiorthErmore, this association
felt excluded from the early and decisive phase of the natjoti process. Not before
the second phase of negotiations were the objections of tikehOFish Product Board
taken into consideration.

However, there are also a multitude of positive examplepéoticipatory activities.
Some recent examples that have been referred to in thisrchsg@ject are described
below.

Case example IV:The European FP6 projebleWate? had a focus on methods
of adaptive water management with some emphasis on ingeheatd participatory
approaches. One of the five case studies took place in the Ampadiver basin in
Uzbekistan. The main issues in this river basin are desatiifin, irrigation and the
availability of clean water for the residents in the basinrseh et al. (2007) reports
that stakeholders from all administrative and societatlevanging from the Ministry
of Agriculture and Water Management to NGOs, farmers an@fisken were invited to
participate in stakeholder workshops. These workshopeamiired to develop tools
to support water management and allocation planning. Hiesal. (2007) observes
that Uzbekistan has little to no tradition of public and staélder participation. This
notwithstanding, all involved stakeholders realised thpartance and added value of
participatory processes in the management of the Amudaagi banging from im-
proved information provision to more efficient co-ordimatiof measures and learning
processes. NeWater experts provided training sessiongafter managers, who valued
the support, and have started to implement their new knayeléd their day-to-day
work.

Case example VRouchier et al. (2001) describe a multi-agent system to frexde
artificial society. This modelling approach is based upoged-world case study that in-
vestigates land use conflicts between herder and farmersrih €ameroon. The main
problem was caused by transhumance when herders drovéithsiock across arable
land to their seasonal grazing areas every year. CIRAD,dkearch institution that
supported the research projetsent scientists to visit both farmers and herders, and
used computer models for (a) knowledge elicitation andodigd learning and conflict
resolution in their field work. In addition to collecting dafor their simulation model,
researchers helped to realise solutions between the dorflgarties.

Case example VI:In their research on new methods for integrating water manag
ment with spatial planning (ontwikkelingsplanologie)&ivaterstaat(the water author-
ity for the Netherlands) conducted three pilot studies tiogiewith local stakeholders.
One case study covers coastal protection in conjunctiom mature protection in the
Dutch province of Zeeland (Landman et al., 2006). Although inethodological ap-
proach was novel, and the problems - including the variocailse$tolder perspectives -

Shttp://www.newater.info/
Bhttp://publications.cirad.fr



were rather complex, Rijkswaterstaat scientists weretaldehieve a consensus based
upon an integrated planning approach. Interviews and Vimogs were the main meth-
ods for this pilot study.

The case study examples above cannot prove, but do suggesvaiter's asser-
tions do not apply to all policy processes with the poterfbalpublic or stakeholder
participation. Moreover, several case studies contratiadter’'s statements:

e the fact that scientists were able to involve individualthwower levels of ed-
ucation in a participatory process as demonstrated in thieakf herder-farmer
conflict, and even contribute to a solution to the conflicgrsts that the ‘middle
class elite’ claim is at least not generally applicable;

e the fact that training, application and management of gigdtory processes in
river basin management in Uzbekistan, a country with ratteak democratic
structures and traditions is welcome, contradicts Waltassumption that citizen
and stakeholder participation requires a ‘democratic’ féf@ssociety with post-
modern norms and values;

o the identification and resolution of complex problems reegiexpertise. How-
ever, the case of the extension of Mainport Rotterdam st that stakeholders
are able to contribute to the identification and evaluatifocoonplex problems;

e the controversial interests in the case of the sewage syist&astern Germany,
and the refusal of stakeholders to commit to a dialogue semits a so-called
‘messy problem’ (Vennix, 1999). A solution without a dialggcan only result,
at least for a number of stakeholders, in discontent, tesssad procrastination
in the problem solving process; and

e there is no doubt that stakeholder perspectives and p&nosptan add more
complexity and uncertainty to a project. However, as inidan the previous
item these perspectives and perceptions can also cortibiluable information
to a decision process, and have potential to detect desigrseand other prob-
lems such as side effects that have not been identified irotineaf planning or
pre-planning process.

On the other hand, a number of salient observations can be mhdrever a suc-
cessful participatory process was carried out in the exaswted: (1) the responsible
authorities or experts were well prepared, and had suftidieowledge and experi-
ence in the methods to be applied; (2) although often mofeudlif to apply and to
comprehend, integrating problems and perspectives apfebe more promising than
and superior to sectoral approaches; (3) there was suffitiea for both informing
stakeholders about often complex issues and applying sfioo problem-solving to-
gether with the involved individuals; and (4) the processese strictly goal-oriented
and planned through the entire course of the project. Thempbkaof Walter (2006)
demonstrates that the discussion of participation mugbifaic a diversity of economic,
societal and political fields and the appropriateness ofafii@ication of stakeholder
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and public participation in these fields. In general, seffamised ‘grass-root’ move-
ments must be clearly distinguished from a systematic implgation of participation

in decision processes. As stated in the beginning of sedtibithis thesis is focused
on water management. The subsequent sections demonkaiagxplicitly formulated
normative values require the implementation of stakehgddeticipation in European
water management. Hence, in the following chapters thetigues not whether or
not to apply participation, butowto apply participation as a methodology. This the-
sis strives to make the published results of relevant rebeaore easily accessible for
practitioners in order to systematically and efficientiyplement participatory methods
together with expert methods in a decision process.

1.3 Responsibility and norms

The problem of complexity in environmental decision preessremains, with or
without the inclusion of lay people. The problem of comptexiill be discussed in
section 2.2.1. Given the arguments listed above, assigesgpnsibility for problem
solving entirely to the responsible authorities includthg appointed experts without
consulting stakeholders would not appear to be the intefedtactors involved. Public
authorities have the responsibility as well as the duty teesproblems. However,
‘democratic’ societies have installed institutionaligedver control mechanisms such as
a constitution or planning legislation, entitling the pialzind stakeholders to participate
in policy processes. Sharing the power in (environmentdjsion processes has been
largely institutionalised in these countries, and may Bnses a normative value that
provides the rationale for applying participation in pglfrocesses.

Mostert (2003a, p.179) postulates that there is “no shertdgnternational dec-
larations referring to public participation as a key watemagement principle”The
Aarhus ConventiofUNECE, 1998) provides guiding principles for governméaia
thorities in how to manage information provision, publidrapns and participation in
environmental matters. This convention also promotessact®relevant information
and the opportunity to participate in policy processes engért of European citizens.
The Dublin Statemenprinciple no. 2 (United Nations, 1993) requires a parabipy
approach “...involving users, planners and policy makerslblevels”. The Hague
Declaration (World Water Council, 2000) identifies seven “challengetimhich the
following are most relevant for water management: meetiagidoneeds (access to
clean water), protecting ecosystems (sustainable wateagemnent), sharing water re-
sources, managing (hazardous) risks, valuing water, gon@water wisely. Many of
these issues were reaffirmed at ¢t World Water Forum in Mexico in March, 2006
and incorporated in theocal Government Declaration on Water (The Lisbon Princi-
ple) (World Water Council, 2006), which also promotes an integgtasustainable and
equitable approach to (local) water management, and theipkeé of governing water
as a common good. These documents are examples of decalarttad serve as policy
guidelines, but are not legally binding.

A milestone in the establishment of public and stakehol@etigipation in the leg-
islation of European Union member states, and a step forteardore concrete reg-
ulations, is theEuropean Water Framework Directive (WFEJ (2000). The WFD
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declares river basins as administrative units for rivetirbasganagement within mem-
ber states of the EU. Article 13 EU (2000, L327/16) outlines implementation of
national and international river basin plans. Article 14 EA000, L327/16) provides
guidelines for “public information and consultation”. Térframes for planning and
publishing river basin management plans are prescribetlpablic comments have to
be recorded a minimum of six months prior to any decision dicpamplementation.
The involvement of the public is stressed. Although the WFki@sinot prescribe spe-
cific steps of public and stakeholder participation, theeriact that this directive must
be incorporated in the legislation of the EU member states pv the year 2009 is a
step forward in the direction promoted by the aforementiocenventions and declara-
tions. More detailed advice on public and stakeholder giggtion is provided in the
Guidance document on participation in the WiDrafting Group, 2002).

In addition to international declarations and conventiahs International Organi-
zation for Standardization (ISO) prescribes internati@t@ndards for business, gov-
ernment and society. Thguality management principlere documented in the ISO
9000 (IS0, 2000), and include principles on how to involve peeople in a manage-
ment process. These principles are rather broad and nomittat) but criteria such
as transparency, identifying constraints, sharing kndgéeand experience as well as
creativity in furthering an organisation’s mission arelued.

Irrespective of legal considerations, the aforementiaiestarations, guidelines and
regulations taken together provide a normative basis figaives and goals of water re-
sources management and the accompanying participaticegges. The main require-
ments for a participatory process derived from these doatsieclude the following:

e an integrated approach to water resources management;
e sustainable water management;
e transparency in governance and the policy process;

e comprehensive, structured, accessible and compreheinsibimation provision
prior to and during the policy process;

e early involvement of the public and stakeholders in theqyglirocess;

e recognition and acceptance of various perspectives o wateagement issues;
and

e equity for all involved social entities during the policyomess.
These criteria provide the guiding principles and nornetoundation for the analysis
and methods presented in this dissertation.
1.4 Management problems

The cases outlined in the previous section demonstrateuseindeavours of author-
ities to apply participatory processes with mixed succgmrticipation is a desirable
process within water resources management, a number gpestiust be addressed in
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order to successfully integrate public and stakeholddigdaation in a planning project
or decision making process:

e How should lay knowledge be integrated with expert knowtig
e How can complex issues within the planning context be coadéey lay people?

e How should the various perspectives and views of involveketiolders be han-
dled?

e How can lay knowledge be elicited and incorporated in themlag process?

e Does the incorporation of lay knowledge result in higheelewf complexity and
uncertainty in the problem space, and, if so, how can thisdpelled?

e If lay people should be involved in planning and decisiorking activities, how
is this to be accomplished?

e Should a participative process be monitored and contraliédo, how can this
be accomplished?

e How can contradictory perspectives and opinions or eveflictsconcerning the
problem and/or its solution be solved?

e How can resources be secured for the entire course of aipatticy process?

Answers to these questions are provided in the array of goinks, manuals, web
sites and other media available on this theme of parti@patHowever, the problem
space is complex, the diversity in local context is huge, #redsupply of available
methods is proliferating. One of the particular observagithroughout the research un-
dertaken for this dissertation, both in the field work anchia literature, is the fact that
water resources management relies on engineers, spatiagrk, economists and ecol-
ogists, but not omparticipatory managersvho are familiar with the available methods,
and have experience in interaction with stakeholders. &etise, the incorporation of
participatory processes in water management and plansinffén poorly conceived,
and the impact and benefits of stakeholder participationmoargire planning process
are frequently misinterpreted or underestimated. Thid$oiue particularly when un-
certainty increases, and negotiations are delicate. Tigeraf management approaches
may extend from authoritarian and strictly hierarchicapfdown) regimes with little
leeway for active involvement and adaption of new perspestio completely handing
over the design and decision process to self-organisedbgrotistakeholders. Self-
organisation may be seen here as a bottom-up process oiduadis and groups with
particular interest in one or several issues at stake amgh#isant impulse for influenc-
ing decisions.

Nevertheless, ‘social assessment’ should receive maestith, because through-
out a ‘policy life cycle’ (Pahl-Wostl, 2002) social processare far more dynamic and
mutational than processes of the physical environment.eb\@r, ‘social assessment’
is an inaccurate term, since the assessment of the sociahsys part of, but not suf-
ficient for incorporating the public and stakeholders in déigyoprocess. In fact, the
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management of the participatory processes requires mtaetian, skills, flexibility
and knowledge than generally believed. Hence, the centatige of this thesis is:

Effective and efficient participatory processes in water resources manage-
ment may not be abandoned to self-organisation nor should such processes
be reduced to a minor item within project activities or decision-making pro-
cesses, but must be well-planned and managed by individuals who have
expertise on par with that of engineers, spatial planners and ecologists.

Implicit in this statement, however, are a number of questianost importantly:
What constitutes ‘effectiveness and efficiency’ and howtbay be achieved in partic-
ipatory processes associated with water resources maeag@rihis question forms
the basis of the research presented here.

1.5 Efficiency

Efficiency has several definitions in administration, bassyand economics. Whereas
in business and policy evaluation tbfficiency ratids simply the percentage of revenue
(expenses/ revenue) or costs / benefit, in economics thetiaefils more elaborate. An
economy is efficient when as many as goods as possible araqeadising as few re-
sources as possible. Economists from Smith (1776) to Me¢if#1) believed that
a market economy was more efficient than other alternatiliesvelfare economics
several models of efficiency have been developed: in a marikieta given set of al-
locations (goods or incomes) and individuals a change fromallocation can make
at least one individual better off without making anotherseoff is termedPareto
improvement Pareto efficiency is achieved when no more Pareto improxeoaa be
made. In other words an optimum is reached under a set of gissemmptions. The
so-calledfirst welfare theoremasserts that a system of free markets will result in Pareto
efficiency (for example Greenwald and Stiglitz (1986) and(Ng79)); another exam-
ple is theKaldor-Hicks efficiencythat has less stringent assumptions, and compensa-
tion may be directed from the better-off to the worse-offisTinowever, will result in
Pareto efficiency. Kaldor-Hicks efficiency is being intraed with the argument that in
real-world markets there is no social action (i.e. policstinments) resulting in better
outcome without making at least one individual worse offols$i, 1939; Kaldor, 1939).

It may be enticing to apply clear quantifiable economic pgples to the interaction
of authorities in a participative environmental decisioagess. However, a number of
criteria cannot be satisfied:

1. goods and incomes in an economic market are quantifiablereas values and
priorities in an environmental decision process are not;

2. public goods or common pool resources, often the mainsfedthin an environ-
mental decision process, resultin an ‘agency dilemma’ aagrhmetric informa-
tion’ (Stiglitz, 1987). In other words the public goods cahbe unequivocally
assigned to particular individuals. The knowledge gradimtween authorities
(including experts) and the public concerning public gowds be steep at least
in the initial phase;



3. rationality cannot be assumed, since the individuals involved in suckceion
process may not necessarily be maximising their utility;

4. a policy process proposing measures within a localissttsycan impose exter-
nalities to particular individuals;

5. property rights can play arole in such a policy procege@ally if private land is
required for development, placing the affected individuala strong bargaining
position.

Given that these criteria are not satisfied by the use of anfied&et analogy in an
environmental decision process, optimisation approashels as cost-benefit analysis
are virtually non-applicable. Although, effectivenesmegns the main focus of this
research, efficiency will be discussed in this thesis thhothge introduction of a set
of indicators that support water managers in selecting tbstrmppropriate methods,
tools and instruments based upon limited resources. Théammis an ‘optimal use’
of resources. However, the efficiency ratio (expenses hegis the most applicable
efficiency concept.

1.6 Effectiveness

Bressers and Hoogerwerf (1995, p.24) deffiflectivenesas the degree to which
a particular policy or policy instrument contributes to #nehievement of a particular
goal. Hence a policy (instrument) is 100% effective, if tlialys achieved. This means
that, if evaluating the effectiveness of a policy procegsigsgoal achievement, there
is an effectiveness range from 0% = failure to 100% = succékswever, Bressers
and Hoogerwerf (1995) point out that the effectiveness oblicy may be less than
the achievement of the related goal if parameters otherdhaolicy (instrument) con-
tributed to the achievement of an aspired goal. Converaghglicy (instrument) can
be fully effective even if the aspired goal is not compledhieved, assuming external
parameters induced the failure (e.g. defective technglog§urthermore, and this is
most interesting for (usually) complex environmental diexi problems, Bressers and
Hoogerwerf (1995) distinguishes between planned effedigettives) of a policy (in-
strument) and undesired or side effects. If an array of patistruments are involved in
the achievement of not a single but a variety of goals, sifeetfare nearly inevitable.

Furthermore, with the typical environmental problem thisr@ot a single objec-
tive but an array of objectives. This, however, increasertainty and the results of
an assessment are more a matter of interpretation, eveplisizated analysis and
evaluation methods such as multivariate statistics oriratiteria analysis (MCA) are
employed for the evaluation of effectiveness.

In addition, Coenen (1995) as well as Mohr (1995) discussélusal chain between
the problem, the policy applied and the consequences of alieyp In light of the
complex relationship between multiple policy instrumenisitiple objectives and side
effects in environmental decision making, causal chaiesnarlonger applicable, but
causal networks are.

The problem of defining effectiveness in environmental sieciprocesses is exten-
sively discussed in Rowe and Frewer (2004), and the difficaltdentifying (a degree
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of) effectiveness is stressed. Since the problems at dtak@erspectives of stakehold-
ers and the aspired goals may result in a multi-dimensianay @f possible variables,
effectiveness cannot be defined with a single criteria ot.gbas suggests that evalu-
ation criteria for effectiveness are required, and raisesssue of whether or not these
criteria can be generalised. Rowe and Frewer (2004) disishdetween universal crite-
ria (i.g. fairness, costs, resources) and local criterga fttaining consensus, educating
stakeholders, achieving a ‘complete’ involvement) foeefiveness. Furthermore, the
question of perspectives is raised: fairness is for examgertant from a democratic
perspective, whereas costs and resources as well as dtideupport are particularly
significant for decision makers. Additionally, processsieexoutcome effectiveness can
be differentiated. A participatory process might have beeluated as effective, and
at the same time the results can be unsuited to the achieveifitbie targeted goals.

In order to examine the effectiveness of policy processeaparopriate evaluation
procedure is required, as stated in the guiding documetiso?MFD (Drafting Group,
2002). Thus, effectiveness, achieving goals with givetrimsents, methods and tools
(of a participatory process) will be the central questiothig document.

1.7 Research questions and outline

The research questions of this thesis are:

1. Is there a consistent methodological framework for partici patory processes
in water resources management that is independent of the loc al context, but
flexible and adaptive enough to handle specific issues, and un certainty?

On the one hand water managers request comprehensiblisteohand categorical
procedures, but on the other hand, universal goals andablaimethodologies do not
always comply with the required local adaptive capacityrtii@ermore, a multitude of
guide books, instructions, best practise guidelines asdareh reports are available.
However, for many practitioners their value is limited dadhe variety of approaches,
perspectives and focal points presented. The gap betwetodwodogical knowledge
and the requirements of practitioners is still present.

In order to contextualise participatory processes in husranronmental systems
chapter 2 introduces the abstract representation of such a systdoding complex-
ity, uncertainty, and multi-disciplinary approaches. Timplications of human action
on a physical system (hydrosphere, biosphere, pedospdteresphere) are complex
and involve feedback of the system with consequences orivihg tonditions of hu-
man beings. If a decision process interferes with the huerasironment system, a
sound knowledge of this system is required to avoid undeégiomg-term) effectsin-
tegrated environmental assessm@iA) is a promising methodology that implies a
multi-disciplinary approach including participatory rhetls, and tries to achieve sus-
tainability goals. The interdependence of the three dos@@ology, economy and the
social world are analysed in a holistic way.

Furthermore, since stakeholder and public participatierpaocesses established in
the social domain, a closer look on methods that analyseithdil behaviour and social
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action is needed. A literature review provides a selectiocootemporary methods to
analyse and model human behaviour.

Also in chapter 2, the notion ofgovernanceas a way to implement policy instru-
ments in order to achieve normative goals is discussed. i@amee may be seen here
as a management style that regulates how institutionakgsadwe balanced with indi-
vidual goals of involved social entities. Governance, ia participatory context, can
also be seen as a means of encouraging responsible agthtwithvolve lay people in
a policy process. A literature review looks at the term goeece and its implications
for environmental decision processes.

Chapter 3 begins with a review of the relevant guidebooks and artielesnining
whether or not a methodological framework is available, hod the methodology is
implemented in guidance for practitioners. Subsequeattgpxonomy of the relevant
terminology: (1) discusses separate notions; (2) intredtice new termlasses of par-
ticipation (classifying methods of participation in a structured w&$) introduces a
renewed methodological scheme that putthodsclassesandlevelsof participation
in context; and (4) introduces a macro- as well as a micnectire of the methodol-
ogy that separates the variability of methods in terms oéaibjes and implementation
criteria (constraints).

2. How can water managers be enabled to select appropriate meth ods for their
work, and if required to adjust the methods throughout the co urse of a
project?

The literature review irthapter 3 will reveal problems that water managers might
have identifying appropriate guidelines for designingpiementing and monitoring a
participatory process. Every project has different caists such as the nature of the
problem itself, availability of resources, the stakeholtEmmunity and local traditions.
For this reason a mechanistic approach of applying geneidktines is doomed to
failure. Available methodologies, tools and instrumerggdhto be employed in an
adaptive and flexible way in order to meet the requirementiseo§pecific projects.

In addition, the taxonomy of participatory methadsapter 3introduces a uniform
set of implementation criteria for an effective and - to asérsextent - efficient appli-
cation of participatory methods in a policy process giveralaassumptions and con-
straints. These criteria not only refer to the available etary and human resources
and the available expertise including required soft skbist also to the goals of the
decision process. Goal-oriented management is the gugingiple in the quest for a
general methodological framework for stakeholder andipydarticipation.

Chapter 5, the case study description, depicts how the new methoibalbigame-
work was developed and implemented in five sub-projects.oVkeall aim was to adapt
the available methodology of participatory methods to tidividual requirements of
the case studies. Therefore an approach was developeaéidéd the water managers
to identify problems and to teach water managers to apptjcg@atory methods in their
own region. Thus capacity building was a vital part of thdatmbration between water
managers and scientists. The distinctiveness of this girejas the co-development of
methods. Scientists could not offer ready-to-go solutidmus developed methods that
accompanied the five case studies throughout large parteafdcision process. The
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water managers applied these methods, and the results fectseflere a matter for
discussion and exchange.

Chapter 6 provides an operationalisation of the newly developed ouilogical
scheme as introduced @hapter 3, and experiences that were gained in close collab-
oration with the water managers. The aim is here to enablerwa&nagers to design
a participatory plan without professional support suchxgsegenced throughout the
case study effort. Methods stemming from artificial inggince and data mining are
applied in order to generate a decision tree for the selectfionethods based upon the
methodological scheme presentedchapter 5 as well as variable parameters of the
case study.

3. Is there a generally applicable method to monitor and evalua te participatory
processes independent of the context of a specific project?

Goal achievement and effectiveness of a decision procedseal points of this re-
search. The implementation of effective instruments,daold methods requires knowl-
edge and experience. Nevertheless, control is indispen&abquality assurance dur-
ing the policy process. A new method, developed by Rasch@5)28 employed here,
and discussed inhapter 4. Instead of evaluating goal achievement directly, intignsi
indicators are introduced. This approach evaluates gdi¢aement by means of six
generally applicable (standard) indicators, and makesdhgol of effectiveness com-
parable between various case studies. Furthermore, theatea procedure is not a
mereex poskffort, but was applied during the entire project phase iallafase studies.
For this reason interviews with the authorities were coteflicand evaluation reports
have been produced as reportedlvapter 5. In addition, the results of the interviews
are plotted in special diagrams and presented in the sanpgecha
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CHAPTER 2

Fundamental philosophical, theoretical and methodological
concepts

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 1 poses questions of the usefulness, applicaailityappropriateness of
participatory processes as a means for (co) managing emvéotal decision processes.
A number of pros and cons are discussed, and the virtues hasnbk pitfalls of apply-
ing participatory processes are highlighted. On the onelhparticipatory processes
seem to be a requirement in the management as well as res#aramplex environ-
mental problems. On the other hand there are voices who dio@istcientific value of
these approaches. This chapter responds to two main gquestio

1. What is the scientifitegitimacyof applying participatory approaches in the man-
agement and research of complex environmental problemséf?lelgitimate to

incorporate normative and subjective values in a reseanctanagement endeav-
our?

2. How are participatory processigegratedinto the theory and methodology of
environmental decision and research approaches. How pertaxethods and
participatory methods coupled? What is the role of pardtpy methods within
the applicable set of methods?

When discussing integration, multi-disciplinarity andiktic approaches it is difficult

to examine the concepts without some degree of disaggoegathis, however, might

compromise the perspective on the whole. The relevanatitee suggests a positive
correlation of the degree of integration of participatondeaxpert methods with the
effectiveness of management or research efforts. Yet iffisult if not impossible to
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provide empirical evidence for this statement. A closeklab the role of participa-
tory methods within integrated approaches in environmeesgarch and management
might reveal the imperative of participatory processegffitctiveness, public accep-
tance and legitimacy are goals of management or reseaimtiseff

The following sections are structured in a ‘hierarchical/wdrirst, the legitimacy
of public or stakeholder participation is explored, and ganeination is made of the
philosophical and theoretical concepts that support tigeémentation of participatory
methods (including the introduction of uncertainty anda tonited extent, the weaken-
ing of scientific rigour).

Section 1.3 provides an overview of institutional normg thepport, encourage and
- in the case of the WFD - require the application of partitdpya processes in envi-
ronmental decision processes. Responsible authoritiescammitted to involving the
public and stakeholders. Section 3.3.1 will provide a d&finiof the types of social en-
tities that may be involved in a participatory process. Ingyal a participatory process
should involve representatives from three different datigroups: 1) lay people in-
cluding the general public and stakeholders, 2) experts as@ngineers, planners and
ecologists, and 3) the responsible authorities. Of coudlheeaffiliation of individuals
may be not always be straightforward, but here a princissification of participants
of a policy process is relevant.

Scholars such as Walter (2006) argues that governmentaddtigs are the legiti-
mate and democratically elected representatives of thelaog, and must therefore be
trusted to carefully and professionally take decisions.dAsonstrated in section 1.1,
objections to this proposition are common. Jasanoff (1@8§jusses several issues
that contradict the assumption of entirely and exclusitelgting a responsible govern-
mental authority in the case of social regulation of ratt@nplex decision processes
and projects such as public health, environmental prated investment in public
goods. Some issues such as complexity and uncertainty lzeeeint, and will always
be a challenge for all involved parties in a decision prockisreover, Jasanoff (1990)
mentions imperfect knowledge, the weighting of recomménda and even the pos-
sibility to manipulate scientific knowledge and misinterjpdata as issues that might
influence the outcomes of policy process. In a comparisomdsgt ‘regulatory science’
and ‘research science’ Jasanoff (1990, p.80) presents aeruwh attributes that high-
light significant differences that should be known whenad$sing the role of science in
policy processes. Examples gi@als(“truth” is relevant to policy versus “truth” of orig-
inality), productg(studies and data analysis, often unpublished versusgidudlipapers)
or accountability institutiongparliament, courts, media versus professional peers). As
a consequence, Jasanoff argues for an early involvemettlaftolders as well as an
increase in the quality of regulatory science, for exampth tine introduction of a peer
review. However, as Jasanoff (1990) states, ‘regulatagnse’ is not equivalent toor-
mal sciencen the sense of Kuhn (1962) (see section 2.2). Thereforesigmgficance
of stakeholder involvement must be highly rated.

Obviously, a significant degree of normative and subjeatalaes has to be incorpo-
rated into the research and management. This raises a whayeoéred flags for many,
especially those scientists who are inclined towards plis@ry and rigorous science.
And indeed, the challenge is here to balance among ‘subgeetlues and ‘objective’
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scientific data and results in a decision process. Chapterdduces a number of insti-
tutional norms that may influence objectives of environrakaécision making.

Apart from examining legitimacy this chapter pursues thesgjon of therationale
for applying participatory methods. In addition to thise tboncept oustainability
introduces values such as long-term management, bio@tivesgecies protection, and
preventing pollution. It also introduces holistic viewsalwes that incorporate uncer-
tainty and complexity instead of avoiding it. At this poittte consistency of applied
concepts from the assumed philosophy to the applicableadetbgy emerges. Theo-
ries and methods have to be analysed separately, but soreptsithat are captured in
the beginning of this chapter are carried along to its end.

The concept of sustainability is pursued in a brief revievaaelected number of
governancepproaches. Governance may be seen as a way to implemétutimsal
regulations and changes by means of a given managemeritusgrud particular gover-
nance style determines how normative as well as subjectivees are put into practice.
This has a significant impact on the range of applicable @peiory methods within a
governance regime. If sustainability is carried on in theegnance discussion, only a
limited number of governance approaches are appropriate.

The endeavour to find a consistent methodological struétungarticipatory water
resources management can only be realised through andated@nd multi-disciplinary
approach. A methodological framework for such an approadmown adntegrated
Environmental AssessmeflEA). This framework combines expert methods, such as
models and simulations, with participatory methods in otd@chieve a holistic, multi-
disciplinary and goal-oriented analysis and managemes#f ds well as a number
of chosen methods that combine expert with participatorthogts are introduced in
section 2.4.

Finally, the notion ofmulti-disciplinarityand the role of participatory methods in it
is discussed. The diversity of disciplinary combinatianhamlimited. Therefore careful
deliberation must be made in determining the correct coathuin for solving complex
problems.

2.2 Philosophical and theoretical basis

In chapter 1 itis implied that participatory processes inahn-environmental con-
text cannot be seen detached from a wider framework that ieesrthe causalities of
activities with impact on several aspects on human-tedgyeénvironmental interac-
tion. Moreover, the effects of human activities on the emvinent and on other individ-
uals including feedback and response cannot be explainbaaisal chains and linear
relationships. Nor would disciplinary approaches be appate to discover effects,
feedbacks and problem solutions. Harding (1998, p.13-tk4¢s that environmental
decision-making bears a number of issues that may resudiriflict and ‘undesirable’
results. The issues are:

e decisions should be based upon sustainability;
e sustainability can be interpreted;
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e environmental management should include problem anabyaia collection, data
analysis and dealing with risk and uncertainty;

e (public) participation is essential and should start froebeginning of a project;
¢ the role and duties of experts and representatives of atifsoeire crucial;

e the existence of “our formal institutions, structures amdcpsses for decision
making which may hinder or facilitate the effectivenessadr@ssing the above
mentioned issues”.

It is remarkable that Harding (1998) does not strictly digtish among normative,
methodological and governance (management) issues. Hihese issues may be as-
sumed to be interrelated and difficult to untangle when erargivarious concepts of
environmental decision-making.

Furthermore, Harding (1998) stresses the fact that mamnssis and engineers
underestimate the role of non-technical issues, and tleuaghlication of participatory
processes, in a decision process: (1) either they are noeatmut the relevance or
(2) they ignore the relevance for the ease of proceduresasiatioidance of additional
costs, expenditure of time, more workload or of addressew and ‘messy’ problems
(GroRRkurth, 2008). For the specific sector of water managéahl-Wostl (2002, p.3)
observed that “technological fixes are very efficient in s@a number of urgent envi-
ronmental problems”. However, with increased environrakaareness in contempo-
rary societies, the dissatisfaction with ‘end-of-pipdidimn is increasing. This implies
that, at least in Western societies, the exclusion of thdipahd stakeholders increas-
ingly loses legitimacy. New institutional norms such asaduced with the WFD (EU,
2000) endorse that development.

However, the question may be raised: how can science, egiigeand public
administration handle the challenge of incorporating texinical issues in an environ-
mental decision context?

Along with with the societal developmentin the second héthe twentieth century
signified by an increasing awareness on the part of the pigblenvironmental issues, a
‘new kind of science’ emerged (GroRRkurth, 2008). Gibbore g{1994) introduced the
mode Zconcept, as a new way of scientific knowledge (co)productidrich is context-
driven, problem-focused and interdisciplinary. Realdd@roblems are the focus of
this approach. Together with societal context and socetebuntability, a selected
number of normative aspects are included in this concept.

A similar approach is the concept pbst-normal sciencéPNS) introduced by Fun-
towicz and Ravetz (1993). The main focus is on problem-gaglgirategies where high-
decision stakes and system uncertainties receive muchasisplAs in Gibbons et al.
(1994) the incorporation of ‘extended peer communitiesivadi as policy issues are
requested, and the notion albjectivityis abandoned in favour of (value) pluralism.

These two concepts of science may be seen as an antithelis africephormal
science coined by Kuhn (1962). Science is seen here as “puzzlersglvd comply
with a central paradigm. A failure of results is thus a mistakthe scientist, but never
refuting the paradigm. Not before deviant results accuteulaparadigm shiftor a
scientific revolutions possible and results must be viewed in a new framework.

17



Additionally, positivism (Cohen et al., 2007) contraditie PNS/Mode?2 concepts,
arguing for strict scientific methodology, empirical vithd objective approaches and
the belief in scientific progress. The avoidance of bias amgkrtainty is inherent in
both normal science as well as positivism.

As with all philosophical and scientific orientations, PN®He2 received criticism.
Godin (1998) argues that mode 2 is more of a political idepltdgn a descriptive
theory. Scientific knowledge and normative values are tddndCaswill and Shove
(2000) emphasise three critical issues of PNS/Mode2 appesa (1) lack of distance
from the subject of study; (2) too much involvement and iatdion can inhibit the
development of theory and (3) there is a need for qualityrcbof research and results.
The latter issue can of course be questioned since qualityalaequires some sort of
normative values, but that discussion goes beyond the sifdhes document.

Despite all the criticism, PNS/Mode2 concepts provide aelyidhcknowledged the-
oretical basis, for example, in sustainability researcivjrenmental decision-making
and in a number of governance models (GrofRkurth, 2008). Memvevhen adopting
PNS/Mode2 approach a number of terms such as uncertaimplegity, ambiguity,
subjectivity, and normativity should be discussed. In thléofving sections, the incor-
poration of these themes in scientific concepts and theildmentation in the method-
ology are presented. In all of this, the tesustainabilityplays a significant role.

2.2.1 Sustainability and sustainable development

As previously mentioned, environmental decision-makingprises theoretical,
methodological, management as well as normative aspeetstral concepts arsus-
tainability andsustainable developmenitthe Brundtland Commission (1987, p.43) de-
fines sustainable development as “...development thatsnieetheeds of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations teehtheir own needs”. Al-
though the definition of the Brundtland Commissida widely recognised and fre-
guently cited, there are more definitions and interpretatiof the term sustainable de-
velopment. A popular definition of sustainability is: “inguing the quality of human
life while living within the carrying capacity of supportireco-systems” (IUCN et al.,
1991) However, in environmental decision-making the sqwénciples of Brundtland
Commission (1987, p.49) are relevant for policy action:

1. Revive growth;

2. Change the quality of growth;

3. Conserve and enhance the resource base;
4. Ensure a sustainable level of population;
5. Reorient technology and manage risks;

6. Integrate environment and economics in decision making;

1Although the name ‘Brundtland Commission’ is widely knowrdzecited, the official name of the com-
mission is: United Nations World Commission on Environmamd Development
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7. Reform international economic relations;
8. Strengthen international co-operation.

Whereas the the items [1], [4], [6] and [7] are issues on adrigdlobal) level, the issues
[2], [3] and [5] are directly applicable to a regional or lbeavironmental context, and
are thus relevant for the design and implementation ofgipgiory processes. Sustain-
ability and sustainable development emerged from the cartoesffectively handle the
increasing impact of human activities on nature on the omelhand a development of
human society under conditions of limited resources in d@npe with general recog-
nised norms and values (Robinson, 2004). The concept ieability’ is complex, and
its three dimensions, also known as the thpélars of sustainability areenvironmen-
tal, socialandeconomic These three dimensions or domains are interleaved and form
a so-callecholon Since the 1980s, the concept of sustainable developmeietiolved.
Whereas the integration of environment and economy has maiebensus within the
research community, the term ‘social dimension’ is stillandiscussion (Dale, 2001).
The concept of the three pillars is based upon integristsieteosuch as developed
by Koestler (1978). The human-environmental system is asemcoherent system of
mutually influencing domains, with the characteristsedf-organising holarchic and
open

The goals of governance systems that adopt sustainabléogevent in their pol-
icy are best summarised in the UN Millennium Declaration i(eth Nations General
Assembly, 2000), which includes the fundamental valuessdom, equality, solidarity,
tolerance, respect for nature, and shared responsibility.

Both inter-disciplinary methodology and normative valoéthe sustainability con-
ceptraise a number of issues that form some of the main diesistics of sustainability:

1. Normativity sustainability is a normative concept, that may or may eadopted
in the governance of responsible authorities. The UN Millam goals as well
as institutional norms as discussed in chapter (1) seemrtsecently emerge
from the experience and the societal development of humaatsss in the twen-
tieth century. However, these goals as well as the long-teanagement, the
recognition of the finite availability of resources, and theegration of issues
are arbitrary and cannot be derived from first principlesk(Bd97; Grof3kurth,
2008). Norms are an expression for behavioural expecttand are definitely
a result of societal activities, and cannot be derived froentteliefs and goals of
one individual or a small group. As a consequence, norms heistcorporated
when designing a decision procésisat includes participation.

2. Complexity In his book about quantum information theory, Lloyd (200B&ims
that he once gave a presentation that listed 32 differemitiefis of complex-
ity. In other words the definition of complexity is compliedt and holds at
the same time for several fields of research. However, thers@me general
characteristics of complexity as it is seen as somethingtékas place in a ‘re-
lational regime’ calledsystenthat consists of parts or elements which interact

2This is crucial for the definition of targeted goals
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with each other. The relationships among the parts of a systay differ in
form, and can occur on several scaling levels within a sygiak, 1997). In his
seminal article, Weaver (1948) introduces the relatigmbetween growing com-
plexity and decreasing predictability of the system’s emtigs. Furthermore, he
distinguishes between ‘disorganised’ and ‘organised’glewxity. The latter phe-
nomenon is of interest for this research, and was alreadyiomed in chapter 1
as ‘self-organisation’. Self-organised criticality, g@eating emergent properties
with statistical significance, was adopted and further tbged, for example by
Bak (1997).

Among the many definitions of and approaches to complexityplex adaptive
systemgCAS) are of preferential interest for this research. Ahragedl. (2005,
p.1) proposes the definition “a complex adaptive systemistnef inhomoge-
neous, interacting adaptive agehtédaptive means capable of learning”. The
adaptive capacity in terms of learning capability may begassl to a group of
stakeholders in a participatory process. The concegboial learning repre-
sents a central notion in the methodology of participatiém. effective social
learning process is an assumption for a successful, actaptkeffective environ-
mental management effort (Geldof, 2002; Pahl-Wostl, 2008 main charac-
teristics of CAS are: no super-ordinated (controlling azidi®n) power; memory
and feedback; adaptation based upon the history of the &&dbon-linearity;
influence by and adaptation of external processes; sdtsttivinitial conditions
(Holland, 1992; Ahmed et al., 2005; Geldof, 2002).

The advantage of an integrated, multi-disciplinary andstiolapproach is, for

instance, enabling decision makers to incorporate (siffiegts that can only be

recognised by exploring the system as a whole, includingpé&terogeneous soci-
ety of involved actors. The variety of disadvantages is étd®ore multi-layered.
The predictability problem was already mentioned abovés problem is aggra-
vated when processes stemming from different domains imflieach other (i.e.
human activity on nature, economic growth on consumptidrakieur, on nature,

feedback loops such as climate change impact on the econdrgt science,

rigorous methods of hypothesis testing, reproducible expnts and quantifi-

able predictions and measurements are not unconditicsatiicable. The issue

of uncertainty plays a significant role in systems research.

3. Uncertainty “If probabilities of various events or outcomes cannot bargified,
or if the events themselves are unpredictable, some wouylthsgroblem is one
of uncertainty, and not of risk” (Loucks and van Beek, 20085p). Risk and un-
certainty are often juxtaposed, however there is somerdiffee. Hubbard (2007)
definesrisk as a“... state of uncertainty where some of tleipitities involve a
loss, catastrophe, or other undesirable outcome”. Theseléfinitions indicate
that the uncertainty is a (system) parameter that is difftouneasure or predict,
whereas risk already implies the normative value of los® Vidiue loss has to be

3Real-world agents is another term for actors, and can betedlégr individuals and groups of individuals
in a participatory process
4The definition for social learning is provided in chapter (3)
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defined by the individual who analyses the system (Knigh2,1)9The fact that
for the definition of uncertainty and risk, three authorsrirthree different disci-
plines (water management, business, economics) coulddzkindicates that the
terms uncertainty as well as risk are ubiquitous and oceoutfhout all sectors
and research domains.

Uncertainty cannot be avoided in the research of CAS and turalaresource
management, especially when (computer) models are apgdis@nulation, pre-
diction or learning tools (Pahl-Wostl, 2007a). Moreoveainwder Sluijs et al.
(2005, p.481) identify varioutypesof uncertainty of which “ ... uncertainty in
the knowledge base, differences in framing of the problerd the inadequacy of
the institutional arrangements at the science-policyriate” are relevant types
for the research of participatory processes. Furtherma@e,der Sluijs et al.
(2005) claim that methods such as Monte Carlo analysisgestit¢ probability
or Bayesian probability are not adequate to handle thesstypuncertainty be-
cause unquantifiable uncertainties dominate the quanéfiates. For this rea-
son van der Sluijs et al. (2005) developed the NUSARethod. As well as
these types, the knowledge base of complex environmernalgms contains
dimension®f uncertainty: “technical (inexactness), methodolobfoareliabil-
ity), epistemological (ignorance), and societal (soalustness)” van der Sluijs
etal. (2005, p.481). According to van der Sluijs et al. (2affantitative methods
only address the technical dimension. Scholars such asBolgand Pahl-Wostl
(2008); Pahl-Wostl (2007a); Gleick (2003) confirm that ia thanagement of nat-
ural resources and the analysis of CAS, a combination oftd‘aad soft system
approaches” Brugnach and Pahl-Wostl (2008, p.188) is reduiAdditionally,
(Brugnach and Pahl-Wostl, 2008) warn that ignorance offiiegnt incorpora-
tion of uncertainty in analysis and prediction models maysedailure in support
for decision-making processes or can be misinterprete@. séime authors pro-
pose to incorporate subjectivity in the models to approbheldAS requirements
of learning and change, and in order to deal with uncertainty

4. Subjectivity As indicated in van der Sluijs et al. (2005) subjectivityoise of
the dimensions of the knowledge base that constitutes taiegr Subjectivity
refers to individual views, perspectives, opinions, ielielesires or experience,
that may be based upon diverse philosophical, ethical, amélinconceptions
(Robinson, 2004). Apart from norms and physical charasties of a system
subjective values are an essential component that is exfjtorbe incorporated
in sustainability research and environmental managen$eriijective values are
subject to a social learning process within adaptive mamagé (Brugnach and
Pahl-Wostl, 2008).

5. Ambiguity Sustainability is not as a clear a concept as mathematipbymics.
There is no canonical concept on how to solve problems, hawnabine meth-
ods or how to handle uncertainty, nor are there any uniforgeta.

SNumerical Unit Spread Assessment Pedigree (http://wwsapunet/)
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The PNS/Mode2 concepts require the incorporation of theifisees mentioned
above. Whereas the philosophical concepts discuss thereagy of the incorporation
of normativity, complexity, uncertainty, subjectivity dmmbiguity, the sustainability
concept to a certain extent implies tangible methods, anfdqses approaches to han-
dle these issues. The research methodology of sustaigabitiontext driven. A selec-
tion of methods is indispensable, and at the same time irdesethe research outcomes
(ambiguity). As a consequence local experts and lay pedyleld be included in the
problem analysis, and methodology as well as research andgement targets must
be transparent and open. A further step toward more rigotirdrmanagement of sus-
tainability issues igovernanceas a principle method to balance individual subjectivity,
with societal norms as well as scientific and technical opities and limitations.

2.3 Governance: how to implement policy

Governance styles are more or less effective in handlingsyinternal as well as
external modifications in the development of these systeRdicy science offers a
number of models to describe and analyse these styles, éon@e, in terms of their
effectiveness and appropriateness in environmentalidaaisaking. Kooiman (1993)
describes governance as a concept that comprises all atiplis of interactions among
all involved actors.

Hoogerwerf (1998) describes policy as the aspiration totaokgoals with lim-
ited means and limited time. Hoogerwerf views the basiccttine (and meaning) of
policy in terms of goal achievement by meangoficy instrumentsThe notion of pol-
icy instruments holds several definitions stemming fronmeecoics and policy science.
Macro-economic instruments are often seen as a means foesamittly market failure,
whereas environmental policy focusses on human impact tumenarl his may include
air and water pollution, biodiversity, waste water manageinnatural resources pro-
tection and other issues (Stavins, 2003). Furthermoregdant years climate change
impact become of growing interest on all policy and decisevels.

Whereas Kooiman (1993) and Hoogerwerf (1998) argue fordimpn approaches
to governance, Bressers and Kuks (2001) define governartte gmlicy context of
societal development. A complex economy requires appaiggovernance whereby a
clear distinction between public and private interesteappto be increasingly difficult
to separate. Here social action is in the foreground rattzer being the (semi) products
of a policy process.

In the general context of governance Bressers and Klok (188fine a broader
term forinstrumentghat includes all means for the implementation of a policydrel
monetary and taxation means, or in other words, the prodesg i@l action supporting
or opposingf a particular policy. The process and resulespslicy do not only depend
on the input, but also on the goals, information and sharewaip among the involved
actors.

Furthermore, Bressers and Kuks (2001) discuss the imgitabf scale levels on
the effectiveness of governance, which implies the lirotet of various ‘governments’.
This has consequences on problem-solving approachegiabpahen the problem
is dispersed over several administrative (governancejdevOne prominent example
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are environmental issues on the level of international fasins such as the Rhine or
Nile. In day-to-day administration, higher level admirésions (e.g. EU, countries) are
generally seen as policy designers, and the lower admatiistr(e.g. municipalities) as

the policy executives.

Rhodes (2000) distinguishes among six types of publicatidnout governance: (1)
corporate governance; (2) good governance; (3) the minirsiate; (4) new public
management; (5) socio-cybernetic systems and (6) inferre@governance. Obviously,
the type (4) literature ‘new public management’ is of greatéerest for the research
that is presented in this document.

2.3.1 Governance approaches and their components

Scholars such as Conzelmann (1998) and Smith (1998) advtiwatconcept of
multi-level governance Since the inauguration of the European Union as an overar-
ching decision instance the implications of policy desigd axecution on various ad-
ministrative levels become increasingly relevant. Thiyyescend to a local level of
(environmental) decision making, whereby responsiblallaathorities are confronted
with self-interested stakeholders, for instance, in compool or property rights con-
flicts. Multi-level governance does not only imply policysiges on various levels of
administration (and social action) but includesilti-facetted problemavhich add an-
other dimension of complexity to a governance system.

The multi-actor networkis a problem-oriented approach to governance where au-
thority is legally or voluntarily distributed over severablicy levels, involved where
problems are required to be solved. Multi-actor activitas be represented in (1) a
hierarchical form and (2) in a network form of organisatiear{ Heffen et al., 2000;
Rosenau, 2000; Rhodes, 2000). The multi-actor networldduipon the multi-level
governance approach.

Multi-instrumental steering mechanisms and multi-resedpased implementation
is an approach that focusses on the implementation of psilieyegies. In contrast to
multi-actor frameworks, the multi-variate character ofippaction is examined with
a focus on the mechanisms (O'Toole Jr., 2000). In summan)h e&the approaches
employs aspects of governance that can be retrieved in nfdhg mterpretations of of
governance.

Bressers and Kuks (2001) summarise the ‘components’ ofrganee as following:

1. administrative, institutional and other scaling leyels
2. actors in the policy network;

3. goals and problem perception;

4. strategies and instruments;

5. organisation, executive and resources.

These components form a canonical structure that is redlé@ct@ost governance mod-
els. Bressers and Kuks (2001) discuss a variety of goveeanolels, of which the
models of Sabatier (1988) and (Ostrom et al., 1994; Ostr@@8)Lare highlighted.
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The two models do not focus on the intrinsic policy procesbas on the context of
these processes. Those models are briefly discussed inltheiifig section.

2.3.2 Governance models

Governance approaches and interpretations refer to \&gobools of thinking’ de-
pending on the scientific perspectives, the incorporatechative values as well as the
objectives of the particular research undertaking. Intattto the two aforementioned
models, this section introduces the adaptive water managg(AWM) approach. This
approach refers to the implementation of governance inrwat®ources management,
and provides a theoretical basis and a wider context forapie of participatory water
management. Furthermore, the examples subsequentlgucied reflect on an evolu-
tion of governance models, and indicate which models pewaidasis for the imple-
mentation of stakeholder and public participation in ag@ofirocess.

The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF)

Sabatier (1988) introduces the Advocacy Coalition FranteWACF) as a pool of
administrative actors as well as stakeholféxsaring a collective world view, and try-
ing to coordinate social action. The analysis of the incaaion of ‘technical informa-
tion’ (expertise) in the administrative process is of etedanterest here (Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith, 1993). Several advocacy coalitions maychbeeawithin a single sector
or a single ‘policy sub system’. Constituents of an advoaamalition have the same
‘policy beliefs’, have access to the same resources, entp&iyset of instruments and
together develop a distinctive (goal achievement) stsatétpwever, subsystems can
influence each other by means of external restrictions asolurees. Collective be-
liefs and world views as a unifying impetus for coalitiong aated higher within this
model than the distinction between administration and kgpbe. Problem perception,
costs allocation, management style, the incorporatioxpégise, decision makers and
lay people are the core values of this framework (Sabat8381Sabatier and Jenkins-
Smith, 1993; Sabatier, 2007).

The Institutional Analysis and Design Framework (IAD)

For the examination of participatory processes in an enwirental decision con-
text, the research on common pool resources and rule-bastitljtional approaches
to governance are of particular interest (Ostrom et al.41@%trom, 1998). Thénsti-
tutional Analysis and Design Framewo#AD) of Ostrom et al. (1994) is an approach
with emphasis on the relationship between institutionargements and the results of
interaction processes among individuals. A central aspiettis approach is the inter-
action among actors in a social space or in other words, raged social action within
a network. The rules determine position, scope, auth@ggregation, information and
payoff clauses. Interestingly, the rules are not strinigeuitjective, but may provide
room for individual perspectives and interpretations.r@st(1999) defines aaction
arenaas the place where actors have various levels of accessdorees and differ-
ent authorisations to carry out actions. Actors can inteevat various stages in the
decision-making treeMoreover, actors have particular functions. The set obffay

61n this context the notion ‘stakeholder’ is applied to ‘nadministrative’ actors.
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that assign benefits and costs of actions and outcomes isnileitgg for social action.
Ostrom defines the policy problem as an interaction of a@adstheir impact on the
environment (target system). Ostrom’s actor network makag for polycentric pol-
icy approaches where a hierarchical structure of a resplenauthority including the
stakeholders or a command and control structure is notasitainore. Apart from insti-
tutional norms and arrangements, characteristics of themmity, the type of public
and non-public goods and events form the rule base for thersatena.

Adaptive Water Management (AWM)

A continuation of Ostrom’s IAD and application in the fieldwéter resources man-
agement is the Adaptive Water Management (AWM) approachabf-R/ostl (2007b).
The scholar identified a number of problems in water managéthat not only orig-
inate from resource problems such as population growtld lese change or change
in consumption behaviour, and climate change impact phenarsuch as floods and
droughts, but also from management failure. There weréeeapproaches to AWM
such as discussed in Geldof (2002). The main focus here wesroplex adaptive sys-
tems, that is seen as a source of problems (if not recognise@ter managers), and a
solution at the same time. Geldof (2002) argues that thepgasee of complexity and
its incorporation in the daily water management plays aiiggmt role for a transition
toward a more adaptive, integrated water management.

A broader perspective on AWM is provided by Pahl-Wostl (200&0 claims that
‘water crises’ are often crises of ‘traditional’ governanthat provides end-of-pipe solu-
tions instead of an integrated approach with sustainaliléiens. Hence the normative
termsustainabilityis already an integrative part of this concept. Pahl-W@&aDg, p.2)
advocates “the need for a radical change, for a paradigrhishifater management”.
A paradigm shift in water management includes:

e participatory management and collaborative decision nggki

e integration of issues and sectors;

e management of problem sources not effects;

e decentralised and more flexible management approaches,

e more attention to human behaviour through “soft” measures;
e environment explicitly incorporated in management goals;

e open and shared information sources (including linkingrscé and decision mak-
ing);

e iterative learning cycles incorporated into the overalhagement approach (Pahl-
Wostl, 2008, p.2).

Despite the growing knowledge of the virtue of AWM “for thesteseveral decades”
Pahl-Wostl observes a retarded transition towards AWM @afie at the operational
level of water resources management, and therefore deackFramework of Anal-
ysis’. AWM is a more comprehensive and broader approach impesison to earlier
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environmental management approaches such as introdudedllyg (1975) and Wal-
ters (1986), who apply “.. . well-defined experiments to therent hypotheses about
system behaviour” (Pahl-Wostl, 2008, p.3). In this AWM apgurh learning processes
under uncertain conditions are seen as a guiding paraditimarrthan the subject of
small-scale experiments. Figure 2.3.2 depictsitrative policy cycleas a systematic
approach to (social) learning.

Goal
/’ Setting \

State / Policy

Assessment POHCV.
K Formulation
Monitoring & )
Evaluation .
Policy

e Implementation

Figure 2.1: Steps in the iterative policy cycle (Pahl-Wostl, 2008, p.3)

The policy cycle implies: goal setting under various pecsipes; scenario building
as a means of dealing with uncertain (future) developmeatyuation of decisions with
the option of modification; monitoring to include more tharecsource of knowledge;
transparent assessment of the performance of managemeatibys involved actors;
open and transparent access to (changing) informatiomiteaprocesses at all phases
of the policy cycle; and the possibility of modifications tpalicy that are comprehen-
sible to all involved actors. A transition from an ‘experttowe’ of water management
to a more integrated and adaptive approach can only be adistibin a holistic way.
The exchange of particular elements in a system includicignelogy, institutions or
methodology is not possible because of the complexity oktitere system. This fact
might be a main barrier for a transition. A second barrieoixalledlock-in effectdy
previously implemented technological solutions such adreéised waste water treat-
ment systems. Apart from high re-investment costs, irntgtital regulations are another
significant barrier (Pahl-Wostl, 2008, 2007b).

There are three key issues of AWM: (AYlaptationrefers to structural change of
a given management regime. It may be a reactive as well asaztpr® process; (2)
Transitioninvolves a change in the management paradigmi(@ptive capacitys the
ability of a system to anticipate or process external aretival disturbances. Together
with the sustainability concept, the three key issues auiciau a long-term, integrated
management as opposed to (short-term) optimisation afittomal’ water management
approaches.

The characteristics of AWM are: management is viewed asrail@aprocess; the
governance style is polycentric and horizontal with stakéér participation; problem
analysis across sectors with integrated policy implentemtamultiple scales are incor-
porated including: trans-boundary issues; transparemgssibility and openness in
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information provision; preference for decentralised resthgies; and diversification of
financial resources (Pahl-Wostl, 2008, p.9).

Scale levels play a significant role in AWM as in complex adegsystems in gen-
eral. In this context three levels are distinguished: Laags omacro levelincluding
institutional as well as local norms, legal frameworkstural values and environmen-
tal variability; management regime oreso leveas previously mentioned; and niches
or micro levelwhere innovations and new areas of applications take pledeen at-
tempting to examine and understand transitions in “huneah+tology-environment”
systems (Pahl-Wostl, 2008, p.13) the understanding ofitecétle processes is impor-
tant. Furthermore, scale levels help to structure the icafibns of rapidly changing
technologies and socio-economic conditions. A closer iattka management regime
reveals another three levels of social action: (1) the ge#revel of governance (e.g.
country or EU level) that holds (2) several actor networka dmsis for (3) specific
negotiation and learning platforms (Pahl-Wostl et al., 200

As already indicated in section 2.2.1, social learning plaignificant role in the
concept of AWM. The negotiation and learning platform gigpsce for renegotiating
or newly adopting higher level rules and regulations. Thseilts of these negotiations
are supposed to influence decision processes, which irefaddback loops or learning
cycles.

2.4 Integrated environmental assessment - a methodologica | frame-
work

As sustainability is seen as a holon containing coherentamtdially influencing
domains (the three pillars)ptegrated environmental assessmé@iA) may be seen
as a methodological framework to undertake sustainabiisgarch or exploring and
managing a CAS. Although sustainability research holdsreetyaof methodological
approaches, IEA is the most comprehensive methodologiaaidwork that includes
essential sustainability concepts such as normativityyatexity, uncertainty, ambigu-
ity and subjectivity. Moreover, the holistic character astinability is reflected in
the multi-disciplinary and problem-oriented approach BAl The main elements of
this IEA are disciplinary tools, integration tools and asseent frameworks. The pre-
dominant role of participatory methods lies in the integratools, where disciplinary
elements such as models have to be linked to each other. effiundine, participatory
methods have the potential to set both subjective valuespagferences as well as
norms and societal goals in an analytical or managemenéexb(oth and Hizsnyik,
1998).

In parallel with the recognition of the research on sustailitg in the 1980s, pol-
icy demanded consistent and more rigorous frameworks #rapoocess, analyse and
communicate relevant information. In particular, potmtiand later on climate change
issues needed to be analysed and presented in a wider ctméxhcludes impact
on economy, nature and society (Toth and Hizsnyik, 1998}h\ifne, IEA methods
evolved and the variety of targeted problems increased.

As with other theoretical and methodological conceptsedig definitions of IEA
exist. Toth and Hizsnyik (1998) specify two essential ciddor the definition of IEA:
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(1) the multi- or interdisciplinary character, and (2) th@igy-relevant output (see also
Tol and Vellinga (1998)). However, there are more aspecis Weyant (1996, p.371)
defines IEA as a “convenient framework for combining knowledrom a wide range

of disciplines”. All of the cited authors emphasise the msgof IEA as tool to explore
future development in order to support policy formation aoblust policy options to

handle issues in a human-environmental context. Weyaf@8(Iges further in viewing

IEA as a synthesising and communication tool.

2.4.1 The evolution of IEA

Toth and Hizsnyik (1998) observe an evolution in environtabassessment over
30 years. The problem perception in the sixties recogniseal incidents with simple
causal relationships that are ‘easy to fix'. The charadtesisf problems at stake were
seen as gradually changing, equilibrium states where itapgrand the impact of local
activities on higher-scale effects were omitted or not geésed. With the development
of larger and more sophisticated computer models in addita@rowing hardware ca-
pacity more data could be processed, but also more compiexetationships could
be modelled. A turning point in the methodological approastwell as the problem
perception may be seen in t@dub of Romenodel ‘Limits to growth’ (Meadows et al.,
1972). This model revealed two issues at the same time: €1gribwth of (in this case)
five variables that are mutually influential (world poputetj industrialisation, pollu-
tion, food production and resource depletion) are caledlater a particular time span.
Thus these variables are from various domains, effectiwdiféerent scaling levels, and
represent a complex system including non-linearity anceisg\causal relationships;
and (2) the choice of variables and their mathematical sspration (e.g. logarithmic,
linear, incremental) significantly influence the resultsheTatter evoked much criti-
cism because of the arbitrary choice of mathematical mathdtie variability of the
methodological approach including the impact on resultg beaseen as another facet
of ambiguity as well as subjectivifyand is therefore another source of uncertainty. The
further development of IEA and similar approaches was galyecharacterised as an
aspiration for more rigorous frameworks to handle complexirenmental problems
in a policy context (Toth and Hizsnyik, 1998; Holling, 1986)he development of a
framework for participatory management as discussed ipten&3) and (6) is another
attempt to contribute to this aspiration.

In comparison to the research of the 1960s, contemporarelsamd assessment
frameworks are now based on the assumption that changeystesrsmay be sudden,
discontinuous and infrequent. Transitions among varidates of equilibria can be
fast. Rapid local changes are often seen as a result of drglhlial scale processes.
Currently, the most prominent example of scaling issuefiisate change impact. Yet,
both the data requirements and availability as well as tblenelogy (e.g. spatial and
temporal collection and analysis tools) are rapidly grayiHowever, as with the new
model context, the large amount of available (and prockssitata involved a new or
more effective kind of uncertainty (Toth and Hizsnyik, 1998

’In this case the subjectivity of the experts is addressed
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2.4.2 Methodology

The strength of IEA is the integration of methods, that cao &k viewed as a chal-
lenge, since there is no canonical guideline for integratgonbiguity). This, however,
introduces new sources of errors and misjudgement. As oreadi earlier, Toth and
Hizsnyik (1998) distinguish two types of methods: (1) ‘pam disciplinary elements’
and (2) ‘primary integration tools’. The first type are ddtaren methods such as cir-
culation models, hydrological models, demographic mgad=isnomic valuation tech-
nigues or opinion surveys. The second type are synthedisd$aoh as checklists, im-
pact matrices, flow diagrams or network charts. The entoéan IEA framework may
be designed as integrated modelling or environmental ingsgessment that draws
on both types of methods. The composition of a framework dépen the specific
circumstances (problem, context, objective).

In contrast to Toth and Hizsnyik (1998), Rotmans (1998)inligtishes between (1)
analytical methods and (2) participatory methods. Theftfjst is similar to the ‘disci-
plinary elements’ and includes models. Whereas Rotmarg8(lkssigns scenarios and
risk analysis to the analytical methods, Toth and Hizsn$®&9@8) proceeds differently.
Scenarios are integration tools and risk analysis is a tyg&A framework equiva-
lent to impact assessment, policy exercise and similarcgmes. Independent of the
methodological taxonomy, both publications emphasisedheeof participatory meth-
ods (PM) within an IEA framework. PM developed to be a flexilax between the
policy agenda including the questions of decision makedstha results of scientists
such as modellers or analysts. PM increasingly enabletstieand managers that use
an IEA framework to address the relevant questions, andctrfiorate norms and sub-
jectivity. For example, the integration of PM with modelsha@sult in stakeholders
co-designing the model, selecting model parameters aridbles, defining objectives
and choosing the interface for model use according to their priorities (Rotmans,
1998). Moreover, PM can help to collect and generate dathsapport validation and
verification of models.

In summary, PM in IEA have the potential to improve commuti@aamong policy
makers, scientists and lay people, support the suitabligrde$ models, support the
identification of relevant (local) problems, serve as lesgnmethods and structure the
information for policy processes.

Models

Whereas between the 1970s and the end of the century, maztelmie larger and
more complicated, contemporary models return to more $dityl Rotmans (1998,
p.158) already identified a “...trend [...] toward greateyadgregation ...”Modu-
larised would be the better term since ‘disaggregation’ may suggefiminution of
complexity in modelling approaches. The advantages of aulaoded methodology is
a higher flexibility and (potential) independence from lomanstraints. This does not
only apply to models and other data-driven approaches batfal participatory meth-
ods. Apart from achieving more effectiveness, the aspingor more flexibility in the
application of participatory methods is a central topicha$ thesis.

Types of integrated models are: policy optimisation modaddicy evaluation mod-
els, macro-economic models, and biosphere-oriented md&eitmans, 1998). Two
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examples of integrated assessment models. One is an expaet and the other one
includes lay knowledge in design and application:

e The Regional Air Pollution INformation and SimulatiofRAINS) model was
developed to perform an integrated assessment of the etploof alternative
strategies to manage acid deposition in Europe and Asiacdimputer software
consists of three main modules: (1) emission-cost mod2)ehé acid deposition
and ecosystems impact module; and (3) the optimisation reodine objective
of the model is to let users test alternative emission costrategies, a preemi-
nent topic during the 1980s. Energy pathways can be manguland scenario
building and analysis are possible to explore future eneggysumption. Some
of the modifiable parameters are: fuel types, economic sgamission control
technologies or pre-selected regions or countries. Intiadian optimisation
tool (based upon linear programming) is available to idgest-optimal alloca-
tions of emission reductions. The model is a policy optitisatool to analyse
scenarios. RAINS is definitely an expert-driven tool that ba applied by policy
makers. The participation of lay people is not intended o et al., 1990).

e Georgia Basin-QUESTS an interdisciplinary, regional computer-modellingltoo
that supports exploration of the future developmentin teer@ia Basin in British
Columbia, Canada. The model is a policy exercise tool toaepHesirable’ fu-
ture developments in the region. It consists of economiq@liution, transport,
agriculture, water and other modules. Sustainability ésghinciple determining
the selection of and the relationship among sectors on tadand, and providing
normative values on the other. From the PM perspective ttaehtesign is (par-
tially) community driven with input from several key publitoups. The design
has impact on the use of the model for scenario building. Agdions and results
are relatively easy to understand, and may be employed asigfbalearning,
discussing and addressing policy-relevant questions.ofijh much emphasis is
put in modularity and transparency of a model, the instaltadnd implementa-
tion of the software appears to be a resource-intensive litloisdlock. Further-
more, the model cannot be transferred to other regions withiterations. How-
ever, the sophisticated design and the incorporation okteyvledge as well as
its user-friendliness make this tool a useful support ferdavelopment of policy
strategies in a given region (Carmichael et al., 2004).

The crux with integrated modelling approaches is the dimexf simplicity and
completeness. The modeller has to make a choice which glieadduces the his
or her own subjectivity. For this reason, models should b¢ glaan assessment or
evaluation process. Blind faith in models may result in s8ipg if not nonsensical
outcome$,

When modelling CAS Ahmed et al. (2005, 4) discovered sedéht ways to model
these systems: (1) ordinary differential equations, diffiee equations and partial dif-
ferential equations; (2) cellular automata; (3) evoludinngame theory; (4) agent-based
models; (5) networks and (6) fractional calculus. Wheréaisexample, differential

80f course, this depends on the subjective perspective aftiberver
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equations or fractional calculus focuses on processesnvatlCAS, agent-based mod-
elling is capable of including behavioural patterns thaisggprocesses. This modelling
approach has a high potential to include subjective and ativevalues as well as
results of participatory activities in the modelling prese A brief description of mod-
elling examples is given in section 2.4.3.

Assessment types

Apart from model types, IEA involves several types of assesgs. Whereas a
model is only a module of an entire IEA, a complete assessmaygitcombine models
with other methods:

e Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Manage(@é&tAM) (Holling, 1975):
an early framework for bridging gaps among knowledge andpmatives of ex-
perts, policy makers and stakeholder who are confronted @dtplex manage-
ment problems. Stakeholder workshops are applied to hamdertainty and
different perspectives and priorities while (co)desigram integrated model;

e Teaching and training for environmental managemeeteral kinds of methods
are applied to teach managers how to understand and handfgecoproblems,
the diversity of perspectives and world views or institnibregulations. Among
these methods are computer models, games and compreheasiigg curric-
ula involving various teaching methods. An example for ttaéning of water
managers is the publicly available ‘NeWater curriculum afagtive River Basin
Managemen? (Terwisscha van Scheltinga et al., 2009);

e Policy exercise The Georgia Basin QUEST model is an example of a policy
exercise. However, apart from models, simple scenariaiigoles can be applied
for this type of assessment (Toth and Hizsnyik, 1998);

e Risk analysisthis type of assessment has become a new line of reseavohy-in
ing a variety of methods (e.g. models, scenarios, stat)séipplied to multiple
sectors such as flood risk, epidemiology, economics or neanegt. In general a
(local or regional) system is examined for possible distndes including the im-
plications for the involved actors, assets, infrastruettc.. Slovic et al. (1984);
Slovic (1987) have developed the concept of risk perceptiagmvolve individual
perspectives on risk in the analysis process.

The listing of assessment types is not complete, but demadastthe variability of IEA
approaches. However, the combination of analytical antigi@aitory methods remains
the universal characteristic of all assessment types. ®hseguent application of this
combination supports an effective handling of models wittlicy processes.

2.4.3 Examples of combining participatory methods with exp ert methods

As mentioned above, modelling approaches using diffesitatjuations or fractals
are rather abstract, and the connection with participatoeyhods is not easily made

9Opencourseware available from http://www.newateredocat!/
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within the modelling process. However, there are a numbeéartdlytical’ methods,
that have obvious links to participatory processes. Twargras are presented here:

Multi-criteria Analysis (MCA)

Multi-criteria Analysis (MCA) is an assessment and evabratool that can handle
criteria from various research domains such as economjpgcor behavioural sci-
ence. For this reason it is suitable for IEA procedures. imgarison to Cost-Benefit
Analysis (CBA), MCA is capable of incorporating other critethan monetary values.
However, and this is a source of much criticism, MCA can ontyide a relative eval-
uation without absolute (monetary) values. This methodsis of two main elements:
(1) criteria such as investment costs, ecological valaeetrtime and risk; and (2) the
weighting of these values. The two elements can be both ctidgeand normative val-
ues, and should be subject of an open and transparent pattioy process, for example,
employing survey and workshop techniques. MCA involves miner of optimisation
methods that may influence the outcome of an assessment.vielgw®ore influential
are the subjective and normative values of both the critaméweighting. The close
combination of analytical and participatory aspects rissbee requirement for expertise
for and thoughtful application of both aspects of MCA (Jams®2001; van Herwijnen,
1999; Yeh et al., 1999).

The application of MCA is manifold, ranging from risk anaky$o feasibility stud-
ies. As an example Raaijmakers et al. (2008) explored flakdmiitigation measures,
by applying an MCA and incorporating the preferences anditkeperception (Slovic
et al., 1984; Slovic, 1987) of stakeholders in the SpanistoEelta. The study re-
vealed the extent to which stakeholders would agree wittl lesse@ changes as a means
of keeping the follow-up costs of flood impact low.

Agent-based Models (ABM)

Agent-based modelling (ABM) is an attempt to create a compbased artificial
society in an artificial environment representing real watcial entities (persons, or-
ganisations, institutions) as agents. As with many mod8lsiAtarts with a conceptual
framework, and must not be confused with a concrete progiagoode. Computer
agents havautonomy There is no central or top-down power that determines agent
activities. Agents act in aexplicit spaceepresented as an n-dimensional lattice or a so-
cial network. Agents are able to recognise neighbours atedaiat with them. Agents
may havebounded rationality which means no global information and limited com-
puter power (Epstein, 1999).

The architecture of an agent can also be seen as the symdqmigsentation of a real-
world actor. A strategy (of goal persuasion) of an agent epagsentation of an actor's
behaviour. ABM uses various types of agents as well as detygras of modelling
techniques and algorithms. Multi-agent SysterfMAS) is characterised by the ability
of the agents to interact (perception, communication, peration, competition, etc.)
with each other. It can also be seen asaatificial societyrepresenting a group of
interacting actors (Wooldridge, 2002; Weiss, 2000; Ax&000). A multi-agent system
is characterised by its ability to improve the system penfamce by collaborating with
each other. Learning techniques are important (Axelro€719
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ABM provides the researcher with a modelling technique #ilaws an indepen-
dent and distributed approach to investigating the belhawb actors. ‘Agent-based
thinking’ allows the modeller to impose structural thingian the empirical investiga-
tion. However, field observation as well as the applicatigpesticipatory methods may
have an impact on the generation of an agent architecturis.niéans that ABM and
participatory methods need to be highly interlinked. Ma@pthe principle of agent-
based modelling allows the modeller to observe the impattuofian activities on a
given environment, and model that in a computer-basedadisarget system. For this
reason ABM has to be developed parallel with and linked toetingronmental model
(Pahl-Wostl, 2005).

In the case of a common resource pool problem, the use of imdapther than
optimising behavioural strategies of agents is the préfermodelling approach. Adap-
tive behaviour is seen as an alternative to rational chdemming from game theory
Axelrod (1997). The behaviour of adaptive agents is in ppiemot predictable. How-
ever, simulating behaviour can yield insights to fundaragmtocesses of interaction to
enhance the understanding of conflict and co-operation.

As an example, Berger et al. (2007) applied a multi-agerieay§MAS) to a com-
plex water resources management problem in order to exgiereutcome of policy
change and the introduction of technical innovation in &rivasin in Chile. In par-
ticular, the privatisation of water rights and irrigati@sues modified the situation of
farmers. A multi-stakeholder platform served as inputffieéragent-based model. Stake-
holders and modellers collaborated in modelling the probknd discussing the results
in a collaborative learning and research platform. Modslieceived new insights into
a complex water management situation. In return, farmdrgeded valuable informa-
tion for the model design.

2.5 Multi-disciplinarity, inter-disciplinarity and tran s-disciplinarity

As discussed in section 2.4, from the methodological pdiniew IEA is a multi-
disciplinary approach to problem solving, and this is destiated in terms of (1) ap-
plying integrated models (with components from variougigignes); (2) combining
models from various disciplines; (3) combining models vp#rticipatory methods and
(4) employing a variety of participatory methods in a polarydecision process. How-
ever, Heckhausen (1987) claims that multi-disciplinaisesech® is just the simplest
form of integration. How then is multi-disciplinary knovdge integrated?

Hinkel (2008) discusses how (cognitive) knowledge can begirated irtrans - dis-
ciplinary assessmentTrans-disciplinarity “as the true form of inter-discipdirity” is
coined by Mittelstral3 (1987) who endeavours to integraseigiinary knowledge in-
stead of a mere methodological integration, and tries ‘caaing disciplinary insular-
ity” (Hinkel, 2008, p.5). Klein (1990, p.56) states that “Mdisciplinarity [...] is
essentially additive not integrative”. Trans-disciplityamay be seen as a “problem-
oriented research principle” (Hinkel, 2008, p.5), and thisf elevated interest for envi-
ronmental impact research and environmental managembatgvproblems are raised
outside the realm of pure scientific problem definition, addrass policy-relevant is-

19/n the sense of combining methods and not theories

33



sues. Again, at this point the role of participatory proesssmerges as an integrative
element.

As an approach towards true trans-disciplinary researokéti(2008) endeavours
to introduce a formalisation process that incrementafindtates linguistic terms into
formal expressions as far as mathematical equations. Hieglisshes among three
dimensions of integration: (19ocial integration- integrating interests and subjective
perspectives as accomplished ongbasultatiorlevef! as well associal learningevel
of a participatory process; (2pgnitive or knowledge integratiorintegrates heteroge-
neous knowledge of the involved actors, both experts angéaple. Knowledge elic-
itation methods are suitable (participatory) methods astlen the beginning of such a
process; (3}Yechnical integratioris the integration of artefacts that are relevant for a
problem solving (or management) process (Hinkel, 200&})p.1

2.6 Summary and discussion

Chapter 2 discusses the role of participatory methods inpéemenvironmental
management and research approaches. The concept of eneimtal management and
research is argued from the philosophical and theoret@&aijective, includes the prin-
ciples of sustainability, describes several governanpeagehes, introduces the meta
method integrated environmental assessment and prowdas gngible examples of
the combination of modelling techniques with participgitorethods in assessment ap-
proaches. At the same time, the legitimacy of PM as well amittsnale, the functions
within assessment approaches and examples for applisati@endiscussed. Several
types of legitimacy have been examined: 1) normative Iegity as manifested in sev-
eral declarations and legal documents and discussed inrsdcB; 2) institutional legit-
imacy which refers to the role of actors in a policy procegscentific legitimacy as
discussed in section 2.2 and 2.2.1, especially with redpele theoretical and method-
ological basis of participatory methods; and 4) methodickldegitimacy which is dis-
cussed in section 2.3 and 2.4 and refers to the combinatianaiftical methods with
participatory methods and the role of PM in multi-discipliy approaches. The ratio-
nale for applying participatory methods lays in the requieats of problem-solving
research: handling uncertainty, subjectivity and amiyguhe role of PM as an inte-
grative element in transdisciplinarity; and the role of Wedge exchange as well as
learning processes among actors in a policy process.

In conclusion, it can be said that PM play a crucial role inteatydriven, problem-
focussed and interdisciplinary research, policy and d@tigrocesses. PM are impor-
tant in handling system uncertainties, incorporating retive and subjective values
and have a significant integrative function in environmemanagement and research.
As chapter 1 indicated much criticism centers on the losgofir and the ambiguity of
participatory assessment and decision processes. Toeiiof] chapters may be seen
as an endeavour to explore methods and tools to increasér aga user-friendliness
of participatory methods without losing flexibility, trgperency and adaptive capacity.

11For a comprehensive definition and discussion of ‘level@meo chapter (3)
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CHAPTER 3

A methodological structure for participatory water resources
management

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a methodological basis for practjaalelines that are poten-
tially useful for water managers or other relevant authesitvho design, develop and
manage projects in or at least at the periphery of commoruress and public space.
The aim is to increase the effectiveness of a participatwggss. In other words, water
managers should be enabled to effectively (and efficierpply participatory meth-
ods that support the achievement of prescribed goals frendésign of plans to the
implementation of measures.

The method applied here involves the development of a newnidgy of partici-
patory methods including the classifications by Arnstei@®6d) and Mostert (2003a).
The approach introduced is tlinstraints-Methods-Objectivesheme (CMO), mean-
ing that the range of individual and case-dependent cirtamags (constraints, context,
problems, limitations) together with the objectives of ajpct are evaluated against a
consistent methodological framework in order to effedyivagpply participatory meth-
ods.

The CMO scheme links the methodologio@dcro leve(levels and classes of partic-
ipation) with themicro level(criteria for the implementation of methods). Furthermore
the connection to goals (via classes of participation) af ageto the constraints of a
local project (via implementation criteria) is made.

This is not the first attempt to provide a more systematic ancprehensible overview
of participatory methods in resources management. Thrauighe last decade a wide
variety of guidelines have been published on how to perfoamigpation, and how
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and when to apply participatory methods such as stakehafddysis, knowledge elic-
itation, consultation, and social learning.

A literature review in the next section provides an overvavgome of the guide-
lines that are available for environmental and resourcesagement, and discusses
their usefulness to practitioners. Subsequently, prladgrms and notions in conjunc-
tion with participatory processes are defined. This is remgssince definitions vary
widely. A consistent terminology is, however, requiredtfoe development of a method-
ological framework. The CMO scheme is introduced with thehnodologicalmacro
level levels and classes of participatory methods in conjunctitth objectives of a
participatory process. Subsequently, the methodologidab levelis introduced, and
the link to local constraints is made.

3.2 Literature review

The number of methods for undertaking or contributing to mvirenmental deci-
sion process is immense. For water managers it is oftenuliffic select methods that
best suit the local constraints as well as the overall objegstand are thus effective in
reaching the goals of a decision process. Participatorjhoadst (see section 3.3.2 for
the definition) fall under the category pblicy instruments In public administration
these instruments are the means used for effective implati@mof a policy (Maarse,
1995). These range from economic incentives and marketebastruments such as
taxes and tax exemptions to tools and methods for the intenacf actors in a deci-
sion process. For a better understanding of an approppateation of participatory
methods the literature provides a multitude of guidelines.

The following brief review of a selected number of relevamdgbooks and method-
ological papers is undertaken with the intention of exanmgriompliance with the fol-
lowing criteria: (1) is there an underlying consistent ttedizal structure? and (2) are
the guidelines operational? In other words, can pracgtiseasily apply the guidelines
to their day-to-day work?

A systematic approach to analysing participatory processss first attempted by
Arnstein (1969) in her groundbreaking artideLadder of Citizen ParticipationThe
guestion of who holds the power in decision making is a céguastion in this ar-
ticle. Arnstein (1969) argues that participation withoedlistribution of power is not
true participation, but rather a token process pretendirigvolve lay people in a pol-
icy process. Sherry Arnstein was seemingly under the inspyeshat fundamental
changes were taking place within the societies of the Westetustrial world, when
civil rights movements and student protests posed catgayuestions about democ-
racy, civil rights and domestic and international policéspecially in the United States
and Western block countries such as France and Germany.ugséan of power in the
sense that it is described by Kondyles (1984&s omnipresent, and often expressed in
form of violent exchanges between protesters and autésrittven without focussing
on the power question, whomever is in charge of policy/decisaking, must either

1Kondyles’ notion of power begins with the consciousnessndividual identity and perspectives in re-
lationship to a social context. The individual's positianthe world plays an increasing role in a (Western)
society, where liberalism is ousted by mass democracy.
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voluntarily concede power or be forced to do so. This dissiern, however, focuses
on participation and related processes not as an attemgagdbve the 'power question’,
nor as the interaction between power holders and 'haveé;fmtsviews participation
as the interaction betweexpertsandlay people Experts are seen as those institu-
tions/organisations and individuals who have specific Kedge relevant to a policy
process, and lay people are those who have no particulartesqelated to the project,
but are somehow affected or involved in the broadest seegeséction 2.4.3 and 2.5).

The public participation toolbox of the International Aswdion for Public Partici-
pation IAP2 (2008) provides a brief overview of participgtanethods in tabular form.
The four columns refer to: 'technique’, 'always think it tugh’(tips and recommen-
dations), 'what can go right’ and 'what can go wrong’ for 38felient participatory
methods. IAP2 is an association and a network of scientstgpaactitioners who seek
to promote public participation worldwide. The Toolbox istrcomprehensive, but
an overview highlighting a number of key issues in partitigng without reference to
levels and phases of participation. The toolbox is aimedattftioners and provides
instant and brief solutions to or advice concerning methagloal issues.

Pahl-Wostl (2002) advocates participatory processes tenraanagement as an
essential part of the shift towards a polycentric undeditanof (environmental) policy
making. The European Water Framework directive (EU, 2000n§ a basis for this
paradigm shift. Pahl-Wostl (2002) clearly distinguishesAeen stakeholder and public
participation (see section 3.3.2 for definitions).

A

crakeholder>

Genera! public

pgend G ping the SUE jmentation

Figure 3.1: Scale of participation in the “life cycle” of an environmental problem (Pahl-Wostl, 2002,
p.5)

The two types of participation are plotted against an emvirental (policy) 'life
cycle’ consisting of: (1) agenda setting, (2) shaping tiseésand (3) implementation
(figure 3.1). In this way the contiguity between participgtprocess and policy pro-
cess is revealed. In fact Pahl-Wostl (2002) introduces glsirprocess-oriented and
general framework for stakeholder and public participatidoreover, a number of par-
ticipatory approaches are discussed without providingstesyatic or comprehensive
overview of methods. However a number of examples such ag-dgsed modelling
(ABM), scenario building and multi-criteria analysis (MEAre presented with some

37



emphasis on integrated approaches and the interactioreéetexpert methods (mod-
els) and participatory processes. The article demonstthterole and positive impli-

cations of participatory processes in environmental gpifdche predominant manage-
ment structures permit such an approach.

Mostert (2003a) builds upon the approach of Arnstein (19@%re levels of par-
ticipation play a prominent role in the analysis of publiatgapation. He is one of
the first scholars who assigns particular participatoryhoés to levels of participation.
The levels are: (1) information, (2) consultation, (3) dission, (4) co-designing, (5)
co-decision making and (6) decision making. Table 2 in Mdg®#003a, p.138) sug-
gests that methods may be ’re-used’, and hence introducéisility when applying
participatory methods within a decision process. Mos®#00@a) also discusses the po-
litical and cultural context of participation related t@tassumptions of a local project,
and the extent to what participation can be implemented ioliaypprocess.

Mostert (2003a) discusses the design of a participatorgge® Issues such as
'actor’ analysis, the purpose of a participatory proceslesand rules, policy research
and timing are briefly outlined. Another issue highlightetthoice of methods’, where
a number of factors are included: levels of participatiomiwral context, phases of
a policy process, and public concerns, the level of intégmadf participatory (sub)
processes, and the availability of budget, skills, andusses. However, this article
does not provide a more detailed and systematic approaeh' ¢hioice of methods’.

Wates (2000) is a valuable source of practical informatiomomerous participa-
tory methods that are particularly useful for communityplang. Some general advice
on how to design and implement a participatory process angged, and an interesting
'participation matrix’ was developed. In this matrix projestages or phases are plot-
ted against levels of community involvement. However, teeeagal principles have no
structure, and are rather superficially described. The oasteection reveals the sound
knowledge and experience of the author, although it is notpgrehensive. A number
of methods such as group model building and mental mappmgwssing. Moreover,
there is no setting of methods into an overarching framework

van Asselt et al. (2001) endeavoured to provide a systemetiew of participatory
methods as part of an Integrated Assessment approach. @alkecfapplication’ was
in this document already an underlying principle: eithertipgoation contributes to
the democratisation of citizens or participation is usedntprove”...the quality of
Integrated Assessments by enriching the knowledge basecwittextual knowledge
and stakeholder opinions” (van Asselt et al., 2001, p.8)seBlaupon these two main
objectives van Asselt et al. (2001) maps four main goals digipation:

1. mapping out diversity (to reveal the spectrum of opiniand information);

2. reaching consensus (aiming for one solution supporteadlliy the decision pro-
cess);

3. democratisation (work out weights that influence a denigirocess based upon
the knowledge of participants;.

4. advising (reveal participant’'s knowledge that is refeva a decision process).
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Goal (1) and (2), as well as (3) and (4) are diametrically ;goido each other, and are
plotted in a matrix, figure 3.2. However, there is no ratienaovided for the choice
of goals nor for the evaluation of these goals along a twoedisional graph. The

Mapping out
diversity
A
2
Policy
Focus Exercises
Groups
~Scenario
analysis |
1 Participatory
modelling Advisin
Democratisation % > 8
Citizens
Participatory Juries
Planning
Consensus
Conferences
v
Legend: Reaching

1. aspiration / motivation axis

. consensus
2. targeted output axis

Figure 3.2: Methods-goals matrix (van Asselt et al., 2001, p.9)

methods are grouped into quadrants of goal combinations#mebe seen in figure 3.2.
Although the approach of categorising methods accordirgptds is useful, the four

goals ultimately constrain rather than support categtioisan this way. On the one

hand, participatory methods can support a range of goat$ as interviews which

are useful for knowledge elicitation as well as informatmovision and stakeholder
analysis. On the other hand, reaching particular goals reqyire a combination of

methods (e.g. stakeholder analysis can be achieved witlmgertt studies, interviews,
group model building or any combination of these). Only tammary of methods in

(van Asselt et al., 2001, p.43/44) provides more flexibilitgerms of the goal-reaching
potential of particular methods.

The scope of methods reviewed is limited to focus groups)a@e analysis, en-
visioning workshop policy exercise, participatory modw| citizen juries, consensus
conference, and participatory planning, and no attemptmade to systematise these
methods, for example, by assigning them to levels of padiddn. Nonetheless, the
description of methods is extensive examining the mairviagtitypes and number of
participants, tools and techniques, goals, duration asictaf participants.

Furthermore, van Asselt et al. (2001) lists a number of erleissues for a partici-
patory process: recruitment of participants, descriptibtasks and roles of facilitators
and participants, planning of meetings, providing mateegpected output, and data
collection techniques. This approach does not however tefeny of the available the-
oretical frameworks. Monitoring and evaluation is missiagd the relationship among
methods, levels of methods and the applicability of methmitlsin the process in not
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made. In summary it can be said, that the 'building blocksartipipation’ are well
described, but the review of participation lacks consisgenompleteness and a rela-
tionship between process and the applicability of methods.

Ridder et al. (2005) focus on social learning processes,giactical advice on how
to approach stakeholders and the public, and how to comrmatenigith them. They
provide water managers with detailed descriptions of chpseticipatory methods and
provide a number of conflict-resolution approaches. Funtloee, a general structure of
participatory processes, a procedural flowchart and aroapprto monitoring and eval-
uating the participatory process are included in their gbabk. Although consistency
among methods, structure, monitoring and procedure igratbak, there is an indica-
tion of the phase in which a particular method can be applieé.methods descriptions
include functions, examples of use, traps and tricks, @stscriteria for evaluation in
a brief overview. However, there is no reference to the Ieweéparticipation’ in which
these methods can be applied. For non-experts this mighdrfesing since, for exam-
ple, GIS methods are presented together with role playimgegamaps, group model
building and other methods. The book “Learning togetheramage together’provides
some valuable advice for those individuals and groups what ¥eaknow more about
how to implement social learning processes in a plannedtpeatory process.

Elliott et al. (2005) provide the reader with general guides for the design and
realisation of a participatory process, and an in-deptlerijetton of a chosen number
of participatory methods. The general guidelines offeuahle advice for participa-
tory managers. However, a systematic approach in termsvefslef participation
is missing. Costs and effort are discussed in detail, butlascbetween general re-
marks and pedantic observations of how much paper, or howy ipancils or word
processors are required. The description of participateethods is verbose and de-
tailed, and the choice of methods is limited. Role-playimgngs, mental mapping,
group model building and other methods are missing. A nurobetements such as
definition, procedure, preparation, budget and pitfakksdiscussed. However, the ele-
ments are not consistently applied, and thus a comparisootipossible. Arguments
for the use of participatory approaches are provided inwmrtjon with the achieve-
ment of particular goals such as enabling democratic gever, strengthening civil
capacity, improving efficiency of planning, gaining trustdecisions, achieving greater
understanding of public perspectives and interests, asing social learning, identify-
ing potentially controversial aspects or achieving cosgerin a collaborative manner.
Criteria for the selection of methods include objectivegid, participants, time and
budget, and are displayed in a comparative chart (Ellio&.e?2005, p.27). The cate-
gorisation of objectives of participatory methods is baspdn a two-axis chart (axis
1: aspiration/motivation; axis 2: targeted output) addgtem van Asselt et al. (2001,
p.9) (figure 3.2), but methods are not assigned to particuadrants of the chart, and
thus there are fewer methodological constraints. In sépagaction Elliott et al. (2005)
provides general guidelines and tips for carrying out pgrdéitory methods, particularly
with regard to organising the process. However, the linkveeh phases of a process,
levels of participation and methods is not made.

The WFD guidelines on participation (European Commissii)3) translate the
principles of the WFD into practical advice for water managentegration is a key
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concept of the WFD as well as the guiding documents. Impodefinitions of public
participation, stakeholders, active involvement and i&tlage provided. Furthermore,
the rationale for involving the public and stakeholdersiscdssed. However, there
is no clear distinction between stakeholder and publicigpsdtion including the re-
sults of the application of the related participatory methdn the guidelines, the main
elements of information provision, consultation and acfiwolvement are discussed
including the relationship among them, but the elemente hawonnection to a system-
atic structure and to applicability of participatory medisoln addition, methodological
discussions are mingled with practical tips about whomvolive, and what to consider
when engaging in stakeholder analysis or consultation.

The elements of context analysis, stakeholder analysisuttation, access to infor-
mation reporting and evaluation, developing a learningaggh and active involvement
are discussed. However, evaluation is seen as an accompgangicess that should be
integrated in participatory planning. Moreover, stakeleofeedback is valued as an im-
portant element of the evaluation process. The documentides a selected number
of participatory methods. However, as mentioned previgtisére is no connection to
an overall methodological framework such as levels or phabe participatory process,
and no concrete advice is offered on how to design a partmipalan. A distinctive
feature of this document is an annex with 33 examples of basin management cases
in Europe. The brief case descriptions include the appliethods and tools as well as
scale, number of participants and some indication of theessecof particular projects.

3.2.1 Discussion

Section 3.2 cannot provide a complete overview of guide b@uid manuals avail-
able on the topic of participatory processes. The reviewaksthat each of the authors
has a particular approach, either from a thematic pointefn\(water-related issues, ur-
ban planning or agriculture), or a governance perspedimpcratisation, poly-centric
versus hierarchical governance style, co-decision peas@sor developing a systematic
framework for participatory methods in a complex socialimmmental context. Either
a document assigns a theoretical framework for the comibimaf participatory meth-
ods, or conclusions are drawn from case study-specific eqpm. The combination of
both approaches is missing. The theoretical approachesmes in Arnstein (1969);
Mostert (2003a) and van Asselt et al. (2001) may be difficuitgractitioners to com-
prehend. In addition, the case study approaches (pajtiaifs a systematic theoretical
framework and are, moreover, difficult to apply in differétal and thematic contexts.
In the examples discussed above a water manager who wargsigmd participatory
process will find a number of best practice tips, occasiooalgarison of methods and
a discussion of values such as sustainability, and denisatian or whom to involve
in a process. However, there is no methodological guidelfriew to apply participa-
tory methods that is universally valid, systematic, anédleseparates methods from
best practice tips. The dualism between using a strict ndetlogical guideline and the
required flexibility for any local application is not yet tdged.

The following sections build upon the previous literatugspecially the scientific
approaches of Arnstein (1969) and Mostert (2003a) as weleEuropean guidelines
for the implementation of the WFD in European river basin aggment (European

41



Commission, 2003), and develop new elements and structdirgisen methodologi-

cal approaches. The main objective of this chapter is toigeoa taxonomy as well

as a methodological structure that serves as a basis foetbetisn of participatory

methods in an endeavour to design a well-structured andtizfeparticipatory process.
The same methodological structure may be used to apply aitariog and evaluation

process, which will be discussed in the subsequent chaptieisdhesis.

3.3 Fundamental terms and notions

Before proceeding with the restructuring of the availablethndological frame-
works, a (re)definition of some key concepts is provided. Tieeature referred to
applies a number of terms and notions intended to facililawderstanding processes
that involve concepts such as 'methods’ and 'managemeleisstyHowever, the array
of documents reviewed reveal diverging terms and notiond,raoreover, consistent
use of the same terms is often lacking.

3.3.1 Types of participants of a participatory process

Participatory processes may involve social entities wéthious backgrounds, func-
tions, knowledge and interests. A categorisation into$ygfesocial entities is required,
because these types determine the participatory appreadh Bor water resource man-
agement projects four social entity types are relevant:

1. The public are "...one or more natural or legal persons, and, in acoocalaith
national legislation or practice, their associations aoigations or groups” (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2003). Usually, the public are thosglpasho live in the
vicinity (i.e. in the municipality or the river basin) of gert activities, or are
otherwise affected by a decision process. The public ireguddividuals and
groups with a general interest as well as stakeholders.

2. Stakeholdersare organisations, individuals or their representativiéb & par-
ticular interest in the course and/or outcome of an investrmpeoject. Freeman
(1984), within hisstakeholder theorydistinguishes stakeholders from sharehold-
ers of a company, and emphasises the significant interedta@ans of influence
even though they are not owners of this company. Examplesrpbcate stake-
holders are governmental bodies, political groups, tratiens, communities,
associated corporations, employees and customers. SudrgBg) stakeholder
theory was applied to environmental decision making. Stakkers, according
to Glicken (2000), are those people or organisations edffected by the man-
agement process or those who can affect it. These socitibentiay be interest
groups, associations, companies, NGO's, governmentélitisns and individu-
als. Moreover, these individuals and organisations suddinasowners may have
particular power to influence the course or the outcome obgpt. Stakehold-
ers are also more likely to have knowledge of specific aspgasproject. The
distinction betweetthe publicandstakeholderss not always sharp. However, a
number of characteristics may help to separate the gendvtfrom stakehold-
ers:
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(a) one or more particular goals that relate (either paditior negatively) to
the goals of the project;

(b) arecognisable minimum interest (intention) in achiguvhese goals within
the time frame of the project;

(c) a minimum (cognitive) knowledge of the project plans;
(d) a minimum degree of organisation.

3. The responsible authorityin the context of environmental decision processes
are (governmental) organisations such as municipaliti@gater boards who are
in charge of a decision concerning water management psojeciuding the or-
ganisation and management of a participatory process.

4. Experts are (groups of) individuals who have a (higher level) cagaiknowl-
edgé about (aspects of) the project. Moreover, these experts thavcapability
to formalise their knowledge, and apply methods in a way thetransition of
the planning area from the initial state to a desired statg Ineadescribed, con-
ceptualised, modelled or prognosticated. Usually, espemre employed by the
responsible authorities (or are part of it) to conduct opgupplanning activities,
and evaluate the impact of these activities on the physivdlsocial environ-
ment. Experts as well as authorities may be considered kshsilmler, because,
according to the definition experts as well as represermtf authorities have
an impact on the project.

The distinction between the public and stakeholders maydreyaarea, and it may
shift throughout the course of a project. In many cases, neesndif the general public
may become stakeholders according to the conditions latesle. Hare and Krywkow
(2005) discuss the example of 'farmer Jones’ who was simphember of the public
at the outset, and then transformed into an active membewelleorganised commu-
nity group that is concerned about the loss of arable lanohforastructure development
in his river basin. This phenomenon characterises pagticip as a dynamic process,
and demonstrates that stakeholder analysis is not compittehe initial analysis of
potential stakeholders. In addition to a sound stakehadatysis, a high degree of
flexibility is required in participatory management Chai{a899). The distinction be-
tween stakeholders and the general public is made becakshstders have particular
interests and goals related to a given project. It is momyikhat stakeholders have
the capacity and resources to actively participate in ap@rocess. This might have a
significant impact on support for a given project, and eveange the power structure
of a stakeholder community, and, in turn, may have a sigmifizapact on the course
of a participatory process including the application oftjgatar participatory methods.

3.3.2 Methods

Participatory methods are a group of techniques for involvisgcial entitiegindi-
viduals as well as organised or non-organised groups oflpgipaspects of a manage-

?In section 2.1 the this knowledge together with the adeqoaithodology is referred to as 'regulatory
science’
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ment process. These methods may have various aims and pampegending on the

clients as well as the objectives of a participatory procAssording to van Asselt et al.

(2001, p.8) “Participatory methods are methods to strectwoup processes in which

non-experts play an active role and articulate their kndgie values and preferences
for different goals.”

Expert methodsare approaches that require a high degree of expertise (kdge
and experience) to analyse, model, evaluate and occasiaimallate, reproduce and
present within a human-environment system. Usually, laypfeare not involved in
the development and application of these methods. How#wemodification of pa-
rameters of or criteria associated with these methods mdyabed upon interaction
with involved lay people. (Rowe and Frewer, 2004) refer testh concepts aditist
model A typical example of an expert method that requires a ppetory process for
the generation of parameters is multi-criteria analysi€l

3.3.3 Processes

Problem analysisis a diagnosis of the problems identified within a given syste
The diagnosis can only be an assessment of system paraifneters subjective point
of view. Usually, experts provide this assessment on betfalie responsible author-
ity. The severity of the issue in question may range from thgerovement of life style,
the loss of functionality, loss of asset values to a seriastsitbance that may threaten
the resilience of a system. Apart from the functionality loé (physical) system, a
sound problem analysis in conjunction with a stakeholdahesis should indicate their
specific interests. These conflicts can also emerge wherunesagre proposed to over-
come the identified problems. Hence, a problem analysisidlemable the manager to
anticipate conflicts among stakeholders.

Stakeholder analysisconsists of (1)dentification (2) categorisatiorand (3)selec-
tion of relevant stakeholder in a given decision process. Théajdhis analysis is to
establish a basis for cooperation among all involved paudfethis process in order to
achieve a successful outcome (Hare and Pahl-Wostl, 2008jruttions for carrying
out a stakeholder analysis in environmental decision mse®are discussed in Ridder
et al. (2005); Hare and Pahl-Wostl (2002).

Theidentification of stakeholders can be accomplished in a number of ways Hare
and Krywkow (2005):

1. Document search: by searching and reviewing existingish@nts such as news-
papers, internal reports etc.;

2. Interviews: by interviewing individuals and organisai$ who have local knowl-
edge;

3. Participatory stakeholder identification: using grougetngs to identify other
relevant stakeholders together with the participatingeegntatives (Bryson, 2003);

Stakeholder Categorisatior? is not one particular method, but encompasses sev-
eral approaches depending on the information in which gpdiory managers are in-

3Also known as stakeholder mapping
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terested. These methods allow managers to group staketaidmtegories depending
on the participatory process plans.

In order to identify the level of support for a given projegtdiakeholders, power-
interest gridcan provide a structured overview of stakeholders inclgdirir interests
and ability to impact the process. Stakeholders may berssgitp a matrix consisting
of the dimensionpowerin a selected range between weak and strong,samgort
between opposition and (active) support (Bryson, 2003¢iMill et al., 1997). This
matrix supports the decision process and can hence afeechthice of methods as well
as the allocation of resources.

Hare and Krywkow (2005) introduce thpolicy attractiveness - stakeholder capa-
bility grid where stakeholders are evaluated according to theiryabditmplement a
plan (ranging from low to high). The ability is plotted agsiithe attractiveness of the
plan from the point of view of stakeholders (ranging from ltmhigh). This method
can help to identify which stakeholders might be able to supjhe implementation of
particular policy measures based upon their knowledge laifigl. s

If the relationship of stakeholders among each other is asgxb to be identified,
a cross-comparison of stakeholder attitudes to each o#ltebe applied. In this way
coalitions as well as conflicts might be detected Hare andvKoyv (2005).

Theselectionof stakeholders depends on the results of the categonisaiiccord-
ing to the WFD guidance document (European Commission, Ral0®iterested mem-
bers of the public should have access to information aboutjeqt and to consultation.
Active involvement is encouraged but not prescribed. Stakkers, however, should be
more actively involved in the decision process. The guigatmcument does not pro-
vide detailed instructions about the involvement of stakeéérs, so that the stakeholder
analysis in the local context is decisive. However, the go@: document refers to the
levels of participation when discussing the involvemergtakeholders (see figure 3.3).

Context analysisrefers to the analysis of the local context and constraans,
may be seen as a combination of (1) problem analysis, (2pktdéter analysis and
(3) planning and review of the available resources for theigpatory process of a
project. Ridder et al. (2005) view a context analysis as @ereskon to the stakeholder
analysis in order to be able to develop a 'participationtsg@. The main components
are 'political commitment’, 'organisational change’ arhpacity building’. Here the
notion 'political commitment’ refers to the level of actiyiof a stakeholder. Capacity
building on the other hand is seen as part of participatotiyities that take place at
later in the policy process based upon the context analpsisat part of it.

A participatory processis the interaction of experts such as planners, ecologists,
engineers or water managers with lay people throughoutralg procedure with the
aim of including the perspectives and views of these lay feetipsupport a decision
making process. Participation itself does not necessailjyde a decision, but may
influence the outcome of a decision by modifying values, g@ald knowledge that
have previously only been the underlying basis for a forneaiglon subsequent to an
expert evaluation of the transition process including kergn implications. Arnstein
(1969, p.216) defines the underlying notionparticipation as the “...redistribution
of power that enables the have-not citizens, presentlyuebed from the political and
economic processes, to be deliberately included in thedltu
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From a methodological point of view @articipatory processas a series gbartic-
ipatory methodsre linked together to suppgrarticipatory managemeniThe choice
of methods, the design and implementation of the partioiggbrocess on the other
hand is known a®articipatory managemenifwo typesof participatory processes are
distinguished:

(1) Public participation is the involvement of the general public in a policy or
decision process with a general interest in the outcomds®ptocess. The guidance
document for the implementation of the WFD (European Corginiis 2003) provides
the following definition: “public participation can gendyabe defined as allowing
people to influence the outcome of plans and working proséssairthermore, public
refers to a group of individuals and groups no matter whdtreyr are organised or not,
and do not need to have predefined goals related to a planie@gioing policy process.
In (local) water resources management projects, howevisrlikely that individuals
or groups who are considered to be 'the public’ in the firstanse, may convert to
stakeholders given their geographic location close toget@ctivities and the possible
positive or negative implications on their current quatifylife.

(2) Stakeholder participation is the involvement of stakeholders in a policy pro-
cess. Based upon the definition of stakeholders these sotiies may have a higher
impact on the policy process than the general public. As aeguence this can re-
sult in a different management strategy (participatorypfar participatory managers,
including the application of different tasks including pieipatory and expert methods.
See also section 3.3.1.

3.4 Classes of participatory methods - a new category

The termclasses of participatory methods proposed here as groups of methods
that have similar functions, methodology and requiremimtsxpertise and skills. Fur-
thermore, classes summarise methods that may be appli¢defachievement of the
same goals of a participatory process. The notiosla$seswas first introduced by
Hare and Krywkow (2005) in order to provide a systematic wiesv of methods, and
the first step towards operationalising levels of partitgra(see section 3.5). Another
reason for introducing classes of participation is the faat participatory methods do
not descend from one particular theory, but from variousipismes such as clinical psy-
chology, sociology or environmental case study researehngtdnd Pahl-Wostl, 2002).
In fact the participatory process methodology as part ofrairenmental decision pro-
cess is in itself a multi-disciplinary approach. It is impedle that most water managers
know how to handle or predict the impact of each of the methddiss however is a
prerequisite for designing and implementing an effectwevall as efficient participa-
tory process. Classes are now seen as the key concept thatdthods with objectives
of a participatory process.

3.4.1 Matching classes of participatory methods with targe ted goals

Objectives may be seen as management parameters that gfefigen the local
context and (2) from universal institutional norms that waéid for a policy process
(Bressers and Hoogerwerf, 1995). If stakeholder partimpas viewed as a process
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that can result in an organisational structure as discussdthpter (2), than objectives
are a preeminent characteristic. Moreover, goal achieméesm®uld be the driving force
for the design of a participatory strategy, if an effectiveqess has to be designed.
For these reasons objectives are separated from localraonstsuch as the number
of stakeholders, the budgeting or the availability of exigeras selection criteria for
designing a participatory process.

The conjunction between the choice of (participatory) mdthand goal achieve-
ment has been previously made in van Asselt et al. (2001).aderyboth the number
of methods and the number of goals are limited, and not fudiseussed in depth.

Participatory methodscan be divided into 9 classes. The notion and description of
classes is adapted from (Hare and Krywkow, 2005, p.16-17):

1.

Public Information Provision: allows a planner to communicate information
about a plan or project to a wide group of people. Methods: sitef, flyer,
poster, advertisements, media;

. Education:allows a planner to teach involved individuals the planrang main-

tenance of a particular project sites. Methods: course weckures, workshops,
projects;

. Interviews: allow the planner to elicit knowledge Methods: (semi)structured

interviews, card-sorting method, cognitive mapping;

. Surveysallow the planner to elicit opinions and data from a largeugrof indi-

viduals. Methods: postal surveys, online surveys, focoesigs, mapping, photo
survey, Delphi method;

. Events:allow a planner to set up one-off group events that can draawiide

range of people to share information about a project in aar&ihing or edu-
cational manner. Methods: open days, school visit, roawsfield trip, ideas
competition;

. Popular Involvement Campaignsncourage the participation of the public at an

individual level in activities that can support the plarmprocess. Methods: tree
partnerships, river sponsorship, garden surveys.

. Fora: allow planners and managers to set up an area for open discirssvhich

groups of people, over a long period of time, have the aHitityoice their opin-
ions about project issues and respond to others viewpadiathods: online fora,
newsletters, TV/Radio fora,;

4The selection of methods cannot and is not intended to be letenfThe aim is to provide examples for
each of the classes

SKnowledge elicitation tools (KnET) are often seen as ananating class of methods including inter-
views and survey approaches (Bharwani, 2006). Howevea, foeetings and workshops can be used for
eliciting knowledge from lay people. For this reason KnE& eonsidered to be too broad for this classifica-
tion. In addition, knowledge elicitation may be seen as d gba participatory process.
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8. Meetings:allow the planner to set up and run moderated large groupingset
in order to gather a range of feedback, from a large numbeeople in a rela-
tively short space of time. Methods: large group responsetimgs, open public
meetings;

9. Workshops allow the planner to set up and run a moderated workshop avith
small number of participants which will provide specificanfnation about a
project or even develop plans. Methods: role playing gamesario building,
(computer) simulation, multi-criteria analysis (MCA)tizen juries.

Table 3.1: Matching goals to classes of participatory methods (adapted from Hare and Krywkow
(2005, p.18))
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(1) General normative goals from legal or declar-
ative documents:
public information V NV
public consultation Vv VIiVvIiVvIVIV
transparency N VIiVv]Vv
identifying constraints v/ ViIiVvI]V
sharing knowledge and experience N AR ViIivIivI]yY
creativity Vv N v v
acceptance of perspectives Vv Vv N
(2) Goals from case study documents:
identifying all relevant stakeholders NV NV
knowledge elicitation NV N AR
conflict resolution Vv N VIiVvIiVI]Y
social learning v v N
finding consensus N

Table 3.1 displays the relationship between classes ofadstand goals of a par-
ticipatory process. The goals in table 3.1 are an arbitralgcsion from the literature
and include (1) general normative goals: (early) publioinfation and consultation
(EU, 2000), transparency, identifying constraints, sigknowledge and experience,
creativity (1ISO, 2000), recognition and acceptance ofassiperspectives (United Na-
tions, 1993)F; and (2) specific case study goals: identifying all rele\stakeholders,
knowledge elicitation, conflict resolution, social leargi(Ridder et al., 2005), finding
consensus (van Asselt, 2000). This goal selection doesepoesent particular case

6These general normative goals may also be goals that emiecgedpecific cases
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studies, but is supposed to demonstrate the variabilityad getting including the re-
lationship to the classes of participation. The matchingadls with classes of par-
ticipation is of course only a screening for the selectiombropriate methods. This
approach is based upon experience and a literature resesaddtumented in Hare and
Krywkow (2005). Goal achievement and methodological stmechave a coherent re-
lationship. Moreover, when examining goal achievemenelationship to the applied

(classes of) methods, conclusions about the effectivesfessthods may be drawn. If

goals are not or only partially achieved, questions coriogriine appropriate selection
or application may be posed. A controlling approach will beaduced and discussed
in chapter 4.

Thus far concepts, notations and relevant definitions vapect to participatory
processes in environmental decision efforts are discusBadhermore, the relation-
ship between the available tools and methods with projeatsgs synthesised by in-
troducing the new termlasses of participationAs a subsequent step, the overarching
(macro) structure of the methodology will be discussed.

3.5 Levels, classes and methods of participation - the macro struc-
ture

The methodological background for the levels of partidgraas introduced here is
derived from classifications by scientists including, bat imited to Arnstein (1969),
Mostert (2003a) and Hare and Krywkow (2005) where public els &g stakeholder par-
ticipation can reach various consecutive levels of intévac Additionally, the 'Com-
mon implementation strategy for the WFD, guidance docurient8 European Com-
mission (2003) introduces levels of participation as a @pie structure of (public)
participation. These levels of interaction may be meashyeat reflected in evaluation
criteria. They also refer to the application of particulartipatory methods.

Table 3.2: The ladder of Citizen Participation Arnstein (1969)
Citizen control
Delegated power Citizen power
Partnership
Placation
Consultation Tokenism
Informing
Therapy
Manipulation

Non-participation

Arnstein’sLadder of Citizen Participatiorisee table 3.2) focusses on the distribu-
tion of powerbetween authorities and the public as an indicator for loar(ipulation)
or high (citizen control) levels of participation. The ratiof power plays a central role
for Arnstein.

Mostert (2003a) assigns five levels of participation ascteiin table 3.3 including
information, consultation, discussion, co-decision mgkind decision-makingwith
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the latter obviously representing the highest level ofipgation in terms of involve-
ment in the participatory process.

Table 3.3: Levels of participation according to (Mostert, 2003a)

Level of Participation | Description

Information The public is provided with or has access to information (no genuine
public participation, but the basis for all forms of it)

Consultation The views of the public are sought

Discussion Real interaction takes place between the public and government

Co-decision making The public shares decision-making powers with government

Decision making The public performs public tasks independently

Arnstein’s and Mostert’s classifications differ from eathey in several respects: in
reference to the requirements of the European Water Frarkédiective (WFD), arti-
cle 14 (European Commission, 2003) Mostert includes theld@vformation, consulta-
tion, andactive involvemento-decision makingnddecision makingn his analysis. In
other words, Mostert classifies activities, and distingessa range of activities starting
from mere information provision to an interactive decisioaking process. However,
when analysing (local) water resources management psogeblance between expert
knowledge and lay knowledge, and hence a learning processdshe strived for in
a decision process. This raises the question of whethertdviostert’s highest level
of participation (table 3.3) is the most effective in a demsprocess concerning local
(investment) projects.

The WFD as interpreted by the Guidance Document on PublitciRetion (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2003), states that at the first two lefgtarticipation, both the
public and stakeholders (organisations, water profeatspfobby groups) must be in-
volved. At this stage, they must be both informed of managemlans and consulted
on them. At the level of co-thinking and co-designing (aetimvolvement in devel-
oping and designing the plans themselves), the participaif stakeholders only, is
encourage(see figure 3.3).

Building upon the classification systems of Mostert (200&8&) Arnstein (1969),
and drawing on the participatory requirements of the WFDetHard Krywkow (2005)
developed a new classification system that includes clagsesthods that relate to the
levels of participation (see figure 3.4).

However, there is a significant difference between the exasrfpom the literature
and the endeavour of this thesis. One of the key objectiveslotal water resources
project must be the professional implementation of a padicg set of measures. The
effective and efficient use of (in many cases limited) resesiand knowledge is another
aspect that should be considereddéimocratisatioris the main objective in a decision
process, then Mostert (2003a) and Arnstein (1969) bothigecsppropriate concepts.
If effectiveness and efficiency are the main goals as statesédtion 1.4 then 'citizen
control’ or'independent performance of public tasks byghblic’ may not be the most
desirable levels of participation, unless this includgsegtise that the public possesses
or has employed. However, this would be an unusual situation
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shall be ensured shall be encouraged

Figure 3.3: Levels of participation according to the guidance document of the WFD (European
Commission, 2003, p.(iv))

As discussed in section 2.1 on environmental decision gg&s a balance between
expertise and lay knowledge is desireable. Examples ofdtrdmation of expert meth-
ods with participatory methods are provided in section®.42onsequently, 'citizen
control’ should not be the highest level of participation fois kind of decision pro-
cesses. Moreover, following up on section 1.4 it is not ogegtise in engineering,
ecological assessment, economics or other fields that isresly but also expertise in
participatory management that thoughtfully combinesedéht methods and incorpo-
rates the various perspectives of the involved actors. Afieg to the definition in
section 3.3.3 a participatory process may be seen as anagbpto performing a co-
decision process. Hence, contrary to Mostert (20@8adlecision makingyill not be
used as a higher level of participation, but as a notion teatdbes a process where
public and stakeholder participation are required. Inay co-decision makingself
may have various levels.

The literature frequently applies the notiahscision makingdecision procesand
policy processynonymously as a process initiated by investment in the@mwent of
a human-environment system and concluding with a (formedjsion and the imple-
mentation of measures. Here a participatory process isagéring part of a policy
process or decision-making process, but not as a synonyt@eusA participatory pro-
cess may be seen as a means of modifying a decision, but rakinjita decision. For
this reason the notiodecision makings the formal act of taking a decision must be
clearly separated from the notidiecision making proces# the end, water managers
as representatives of the responsible authorities haakéothe final decision on how
to use the available resources. Section 2.3.1 discussesisgovernance models that
have the capacity to include co-decision and participapsocesses. The WFD pro-
vides norms that clearly encourage a governance model sub¥W (section 2.3.2).

Mostert (2003a) directly relates methods of participatmievels, which suggests
a static use of methods on predetermined levels. Levels roasever be viewed as
(sub-)goals of a participatory process (i.e. in order ta@eha mutual understanding
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2. Consultation 4. Social Learning

» ideas compstition |

A EEEEN
ocess direction, i

Figure 3.4: Levels and classes of participation (Hare and Krywkow, 2005, p.19)

of stakeholder goals, a social learning process shoulditigétéd, and the level, social
learning, should be achieved). These (sub-)goals may @ssebn aprocess goals
(Rowe and Frewer, 2004). Table 3.1 is intended to demouediinat classes of partici-
pation may however be employed to achieve several goalseXédmaple of meetings is
typical of a multi-purpose use of a method. Meetings can breinéormation provision
events, but may also reach the consultation level if an exgbaf views and perspec-
tives takes place. With this example the significance of gintful agenda-setting and
goal-oriented work is illustrated.

Following on from the discussion above, the levasdecision makingnddecision
makingare not included in the new classification. Moreover, thelleiscussiorcan
be assigned to (a) consultation and (b) the newly introdimeal social learning(see
section 3.5.4 for a definition). This is because discussasro specific value that can
be allocated to a particular level of participation. If thisalission involves only an
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exchange of information then the levansultationcan be assigned (see section 3.5.2
for a definition). If the discussion involves an exchangerudWledge and perspectives
resulting in modifications of perspectives then the disicusis part of a social learning
process.

Another level of participation has been added to Mosten's fategoriesactive
involvemenisee section 3.5.3 for a definition). In Hare and Krywkow (20Active
involvementefers to stakeholder or public activities such as volymasrk. Levels of
participation do not indicate a sequence for the applicatiomethods, but the quality
of interaction among managers, experts and lay people. dllmving subsections
provide a brief description of each of the four levels of apation (see figure 3.4) that
form the new classification.

3.5.1 Information provision

Information provision is a mere one-way communication pssc planners provide
information for the public or stakeholders such as mapssharees, flyers, TV spots,
posters, websites, and newspaper announcements. Sgpetéking, information provi-
sion is not a participatory process since participatiomireg some sort of interaction
among the social entities involved. However, it is an esakpart of the participatory
process and directly contributes to the transparency optbheess. (Mostert, 2003a,
p.182) includes the “opportunity to comment on plans, disdgsues and develop al-
ternatives”in the levelnformation provision However, this contradicts the intrinsic
definition of information provision as a one way process.

3.5.2 Consultation

Consultation is a two-way process where planners introthecpublic or stakehold-
ers to the problems at stake as well as to proposed measuseb/éthese problems.
At the same time a response from stakeholders is expectddshauld be processed
with the help of appropriate participatory methods. Thecpss of consultation enables
planners to elicit both local knowledge as well as views aaspectives on several
issues. Consultation may be part of an actor analysis asasgifoblem analysis. In
other words, throughout this process, yet unknown stakkehsland, based upon their
knowledge and views, unknown problems, side effects andissvyes might be identi-
fied.

Consultation must be distinguished from active involvetrgnce lay people are
strictly speaking not yet involved in the policy process aathated activities. Only
knowledge and opinions are exchanged that may impact pptiagesses in form of
active involvement or social learning in a later stage ofgtecess.

3.5.3 Active involvement

Active involvement is the active cooperation of lay peopleaiplanning process.
This may involve: data collection, monitoring, system itiécation, plan design, vol-
untary work, implementation and maintenance. Hence mesrdfehe public or stake-
holders consciously and voluntarily choose for an active o the design or imple-
mentation of project goals. This is not necessarily partsdaal learning process, but
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can certainly contribute to such a process. The activitiag range from group model
building and scenario development to popular involvememgaigns directly at the
planning site.

3.5.4 Social learning

In brief, social learning may be seen as a process to caolidgtexamine, analyse
and modify individual beliefs of all involved social enés with the aim of achieving
planning goals with the greatest level of approval among#récipants. The result of
this collective process should dominate the decision.

Social learning is a popular topic in social science redeadltds hardly surprising
that there are numerous definitions of social learning als&lwith various views and
emphases on the issue. (Bandura, 1977) developed a thesoygiaf learning involving
aspects of behavioural and cognitive learning. New behaan be achieved as a
result of reinforcement (or punishment) or observatiog@athing. The process of social
learning includes: close contact, imitation of superiargjerstanding of concepts, role
model behaviour. Bandura'’s theory connotes a hierarcsicatture of the involved
social entities. At least one 'superior’ agent carryingtigatar cognitive knowledge
and a predominant position of power participates the poces

(Wenger, 1998, p.5) developedacial theory for learningvith the following main
components:

1. Meaning a way of talking about our (changing) ability - individuall
and collectively - to experience our life in the world as miegful.

2. Practice a way of talking about the shared historical and social re-
sources, frameworks, and perspectives that can sustainamer-
gagement in action.

3. Community a way of talking about the social configurations in which
our enterprises are defined as worth pursuing and our pzation is
recognisable as competence.

4. Identity. a way of talking about how learning changes who we are
and creates personal histories of becoming in the contesdirocom-
munities.

According to this definitiorsocial learningis collective action introducing individual
resources, knowledge and experience that undergo a maidificaith the potential to
adapt previous goals and intentions. This definition carpipdieable to social learning
processes in participatory water management.

As an applied example, the European research project Ha@nphwas exclu-
sively devoted to the issue of social learning in water managnt. The key message
of this project is: Learning together to manage togethRidder et al. (2005). The
rationale here is that neither the responsible authonit@sthe relevant stakeholders

"Usually this means yielding more knowledge, experiencesesrntually resources - the intrinsic learn-
ing process.
8http://Awww.harmonicop.uos.de/
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have the resources to individually undergo a complex pgiogess such as river basin
management (RBM). (Ridder et al., 2005) argue that socahlag provides RBM
with more beneficial results for all involved parties. Sigant requirements are: open-
ness and trust, interaction among stakeholders, stakethilterdependence, critical
self-reflection, development of shared world views, caiti@ssessment of potential so-
lutions, joint decision making based upon reciprocity catmmant. Hence, (Ridder
et al., 2005) associate social learning with a co-decisiotgss. The assumption is
that the results of the social learning process at leasifigntly influence the process.
In this approach social learning and co-decision are gfJasérwoven and difficult to
separate.

All of the introduced social learning theories and appreadmply intense activi-
ties (possibly) resulting in changing behaviour of the imed social entities including
responsible authorities and eventually superior orgéinise. As a consequence So-
cial learning requires extra resources and time as well pisisticated methodological
knowledge and skills. Many examples of participatory wat@nagement indicate that
the level of social learning is not always reached.

3.5.5 Decision making

In water resources management projects competent augisdninld legal and ad-
ministrative responsibility for decisions. For this reagformal) decisionis deliber-
ately segregated frosocial learningin this research. Involvement and social learning
may influence the final decision for the design and impleniemaf a planning effort,
and the participatory process includingformation provision, consultation, involve-
mentandsocial learningmaybe seen as a decision making process or policy process.
However, the responsibility ultimately remains in the hswo€ithe authorities. This is
especially important because of the expertise requiredéarptocess of modifying the
physical and social environment of the administrativeritist

Strictly speaking the organisational structure of a pofpiegcess in a local invest-
ment project is generally hierarchical, if the authorittaies the right and to make and
hold responsibility for the resulting decision. Only if thathority delegates the deci-
sion making process entirely or partly to a community of stekders including experts
and lay people, is the management style trulyoadecision For this reason (formal)
decision makings separated from the levels of participation, and is seerfias point
in the decision making process based upon various levelartitjpation.

3.5.6 Discussion - levels of participation

The conceptsnformation provision consultation active involvemenand social
learning are the levels of participation in this approach. Theseesgnt levels of ac-
tivities or intensities of interaction among involved saantities within a co-decision
process. Although it may be debated whether or not the lol@estinformation pro-
visionis real participation, it is essential for a fair and openhexgye of information,
knowledge and opinions within a decision process. It is thsidfor an interactive
policy process. The levels of participation increase ndy @rith the mere quantity of
activities, but also with the intensity.
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Social learningis seen as the highest level because of the more intensadtiter
in comparison taonsultation Whereas consultation implies an interactive exchange
of information, goals and perspectives, social learninceers that level, since social
learning activities refer not only to an enhancement of Kiedge, but also a modifica-
tion of individual goals. The implications are more sigrdfit for the decision process,
since primary planning goals may be modified or even dischr@n the other hand,
if planning goals are a result of a social learning procdss,support for the project
among stakeholders might be much higher than without tlisgss. In section 2.2.1
the concept oEomplex adaptive systerfSAS) is discussed with capacity for learning
as an indicator for the adaptive capacity of a system. If &mwatanagement project
including all physical and social entities and their relathips are viewed as a CAS,
then social learning is a key concept for a resilient watenage@ment system. The
concept of CAS is adopted in the governance modeldzaiptive water managemeas
discussed in section 2.3.2 where learning plays a similara®in the concept of CAS.
As a consequence, the levels of participation may only behexhwith an appropriate
governance model.

3.6 Implementation criteria of participatory methods - the micro
structure

Thus far the overarching methodological structure of pgodtory processes has
been discussed, and the link to policy objectives made. Aralederstanding of the
conjunction between the methodological macro structutegoal achievement is es-
sential for utilising the most effective (participatory)ethods in a decision process.
However, the macro structure would be to coarse to idertiéyappropriate participa-
tory tools and methods for a given policy process. Once tleeathgoals are identified,
the matching classes of methods can be selected and the tdygdrticipation identi-
fied. The selection of methods should be the next step. Ferdaison, the methods
that enable the water managers to match local constraiolisasithe number and types
of stakeholders, budgeting or available expertise, musbenined more closely.

One of the repeatedly observed phenomena associated wiglphication of partic-
ipatory methods in water management is the use of 'apprarédria for the selection
of appropriate participatory methods without adequatec&tin. Approvedhowever
often means the responsible managers and experts are et @ingabroader range of
methods, do not have the time or the budget, or the legallycpitleed procedures are
narrowly interpreted.

A classification of participatory methods as demonstrateskeiction 3.4.1 will un-
doubtedly help to detect similarities in methods, thus énghlusers to systematically
browse for other participatory methods that have not yetlagplied in order to be goal-
oriented, and hence more effective. On the other hand pateisers of participatory
methods may want to know the requirements of the methodsierdo manage avail-
able resources over the entire period of the participatooggss for the same reasons.
The context analysis (see section 3.3.2) should resuliritdtions for the selection of
participatory methods.

56



Participatory methods tend to originate from the sociasces such as sociology,
policy science and psychology. A minimum of expertise isuiegfd to apply these
methods in a controllable manner, and to yield valid resud® the other hand, the
effect and the quality of results depend not only on the sijgaition of methods, but
also more significantly on the financial resources and tingeired. For example, a
survey may promise more valid results than random interviemguestionnaires. The
downside is higher costs and and a higher expenditure of time¢heir entirety rele-
vant participatory methods stem from a variety of discipéinhat participatory experts
cannot oversee. Water managers and planners however mayoNaave a reliable in-
dication of the applicability of the methods within theirrpeipatory processes. Ridder
et al. (2005) analyse a number of participatory methodsrdaugto their applicability.
This is a simple system including three levels of applidggb{high, medium, low) in
three phases (initiating, managing, improving) of a paétory process. However, a
coherent and systematic relationship between the apjditgadd methods and the local
constraints such as availability of resources and numbstaEholders is missing.

3.6.1 Grouping and description of implementation criteria

This section introduces a new method that is adopted frone tdad Krywkow
(2005) for examining the applicability of participatory theds in light of local con-
straints. A more elaborate set mhiform implementation criterighat enable users to
select participatory methods, and employ them accorditigetio available resources is
developed. Uniform criteria can be applied to any existiagipipatory method inde-
pendent of the specific context of a case study or projecte®apon these criteria a
catalogueof classes and methods was compiled in Hare and Krywkow (30@3—49)
enabling users to examine potentially applicable methods.

Since tangible costs (e.g. costs of personnel and matenal)intangible require-
ments (moderation, level of education and experience) atte included in the set of
criteria, no absolute costs can be calculated. Althoughfthimework might be used
to 'optimise’ the use of available resources, the lack ofibie parameters or, in other
words, the necessity for including intangible parameterafvalid assessment prevents
the application of mathematical, welfare-economic or piicbptimisation methods.
In this way, residual subjective and normative assessnréntia cannot be avoided.
However, the categorical and comparable composition ofémpntation criteria itself
minimises the range of uncertainty accompanying the sdarc¢he set of methods that
promise effective and efficient planning and design of aigipetory process. Whereas,
the matching of goals with classes of participatory mettsgsports the identification
of effective methods, implementation criteria generadyphto identify an efficient use
of methods.

A semi-quantitative classification is employed that simpblicates requirements of
a criterion. However, with respect to the criterégources sharandlevel of application
skills” the quality of the criterion is distributed over preparat{p), implementation (i)
and analysis (a).

9This refers to the level of expertise associated with a §ipetiethod ranging from common sense to
special training.
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The implementation criteriobevels of participatiofis already discussed in subsection3.5.
This criterion refers to the intensity of the method, andefirdtely aeffectiveness cri-
terion.

Resources share (Cost-effort share)

The criterionresources shareefers to and summarises the required resources in
terms of staff, time, tools and additional costs for preparmaimplementation (execu-
tion) and analysis in relative terms (estimated percentagare and Krywkow (2005)
only provided and estimated this share based upon expetisimce no relevant eval-
uation is available in the literature. However, resourdes s is a significant criterion
for the planning of a participatory process. In the catadogfiparticipatory methods
a Resource breakdown tab{table3.5) provides a closer look at the components of re-
sources.

Level of application skills

The criterionLevel of application skillsndicates the degree to which expertise is
required in order to apply a particular method. As wakources sharthe three phases
preparation, implementation (execution) and analysisdétnguished. This is rele-
vant since (classes of) methods such as interviews, symwmetings, workshops, group
model building, multi-criteria analysis (MCA) and cogr#imapping require particular
knowledge, experience and skills. Moreover, the requirgrbdise can differ through-
out the phases of a method. For example, surveys must berpdegad analysed with
care and thought, since the design of questions has a sagttifilmpact on the results. In
addition, the analysis method, especially when sophistitstatistical methods are em-
ployed, may have a significant impact on the results, not tatime the interpretation of
results. The development and implementation of a surveyellenwequires resources
and time, but relatively less expertise. Whereas, a worksmlving such activities
as role playing games can require considerable expertite pmeparation and during
the performance. Levels of application skills are dividedhree categories (Hare and
Krywkow, 2005, p.21,22):

e Experience and common sense [E]general understanding of methods, data
collection, organising events, communication with staltéars and the general
public;

e Scientific knowledge [S]:analytical capability including induction and deduc-
tion among case study issues and results and general méigddesktop re-
search and (scientific) literature research and analygpyimg scientific meth-
ods and tools such as computer models, understanding oflermmblems and
uncertainty;

e Technical expertise [T]: applying and eventually designing or modifying techni-
cal equipment and computer models.

Moderator skills

Skills in moderation play a significant role in the succekafplication of partici-
patory methods. The classes of methods, meetings, workskeyeral survey methods
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(e.g. Delphi method) and education, require soft skillpeegally moderator skills
Hare and Krywkow (2005, p.21,22) simply distinguish amaogmal, high andnone
Normal skills are needed for organising and conducting mgsebr workshops without
specific moderation skills. A number of methods such as saebhailding, role playing
games or policy exercises may differ in their effectivenassed upon the experience,
preparation and performance of a moderator.

User mode

User moderefers to the number of individuals per activity, and indésathe type
of participation. This can be single users, small or largrigs. Many participatory
methods have an optimal or maximum number of participahisisiexpected that this
number will be exceeded, the method may be excluded or ress(time, staff, budget)
must be increased.

Special software

In some casesSpecial softwaresuch as computer models or web interfaces for
surveys, is required. Software can be both expensive andgresgxpertise for its use.
Summarising the indicators and criteria

All of the implementation criteria are summarised in tabk &d form part of the
method description in the catalogue of participatory md¢has documented in Hare
and Krywkow (2005, p.23-49). See Appendix B for an examplekis catalogue.

Table 3.4: Summary of implementation criteria (Hare and Krywkow, 2005)

Level of Cost-effort share Level of appl. skills Moderator User Special
participa- skills mode software
tion
10O @ e [ O [ ®
[1-4 | x% | y% [ z% [ E/S/IT | E/SIT | E/SIT | none-high [ [n]pers. | yes/no

Types of resources - resources breakdown table

Table 5 provides a closer look at the buildup of tust-effort shareas displayed
in table 3.4, column 2. The resources typeaff, time, toolsandadditional costsare
plotted against the phases of an activity (preparationlempntation and analysis) (ta-
ble 3.5.

Table 3.5: Resources breakdown (Hare and Krywkow, 2005)

| Phases: Preparation | Implementation | Analysis
Staff Skills and tasks for each phase
Time [h] Duration of activities for each phase
Tools Type of tools for each phase
Additional costs Costs such as printing, web hosting and room rental for each phase
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3.6.2 Discussion of implementation criteria

The innovation ofimplementation criterids the fact that a uniform set of criteria
characterises the usefulness of a participatory methodvéder managers regardless
of the methods to be employed and the specific local context.th® one hand, it
represents a more elaborate search for effectivenesdstimitoduced withmatching
goals and classesf participation (levels of participation and user modej. tBe other
hand, an efficient application of methods is aspired to (ag/gshin table 4). The latter
component enables the manager to balance available resptinse and expertise with
the designated goals. It is the CMO approach from the metbga@l micro-structure
perspective.

3.7 Summary and conclusions

This chapter describes the development of a structuredagpahat may serve as
a basis for the analysis and design of participatory presess(local) water resources
management projects. The omnium gatherum of availablakscience-based partici-
patory methods makes the selection of appropriate metlogtsinners and water man-
agers difficult. Participatory river basin management arehdocal planning projects,
are in most cases too complex to be managed with simple me#ratiguidelines.

A multitude of criteria such as the planning context, spediftal and cultural prob-
lems, the diversity of stakeholders including their indival perspectives, available re-
sources and the diversity of planning goals have to be cersidin the management of
a participatory process. The literature overview highighis challenge. There is no
generally applicable guideline available. Authors repditpoint out the case-specific
uncertainty and diversity that rightly brings into questibe validity of a generally ap-
plicable guidebook. Such a book would contradict the attashmany water managers,
scholars and decision makers to cope with the complexityaiermanagement in an
adaptive, integrated way.

Nevertheless, some guidance is required, especially st planners and water
managers have at best limited knowledge of and experiertbepaiticipatory methods.
The documents discussed in this chapter do provide a levglidance and advice in
how to design and conduct a participatory process. Someeaddlcuments strive for
methodological clarity, but are not consistent or do nagrafit to associate levels of
participation and methods with objectives and resourcédiions. Other documents
provide specific information on particular issues such asasdearning or are only
applicable under certain conditions or comparable caseHspsituations. Specific de-
scriptions and discussions of methods are not associateéwbverarching framework
such as levels or phases of participation.

In order to address this dilemma and overcome ambiguity ttemat is made to
clearly define terms and notions that are relevant for gpdiory water management.
As an example, the WFD guidelines European Commission (2083 no clear dis-
tinction between stakeholder and public participation e Tifference between stake-
holders and the public is defined, but with no reference tsiptes consequences or
benefits of their respective participation on the procesakeholder or public partici-
pation, however, may be a significant criteria for the chaitmethods, since the two
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types of participatory processes imply different numbédridividuals with different
knowledge, interest and the capability of influencing a sieci process.

The CMO scheme is realised in the following manner: (1) Thecept oflevels of
participationwas enhanced with the introduction dasses of participatory methods
This involves more structure, and at the same time refersa@mbjectives and goals
of a participatory process as displayed in the classestigematrix (table 3.1). (2)
Methods received a standardised set of implementaticerierithat refer to the specific
requirements of practitioners. A catalogue of methods #inatdescribed with these
criteria was published (Hare and Krywkow, 2005). An exartioreof methods is now
possible without reviewing a large number of guidebooks.

In this way, a well-defined set of parameters for each knowthatecan be related
to the specific requirements of a water resources managgaatt, without decreas-
ing the necessary flexibility in the design and planning afipgatory processes. This
CMO scheme provides a basis for controlling activities thiéitbe discussed in chap-
ter 4, and planning support for participatory managemerdyiter 6).
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cHAPTER 4

Monitoring and evaluation of participatory processes - the
COPIR approach

4.1 Introduction

Monitoring and evaluation in participatory water managathie demanded in the
legislation of the European Union (European Commissio8328U, 2000). This legis-
lation requires adequate guidance, transparency, ragatid the early recognition of
problems. These criteria should support an effective m®@nd help to improve condi-
tions for future processes by allowing water managers tmlam experience. Apart
from institutional norms, the scientific literature arg@i@smonitoring and evaluation.

In a comparative analysis Rowe and Frewer (2004) presentaqgts for monitor-
ing and evaluation such as improving the effectiveness efptiocess, reviewing the
use of financial resources and learning from past mistakegh&more, Ridder et al.
(2005) point to the fact that managers have an opportunityd@ase their knowledge
of participatory processes.

When examining local applications of participatory pramssas accomplished in
Rowe and Frewer (2004), many of these processes have inckwdduation as an ex-
post activity, and the benefits of evaluation can only beaiigud in subsequent projects.
Consequently, the application of mid-term evaluationgisrapriate but remains cum-
bersome, and the benefits are not always obvious to watergeema

Moreover, previous evaluation approaches employ speoifial lvalues (goals) as
criteria, which inhibits a comparison between case studigsms of their effectiveness.
Under those circumstances, trans-bound4egrning has to rely on local experience
without the opportunity to fall back on generally applicaltiteria. At this point the

1The term ‘trans-boundary’ is applicable here from the agl-project’ scale over river basin to interna-
tional
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sustainability/IEA issues aimbiguityand subjectivity as discussed in section 2.2.1
recur like a déja vu. There is no standard method, applicabtieline or framework to
guide one through an evaluation procedure.

However, this is the challenge for this chapter. Whereaptena&8 develops and
discusses a structured scheme (CMO) that provides morerrigdhe structure of par-
ticipatory process management, the evaluation approatitrasluced in this chapter
endeavours to operationalise this new methodologicalsehand provide a general ap-
proach for the evaluation of participatory processes inrenmental decision efforts.

As a basis for the operationalisation of the CMO scheme aadhtinoduction of a
generally applicable evaluation framework, introducereres COPIR approach, the
‘six dimensions of process intensity’ that was for the fifste introduced by Rasche
(2005) are applied. An initial discussion and review of tagproach was published
in Rasche et al. (2006). This chapter here is a new criticedudision of Rasche’s
six dimensions of process intensity, as well as an attempttégrate this evaluation
approach with the CMO scheme.

For this reason, the rationale for evaluation processegammed by discussing
basic aspects of organisational theory. Furthermore, vakiation criteria as found
in Rowe and Frewer (2004) are compared with Rasche’s six riiioas of process
intensity, in order to examine whether or not the new ci@ean cover the entirety of
all found local criteria. Finally, the definitions for thetémsity criteria are provided,
and types of participatory processes based upon the cotidrirtd the new criteria as
developed by Rasche are newly discussed with referenche srientific literature.

Whereas the evaluation efforts as found in Rowe and Frev@&4(2do not clearly
distinguish between the evaluation of a local project as @levand the effectiveness of
the related participatory process, the evaluation appraadntroduced in this chapter,
strictly focusses on participatory processes.

4.2 Evaluating, monitoring - controlling

In their ‘five components’ Bressers and Kuks (2001) congid@ernance as a policy
network of actors (see section 2.3.1). This does not strithgexclude a hierarchical
structure of governance, however, it connotes a higheregegf equality among par-
ticipating actors. Ostrom (1998) and Pahl-Wostl (2002) gtep further and require a
polycentric policy approach where hierarchical (command eontrol) structures are
not sufficiently effective anymore. This increases the cleabo effectively incorporate
the perspectives of lay people, detect unknown problentsjraroduce more equality
to the involved actors. However, the ‘control’ part of theremand and control’ sys-
tem has to be replaced by an adequate approach. The main dfi¢hie chapter is to
discuss a new control approach, that is more appropriatemlyeentric government
style than previous control mechanisms. The rationaleifons new approach will be
discussed next.

Looking beyond the issue of participatory water resourcasagement, there are
many sectors in which monitoring and evaluation are daitiviies incorporated into

2COPIR = Constraints, Objectives, Process, IntensitieppRiag
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the management process. They play an essential role indimgvieedback and adjust-
ment. This may be referred to esntrolling.

Controlling is an essential part of management processes in most ecas\omi
industry, information technology, in public and businegmaistration and the service
sector. It is needed to evaluate the performance of a systemrder to identify errors
and increase efficiency and effectiveness.

When examining th@rocessof environmental decision making, especially the in-
volvement of stakeholders and the public, the question negydsed as to what extent
the involved social entities form an organisational stuoet This could be important
for the design and implementation of the participatory ng@maent including any mon-
itoring and evaluation efforts. From the point of view of @b project that is limited
in time, the societal component of a target system cannosbenaed to possess or-
ganisational structure. However, when modifying the (eswinental component of
the) system, concerns, connectivity, interests or ohjestof affected individuals and
groups can change. Moreover, these interests and objeatiag focus to such an ex-
tent, that significant similarities in the belief and goalsture of the affected actors
may emerge. Hence, within the time frame of a participatoogess social action may
evoke attributes similar to those of anganisation However, what are the principle
characteristics of an organisation?

There is no uniform definition of the term organisation. Heer scholars such
as Parsons (1970); Elliot (1980); Galbraith (1977); Pugt lditkson (1973); Etzioni
(1964); Rowe and Frewer (2004) and Schaad (2003) introdaicecnber of criteria to
characterise organisations:

e the most ubiquitous attribute goal attainment The performance, structure and
effectiveness of an organisation as a whole is geared t@whedachievement of
one or multiple goals;

e the individuals of an organisation have a collectiaief or a set of belief$

e an organisational structure such task allocation division of labourand co-
ordination;

e supervisionincentivesandrestrictionsto ensure that all individuals pursue the
organisational goals independent of their own individiedidis;

e information-based decision processmmunication, rules and output controls are
efforts to optimise the final ‘product’ such as a decision;

e commitmentindividuals of the organisation either voluntarily or erdured com-
mit to the goals of the organisation.

The underlying structure of a participatory process in awatanagement context can
be seen as a complex system comprising social entities suexperts, policy makers
and lay people (the public and stakeholders) as well as theiqgdl environment (water

3only those beliefs should be factored in that are orientactds goal achievement
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bodies, infrastructure, housing, economic assets, teahaitifacts, etc.). The partici-
patory process may be seen as an attempt to achieve a newfstatesystem. This
system at the beginning of a participatory process has nolgneeak organisational
structure$. Although, the entirety of social entities is undoubteddytpf a complex
phenomenon undergoing a decision process, in the beginfim@rocess that ‘human
part’ of the system cannot entirely be considered as an @ation for the following
reasons:

o the entirety of social entities as described above has rforumset of goals;

e there is not a consistent organisational structure inolgidivision of labour, co-
ordination and task allocation;

e there is not an overall and collective belief or knowledgéoiv to pursue the
goals of the announced policy process;

e supervision is (in the outset of the policy process) onlysiide within the ‘pro-
fessional’ arena (including experts, managers and poliaiars) of the ‘partici-
patory system’;

e lay people cannot be forced into commitment. Typically, gienomenon of
ignorancemust be incorporated.

If such a group of social entities cannot be seen as an oggamsn the beginning of
a participatory process, why should participatory managdrimclude elements of or-
ganisational control? Initiated by a pronounced decisimegss intended to modify the
existing system, a participatory process may be seen asstiosm from an inconsistent
complex system including professionals and lay people diitbrse goals and beliefs
to a more consistent structure that has emerged as a reswltrwfiunication, consulta-
tion and possibly educational or even social learning pees with adjusted goals and
beliefs in the form of a compromise, agreement or consenfsagarticipatory process
is seen as a policy instrument to ‘optimise’ the process bieing a given set of goals,
effective participatory management also requires moinigoifeedback and evaluation.
Hence, monitoring and evaluation is not only relevant fquerks, managers and policy
making, but also for the stakeholders wishing to know if itlegiecific interests have
been addressed. This is in line with the requirements foy-pehtric governance as
proposed by Bressers and Kuks (2001), Ostrom (1998) andWastl (2002).

As a first step to improving monitoring and evaluation atiéag: instead of employ-
ing criteria such as case-specific goal achievement or tstédter satisfaction, simply
the degree to which the criteria of an organisational stmecare fulfilled at the end of
a participatory process should be applied. The advantage¢lg a uniform and com-
parable set of evaluation criteria; (2) reduction of thejsctivity and ambiguousness
of the criteria. However, this is not the entire objectivetted approach as introduced
here.

4in this context a participatory process is defined as a locaégional short-dated policy process. This
definition is not applicable for global assessments or a-teng strategic discourse
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Weber (1920) was one of the first scholars to elaborate omatng activity within
organisations. He emphasised rationalisation as an ai#gistep towards greater ef-
ficiency within a system. Subsequently, scholars such aslF&a949); Schaad (2003)
distinguished between systems design (i.e. organisatiomérol) and its daily opera-
tions (i.e operational control). Evaluation procedureshsas those introduced here are
definitely equivalent to organisational control. If an exatlon effort detects errors, ei-
ther methods must be replaced or the the application of aagdettust be significantly
improved or repeated. That goes beyond adjustments of dpéyations, which is a
matter of monitoring (section 5.2.2).

Throughouttheir endeavour to review contemporary evadon@nd monitoring meth-
ods (from case studies between 1981 — 2004) Rowe and Fre@@t)distinguish be-
tweeninformal andrigorous evaluation, advocating for the latter approach. Informal
evaluation uses observations such as the number of paritsigt meetings or work-
shops to indicate the intensity of participation. This, lk@er, does not resultin any con-
clusions about the effectiveness and efficiency of the exadhparticipatory method,
nor does it provide data or information sufficient for a tdngianalysis employing ac-
cepted empirical methods. The authors compared 30 docsitieticontain evaluation
procedures based upon real-world processes. In this datuheenotion ofeffective-
nessplayed a central role, and the ultimate goal of an evalugirogess is to identify
the most appropriate methods throughout a participatarggss. Most of the criteria
of these documents reviewed are normative, and moreovergmeific or method-
oriented. Examples include: representativeness, earbhiement of stakeholders, in-
dependence, cost-effectiveness, transparency, resaccessibility and availability, in-
corporation of values/beliefs, convenience, satisfactiairness, competence, reduced
time for decision making, knowledge achieved, processtiktyi. As a consequence of
the case-specific dependency the above mentioned evaluaitieria are not generally
applicable. The combination of specific local constraimd goals of the investment
project repeatedly impede the reuse of evaluation criterigher projects or case stud-
ies, nor do they permit a comparison between various cadesaliprojects.

In order to overcome the difficulty to reuse normative (bahegral and local) evalu-
ation criteria of traditional evaluation approaches, afustated comparability between
various local cases and projects in terms of efficiency afet®feness, a novel ap-
proach was developed. This novel method, developed by Rg&I05), introduces
the concept of evaluating process intensities in the cowtexell-separated local con-
straints and specific project goals. In this chapter the CMi@cjple as introduced in
chapter (3) is elaborated, and a generally applicable atialumethodology is devel-
oped. The following sections outline this monitoring an@dleation method, termed
the COPIR approach, including its elements and implication

4.3 The COPIR approach
As indicated in section 4.2, previous monitoring and eviadureapproaches have a

number of downsides that make it difficult to carry out anetffee, comprehensible and
comparable analysis of participatory processes. Oneagmioblem in these efforts
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is the lack of differentiation between local constraintsl @ase-specific objectives of
monitoring and evaluation criteria.

Since in general a comparison between local projects isaat [groblematic if not
impossible, the validity of these monitoring efforts mayrbatter for discussion. Fur-
thermore, the plurality of world views of all involved sobéntities does not necessarily
provide a generally accepted ranking of all values, aparhfa relatively small num-
ber of categorical (western) normative values such as atcedean water, freedom of
speech, the protection of private property and equalitpieethe law. If a participatory
process is defined as an interaction of experts with lay gethpbughout a planning
procedure with the aim to include the perspectives and vigisese lay people in or-
der to support a decision making process, imposing valuesine authorities cannot
be a solution.

Another limitation is that monitoring and evaluation isesftonly applied after a par-
ticipatory process is completed. In many cases the resat®nly be used as lessons
learned, and at best applied in subsequent projects. Hoyarolling according to
Weber (1920); Fayol (1949); Schaad (2003) and others isaagupto be an accompa-
nying activity with the aim of analysing and occasionallydifging (effectiveness) or
optimising’® (efficiency) ongoing processes.

4.3.1 Determining intensity criteria

Whereas normative as well as context goals emerge(d) fremtabdevelopment,
institutional changes and local requirements, intengiieiga are concepts that have
been entirely developed by scientists. Although Rasch@5pas well as Rasche et al.
(2006) underpin the origin of particular criteria with exales from the literature, a
rationale for the choice of exactly these and no other daiermissing, and probably
impossible to yield. The intensity criteria are a result gperience and a delibera-
tion process. Furthermore, Rasche claims that the intecsteria are non-normative.
This however appears to be a rash conclusion, since theporaiion of participatory
methods in environmental decision processes rests on nwgesast-normal science as
well as sustainability presumptions, where normative etspare inevitably integrated.
Moreover, since goal achievement is a cornerstone of tisisareh, some normative
value is required to determine what the desirable goalsaar@é,more importantly to
what extent the goals are achieved.

However, the ‘non-normative’ assumption can be adjusted suat values that are
exclusively case-specific and thus impede a comparisonaotliter water management
projects, are not directly evaluated. Hence, to reach thectibe of developing an
evaluation method that can be applied to any case usingnsaiveiteria, some type of
‘meta values’ are required that serve as an interface baetiteeunderlying taxonomy
of methods (CMO) and the varying applicability in the spedifical context.

In the exploration to detect universal indicators, a topadapproach appears most
suitable. Top-down in this case refers to the structuretasdnced in chapter 3 with the

5As in the previous chapters the notatioptimisationis applied in the sense that as few resources as
possible are used to achieve as many goals as possible. ckhef lquantitative data, or positively expressed,
the intention to include intangible data and indicatorshim évaluation procedure impedes the application of
optimisation methods known from mathematics, economy emass.

67



macro and micro level of methodology. Thus deriving craestarts from the ‘levels’ of
participation. Furthermore general institutional valassntroduced in section 1.3 are
employed to synthesise intensity criteria.

4.3.2 Intensity criteria derived from levels of participat ion

Levels of participation, as discussed in chapter 3 indiaatmtensity of the interac-
tion between authorities and lay people. There are two aubhies:

1. power sharing(/Arnstein, 1969): The intensity of interaction is being m@ed
with a degree of power sharing between authorities and thégsstakeholders;

2. activity (Mostert, 2003a; Hare and Krywkow, 2005): the degree ofradton in-
cluding the number of activities and between authoritiektha public/stakeholders
is measured.

These two criteria can indicate a great deal about how éftetite overall partici-
patory effort can be, and the criterion power sharing magealy be applied to specify
the level of activity. If the authorities schedule and cottduany activities but remain
on a, for example, tokenistic level of power sharing, thils plarticipation, the overall
assessment may score low, since important goals (of thécpard stakeholders) may
remain unmatched. Furthermore, if vice versa much respiitgiis ceded to stake-
holders, the overall assessment may score low, if littlecoactivities are scheduled or
poorly attended, and public perspectives remain unheadihave thus no chance to
be implemented in the planning and execution. These twer@ibr two dimensions
of intensity are complementary and add validity to each oti#owever, a complete
picture of intensity more dimensions are required.

4.3.3 Intensity criteria derived from general normative va lues

In addition to the criterigopower sharingandactivity (also emphasised in the WFD
and Ridder et al. (2005)) four additional criteria for the@lkenation of participatory pro-
cesses can be extracted from the relevant literature asweiktitutional norms:

3. Renn et al. (1995) discuss the issue of fairness - refeéoredequality which
focusses on the extent to which stakeholders have equattopjit@es to impact
the policy process based upon individual world views, ies&s and objectives.
Equalityis also a main subjectin Enserink et al. (2003) and Lawrendé&aniels
(1996);

4. The Aarhus Convention (UNECE, 1998) is devoted to thesigdtransparency
as a fundamental human right in Western societies;

5. Rasche (2005) refers to the early involvement of the pudsiid stakeholders in
planning efforts before any decision is takenflegibility. This criteria is dis-
cussed in Lawrence and Daniels (1996); OGUT (2003); Ridtial: €2005), and
is a significant issue in the WFD (EU, 2000).
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6. Finally, the criteriaeachrefers to the completeness or inclusiveness of potential
stakeholdersin a policy process (Lawrence and Daniel€;@der et al., 2005;
Hare and Krywkow, 2005).

Yet, six dimensions or criteria of the intensity of partiijwn have been founghower
sharing activity, (equality, transparencyflexibility andreach Prior to definition and
discussion of these generally applicable terms (see se4t®5), a brief discussion of
these dimensions that represent evaluation criteria igghed.

4.3.4 Can six intensity criteria represent multiple goals?

Based upon the analysis of Rowe and Frewer (2004) the cobilfigtof evalua-
tion criteria out of the chosen sample of relevant publarasiwith the Rasche’s six
dimensions is listed in table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Evaluation criteria (Rowe and Frewer, 2004) in relationship to the six dimensions of

intensity
Criteria Frequency a Dimension of
intensity
structured decision making 2
transparency; restoring trust in public agencies; subjective assessment of | 1 (each) Transparency
previous evaluator; access to higher authority
representativeness 3
- — —— - Reach
inclusivity; participation rate; public awareness 1 (each)
substantive impact on public debate and political decisions 9
influence 5
conflicting expectations; inter-jurisdictional strife, power over internal de- | 1 (each)
cision making; compatibility with participants’ objectives; high likelihood Power sharing
that recommendations are followed; improve the responsiveness of the
planning process to citizens’ values; resolving conflict among competing
interests; incorporating public views into decision making; responsiveness
of agency to policy demands of participants
(early) involvement 3
obtain input early in planning 2 Flexibility
decrease time to develop regulations; process flexibility; involve public | 1 (each)
throughout planning process
fairness 3
identification of common goals 3 Equality
independence; incorporation of values/beliefs into discussion; intended | 1 (each)
role of citizens; public and policy maker opinions implied to be important;
obtain representative input; selection of independent membership; spon-
sor perceptions; participant perceptions
Interaction 2
did values change?; did the participants learn anything?; knowledge | 1 (each) Activity
achieved; consensus reached; continuity; frequency of meetings; delib-
eration; use input in development and evaluation of alternatives; level of
community partnership; use personal and interactive methods

aFrequency refers to the recurrence of a criterion in RoweFaader (2004)

For the sake of a straight-foreword comparison and claasific all evaluation cri-
teria found in Rowe and Frewer (2004) are summarised andress$ito Rasche’s six
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dimensions of intensity. This comparison and classificateveals a number of gen-
eral problems that emerge when designing evaluation ieriéerd applying them to the
related project:

1. All criteria found in Rowe and Frewer (2004) are closehkéd to the specific
objectives of the related case study or planning effort.sTimpedes or at least
aggravates a comparison of the effectiveness and efficifitye various partic-
ipatory processes;

2. Most of the evaluation criteria found in Rowe and Frewd&0@®) can be easily
assigned to Rasche’s six dimensions without a significast dd validity;

3. The evaluation of the participatory processes is in masgs confused with the
evaluation of the related planning effort. In this way a refimnalysis whether or
not a participatory process has a positive or negative effethe planning effort
is difficult. Examples are ‘resource accessibility’, ‘c@ftectiveness’ or ‘delays
in accomplishments’ which cannot unambiguously be assigm¢he evaluation
of participatory processes;

4. Straight effectiveness parameters such as ‘effectsgofenethod process’, effec-
tive decision making or perceived success are direct itatisdor effectiveness.
However, conclusions about the reasons for particuladdestefficiency and
effectiveness can hardly be drawn, since there is no otlaécdtion about effi-
ciency and effectiveness than some positive or negativieatidn, that has been
previously collected from empirical work.

4.3.5 Definition and application of intensity criteria

The six dimensions of intensity including a brief definitioheach criterion are
depicted in figure 4.1. The definitions appear as a questian,may serve as a basis
for the development of questionnaires or interviews (skleté.3 in section 4.3.6). The
hexagonal depiction of the intensity definition indicatks tepresentation of results
by means of radial charts (see section 4.3.6) on the one h@ndthe other hand a
completeness of intensity characteristics of a particigaprocess is connoted. The
intention of the six intensity dimensiohss to cover all required aspects of process
intensity, and more importantly, this is an attempt to pdexa complete set of evaluation
criteria that are independent of case-specific issues.

Based upon evaluation criteria in the literature such as#in (1969) and Mostert
(2003a) the following definition diow, mediumor high levels of intensity dimension
has been elaborated in table 4.2.

The three levels of intensity provide an explicit differiation, that may be a basis
for an assessment, resulting in values that enable expkdagsenduct an evaluation to
precisely identify particular strengths and weaknessespafrticipatory process.

Scholars such as Feindt (2001); Renn et al. (1995); Charg®9j10GUT (2003);
Oels (2003); Beierle and Cayford (2002); Rowe and Frewed42@rgue that "good"
participation depends on high levels of one ore more evialnatiteria. Although this

Sintensity dimensions and intensity criteria are used symausly in this document
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Information supply,
consultation, or active
involvement in planning?

Do all Stakeholders
have more or less
the same
opportunities to
take part?

Is participation
limited to a few
stakeholders or will
the broad public be
reached?

Equality

Intensity
of
Participation

Transparency

Do all
Stakeholders
have access to
relevant
information?

Are the Stakeholders
involved at a time
when relevant
decisions are still
open for discussion?

Power
Sharing

Do stakeholders have a
formal influence on
decision making?

Figure 4.1: The six dimensions of the intensity of participation (Krywkow et al., 2007, p.30)

is certainly true in many cases, it is not always desirabler. ikstance, high level of
equality or activity can be inefficient or even counter-pretilve such as procrastinating
an entire policy process resulting in a delay of implementimeasures, possibly in
conjunction with unwanted additional costs. Thereforestbsessment of a participatory
process (stage) should only be accomplished with the cdmgés of criteria.

Figure 4.2 depicts the relationship among intensity detesbjectives and classes
of participatory methods. Moreover, it displays the irliekage between the CMO
scheme, especially the objectives/classes relationsitipthe relationship between in-
tensity criteria with goals of a participatory processelssésd in table 4.1 and discussed
in section 4.3.4.

Objectivesf a participatory process are the link between the interssitnd classes
of participation, and must be preliminary defined at the beigig of a participatory pro-
cess. There are several types of objectives: (1) objeatif/etee managers and experts;
(2) objectives of the stakeholders; (3) objectives of denisnakers and moreover, (4)
each of the involved actors has perspectives on each othgrst® As a consequence,
the primary specified (expert) objectives must be subjeentassessment with other
stakeholders, and eventually revised in the consultatltase of a participatory pro-
cess. The selection of objectives in figure 4.2 is a randoniceho demonstrate the
inter-linkage of intensities, goals and classes of pardimiry methods.

If in an evaluation process particular intensities score Mhich is an indication
of low effectiveness, the corresponding goals will not beiewed. As depicted in
figure 4.2 the goals can be related to both the intensityriites well as the classes of
methods. As a consequence a low intensity score can bedétagecorresponding set
of goals (that are not sufficiently achieved) and linked &sses of methods. Each class
holds a set of participatory methods that are potentialfyrapriate for achieving the
corresponding goals. Yet the current participatory stpate participatory plan can be
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Table 4.2: Definition of values of intensity dimensions (Rasche et al., 2006, p.5)

only informed

are asked to give their view
on the plans

Intensity low medium high
dimension \level
Activity Stakeholders are | Consultation: Stakeholders | Active involvement takes place.

Stakeholders with different in-
terests meet to discuss plans.

Equality

Some affected
stakeholders  or
groups are ex-
cluded from the
process

All stakeholders are involved
personally or represented by
an appropriate person, but
with a different degree of in-
fluence on the outcome

All stakeholders have a similar
influence on the outcome of the
process. They are either tak-
ing part personally or are rep-
resented by an appropriate per-
son. Generally, all participants
have access to the same infor-
mation, and their voices have
the same weight

Transparency

Relevant informa-
tion is withheld
from stakeholders
on purpose

Stakeholders are well in-
formed, although there are
some minor deficits.  For
example, some information
is not delivered at an early
stage, is not neutral or not
easily understandable

Internal: Stakeholders are at an
early stage informed about all
relevant aspects of the project
and the process in a way that
they can effectively advocate
their own interests. External:
The public is comprehensively
informed about progress and
result of the participatory pro-
cess

Power sharing

Stakeholder opin-
ions can possibly
be ignored by the
authority

Stakeholder opinions have
an official status, and have a
pre-defined weight in the de-
cision making process. The
authority will explain the rea-
sons if the decision deviates
from the stakeholder sugges-
tions

All suggestions will similarity in-
corporated in the decision

Flexibility

Stakeholders are
involved only after
all relevant deci-
sions have been
made

Stakeholders are involved
early enough to influence
some significant questions of
the project design

Stakeholders are involved at an
early stage and can influence
major questions like the site lo-
cation, whether the measure
planned is necessary at all, etc.

Reach

Only a small
group of stake-
holders is in-
volved

A number of stakeholders
cannot take part personally

All known relevant stakeholders
- in public participation including
members of the broad public -
have got an opportunity to take
part personally

reviewed either for substituting methods that have beeliegpput are not effective or

for improving the application of methods that have haddigffect up to this point.

For the review of methods the implementation criteria fatipgpatory methods as
introduced in section 3.6 must be applied. In this way localstraints such as budget
limitations, institutional regulations, available exfige, limited time or the number of
stakeholders can be factored in. Yet the CMO method as intexdlin the taxonomy of

chapter 3 becomes operationalised.
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Figure 4.2: The relationship among Intensities, objectives and classes of participation

In figure 4.2 the abundance of connections between intesstid objectives and
between objectives and classes can be explained by themacdldoice of objectives.
However, the figure demonstrates that not all classes ofadethor all intensity criteria
can serve all goals of a participatory process.

At this point the role of the evaluation of a participatorgpess as a tool to improve
efficiency becomes explicit:

1. The evaluation procedure reveals if applied methodsféeetive In other words,
are goals (emerging from the objectives) likely to be achi

2. With the available resources (constraints), the progeats should be achieved
to the greatest possible extent.

The evaluation enables managers to instantly modify agigatiory process by altering
applied methods or even apply new methods, if required afwidable. In this way
the evaluation can reveal weaknesses or errors of the oggoatess. The conjunc-
tion between goal achievement and appropriate methoddldagses) is discussed in
chapter 3.4.1.

Rasche et al. (2006) provides the example of ‘developingwimplans’ as an ob-
jective, that depends primarily on the level adtivity, since such plans can only be
developed with the involved stakeholders. Furthermorégher level offlexibility and
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Activity

Power sharing

Figure 4.3: Levels of intensities in a radial chart

transparencys required. If, for instance, the objectives (e.g. devielgpvin-win plans)
require a high level of activity as determined in the earlpagdhof the project, and an
evaluation procedures results in low levels of activitgrifcounter measures must be
taken. Reasons for this type of failure might be attributetinhited financial and hu-
man resources, stakeholder fatigue (constraints) or gimphanagement failure such
as the application of inappropriate participatory methods

This example appears simple, and identifying structurabrgianisational errors
seems to be obvious, and could be recognised without anai@iueffort such as a
survey. However, in most cases participatory processes &amultitude of (more or
less cohesive) objectives as well as constraints. Thexgfoe application of intensities
as evaluation criteria help to untangle this complexity] anpport the identification of
reasons for a particular quality of performance. Other gdamthat illustrate the rela-
tionship between objectives and intensity guablic awarenessvhich requires a high
reach of the procesbuilding up trustwhich requires a high level of transparency; and
social learningwhich requires high activity and high transparency.

4.3.6 Obtaining, classifying and presenting process inten sity values

The values for the levels of intensity can be collected withielp of social science
methods such as interviews or questionnaires. A standastignnaire in reference to
the intensity dimensions is listed in table 4.3. Scale {&}3) for every question can
be chosen by the interviewee. Statistical analysis mayteedosed if required

The intensity levels are an ordinal classification (low, med high) as listed in
table 4.2.

The classification of the six dimensions can be visualisechdial charts (figure
4.3). Yet, the combination of the levels of intensities aisplhyed in diagrams that
represent characteristtgpes of participatory processes These types are the oper-
ationalised counterparts of types of participatory preesghat have been described
in articles such as Arnstein (1969); Mostert (2003b); Rideteal. (2005) and others.

In the TRUST case study the two answers per question werageeys and rounded off according to a
qualitative analysis of the Interim Evaluation Report.

8Rasche et al. (2006) denotes it "classes of participatibotyever, in order to avoid confusion with
classes of participatory methods as developed in Hare agpd/kéw (2005) and discussed in chapter (3),
these combinations of intensity levels are here labellegzes
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Table 4.3: Interview questions in relationship to the intensity criteria (Rasche et al., 2006; Krywkow

et al., 2007)
Intensity Dimension Question
1) Do/Did stakeholders meet each other and discuss about each others’ point of
Activity view on the design of the plans?

2) Do/Did stakeholders provide their opinion to the plans?

3) Were all relevant stakeholders identified at the beginning of the participatory
Equality process?

4) Do/Did all stakeholders have equal access to information and equal opportuni-
ties to influence the plans?

5) Are participants in the participatory process well-informed about the issue?
Was enough information provided, could all access the information available and
was it understandable for all?

6) Do/Did participants know from the beginning of their involvement what will be
done with their input?

7) Were the stakeholders part of the actual decision-making process?

Power sharing 8) Were the stakeholders’ interests taken into account in the decision-making and
were any deviations from their recommendations explained to them?

9) Are/Were stakeholders involved at a time when relevant decisions about the
project design are/were still open for discussion?

Transparency

Flexibility 10) Was it under the existing constraints (e.g. technical requirements, budget
limitations) possible to implement stakeholders’ suggestions?
11) Has the broad public in the area been invited to take part in a participatory
Reach activity (e.g. public meeting, survey, etc.) and was it well responded to?

12) Do/Did mass media report about the participatory process or is a broad range
of stakeholders provided with information via flyers, newsletters or other means?

Figure 4.4 displays six typical combinations of proceseristties. The dashed lines in-
dicate possible alterations of particular intensity levélat would still fall in the same
type.In the following the six types of participation arealissed, and adequate examples
from the literature are indicated.

Horizontal participation

This type characterises the consultation of many stakensior the involvement of
the broad public, for instance, when it comes to issuesa@ltat public goods as main
issue. Methods such as public meetings (with many partitg)ar surveys are usually
applied. In Arnstein (1969) horizontal participation wodill in the categoryokism

Vertical participation

Vertical participation stands for the involvement of a alrogroup of stakeholders
who interact in an intense way. Transparency, power shamflexibility is only
granted for the chosen group. The outsiders are at bestiefbabout the results.

Focussed consultation

This type is highly efficient. Only a small number of choseaksholders is in-
volved. Usually bilateral meetings are typical activit@ghis process. As in the pre-
vious type the reach is minimised and transparency, povagirghand flexibility only
applies to the chosen stakeholders.
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Activity

Power sharing Power sharing
horizontal participation vertical participation

Activity Activity

Power sharing Power sharing

focussed consultation decide-announce-defend

Activity Activity

Reac quality Reacl Equality

Flexibility Transparency  Flexibility T ransparency

Power sharing Power sharing

symbolic participation intense participation

Figure 4.4: Types of participatory processes (Rasche et al., 2006, p.6)

Decide-announce-defend

A decision has already been taken by the responsible atiésorihe participatory
process has the only purpose to collect support for a dedisat wont be modified (En-
serink et al., 2003). In Arnstein’s ladder this would be ¢dased ashon-participation

Symbolic participation

This type connotes an intense participatory process pirayia lot of information
(often information overload), however, in fact the actasthave no influence on the
decision process (Newig, 2003).

Intense participation

Intense participation fulfils all requirements of an effeetparticipatory process:
All relevant stakeholders are reached. Each of them hashidece to play a part in the
policy process, and advocate for own interests. Availatiermation is unrestrictedly
available. The process is transparent with equal impadi@uécision process.

4.3.7 Reporting

The intensity criteria as represented in radial chartsigeo& straight-forward overview
of the evaluation and make it comparable between variojegsor case studies. How-
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ever, this is not sufficient. Every evaluation requires &achited record of the procedure.
This way comments of interrogated individuals can be preegsand the evaluation cri-
teria are associated with local issues, which supports erathassessment, and drawing
the appropriate conclusions for an eventually requiredsmuorrection of the process.

4.4 Summary and Conclusions

With respect to the aforementioned problems a new evaluatigthodology is dis-
cussed here which is based upon ‘standardised’ intensigyierinstead of case-specific
values. The methodological background for this approabtlased upon the new typol-
ogy of participatory methods as introduced in chapter 3. r€faionship between local
constraints, the applied participatory methods and oMehb@ctives (CMO) plays a cen-
tral role as in the typology presented in chapter 3. In thig avaonsistency between the
typology and the evaluation approach develops, and theatiah approach discussed
in this chapter may be seen as an integral component of thmetvark for participatory
management introduced in this thesis.

This chapter has evolved from the intensity criteria as bgex by Rasche (2005);
Rasche et al. (2006). The following have been adopted frarwhek: (1) the definition
of the intensity criteria; (2) the definition of types of geipation; (3) the definitions
of values of intensity dimensions; (4) the standard questire for obtaining inten-
sity values, and (5) the graphical representation of iritiessof participation in radial
charts.

In addition, Rasche’s work is now enhanced with: (1) an intdeliscussion about
the rationale of evaluating participatory processes;é@Bvant literature on governance
and to basic aspects of organisational theory; (3) a fudiseussion on why these six
dimensions have been defined (and not others) as well asr@meéeto the relevant
literature; (4) a comparison of the six criteria with evaioa criteria that have been
collected and analysed by Rowe and Frewer (2004); and (5caiskion on the role of
evaluation criteria in reference to constraints and objest (7) a description of the rela-
tionship among intensities, objectives and classes of mgstrand thus the relationship
between CMO and COPIR.

TheCOPIRapproach is a method that supports monitoring and evatuattvities
of participatory processes in local investment projectie &pplication of intensities
may be seen as a predictive tool: the highest intensity (afraqular parameter) indi-
cates an optimal use of a set of methods for goals that candtedeo this particular
parameter. Previous approaches have been studied, aritfalie pf the predominantly
goal-oriented approaches analysed. Outstanding featti@SPIR are:

e the controlling character of the approach: monitoring itidted at the outset
of the participatory process, and evaluation is a repetitivxocess identifying
process failures and encouraging modifications of the gderring ongoing
project activities, if required. The aim is to anticipatedaavoid undesirable
developments, not only from the point of view of policy makand experts, but
also from the point of view of stakeholders;
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e analysing intensities that represent a set of goals of acfEtory process pro-
vides managers with a generally applicable, well-definetitangible set of eval-
uation criteria,;

¢ the well-defined criteria enable scientists and manageapty approved social
science methods. Moreover, a standardised set of interyiegtions may be
applied;

¢ theintensity criteria facilitate comparability ammongieas investment projects,
even if the project objectives as well as constraints diffea significant extent,
and in this way support transboundary learning.

Whereas Rowe and Frewer (2004) aim to identify the most agjai® methods of a
participatory process in their evaluation approach, thé>{BOapproach goes a step
further: goals of the participatory process, and plannioglgmay be achieved. Effec-
tiveness in the sense of ‘what works best when’ is merely gesitathe entire process.
Moreover, the initial combination of methods (participgtplan) to be applied to a
local investment project may be adjusted based upon theai@h. Consistency and
structure of the process is provided through monitoringrfplng sheets) as well as the
goal-oriented character of this approach.

Whereas many previous evaluation efforts aimed to providexapost evaluation
that at most yields a type of lessons-learned assessmeRIRO®an approach similar
to controlling systems in organisations with reproduciblethods as well as compara-
ble values and results. Moreover, iterative evaluatiomkzamanagers to apply control
loops with an opportunity to make adjustments throughoytracess.

The application of the COPIR approach in the TRUST projeataéed process fail-
ures in the various case studies. Special features of theSTRidoject were the trans-
boundary exchange of experience between the water manag@rsapacity building
guided by the consultancy. Furthermore, the developmetaimimon goals for all five
participatory processes enhanced comparability, antitéaed focussed work on prob-
lems within the various case studies, based upon discisssiithin the international
group of water managers.

Of course, the COPIR approach has a few disadvantages, otabiythe increased
effortinvolved in collecting and analysing data and infatian for an evaluation proce-
dure. However, throughoutthe course of the TRUST projeetipation and monitoring
was budgeted at the outset of the project and bundled withlaegreeting and work-
shop activities. This helps to reduce additional costs @askxtra travel. In many
sectors evaluation questionnaires became a regular ptm afiteraction between, for
example, service providers and customers.

The COPIR approach has the potential to provide a theottésss for a standard-
ised evaluation procedure in participatory processes. édew it needs acceptance by
the responsible authorities, which assumes that the pestfect of participatory pro-
cess in the context of local investment projects is takeiogsly. The following chapter
demonstrates how the COPIR framework was implemented &rfighd’.
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CHAPTER D

The case studies

5.1 Introduction

The case study used for this thesis consists of five diffesehtcase studies that
have been pooled within the EU INTERREG lllb project ‘TRU&TWhich was car-
ried out between September 2004 and November 2007. It waladba@tion of five
partners who combine spatial planning with water managéinerreate water storage
facilities: British Waterways (BW), Glasgow City CounciECC), Provincie Noord-
Holland (PNH), Hoogheemraadschap van Schieland en de knemvaard (HHSK)
and Provinciale Ontwikkelingsmaatschappij West-Viaaad€POM) (see figure 5.1).

Glasgow
City
Council

Province
of North
Holland

Hoogheemraad-
schap Schieland

Provinciale
Ontwikkelings
maatschappij
West-
Vlaanderen

en
Krimpenerwaard

Figure 5.1: Location of the five case studies

ITRUST = Transformation of Rural and Urban Spatial sTructure
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Each partner’s project aimed to employ a multi-functionsé wf water-space as
well as innovative and improved water management inclugunglic and stakeholder
participation. The objective was to deliver strategic,ctiraal and innovative solutions
that add value to existing initiatives in water managemeut gpatial planning across
Europe. Within the TRUST effort the theme group Ill (TGIIQdused on issues of
public and stakeholder participation. Moreover, TRUSTUT@as an experiment in
how to implement the WFD (EU, 2000) ‘in the field’. The five wataanagement
partners were supported by a group of scientists and camésiifor methodological
support in the management of public and stakeholder paticin.

Despite new insights in Adaptive Water Management (AWM)h{R&ostl, 2008),
Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) and spd#iahing (Loucks and
van Beek, 2005; Rahaman and Varis, 2005), innovative kriyeelisseminates slowly
outside academia, and the everyday problems of both sthlexs@nd water managers
require operational solutions. This is particularly cald@ince the European Water
Framework Directive (WFD) (EU, 2000) requires that publiciatakeholder participa-
tion be implemented in the legislation of every single EUrtioy

Participatory managers will face two additional challesigdl) a general tendency
toward a more individualised post-industrial society f&sg in higher demands for
quality of life, and (2) a general awareness of and regar@donmon pool resources
among citizens. The latter may result in a demand for moreevaind responsibil-
ity. However, once committed to a participatory procesgewemanagers cannot rely
on mere top-down decision processes, but must incorporedeiety of perspectives
and interests with the consequence of greater complexdyuanertainty in the policy
process. A variety of methods for managing multi-actor gyoprocesses is available,
but is not always easy to access and apply for practitiorigre.gap between science
and practice remains tentative. Yet, the five case studeamopportunity to try out
new bridges, and test the applicability of methodologicalovations that have been
discussed in chapter 3 and 4. The variability of the five casdies is expected to
be an extraordinary challenge. In particular, the impletagon of midterm evaluation
was new to the research team, and the prospects of succasslictgble. In addition,
pooled case studies provide a common ground for capacilgibgiin a transboundary
learning environment.

The following sections contain an overview of the methodglapplied, a brief
description of each of the case studies including an overeiestakeholders and their
activities that is structured according to the methodaalframework described in
chapter 3. Each project presented includes a brief ‘lesl@raed’ section, and the
results of the evaluation process.

All names of and relationships between water managers akédtsblders as well
as the results in the five projects have been previously shadi in the final report of
the TRUST TGIII group (Krywkow et al., 2007) with explicit ppoval of all partners.
Some of the documents such as the interim evaluation ref&f®) as well as the
participatory plans are not published, and the evaluatidheoindividual performance
of the partners’ organisations in their goal achievemengha be kept confidential.
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5.2 Applied methods and capacity building activities

Apart fromcapacity buildingas a significant part of the TRUST duties, the testing
of the newly developed methodology was the main task. Thenyidg idea was to
introduce the methodology, test it in the field and reviewdgdther with water managers.
The case-study constellation was a unique opportunityhalgot a comparative study.

The programme of supporting water managers throughout R\¢SIT effort con-
sisted of the following parts:

1. biannual meeting®f the case study partners under scientific guidance. These
meetings provided the participants with the opportunityeqoort back from cur-
rent activities, exchange experiences and engage in ¢gbadiding;

2. Inception report(IR). The report provided the water managers with guidance
on how to prepare, plan and implement a participatory pmutesater resource
management. Moreover, a structured overview of availadggipatory methods
(catalogue) was developed (Hare and Krywkow, 2005). Thisntevas the basis
for chapter 3;

3. Participatory plans the scientists together with the water managers develaped
plan that indicated how chosen participatory methods shbelimplemented in
the planning process individually suited to the specifi@lqroject;

4. Training: throughout a number of meetings the research team providiting
in participatory methods and moderator sKills;

5. Monitoring and evaluationa first version of the COPIR approach (chapter 4) to
monitoring and evaluating the participatory processekudiag the application
of interviews, planning sheets, newly developed intendiigrts and stakeholder
feedback was tested with each of the case studies.

A detailed list of activities is provided in appendix A of shidocument as well as in
Krywkow et al. (2007, p.13). The following sub-sectionsadiss the applied methods
in more detail.

5.2.1 Participatory plans

Participatory plans as designed throughout the TRUST gpraenstituted the im-
plementation of the guidelines developed in the IR and dised in chapter 3, put in
the relevant local context including the specific constsaérs well as the goals of the
process. Furthermore, these plans determined a sequepaetiofpatory activities in-
cluding the anticipation of uncertainty that might resuitrh stakeholder interaction. In
the three case studies for which a participatory plan wagded the scientists visited
the site, interviewed the responsible water managers aiest available documents.
Moreover, in the case of GCC the consultants participates workshop with water
managers and stakeholders. Once the constraints as wedl abjectives of each of the
local projects had been studied and understood, a plan veagnael according to the
following structure:
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1. ex-post stakeholder analysis, identify all relevarkett@lders from a neutral per-
spectivé, especially those who have not yet been contacted;

2. detecting methodological gaps, and proposing a consis¢égjuence of participa-
tory methods depending on the phase of the ongoing proj&air(hation provi-
sion, consultation) as well as the targeted objectives;

3. drafting a plan of activities based upon the proposed ausththe available re-
sources and the targeted objectives.

At times of the TRUST effort, the design of the plans was nogstesnatic approach
as it will be introduced in chapter 6, but it was a best praatisercise based upon the
experience of the research team. Their knowledge abouttpléciations of methods on
a participatory process in combination with the water mansidknowledge about goals
and constraints (especially limited resources) of the sasdies resulted in a planning
document that proposed a sequence of participatory aesvit

The participatory plan for BW focussed on on-site actigiteeich as involvement
of school students and on-site information campaigns,egligalks and similar. The
purpose of these activities was to increase the acceptétioe project, stop vandalism,
ensure long-term use and maintenance of the site and awvoilict® between the users
of the canal site and adjacent residents.

The participatory plan for POM included a number of issueshsas improving
the stakeholder analysis, starting a dialogue with thegmengho objected to the pldn
intensifying the collaboration with NGOs, introducing nsaees for capacity building
within the organisation POM, and intensifying communicatwith local farmers.

The main advice in the participatory plan for GCC was to idfgrdommonalities
and differences in goals of the involved individuals andamigations that are respon-
sible for planning and implementing the project. The sigaifice of the participatory
process did not seem to be completely realised by planndreragineers of thRuchill
Park project Furthermore, a well organised meeting of all stakeholdei authori-
ties was recommended in order to achieve a structured @vernf the most relevant
problems, and to have a clear strategy for the developmehtt@nmaintenance of the
site.

PNH received a review of their own communication plan thaeltided a checklist of
a generic communication plan. Main issues identified in ¢évéew were the consistency
of the communication plan with other documents, a clearctire for the plan and the
involvement of parties outside the planning consortiumthwhie requirementto review
their own communication plan, PNH raised the issue of comaoation as part and
parcel of an overall participatory process. Internal angmal communication that is
not clearly structured and efficient can decrease the gualihe participatory process.

HHSK preferred to not have a participatory plan, becauseapeesentatives indi-
cated that the participatory process of their project wesaaly too advanced to have
significant impact with a participatory plan. Instead a ‘gea participatory plan’ was
required including lessons learned from the TRUST procadspaevious experience

2This means the perspective of the scientists
3See section 5.3.3
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with other projects of HHSK. The generic participatory p{&mywkow, 2007) builds
on insights that are documented in the Inception Report,paniicts out requirements
that are more specific for water managing organisationsasithe water board (Water-
schap) HHSK. This document is the basis for chapter 6. Thespa developed for the
three case studies are not based on a systmatic approaeh,dsutlt of the experience
and knowledge of the involved scientists.

5.2.2 Evaluation and monitoring: the implementation of the COPIR approach

The methodology of the evaluation has been documented aondsdied as COPIR
in chapter 4. Basically, the evaluation procedure consisthe elements: (1) Inten-
sity of participation (initial and final); (2) Planning stie€PS); (3) Interim evaluation
reporting (IER). During the field work the following actiigs for monitoring and eval-
uation were undertaken:

e Conducting interviews with all water managers to detectilensity of the par-
ticipatory processes at the beginning of their projects.t8ble 4.3 for the design
of the interviews ;

e Calculating and presenting results of the intensity irigare, first published in
Rasche (2005) and Rasche et al. (2006);

e Designing planning sheets;

e Conducting interviews and field visits for the interim eation reports (IER).
See table 4.3 for the design of the interviews;

e Reviewing the IER with partners, and subsequent delivery;

e Conducting interviews for the final report, and detectindations in the intensity
of the participatory processes. The complete interviewptata can be found in
table 4.3;

e Compiling the final evaluation report as part of the final TiGport (Krywkow,
2007, p. 54 —69).

Monitoring participatory activities: planning sheets

For the management effort in all case studies a planningt shes developed to
monitor participatory activities, and co-ordinate thoséhvether activities throughout
the entire planning process. This planning sheet is addpiadthe Synthetic Process
Chart which was developed in the European project HarmoniCOP as.graphical
representation of the collaborative decision-making esscincluding the use of vari-
ous Information and Communication Tools (IC-tools) andabeution of Social Learn-
ing..."(Craps and Maurel, 2003, p.49). In the context offthe case studies the project
planneris a simple spreadsheet that indicates participattivities synchronously with
other project activities on a monthly resolution (figure)5.Burthermore, the spread-
sheet includes evaluation poifitiwolved stakeholders and their activities, outputs and

4Dates when an evaluation was planned
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Planning sheet adapted from Craps & Maurel (eds ) 2003
for TRUST project partners, deliversd by Seecan Investment project Table filled in by:

Category[Sub-category [Name

Phase --» Planning
2007[JAN/FEB | MAR APR_| mav | JunE [ JuLvy [augusT| SerT

Construction works: Inter Reg and

Non PP
events |new Primary School Pre Construction
Publicinformation provision PIN 2 PIN 3

Discussions D8

Public meetings PM 3
Education
Events EV 5
Popular involvement campaigns PIC 1
workshops WS 3
Approve of Park Improvement Plan Approve

Classes of participatory
methods

m
<
o

._|Evaluation points Eval Eval Eval

RAPA D8 PM 3 WS 3 EV 5
Park:s service D8 PM 3 WS 3 PIN 3 EV 5 Approve
Culture®leisure D8 PM 3 WS 3 PIN 3 EV 5 Approve
Planning D8 PM3 | WS3 | PIN3 Approve
¢ [Fore D8 PM3 | WS3 | PINS PIC L Approve
S |Residents PM 3 PIC L
2 |axHa PM3 | ws3
% |schools D& PM3 | ws3
& |park users PM 3
Partick Thistle D8 PM3 | ws3
British Waterways D8 PM3 | ws3 PIC1 Approve
Canal Societies D8 PM 3 WS 3 EV S
Hospital site D8 PM3 | ws3 Approve
,  |protocols
2 [plans X X X X
S decisions X X X X
other outputs

Costs Estimated costs [Euros]

Figure 5.2: Example of a planning sheet: GCC 2007

(estimated) costs. Whereas (Craps and Maurel, 2003) tristmhlse and document a
policy process with emphasis on social learning activities planning sheet here may
be seen as a support to handle the complexity of an entirgipatbry planning pro-
cess including its evaluation. This planning sheet is thteohto plan, communicate,
review and, of course, to monitor a participatory process (focal) project planning
effort. The planning sheet may be considered as evidendeadffitportance of the con-
tiguity between project activities and participatory peses on the one hand, and the
significance of an early planning of participatory actegtion the other.

Implementation and results of the monitoring and evaluatio n methods in TRUST TG Il

The evaluation of the participatory processes in TG Ill wagied out in three
stages. Timing, methods and outputs of each stage are susethar table 5.1. The
research team visited partners to carry out evaluationvig®s, and based upon the in-
terviews, compiled intensity charts and evaluation repddased upon the findings and
definitions of chapter 3 and 4, especially the CMO framewaik the strict separation
of goals and constraints, the evaluation of the particiyagdforts in each of the case
studies was based upon three main criteria:

1. Context/constraints of a particular case study;
2. Process intensity, and its mutations;
3. Goal achievement.

The outcomes of the evaluation are individually presemesettion 5.3.
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Table 5.1: Evaluation points within the TGIII process

Year Name of eval. Methods Outputs
point
2005 | Inception eval- | Brief interview with partners on | Intensity charts and recommenda-
uation planned process intensity, and ques- | tions for participatory plans
tionnaire on process and constrains
2006 Interim evalu- | Evaluation interview with each partner | Interim evaluation report with partner
ation and observation of participatory activi- | feedback on current goal achievement
ties of selected partners. Documenta- | and lessons learned. Seecon gives
tion planning sheet recommendations for the next phases
of the process
2007 | Final evalua- | A questionnaire was sentto each part- | Process (intensity) and output (goal
tion ner including stakeholder feedback. | achievement); lessons learned for fu-
Documentation: planning sheet up- | ture processes
date

Interim evaluation reports (IER)

The IER are assessment reports of the work of each partnédprbby the research
team. The purpose is to evaluate the ongoing participataggsses, and make sugges-
tions for modifications for an improvement of the processagamuently, the IER is the
implementation of mid-term evaluation as required in chagt The structure of the
report consisted of:

e The description of the participatory processes includihgplied methods;

e Current and future process objectives;

e Evaluation of the preliminary goal achievement;

e The radial charts typifying the participatory process

¢ Identification of sources of problems;

e Lessons learned in relation to each of the goals;

o Recommendations for further work.

Each of the water managers received an individual asses$rmerthe point of view of
the scientists. Additionally, capacity-building meetingere used to exchange opinions
and perspectives on the particular issues of each of thegqispjwith focus on goal
reaching and suggested modifications of the ongoing protretfsis way every partner
had the opportunity to discuss their own activities in ariinational forum.

5The data for the intensity charts were retrieved direciiyrfrthe interviews, where the scale was prede-
termined. This was because only the water managers wergiewed. As indicated in chapter 4 statistical
methods as well as divergent scales may be applied if theleatata set is larger.
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Final report

Upon completion of the case study work a final report (FR) wamiled in col-
laboration of all partners (Krywkow et al., 2007). Apartritaccase study and process
description the results of the evaluation process have Beeamented. Furthermore,
not only the involved scientists reported, but also evemtneat gave an assessment
about their work including lessons learned from their owrrknas well as about their
transboundary learning experience.

5.2.3 Goal achievement

As discussed in section 3.4.1 goal achievement may be seedrasng force and
the determining factor for the entire participatory pracesn the same section the
interrelationship between classes of participatory meghmith the objectives of a par-
ticipatory process are discussed. Table 3.1 displays goaishave been drawn from
the literature, but will not be used anymore in this documémstead, goals from the
TRUST case studies will be applied. For an efficient evatumatf the five participa-
tory processes including a better comparability all TRUSfpers have elaborated a
list of common goals to be achieved throughout the coursa®TRUST project: 1)
knowledge for decision-making; 2) development of win-wlans; 3) co-financing; 4)
long-term use and maintenance; 5) public awareness; &fazton of stakeholders;
7) increased involvement; 8) empowerment; 9) social learniAll of the goals were
relevant to every partner, excegrnpowermeréndsocial learningin the case of POM
(table 5.2). The results of the goal achievement are a ssdssment by the water

Table 5.2: Goal achievement of each partner

objective BW GCC POM HHSK PNH
knowledge for decision-making yes yes no yes yes
development of win-win plans yes yes yes yes yes
co-financing yes yes no no yes
long term use and maintenance yes yes yes no yes
public awareness yes yes yes yes yes
satisfaction of stakeholders n/a® | yes yes yes no
increased involvement yes yes yes yes no
empowerment yes yes nitb yes yes
social learning n/a yes n/t no no

anot evaluated or no information available
Pnot targeted

managers, collected in the final interviews (see table 5Al).partners provided an

assessment, whether or not the targeted goals were reathedesults are displayed
in table 5.2. At the time of the inception evaluation only g tner intended to en-
force an intense participatory process. A number of goalgwet reached, which is
commented upon the relevant sections of the partner déiscisp
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5.3 Case study description and results

The TRUST project with the five partners and the group of gisenwas organ-
ised in three theme groups (TG): TG(I) - engineering, TG(kEnvironmental impact
assessment, and TG(lll) - participatory process. Wheleagollaboration of TG(l)
and (1) was based upon well-known issues and expertisel|lj &@ater managers were
confronted with - what was for them - new approaches of intérg with the public
and stakeholders.

5.3.1 British Waterways (BW): Stroud canal restoration

The project is based in the South-West of England, closeg@émtre of the town
of Stroud at the edge of th€otswoldsregion. British Waterways is the lead partner
on behalf of the Cotswolds Canals Partnership, and is rediplenfor delivering the
restoration through design and consultation with locddettalders and the public. The
project involved:

1. Restoration and mitigation works to a former ornameraaldcarrying a rivulet
which runs into the canal. The rivulRuscombe Broois prone to pollution from
up-stream flooding, which consequently flows into the canal,

2. Excavation of 650 metres of canal incorporating new eewrpabitats, recon-
struction of a 1.6 metre-wide towpath with vegetated verggeg management
and the creation of reptile hibernactjla

3. Interpretation of the canal.

The development of the designs for the restoration of theégleriat theQil Mills
location, has been guided by conservation and wide pubfisdtation. Environment,
heritage, landscape and access appraisals have beed carri®©ptions for the design
were developed by a heritage consultation group, congisfitloucestershire County
Council, Stroud District Council, Cotswold Canal Trust,many of Proprietors of
the Stroudwater Navigation, English Heritage, Gloucastiee Society for Industrial
Archaeology, and British Waterways. The local communitgt @arious interest groups,
such as Stroud Access Forum, were also consulted, and ¢meinents and recommen-
dations were built into or taken into consideration withia eipplication. Environmental
considerations were identified through consultation wihservation groups, such as
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust, the Environment Agencyl &nglish Nature. Existing
habitats and species will be protected and enhanced. THeavoundThe Lawnsa
small park adjacent to the canal, has aimed to manage anygmlvater flowing into
the canal.

The rivulet flows through a pond on the site, which is overgrand silted up. The
work involves managing the trees around the edge of the poirtttease the amount
of light getting to the water. The pond will also be re-prdfite increase the depth of
the water, and hazel fagots will be installed as bank primect his will all encourage
increased reed growth around the pond which will act as a,fittanaging pollutants
that come down the stream.

Slocation chosen by an animal for hibernation
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Relevant stakeholders
Table 5.3 presents the relevant BW stakeholders includiieig $cale of activity and

their goals. The BW case holds a variety of locally and regligracting stakeholder
organisations each of them with distinctive interests sm$itroud restoration activities.

Table 5.3: Relevant stakeholders of the BW project
Scale of activities

Stakeholder

| Description, individual goals |

Cotsworlds  Canal

partnership

regional, the entire
Cotswold region

an overarching association of several organisations (includ-
ing BW) who care about heterogeneous issues such as
nature protection, tourism, navigation, but also land devel-
opment in conjunction with the maintenance and develop-
ment of Cotswold canals

The Lawns core | local consisting of four regional organisations founded espe-
group cially for this project

Cainscross  Parish | local (governmental) organisation with interest to improve the
Council amenity value to local residents

Company of Propri- | regional freeholders of the canal

etors of the Stroud-
water Navigation

Environment
Agency

England and Wales

regulatory body for pollution and flooding

Western Canal Con- | regional group of parish councils in the region

sultative Group

Cotswold Canals | regional organised group of volunteers who have promoted the
Trust restoration of the canals for over 30 years

Rushcombe Brook | local campaigning group, focused on eliminating the pollution is-
Action Group sues in the Ruscombe Brook

School (next to | local interested in educating their students about environmental
canal) issues nearby

Residents (next to | local interested in maintaining the amenity value of their houses
canal) next to the canal

Push bikers (adja- | local pursue their hobby on ground that is planned to be reno-

vated

cent to canal)

Main participatory activities
Table 5.4 displays both the variety in classes as well ofdygfeactivities. This

complies with the variety of stakeholder groups, and intgisa customised application
of methods.

Context and constraints

BW had limited resources both in staff and financial budgep#rticipatory activ-
ities. In a later stage of the project this was improved with hew voluntary staff for
the co-ordination of participatory activities.

Although most stakeholders, especially the organisedgg¢see table 5.3), had a
sound knowledge base (about regional Cotswold canal issgewell as willingness
and experience to co-operate with BW in an investment ptajecelationship to the
Cotswold canals, there was one group - the push bikers -uliffic approach. More-
over, intentions and co-operativeness were entirely uwknavith the consequence of
much uncertainty about the group’s awareness, acceptadda ¢his way uncertainty
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Table 5.4: Main participatory activities of the BW project

Class of method | Goals | Specific activities (methods)
partnership website
public awareness project atlas for all involved stakeholders
Information provision | increased involvement a display of the works in Cairnscross
recruiting volunteers press release

letters sent out to local residents

knowledge for decision-making
increased involvement
Meeting development of win-win plans several discussions with other stakeholder
co-financing groups such as Ruscombe Brook Action
long-term use and mainte- | Group and local residents

nance

several discussions with the core group

public awareness guestionnaire sent to several hundred
Survey recruiting volunteelrs. . households .
knowledge for decision making school children collected views of 64
development of win-win plans passers-by at a street stall
public awareness
. increased involvement two educational events each in summer 2005
education )
long term use and maintenance | and 2006
education
increased involvement volunteers have been involved in archaeolog-
ical activities, in combination with training for
Popular involvement college students
campaigns education
long-term use and mainte- | volunteers have been involved in side clear-
nance ance of the vegetation around the pond, and

clearance (litter) along the canal

about the maintenance of the site. Furthermore, legal pardhase issues have delayed
the process. Additionally, limited resources of one of ttemstakeholder groups ham-
pered the process of combining local stakeholder knowleditpeeducational activities.

Evaluation results

The main constraint of this partner was the lack of knowledide staff, both with
the responsible authorities and among stakeholders, whitdvbe able to train volun-
teers.

BW started with the intention of conducting a typehairizontal participation(see
figure 4.4 for types) involving as much as possible stakedrslénd the broad public
with, however, little discussion about the design of thenpla The high reach was
significant for the recruitment of volunteers.

As depicted in figure 5.3 volunteers were involved, and tleeess reached a high
level of activity. Furthermore as the decision process fmecmore particular, higher
impact on decisions was assigned to some of the stakehaldehisas land owners. BW
and a number of significant stakeholders formed up a corepgath high activity and
information exchange. However, non of the public or lessifitant stakeholders was
entirely excluded from the policy process. A sufficient niambf public activities was
organised with interaction as required. This may be seemaxample for an effec-
tive process. The increase of power sharing as a result dfahsference of decision
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Activity Activity

Reac Equality Reac Equality

Flex. Transp. Flexibilit Transparency

Power sh. Power sharing

Figure 5.3: Mutations in the intensity of participation 2005 and 2007 (BW)

competence from BW to the Lawns core group, however, redudta delay in the de-
cision process, since one of the stakeholders did not pedbiel partners with required
documents on time. On the other hand, as a result of the det@yvaand important

stakeholder was discovered. With a better stakeholdeysisasuch as proposed in
section 3.3.3 this could have been avoided.

Lessons learned

BW experiences can be summarised as following:
e Better involvement of stakeholders in the planning of pgvttory activities;
e Communication with stakeholders must be more efficient;

e Better stakeholder analysis, and as a consequence eavtidrément of relevant
stakeholders;

More effective information and consultation activitiegliding education about
aims and available means of the canal restoration actyitie

e Better manage the expectations of stakeholders and thepubl

5.3.2 Glasgow City Council (GCC): the regeneration of Ruchi Il Park

The TRUST project has created a valuable opportunity tetiitends to the regener-
ation of a large local park, enabling green space regeperttibecome part of a much
bigger programme including new housing, new schools andvecoenmercial centre.

Glasgow’s water storage planning activity is based on &sef attenuation ponds
situated in a park, on a hillside above, and overlookingetatrof the Clyde canal. The
objectives of the project’s design are:

1. Remove surface water run-off from existing combined sewe
2. Reduce risks of flooding and pollution of adjacent waterses;
3. Enhance the quality of the environment and biodiversity;
4

. Improve water quality prior to final discharge.
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TheRuchilldistrict of the city is largely residential, and the final ppaf the regenera-
tion of previous industrial and redundant hospital sitestst in the second half of the
year 2007. The area features two hills, and it is on one ofthéks that the study side

is situated. The hill occupies about 60 hectares, of whicihéfiares is a redundant
hospital ground, situated on the eastern part of the hilis $ite was sold to a private

house builder in the summer 2007. The remaining 30 hectaresd local park.

The focus of the case study is three ponds with the highest pothe east of the
park. Each pond feeds the adjacent lower pond and eventliattharges via a pipe
through a local street into the canal. The three ponds flowrayity; they are planted
with aquatic and marginal plantings. They will permanectiyntain water. The ponds
can be accessed by a footpath network linked to the park &tlotgetwork.

Relevant stakeholders

The composition of stakeholders (table 5.5) indicates ttegpt of GCC to inte-
grate spatially adjacent planning issues: the park regd¢inarincluding the new ponds,
developing land for housing and building a new school.

Table 5.5: Relevant stakeholders of the GCC project (Krywkow, 2007)

Stakeholder | Scale of activities | Description, individual goals

The Councils | local governmental organisation, responsible for the maintenance

Parks Service of the park

British Waterways | Great Britain maintain and manage the waterways

Scottish Water Scotland water supplier (drinking water and sewage water supply,
maintenance and planning)

Local community | local citizen groups caring about public and community issues in

groups the neighbourhood around the park

local social hous- | local house owners

ing landlords

The four primary | local will be relocated to a new primary school adjacent to the

schools TRUST project site

Main participatory activities

Participatory activities (table 5.6) are prevailinglygated to increase public in-
volvement and acceptance of the newly arranged park fasilit

Context and constraints

A significant challenge for the GCC managers was to createwininsituations
among the three spatially adjacent, topical investmenépts: (1) the ponds; (2) school
building and (3) development of a residential site on a farhmespital ground. This
resulted in a difficult planning situation for the participgy process. Later on GCC
decided to focus on the SUDS with the TRUST resources, atadecaavin-win situation
in conjunction with the other projects.

Furthermore, GCC had no appropriately trained staff to leaagbarticipatory pro-
cess with such a complex context including various groupsitefrest. In addition,
the allocation of a financial budget turned out to be a longeed process within the
organisation of GCC.
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Table 5.6: Main participatory activities of the GCC project

Class of method | Goals | Specific activities (methods)
public awareness newspaper advertisements
Information provision increased involvement a display in the park
flyers
Survey public awareness N . customer (park users) survey in .the par.kl .
knowledge for decision-making survey among 4000 households in the vicinity
of the park
knowledge for decision-making meeting with friends of Ruchill Park
Meetings development of win-win plans liaising with elected members of the park
comity
co-financing meeting with park service staff and planning
service staff of GCC
public awareness
Workshop long-term use and mainte- | place-making workshop
nance
increased involvement
public awareness co-funding (with GCC planning department)
Popular involvement a ‘Fun Run’ through the park
campaigns increased involvement development of an arts project linking school
activities with park activities
development of win-win plans

The involved organised citizen groups had little experganith campaigning activi-
ties and handling issues within a more complex planningsita. A capacity-building
workshop together with the research team, however, iadiatlearning process among
individuals of the citizen groups. Moreover, many resigg(ublic), although inter-
ested, had difficulty in comprehending the planning sitratncluding the functionality
and consequences of implementing the SUDS.

Evaluation results

The lack of acceptance of the application of participatosthnds among the tech-
nical staff of GCC was a significant constraint. Better cdioation between planning,
engineering and participatory management could have inegrefficiency. However,
in comparison to the other TRUST partners, GCC had suffigéiadttrained staff to or-
ganise participatory activities. Furthermore, finanatslaurces were adequately avail-
able. In co-operation with a committed community group essecific problems were
detected and processed in a larger context of the surrogndian area. The communi-
cation with the public was partially problematic, sincegngficant number of individu-
als had difficulty to comprehend relevance as well as imptioa for the environment
and the residents. GCC planed a series of workshops ingple@al community groups
for an inter-active and intense discussion about the ptaprdesign and implementa-
tion of the ponds within the park. Very soon throughout tharse of the project the
implications of the project to other public issues and congd&ecame obvious. This
resulted in an increase of activities that involved the mylgspecially local residents
and park users. The high level of activity remained constsiaring all project phases.
Only a limited number of stakeholders participated decigioocesses such as the de-
sign of the ponds. The highlight of these activities was arkegplace’ with commu-
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Figure 5.4: Mutations in the intensity of participation 2005 and 2007 (GCC)

nity groups. The outcomes of this event resulted in a ‘stesrhtaction plan’ for the
park management. Although the location and functionalftyhe ponds was in fact
determined prior to the participatory process, authariiecepted modifications that
resulted from the interaction with interest groups. Théremarticipatory process rele-
vant for the TRUST-related project was embedded in prevéatigities concerning the
park. The reach of the process, its acceptance and the iempet of the quality of the
park facilities indicated a vital and successful partitpga process, of the type known
asintense participatiorf{see figure 4.4 for types).

Lessons learned
Lessons learned can be summarised with the following items:

e The benefit of a well-prepared and organised participatooggss was recog-
nised including the fact that knowledgeable staff is regghifor an appropriate
participatory management;

e The participatory plan co-developed with the consultamigroved the participa-
tory process, and enabled the GCC staff to include all relestakeholders, to
handle complex planning issues and anticipate emergeatisins;

e Time expenditure especially for the preparation of a pigdiory process was
underestimated before the TRUST experience;

e A participatory process requires a thoughtful allocatibbwdget that should be
an integral part of the entire plan budgeting;

5.3.3 POM West-Vlaanderen: constructing a new fresh waterb  asin

The majority of the farmers in the regidtoeselare-Tielof West Flandergroduce
vegetables that are processed by a local manufacturerasrfreegetables. During the
last decades this region has suffered from both increaainéatl intensities with subse-
quent flooding, as well as from extended periods of drougBtMRassumes that these
are phenomena of climate change impact, and believe thed thipes of extreme situa-
tions are likely to occur more frequently in the future. Thgbout the prevailingly dry
summer season farmers increasingly need irrigation watewever, drought periods
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significantly decrease the irrigation capacity of the regiaiver basins. In addition,
the surface water quality deteriorates remarkably.

To date, the frozen vegetables manufacturers use deepdyvater as process water
to a great extent. Since the amount as well as the quality &b deoundwater layers
decline rapidly, there will be limitations on this water soeL In order to maintain the
water supply for both the farmers and the frozen vegetabteufaaturers, an alternative
water supply must be found.

The Province ofVest Flandersuthorities decided to plan for the development of
a detention basin for the storage of superfluous water thauigthe wet season. The
basin is designed in a way that provides sufficient irrigatapacity, and has, more-
over, potential as an industrial process water supply. Ascargd function ecologically
valuable embankments are laid out to improve local bioditer The following tasks
were part of case study activities:

e A feasibility study to determine whether or not the waterlgyaneets the re-
quirements of the frozen vegetable manufacturer;

e The design of a hydraulic model of the rivulet downstreamhefwater storage
basin;

e A water storage basin plus upstream structural works. Niytthie construction
of the water storage area ai@(app. 1.habasin and 65.006° earthworks) but
also the construction works will result in improved watenragement (supply in
balance with demand) in the area;

e An estimation of the guaranteed flow that can be suppliedaantiustry;

Relevant stakeholders

The POM case combines public and stakeholder participétidte 5.7). The main
interests of the stakeholders focus on the water use of thédasin.

Main participatory activities
A focus of participatory activities (table 5.8) is the actzare among farmers of the
pond as a source of irrigation water

Context and constraints

The province of Ardooie decided not to communicate with skedtders before the
land to be developed was allocated and the building pernstgranted. This made an
early involvement of stakeholders impossible. During thgection period one neigh-
bour was able to delay the planning and implementing praoeseveral months. The
regional nature conservation group refused a collaboratith the water managers, be-
cause they did not believe in a sustainable use of the wagén lfer irrigation. The
communication and collaboration between responsiblecaititss from the provincial
level to POM as the planning body was legally prescribedfisrproject. However, this
was not always efficient and caused some delay in the prodémse was very little
experience with participatory methods among the resptmailthorities. Moreover, as
repeatedly stated in the TRUST meetings, there was littiefie the effectiveness and
benefit of an appropriate participatory management amagtieiiranking POM staff.
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Table 5.7: Relevant stakeholders of the POM project

| Stakeholder | Scale of activities | Description, individual goals
Farmers unions | regional (West | represent the interests of the regional farmers. Are fur-
(Boerenbond, BB | Vlaanderen) thermore interested in good water quality for the irriga-
en Algemen Boeren tion of crops during the dry season
Syndicat, ABS)
Frozen vegetables | regional (produc- | trying to identify alternative fresh water resources since
manufacturers tion) and Europe | the groundwater supply declines significantly

(marketing)

neighbouring land own- | local were suspicious about the (negative) consequences of

ers next to the project a fresh water basin next to their property

site

Municipality of Ardooie local interested in a sustainable water supply for irrigation as
well as the industry

Provincial government | regional interested in a sustainable water supply for irrigation as

of West Vlaanderen well as the industry

Environmental conser- | regional do not believe that this water basin provides a sustain-

vation group (Toren- able water source for irrigation

valk)

Residents of Ardooie local (general public, not organised) want to be informed

about development activities in their village

Evaluation results

The partner was inexperienced with the design and managderharparticipatory

process. Moreover, the lack of support from superior attiesras well as scarce fi-
nancial and human resources limited the prospects of ssfetesiblic and stakeholder

participation activities.

Activity

Reac! Equality
Flex. Transp.

Power sh.

Activity

Reac Equality
Flexibility Transparency
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Figure 5.5: Mutations in the intensity of participation 2005 and 2007 (POM)

POM planned a participatory process that may be classifiggpesfocussed con-

sultation(see figure 4.4 for types). Subsequent to a brief stakehaltysis, a public

information meeting was scheduled to present the planstéodsted individuals and
groups. Only a selective group of potential users of the miaasin (farmers and the
vegetable processing industry) was approached, and ayswasconducted. This re-
sulted in a legal procedure initiated by a neighbour of theemasin including a delay
in the planning procedure. Whereas a non-governmentateatganisation refused
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Table 5.8: Main participatory activities of the POM project
Specific activities (methods)

Class of method | Goals

article in a newsletter of the municipality

website about the project linked to the municipal website
as well as the POM website

press conference subsequent to the completion of the
construction works

Information provision | public awareness

ublic awareness . ’ ) Lo .
P mailing of a leaflet including an invitation to a public

Survey increased involvement : ) } . .
) A meeting and a brief questionnaire for all residents and
satisfaction of stake- . ’
stakeholders within 5km surrounding area
holders
long-term use and | meeting with the council of Ardooie, presentation of the
maintenance project and discussion
) satisfaction of stake- | public information meeting, presentation of the project
Meeting : )
holders and discussion
public awareness bilateral meetings with the frozen vegetables manufactur-

ers

any collaboration with the planners, although a high pagéof creating win-win situ-
ations was possible. However, due to capacity-buildiniyities and a trans-boundary
exchange of experience within the TRUST TGIII a stakeholdeeting in a later stage
of the project was better prepared and successfully coaduct

Lessons learned
There are a number of important lessons that emerged indbés ¢

e The internal communication between the responsible aitig®must be im-
proved,;

e Stakeholders with serious concerns about the managenteimhplementation of
water resources projects must be taken seriously, anda@gdi@imust be pursued,;

e As confirmed by a POM representative as well as local ressdentliscussion
with the neighbour had considerable potential to avoid all@gocedure and
hence a delay in the implementation of the project;

e The goal-oriented approach of participation supports pieation of appropri-
ate participatory methods;

e Early involvement of stakeholders and the public helps mdmisunderstand-
ings; and has the potential to encourage more support foea giroject.

5.3.4 Water Board of Schieland and the Krimpenerwaard (HHSK ): a new water
way

The Poldef Bleiswijk is a rural area (beneath sea level) that is part of the admin-
istrative district of HHSK. A spatial transition due to ieased urbanisation and the
development of specialised agriculture (glasshousebpisever, occurring.

A polder is a low-lying tract of land that forms an artificiatdrological entity, enclosed by embankments
referred to as dykes
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The area’s current water management approach requirastasgstem of drainage
and water level control with weirs and pumping stations, tonp the surface water
to the polder outlet. In the current situation the Poldei®¥gk suffers severely from
excess water during times of intensive rainfall, and theeelack of fresh water in times
of drought. HHSK expects an increasing number of climatendge-driven extreme
weather situations such as heavy precipitation as well@sgiits. Eventually, this will
result in serious economic loss (e.g. loss of crops, danteigérastructure and houses).
The activities of HHSK in the context of TRUST aim to reducks tlisk of economic
loss, and improve the capacity to cope with excess water.

The planning effort is calle@Vateropgave 201and involves the enlargement of
surface water in the Southern part of the polBé&iswijk and combining improved
aquatic nature with a recreational functions. The projedtides:

e The redirection of urban water discharge away from the aaagnvironment;
e The improvement of the availability of water during periadsirought;
e The improvement of the ecological balance in the area.

The TRUST demonstration project includes the realisatiba aew, landscape-
integrated, main waterway (earthworks and landscapieg)pgical embankments, two
canoe-passable culverts, a combined pedestrian and ayatgpand two road bridges.
The excess soil from the waterway is used to create new dcalagnbankments, and
to reinforce nearby dykes. The new main waterway ends neawgpnmping station,
calledLansingerland

Because of this project, the improved drainage of the ardaiadoubtedly reduce
the risk of flooding of the polder. In addition, visitors frotine nearby urban areas
benefit from the higher ecological quality of the area andithgroved recreational
facilities. Furthermore, the improved recreational fiiels are expected to increase the
revenues of the recreational entrepreneurs in the arebe iwtproved access to the area
will most likely attract more visitors to the two existingstaurants.

Relevant stakeholders

HHSK tried to involve as many stakeholders as possible. Tdleekolders as listed
in table 5.9 represent various land-use preferences irréze a

Main participatory activities

The majority of activities were bilateral meetings with #takeholders (table 5.10).
Furthermore, some events were organised for the localeetsd

Context and constraints

One of the stakeholders (Rottemeren Recreation Boardjedfto take part at any
participatory activities beyond the mere legal procedorprovide land for develop-
ment, despite repeated efforts of HHSK to involve this dtalkaer in the process. Ac-
cording to HHSK this partner would have been required to cebfield trips, education
activities and additional public involvement campaignswéver, apart from that there
was a general public and stakeholder support for the prajeet least no opposition.
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Table 5.9: Relevant stakeholders of the HHSK project

Stakeholder | Scale of activities | Description, individual goals

Rottemeren  Recre- | local land owner

ation Board

Golf course De Rotte- | local land owner

bergen

Allotment owners local land owner

local nature conser- | local protecting nature in the polder

vation group

Department of public | national Department for Traffic and Waterways. Responsible

works for the safety of all citizens with focus on flood risk.
Issuing building permits

Provincial govern- | regional (the entire | issuing building permits

ment of Zuid Holland province)

Table 5.10: Main participatory activities of the HHSK project

[ Class of method | Goals | Specific activities (methods)
public awareness personal letters, personal visits, telephone calls
Information and emailing
provision development of win-win plans advertisements in local newspapers and newslet-
ters
display in the nearby village
. knowl for decision legally prescri isplay of the plans with th -
Consultation ovy edge for decisiol ega y‘p escribed display o t. e plans with the op.
making portunity to comment and object
! knowledge for decision makin ’ . .
Meetings 9 S 9 bilateral meetings with all relevant stakeholders
development of win-win plans
’ ‘Polder feest’, public ground breaking ceremony,
Events public awareness ) ) P 9 . 9 Y
opening the implementation phase
. . li -cuttin remony for the n mpin
increased involvement stuatiig:ntape cutting ceremony for the new pumping

The project in the poldeBleiswijk had already started a significant period of time
prior to the start of the TRUST project. The learning effeasvinence limited.

Evaluation results

The water board has a long history and considerable exmeriarhandling surplus
water. However, the application of interactive particgggitprocesses only emerged in
the most recent transition phase of the water board. S&Hetlis much resistance to-
wards intense public and stakeholder participation with@énorganisation, which might
be viewed as a constraint in the TRUST-related planningtefiithe planning issue in
the polder Blijswijk involves a number of stakeholders sashland owners, tourists,
nature groups and sport clubs with a high potential for cotsli

The participatory process of HHSK was planned as fggessed consultatiofsee
figure 4.4 for types). only complying with the legally prabed procedure (informa-
tion provision, public meeting, objection period). Altlglua number of stakeholders
uttered concerns about the project, the same individualgesups did not participate
at the first public meeting. However, when HHSK became path@fTRUST project,
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they started enhancing the already ongoing participatooggss by activities that in-
crease the environmental awareness including schoolrehiland site users. However,
activities remained limited. Only bilateral meetings wéHimited number of stake-
holders were held. Furthermore, only the most importarkestalders (from the point
of view of HHSK) were partly involved in the decision proceshe majority of the
stakeholders had not impact on the decision process. Th#iioms, suggestions and
objectives were heard, but not included in the decisions.

o Activity
Activity

X Reac Equality
Reach Equality
Flexibilit
Flox. Transp. exibility ransparency

Power sh. Powersharing

Figure 5.6: Mutations in the intensity of participation 2005 and 2007 (HHSK)

HHSK very efficiently analysed the most relevant stakehwlddentified potential
conflicts and took appropriate countermeasures. From trepeetive of HHSK the
goals of co-financing, long term use and social learning wetechieved, because of
the resistance of important stakeholders to collaboratifigrther activities. HHSK in-
dicated repeatedly that their project managers are naotetdaio meet the requirements
of an intense participatory process as described in Har&gvakow (2005). However,
the TRUST experience will contribute to an improvement of $¥% future participa-
tory processes.

Lessons learned
The following items are of relevance for HHSK:

e A participatory process is more than mere risk asses$nent
e The HHSK staff realised the benefits of a participatory pssce

e In the latter phase of the project, a sense of ownership armmdviement of lay
people played an increasing role;

e Participation should be an essential part of every planpingedure;

e A participatory expert (rather than a communications offican improve the
quality of the participatory management;

e Generally disseminated conventional advertisements itdeeeffect in terms of
reaching relevant stakeholders;

8Risk assessment in the sense of ensuring that no one detagsoitess (e.g. with a legal procedure).
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e Face-to-face contact and personal invitation are more ginghthan ‘anony-
mous’ or remote interaction such as fora;

e A participatory process starts with (or even before) theagtroject period and
continues until the end;

e Public events are effective to acquaint representativem&eéholder groups, build
up trust and keep in touch. A participatory process can bigycbsit the benefits
can outweigh the financial effort.

5.3.5 The Province of North-Holland (PNH): improvingand ex  tending a recreation
area

The current state of the recreational area (2007) is a re§udtilding activities
started in the late 1960s. The area was developed as pa# sfrtictural improvement
for the agricultural modification of the regidBreat GeestmerambachDue to subur-
banisation processes and population growth a larger ré@nesrea is required. For this
reason the three municipalities of Heerhugowaard, Alknaawar Langedijk decided to
enlarge the are@eestmerambachiThe new part of the recreation ar€ae Druppels
is at the same time part of the TRUST project. Besides iteratmmal functionThe
Druppelsis developed as a peak retention polder to compensate fdathéhat the
lake of Zomerdelis cut off from the drainage canal.

Lake Zomerdelwill remain the centre of the recreational area. The reagraknt
of the lake shores included water sports and daytime raoreaT he lake itself may
be used for swimming, canoeing, wind surfing and diving. €hame several fishing
areas, and routes for walking, cycling and horseback rid@emp grounds, a number
of small hotels, cafés and restaurants are associatedheitirea.

In addition to developing recreational facilities, the araguality of LakeZomerdel
had to be improved. To reduce the risk of blue algae containimahe lake was cut
off from the North Holland Canal As a result, the water supply has stopped, and the
surface level declined by about one metre. The lower watesl lmade it necessary
to rebuild the embankments of the lake. Suggestions prdvigesite visitors were
incorporated into the restructuring of the area. The waok& place between 2006 and
2007.

When LakeZomerdelwas separated from the canal, the storage capacity of the
Schermedrainage canal declined. To compensate for this capaaisy the recreational
area of Geestmerambacht was expanded by approximate 5. A new dyke had
to be constructed around the entire area of the Druppels.ufthen surface water of
Alkmaar North will be redirected the new recreational akghich increases the water
storage capacity of the urban area of Alkmaar. The wateraneagnsure that the water
system of the entire area (500 ha) will be more flexible and®itaining.

Relevant stakeholders

Apart from a group of local residents and an NGO, the majarftgtakeholders
were (local) governmental organisations (table 5.11).
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Table 5.11: Relevant stakeholders of the PNH project

Stakeholder Scale of Description, individual goals

activities
Province of North Holland regional investor, planner and issuing building permissions
Recreation board . — .

local responsible for the realisation of the project
Geestmerambacht

A consortium of munici-
palities of the surrounding

towns Alkmaar, Langedijk local investors, issuing planning permissions

and Heerhugowaard

Group of local residents local land owners in the vicinity of the recreational area

Nature organisation regional nature conservation and protection in the recreational area

Main participatory activities

PNH was very active in terms of advertising the project armldasing the aware-
ness and acceptance among local residents (table 5.12)tingleavere held with a
representative of local citizen groups.

Table 5.12: Main participatory activities of the PNH project
Class of method [ Goals

Specific activities (methods)

website of the recreation area including planning activities

Information ' Advertisements in the local newspapers
public awareness

provision postal distribution of flyers and leaflets
a periodical newsletter
Meetings knowledge for deci- | sounding board meetings with representatives of local resi-

sion making dents and the nature organisation

Context and constraints

The number of expected visitors to the recreational siteimially underestimated.
TRUST partners suggested conducting an environmentalkinspady to cope with this
problem. Although all relevant government stakeholdersevirevolved in the process,
the municipal projects and planning activities such as ldexkelopment, a new race
course or a depot for contaminated soil were planned in tiaity or on the ground of
the recreational area. This resulted in irritation and m&tamong stakeholders, espe-
cially the citizens and environmental groups. In genemldbmplexity of the issues of
this planning approach in conjunction with the multitudeesfponsible authorities com-
plicated the course of the project including the partiagdpatprocess. For this reason
the research team was asked to review the communicatiomptha consortium rather
than design a participatory plan. Furthermore, there ameescontradicting interests
among stakeholders about the use of the recreational agegially among residents,
site users and the nature conservation group.

Evaluation results

The main constraint of the project was in the complexity @f pinoject consortium
including a significant number of government agencies wvewl The consultants de-
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signed a communication plan for the consortium to suppoiglagn efficiency of infor-
mation exchange.

Activity Activity
Reac Equality Reac uality
Flex. Transp. Flexibility Transparency
Power sh. Power sharing

Figure 5.7: Mutations in the intensity of participation 2005 and 2007 (PNH)

However, during the TRUST process the municipality resgmegor the area tried
to allocate a disposal for excavation ground in the direxihity of the recreational site.
This resulted in significant annoyance and mistrust amongl Ieesidents and stake-
holders. Symbolic participatior(see figure 4.4 for types): In the beginning of their
project PNH exerted themselves to inform a broad public énldlcal press, with flyers
and other means of communication about the proposed eateasd modification of
the recreation area. Meetings were held with stakeholdessjents and local inter-
est groups, but were used largely to present planning aptad respond to questions.
However, little discussion time was scheduled, and reledacisions had already been
taken prior to any participatory activities. The ideas angigestions were collected and
structured in the form of response cards. However, therenwassfort to transparently
display how public and stakeholder suggestions were iratpd into the plans. The
lack of feedback resulted in an emotional discussion dusimgeeting in 2006. The
failure in goal achievement reflects the lack of transparemad flexibility of this par-
ticipatory process. The goals of satisfaction of stakedisldncreased involvement and
social learning were not achieved.

Lessons learned

There were two important insights that emerged from the PXbjept. The in-
corporation of an evaluation process is an additional gffart helped to improve the
participatory process including consequences for pagtory management in future
projects. Furthermore, the PNH representatives belieatestitommunications advisor
can help to improve the communication process among thensge authorities.

5.4 The evaluation and monitoring process as a whole

The first section of each of the case-study descriptions dstrates the significant
differences among the (sub) cases. This holds for all aspHotvery local context
in terms of the type and goals of the of physical interfereimcéhe landscape, the
related problems and side effects, the size of the area,uimder and types of stake-
holders, and the involved authorities including the vagragtinstitutional levels. As an
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example, POM had a 3 ha field with a 1.5 ha basin, whereas PNiKedan a 500
ha recreational area with a whole variety of land use. Mogeahe composition of
stakeholders is completely different, such as an activeliement and diverse interests
of several instances of local and regional authorities & glocess of PNH. In con-
trast, POM was able to represent all relevant authoritiesutfhout the entire process.
With ‘conventional’ means and methods it would have beeeméndous challenge to
achieve comparable results.

Yet, both the CMO methodological scheme as well as the COPpRoach for eval-
uation and monitoring introduced a generally applicabl¢hmaological framework to
all cases studies without imposing a mechanistic desigrmaaltysis pattern on the case
studies. Furthermore, goal-oriented working enabled thiemmanagers to decide for
a suite of methods that are most appropriate for their spe@fjuirements. How is
this possible? (1) The strict separation of goals/objestivom the local constraints is
the primary assumption. In the TRUST project all partnegetber were able to work
out a set of goals that was relevant to each of them (tabl&)5.22) Every partner
was able to formulate their most significant local and unicoiestraints. (3) Between
yet identified objectives and constraints, each partnezttay with the research team
was able to select an appropriate set of methods to be aligverdthe entire course
of the project. CMO is simply stated the following principl@ater managers are pro-
vided with a means of identifying suitable methods with thpport of scientists, and
scientists do not impose their methods on the case study. ifitnoduces a great deal
of flexibility to the case studies, and entirely complieshatie requirements of AWM,
especially in respect to the adaptive capacity of a systerm&h for CMO.

COPIR is identical in design to CMO, except that it works peccally: the com-
bination of detected intensity critefi@an help to identify why targeted goals were
not achieved or insufficiently achieved. As an example: PhtHndt achieve the goal
satisfaction of stakeholders’. The intensity analysiingd a type ‘symbolic partici-
pation’ with little transparency, activity, power shariagd flexibility. The constraints
section, the interfering planning activities of some auties are easily detected as a
main reason for unsatisfied stakeholders. The difficulty amaging the complexity of
contemporaneous and spatially adjaé®ptanning issues is a second reason. Further-
more, table 5.12 manifests the low activity level with onlotdifferent participatory
efforts: information provision and an array of stakeholderetings. The underlying
reason for this failure in goal achievement was uncoordihatanning activities of the
responsible authorities. An institutional analysis miggteal that the self-assessment
of ‘high equality’ might not be quite correct, since the athakeholders have only very
limited opportunities to intervene. A simple problem salyiapproach, and a first step,
would have been to invite the representatives of the sourtteeqoroblem. The water
managers of PNH never tried that. As a first step to find a soiuti the long term, the
PNH managers requested a ‘checklist for a communicatiom,pléhich the research
team delivered instead of a participatory plan.

9As equivalent to the ‘method’ part of CMO
191 this case even overlapping

103



This problemiillustrates how the intensity criteria sers@dink between constraints
and objectives as well as a first step to identifying modificet in the application of
methods. Moreover, it can serve as a point of contact fostkaundary learning. The
selected PNH problem is one example of how CMO as well as CORiR been im-
plemented in the particular case studies, and a problenysisaif the management
approaches was achieved. The complete analysis for evegystiady is documented in
the IER, and according to the TRUST/TGIII agreement not aen#ébr public discus-
sion. Only the principle approach ( 5.2.2) and a summary ilte for each partner is
provided as section ‘evaluation results’ and section dasdearned’.

In the end of the TRUST project, all partners were convindexy thad reached
a relatively high intensity of participatory process, th#itrelevant stakeholders had
been informed, and that the views of the stakeholders waleded in the process
(figures 5.3 - 5.7). Furthermore, from the partners’ perSpes, they succeeded in
achieving most of the very ambitious objectives. Howevaty @ne partner (GCC)
considers the objective of ‘social learning’ to be achiewettheir project (section 5.3.2).
Stakeholder feedback on the participatory processes wuaud been an appropriate
way to evaluate the above-mentioned statements of thequartdowever, lack of time
and the limited resources available for participatory psses averted the collection of
stakeholder feedback. The results of the interviews, sgmted in the intensity charts,
are for this reason only the views of the water managers anddhsultants. From the
researcher’s point of view, opportunities were missed:

e Opportunities for active involvement (in planning, implentation and mainte-
nance) and social learning (generating understandingangdterm behavioural
changes of users) (HHSK, PNH);

e More effective co-operation within and among planning aitres (through ac-
knowledgement of the importance of participation and dyedefined responsi-
bilities between partner organisations) (GCC, POM, PNH);

e Gathering stakeholder feedback on the process qualityaiecdmes (e.g. through
short informal dialogues or questionnaires) to allocatecess errors (all case
studies).

However, in comparison to classic planning processes afttagrs have moved towards
more intense participation as indicated in figures 5.3 - Bn7most cases with little
resources available for participation, and having to detid ageneral lack of acknowl-
edgement of the positive implications of participafirthe partners did very well in
involving the stakeholders in their projects. The netwdhet were built with stake-
holders, the transboundary experiences gained, and thargaeffects of exchange
with the researchers and the other partners, will congilboitparticipation efforts in
future projects.

lin some cases higher ranking staff at the end of TRUST stillatbthe benefit of a well-managed partic-
ipatory process for their local investment projects
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5.5 Summary and conclusions

Not surprisingly, the case study process revealed a nunfildéferences among the
various projects based upon the diversity of local contextell as the nation-specific
legal and cultural differences. However, the effort of irdihg the evaluation procedure
was not a contest of who performed best throughout the tirae spthe TRUST project.
There was plenty of opportunity to exchange transboundgrgréences in addition to
the capacity building effort guided by the research tearhofthe water managers had
some experience with public and stakeholder participatidowever, there was little
knowledge about the range of methods as well as the potesetiglfits of a participatory
process. The TGIIl effort had some influence in shaking upptteious approaches
of the particular case studies. But some new insights coelddiiected, and within
limitations implemented in the ongoing processes.

The hypothesis about the transboundary comparabilityaasel in chapter 2, was
entirely confirmed by the case study effort. Although thenplag themes of the (sub)
case studies differed considerably, the effectivenedsegbarticipatory processes could
be measured with the newly developed intensity criterid,easily compared to one an-
other. Whereas both reports IER and FR provided a detailelysia and discussion of
each partner’s performance, the intensity charts perditteinstant overview and com-
parison of the performance. Moreover, they implied a paldictype of participation
according to the typology of figure 4.4. Despite limited tiared resources throughout
the project, mid-term evaluations were implemented, aedcttinclusions could be fed
back to the management process (control loop). All sub dasies were labelled with
two intensity charts, that clearly displayed an evolutibparticipatory activities within
each of the cases.

This is a significant step forward in the endeavour to devalsfandardised evalua-
tion framework. However, it is not only a result of the unifoset of intensity criteria,
but also because of the newly developed CMO framework (eh&)t CMO enables
scientists and managers to use a uniform set of methods ahgaéen criteria, that
enables its appropriate application. However, the stapasation of the methodology
from the local constraints on the one hand, and the objecti¥¢he participatory pro-
cess on the other, allows for sufficient flexibility in the &pation and give way for
adaptive participatory water management.
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CHAPTER O

A selection procedure for participatory process design

6.1 Introduction

In chapter 3 a new methodological scheme (CMO) for parttoigamanagement is
developed and discussed. Within this scheme, local caontty@rocess objectives and
methodological requirements are viewed in a holistic wagwElver, it was necessary
to make a clear distinction between these issues. Furthrerrobapter 4 discusses a
method to monitor and evaluate participatory processesdardo operationalise the
CMO scheme to increase effectiveness and efficiency of &jpatory process. More-
over, the newly developed methodology was successfultedes five different case
studies proving the case-independent applicability ofrtee methods. Incidentally,
a great deal of capacity building was accomplished. Wateragers acquainted with
new participatory methods, as well as scientists had therbpity to gather practical
knowledge in the field. However, how exactly will water maeegapply the CMO
scheme when they want to implement participatory proceisséseir work, but are
not supported by scientists, and do not have prior knowledgarticipatory methods?
Indeed, the TRUST/TGIII experience confirmed that the nigjaf water managers
involved in the case studies have limited knowledge and réaipee in participatory
management.

Throughout their field work, water managers repeatedly roeatl the need for a
‘cookbook’ with tangible guidelines for the managementtaksholder and public par-
ticipation. This guidance should be implementable withtbetsupport of scientists. A
‘cookbook’ is possible, but this would contradict the coptoef adaptive water resources
management, since such a guidebook lacks flexibility. Ferrdason this chapter intro-
duces an approach for narrowing down the choice of methads diven participatory
process, and aligns these methods according in a scheduteprinciple elements of
this approach are:
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1. the CMO scheme (chapter 3) providing the methodologizal@rstones;

2. the COPIR approach (chapter 4), a method to control ariewete design of a
participatory plan;

3. alignment of methodsith a policy process. The terms and notions introduced in
chapter 3 are now assigned to a general process scheme; and

4. adecision treeapproach, used in operational research, artificial igiefice, data
mining and machine learning, in order to select and syrgkgsrticipatory meth-
ods potentially applicable to the given local constraimg abjectives.

A brief introduction to the decision tree method is providethis chapter. Further-
more, the translation of the CMO approach into a processated scheme is described.
Thereafter, the application of a decision tree and the algmt approach for is demon-
strated for one case study of the TRUST project.

6.2 Decision trees

Decision trees (DT) are both abstract representations lasdification algorithms
of a decision process that may have several branches (dfioies) under particular
conditions. DT may, for instance, be represented as adgigiaphs (an alignment of
nodes and arcs) or a set of contingency tables containirigua#/value pairs of given
ontologies. Classification algorithms may, for instance nilmthematical expressions
or Boolean classification. The classification along the igestructured in the form
of attribute levels from the ‘root attributes’ to the recgdrexterior branches (Mitchell,
1997; S.J.Russel and Norvig, 2003; Winston, 1992). Theifipgoal of a decision tree
for participatory management is the generation of an arfaiyeihods that are in their
composition an appropriate choice to efficiently achiewvedesired goals of a given
process. In this case the classification attributes arec&@feness, appropriateness and
efficiency (see chapter 3 and 4).

6.3 The alignment of methods

Before employing a decision tree for selecting methodsructire for themeth-
ods alignmenhad to be developed. The CMO scheme provides a structuratiewe
of methods in a hierarchical way. This supports the undedsatg of the coherence
among methodological terms and concepts. However, the Cdh@nse does not pro-
vide guidance on how methods can be aligned along a timelet, the goal is to
provide an approach for designingarticipatory planas applied in the case studies
(chapter 5). Consequently, the next step is to provide anselenabling water man-
agers with no particular knowledge of participatory methtm design a participatory
plan without the help of experts.

A simplified graphical representation of the CMO scheme jsiated in figure 6.1.
In Chapter 3 it was proposed that the methodological straaifiparticipatory methods
may be distinguished in two levels: (1) the macro structleee(s and classes of partic-
ipation) that refer to the objectives of a local project, é2dthe micro structure where
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the context (constraints) of a local project refers to impdatation criteria. The entirety
of that structure is called the CMO scheme. A simplified giegltrepresentation of the
CMO scheme is depicted in figure 6.1, indicating that theftifieation of objectives as
well as constraints provide criteria for the design of aipgratory plan.

Objectives S —

Methods Participatory
Plan

Implementation

Constraints —+—» criteria

Figure 6.1: The constraints - method - objectives framework (CMO)

Both constraints and objectives of each individual watenaggment project intro-
duce variables that cannot be assigned to any other prdjentever, with the CMO
scheme the variables can be employed in an adaptive andatedgvay as required by
the WFD (EU, 2000) as well as the guidance documents (Europemmission, 2003).
The application of this scheme to the design a participgioogess is introduced in the
following section.

The definition of terms and notions (section 3.3) providescdptions of the con-
cepts, but does not introduce or only partially (see se@idhintroduces a consecutive
alignment of concepts. This structure is however vital fa application of methods
in a local policy process. For the water manager the questiorains: what alignment
of tools and methods is most effective and efficient for adhiigthe goals of a partic-
ipatory process as well as the entire investment projece&refbre, knowledge of the
effects of participatory methods in water resource mana&geis important.

6.3.1 Participatory management

Although, the methodological structure must be employeaiiphout a policy pro-
cess, the requirements for methods are changing throughpaticy process as the
composition of the stakeholder group, the available kndgte the identified problems
and stakeholder perspectives of these problems might ehangreover, it is not only
participatory activities that contribute to the policy pess, but also the activities of
experts. Examples of the combination of participatory mdthwith expert methods
are provided in section 2.4.3. Both examples (MCA and ABMjuiee sophisticated
algorithms to model systems with multiple criteria, prabteor processes from the per-
spective of several actors in the policy process. The paerngerspectives’ requires
empirical data that are usually collected with the help @f@cscience methods such as
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interviews or surveys. However, the interrelationship mwédilgitical modelling methods
with participatory methods is more intense, if actors mastipigate in the selection
of criteria, problems or even processes. The highest |vigiteraction, however, is
achieved when model results are discussed between experisvwlved lay people,
and functions similar to a validation process. The intatiehship of expert with par-
ticipatory methods on various levels of interaction amootpis in a policy process
may be seen in parallel to the levels of participation. Whasrsurvey and interview
techniques take place on tkensultationlevel, interactive model validation isctive
involvemenand can reach the level sbcial learning

In order to manage all aspects of a policy process a new pamticipatory man-
agements proposed here as a generic concept comprising all aetiihat analyse
and manage the interaction among the participant typestbanvolved as defined in
section 3.3.1Participatory managemerttombines participatory methods with expert
methods in the management of processes that include hunvinerement interaction,
and normally endeavour to manage the transition from theeotistate\(;) of a given
situation to a desired staté/). Participatory management is considered an approach
that is equal in its level of sophistication to that of engirieg and environmental im-
pact assessment.

Furthermore, the analysis of technical and environmemptaygical) aspects of a
given system can rely on comparatively statmd known parameters. The drivers for
changes within include new information and consultatiaodighout the process that
may trigger modifications in the individual perspectivests actors. In other words,
the beliefs, and as a consequence, goals of involved indilédand organisations may
change. This implies that participatory management ire®the iterative interaction of
the various participants throughout the course of a wasanuees management project,
and is labelled asore processn section 6.3.2. Consequently, participatory manage-
ment requires the ongoing processing of new informatioruatiee goals and beliefs
of the participating social entities, and must respond &jipropriate methods until a
solution or measures have been developed. A thoughtfultsmieof methods as well as
elaborate participatory planning are therefore esseiatiaffective participatory man-
agement.

Assuming the application addaptive water managemeintcluding apolycentric
approach to policy making (see section 2.3.2 and 2.3.2)qtladity of participatory
management is a significant parameter for the adaptive itgpzca policy making
system. In other words, the lower the effectiveness andiaifty of a management
approach, the higher the vulnerability of the actor-envinent system. An example
to illustrate this is the stakeholder in the POM case studg &ection 5.3.3) who went
to court, and delayed the decision process for more thanahgdfar. The case study
description demonstrated that a dialogue with that stdklehavould have prevented
the delay caused by the judicial process and the associastsl ¢Hience, a management
error was the reason for a delay in the process, with inctbessts as a consequence.

1static must be seen as a relative term. Whereas stakehaldspegtives may suddenly change within
days or hours, physical parameters of the lithosphere,gpddwe, biosphere, and hydrosphere do not change
as quickly except as a result of catastrophic events.
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6.3.2 First alignment level: phases

Table 6.1 provides a simplified overview of the relationdbgtween processes and
methods throughout a policy process.

Table 6.1: A framework for the design of a participatory process including phases (columns), tasks
(bold), methods (normal font) and goals (circled numbers)

[ PREPARATION

| Inception

Core phase

| Decision |

problem analysis :
literature study, field
study, expert methods
(models) OO

literature and media
recherche, survey,
interviews (00
resource allocation
expert methods

O

agenda setting (draft)
communication plan
survey, interviews
aoao

participatory plan:
(draft)
goooo

stakeholder analysis :

a.

publication : public
inform. provision, fora,
events, meetings
aooaod

interviews, meetings
gooo

resource allocation :
co-financing

O

agenda setting (final)
monitoring and
evaluation :

planning sheet
gooo

participatory plan:
(final)

ooood
knowledge elicitation
interviews, surveys,
events JOOOO

stakeholder analysis :

social learning : meet-
ings, workshops, sur-
veys 0OOO0O0OOO

education : JOOOO0O

monitoring and evalu-
ation :
interviews,
analysis
gogo

intensity

recruiting volunteers
gooo

monitoring and evalu-
ation :
interviews,
analysis
oooo

intensity

recruiting volunteers
gooo

Goals: [ knowledge for decision-making; [J development of win-win plans; 0 co-financing; [J long term
use and maintenance; [] public awareness; [ satisfaction of stakeholders; [] increased involvement; [
empowerment; [J social learning

aThe analysis of stakeholders, problems and available resstiogether is referred tmntext analysis

The process of participatory managementis divided in fases

1. Preparation: managers prepare a participatory process, that includestext
analysis, a stakeholder analysis, a problem analysis anddmpilation of in-
formation. In this phase primarily expert methods such tesdiure and media
review, models and data-driven methods are applied. Stédkets and the public
are not yet involved;

2. Inception: this includes dissemination of information, knowledgieitdtion in-
cluding stakeholder views on existing problems, and dietgatew problems.
The knowledge of the managers and experts is integratedstakteholder per-
spectives and interests. In the end all relevant issuestakei®lders including
their individual perspectives should be identified,;
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3. Core process this is the intrinsic participatory process, and at the esdime
the core of an adaptive water management system, that esppsethe iterative
interaction of authorities, stakeholders and expertsdeioto develop a solution
for implementing a policy. As with all adaptive systemmearningis the central
notion within this phase (see section 2.3.2 and 2.2.1).

4. Implementation: a decision is made. However, the implementation of measure
may include stakeholders.

Phases of a participatory process are discussed in Pahl-{2682), where the
phasesaigenda settingshaping the issuandimplementatiorare used, but levels and
methods of participation are not consistently assignetiged phases.

6.3.3 Second alignment level: Tasks

In table 6.1 participatory management includes expert augtas well as partici-
patory methods throughout the “lifecycle of an environnaéptoblem” (Pahl-Wostl,
2002, 5). Expert methods are required for (1) stakeholdaltyais, problem analy-
sis, compiling and presenting information as well as sufpgiconsultation, and (2)
supporting social learning processes with methods suchaaelimg, simulation and
scenario building. Examples of the combination of experthroés with participatory
methods are provided in section 2.4.3. In order to captwretmbination of the two
types of methods, phases of participatory management redsttner subdivided. For
this reason the concept tesksis introduced. Tasks may be characterised as following:

e Tasks are an operationalisation of the integrative charadtparticipatory meth-
ods in integrated assessments (see section 2.4.2).

e From a management point of view, tasks are necessary &diat water man-
agers. Hence, tasks may either consist of a combinationvefaemethods or
a single method. Table 6.1 summarises the tasks within phatgearticipatory
management.

e Tasks may be seen as sub-goals of a decision process orastepds the achieve-
ment of one or several goals;

e Tasks (as well as phases) indicate the progress of a deaisiking process.

The following list above indicatetmsksfor the water managers as well as participa-
tory methods that are applicable in one or more specific [ghafse water management
project.

1. preparation phaseall preparation and analysis prior to the interaction vtita
public and stakeholders must be accomplished in this pnakeling an analysis
of potential problems and conflicts, the allocation of reses, the co-ordination
with the overall planning effort, and hence an exchange ritfineers, ecologists
and other experts who are committed to the project;
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2. inception phaseintroducing the public and stakeholders to the planningob
tives and problems, envisaged solutions and measureslinglpossible impacts
on the social and physical environment, knowledge elioitet

3. core phase additional and deeper information provision, educatidetecting
planning design errors and possible side effects in intiemragvith stakeholders
and the public, education, social learning, scenario mdldmodel validation,
finding consensus or compromise, adjusting planning goals.

4. decision phaserecruiting volunteers

The list above indicates a numbertagksfor the water managers as well as participa-
tory methods that are applicable in one or more specific ghafse water management
project.

Table 6.1 displays the management scheme as a goal-origrdeess indicating
what tasks and associated methods may be applied in what phése participatory
process (table column). The general process directioneisgpted from left to right,
and within the phases (with exceptions) from top to bottorhe Tircled numbers be-
low tasks and methods indicate which goal can be achievegplyiag a particular
task. A number of tasks can or must be accomplished withinaselor a given time
span: context analysis, resource allocation (planneduress), agenda draft, commu-
nication plan and the first draft of a participatory plan mbstfinalised within the
preparation phase; a comprehensive and transparent gtidniof the planning effort
must be started in the inception phase, well before reptatess of the planning ad-
ministration initiate a dialogue with stakeholders and pliglic. Most tasks such as
problem analysis, resource allocation, agenda settinjcjpatory planning and stake-
holder analysis must be reviewed and finalised in the incagthase.

Monitoring and evaluation must be started as early as plesdibt at the latest as
soon as interaction with stakeholders and the public begnerder to provide the
managers with flexibility and an indication of when to modifyarticipatory process.
Knowledge elicitation must be finalised in the inceptiongdhar his provides participa-
tory managers with the perspectives and views of all inebty®ups and individuals as
a basis for further analysis and application of appropria¢hods.

Of course, dialogue with stakeholders and the public may ataearly as the initi-
ation of the entire process, and any information should leé trs support the planning
procedure. A deeper analysis of stakeholder and publidamsnhowever, cannot be
accomplished before a comprehensive dialogue takes plabeaillvinvolved parties.
This analysis is a significant prerequisite for an intenséeddearning process. Sophis-
ticated methods such as models and scenario building sinotilde employed before
a sound analysis of perspectives and views takes place,rdndf the complexity of
human-environment interaction requires such models hEuriore, higher-level meth-
ods can only be used in interaction with stakeholders (set®ge2.3.2 and 2.4.3). For
this reason, dialogue, learning and response (within tihe gbase) is not a linear pro-
cess, but iterative (Pahl-Wostl, 2008).

The guidance document of the WFD (European Commission, )280&ses the
compulsory application ahformation supphandconsultationwhereas active involve-
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ment is encouraged (see figure 3.3). The application of jghase tasks builds upon
this recommendation. In general, the level of obligatioagply tasks declines with pro-
gressing phases of a policy process. Whepaparationandinceptionare inevitable,
social learning processes are not required if all involvatteholders agree with the
proposed policy. In other cases such as demonstrated iorsé&c8.3 simply meeting
a stakeholder with a controversial perspective, can resmpotential conflict. The de-
sign of the alignment scheme is consistent with the CMO sehasnwell as it is the
operationalisation of the principle of goal-oriented mgaraent. If controversial dis-
cussions involving a heterogeneous group of stakehold&esplace, social learning
processes and iterative interaction among stakeholdgusrts and policy makers are
strongly advised prior to implementing a policy. This apgrb partially contradicts the
policy life-cycle of Pahl-Wostl (2008). As figure 2.3.2 iwdies, goals setting, policy
formulation, policy implementation, monitoring and ewatiion, as well as state/policy
assessment are part of an iterative policy process thatdshewepeated until a solution
has been found. The alignment scheme modifies this polidgcyc

1. The experience of the TRUST project reveals that momi¢gpaind evaluation at
every iteration is barely feasible, if limited resource¢lotal) water management
projects are limited;

2. Goal-setting of a participative process must be finalgg#al to an iterative pro-
cess, which is represented by ttmre phaseof the alignment scheme. In partic-
ular, process goals (participatory plan) should be detegthbefore entering an
iterative process; and

3. Policy implementation in the alignment scheme (decisisma step that should
result from a policy cycle instead of being part of it.

In water management projects with a high potential for cotsfland a heterogeneous
stakeholder structure, redundant process steps resubdordent, and may compro-
mise the entire policy process as demonstrated in the aadeatPH (see section 5.3.5).

6.4 Selecting participatory methods with the help of a decis ion tree

The purpose of the decision tree is to select methods acupralboth the goals and
the constraints of a local project. The aim is to exclude weshthat are not suitable
for the case in question. Consequently, the remaining seetiiods can be assigned to
the two alignment levels, tasks and phases of a participataject management. The
decision tree consists of two types of contingency tables:

1. theclasses of methods - objectiviable based upon the methodological macro-
structure of the CMO scheme examines the objectives of astadg or project,
and excludes those methods that are not appropriate. Ttramigeg set of meth-
ods enters the ‘constraints tables’; and

2. ‘constraints tables’ may be used to exclude more methuatsdo not comply
with ‘the number of participants’, ‘required soft skillshd ‘required expertise’.
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The constraints tables are based upon the implementatteri@ias discussed in
section 3.6.

The selection among the remaining methods may be based upitedée financial
resources of a project. If this is the case, no more contingtbles should be applied.
For this reason an individual assessment must be complEtedvater manager has the
opportunity at this stage to supply missing soft skills aruit expertise with financial
resources that may be available. In other words, if requiretif the financial resources
permit, experts such as modellers, moderators or mediatayde employed.

Financial resources may be assessed with the use of locdblgstas introduced in
section 3.4. These tables together with short descriptibtige respective participatory
method are compiled in a catalogue of participatory methbdsed upon a literature
search and first published in Hare and Krywkow (2005, 23 — 4% indicators for
number of participants, expertise and moderator skillspsied in this chapter are
drawn from this catalogue. An examples of catalogue itempesvided in appendix B.

The second function of these look-up tables is to align timeairing methods in
table 6.1. Yet, the remaining methods of the decision tréscgen can be assigned to
tasksintable 6.1. The resultis a participatory plan thetiporates the local constraints
as well as the objectives of a local project, supported btigjpatory methods that are
a result of an ‘optimisation’ process. In other words, albwm participatory methods
have been matched with the local objectives and constrairite following sections
present contingency tables that are based upon the datatleabeen found throughout
the case study effort in this research.

6.4.1 Contingency table 1. Matching classes of participato ry methods with ob-
jectives

Table 6.2 is an adaption of table 3.1 with the set of goalshihae been identified
throughout the case study collaboration with all involvetey managers (see table 5.2).
The goals that have been found in the literature, and useabie 8.1 are no longer in
use.

Furthermore, the classes that have been applied in each oéfie studies are listed
in the second part of table 6.2. A simple frequency of occweels added to each
of the columns. The comparison of both entries results igaificant ‘mismatch’ of
the classes between the potentially applicable methods [ifif of the table) and the
methods that have actually been applied in the case stigdiesr{d half of the table). It
is notable that only the British partners used involvemamypaigns. Reasons for this
were identified in the TGIIlI workshops where Dutch and Betgipractitioners stated
that the use of volunteers is not a standard approach in waeagement projects.
Citizens of these countries rely entirely on the authaitiesting that their tax contri-
bution is invested in these projects. The main reason foafipdication of education,
interviews, fora and workshops is the fact that these ctae$enethods require both
a higher level of expertise and more resources than othesedaof methods. The
TRUST partners were either not willing or did not have theazdy to employ meth-
ods from these classes. The following selection procedusirulated with the data of
the partner PNH (see section 5.3.4) to select from the pooiethods as introduced
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Table 6.2: Matching goals to classes of participatory methods (adapted from table 5.2)
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development of win-win plans N v N v
co-financing N v/ N
long-term use and maintenance N N v/ N v/ v/ N v/
public awareness N v N N
satisfaction of stakeholders Vv Vv Vv NV
increased involvement Vv Vv Vv N Vv
empowerment N Vv NV Vv
social learning N Vv NV Vv
occurrence [x/9] [077 [ 055 ] 055 [ 033 ]033]055]033] 1]055]
Applied in the case studies
BW VI VIV Vi oV v
Gece Vil Y Vi Vv Vi Y
POM v v v v
HHSK Vv Vv Vv
PNH Vv Vv

[ occurrence [y/5] [ o4] 1] o02] o] o] o8] o] 1] 02]

in section 3.4.1. Since all classes of methods are potbn$aitable to achieve one
or more of the designated goals (table 5.2), the entire powlathods enters the next
contingency table.

6.4.2 Contingency table 2: Number of participants

Table 6.3 matches all available participatory methods with number of partici-
pants in a process. Throughout a participatory procesmusamethods may be used
that can have different numbers of participants.

PNH has engaged the public as well as stakeholders. As adquersee, methods
for a large group of individuals may be selected in a limiteaywHowever, the rep-
resentatives of the relevant stakeholders are a group sthes 20 individuals. The
following methods might be selected:

e Information provision : websites are standard information provision tools. Fly-
ers and media advertisements can reach the neighbourhtuel wicinity of the
recreation site.

e Fora: Internet forum, newsletters, radio forum - all methodsehthe potential
for an exchange of information and perspectives;
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Table 6.3: Contingency table 2: number of participant and appropriate methods, adapted from
Hare and Krywkow (2005, 20)

Classes of meth-
ods

Large group (>50)

Mid-size group (20-
50)

Small group (>20)

Information pro-
vision

websites, flyers, media ad-
vertisements

websites

Fora Internet forum, newsletters, | Internet forum
radio forum
Interviews cognitive mapping, in- | card-sorting method, cog-
terviews nitive mapping, interviews
Events open days, road show, | field trips, school visit,

ideas competition
partnership/sponsorship

ideas competition
sponsorship/partnership,

Popular involve-
ment campaigns

Education lectures lectures, course work lectures, course work,
workshops
Surveys postal surveys, photo sur- | telephone/postal sur- | focus groups, Delphi
vey veys, focus groups, | method
photo survey
Meetings large group response ex-
ercises/open space, open
public meetings
Workshops multi-criteria analysis | multi-criteria analysis | multi-criteria analysis
(MCA), (MCA), (MCA), group model build-

ing, simulation, role playing
games, co-modelling

e Interviews: cognitive mapping, interviews and card sorting method imaysed
for a small group of stakeholders;

e Events open days, road shows, ideas competitions, field tripsdalisits are
all appropriate methods. Regular field trips can be esggciséful in informing,
consulting and educating interested citizens as well &sktiders.

e Popular involvement campaigns sponsorship/partnership are appropriate meth-

ods;
e Education: lectures, course work, workshops are methods that coudgbpked;

e Surveys postal surveys, photo surveys, telephone surveys, faousgpg, Delphi
method can be applied;

e Meetings large group response exercises/open spamgld be used. However,
these methods should not be used for the public (local retsdes well as users
and lobby groups), since the chance of equitably balanciog a large group of
people is low. Open public meetings are more appropriate;

e Workshops: multi-criteria analysis (MCA), group model building, sitsation,
role playing games, co-modelling; all these workshop mastean be used with
stakeholders.
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After applying thenumber of participantss a selection criterion ‘large group response
exercises/open space’ was excluded from the selection.

6.4.3 Contingency table 3: required moderator skills

Table 6.4 indicates the degree of moderator skills that otthiequire to be suc-
cessfully implemented in a process. Methods such as Irtéore interviews, ideas
competition, and courses, require some degree of moder&imvever, these methods
are not as influential as, for instance, a workshop or a ralgipy game.

Table 6.4: Contingency table 3: required moderator skills
Moderator skills [ Methods

radio fora, cognitive mapping, card-sorting method, workshops, focus groups, Del-
high phi method, large group response exercises/open space, group model building, role
playing games

Internet forum, interviews, ideas competition, courses, simulation, co-modelling,
public meetings

websites, flyers, media advertisements, newsletters, open days, road show, field
not required trips, school visit, sponsorship/partnership, lectures, mail surveys, photo survey,
multi-criteria analysis (MCA)

low

PNH did not have a moderator who was capable of leading wogshequiring
high moderator skills. However, the practitioners of PNHeéwaxperience with pub-
lic as well as stakeholder meetings. As a consequence, #flatie that require high
moderator skills have to be excluded from the selection fgraatners. The remaining
methods are:

e Information provision : websites, flyers and media advertisements;

e Fora: Internet forum, newsletters;

e Interviews: interviews;

e Events open days, road shows, ideas competitions, field tripgaahsits;
e Popular involvement campaigns sponsorship/partnership;

e Education: lectures, course work;

e Surveys postal surveys, telephone surveys, photo surveys;

e Meetings open public meetings;

e Workshops: multi-criteria analysis (MCA), simulation, co-model§n

PNH does not have an ‘in-house’ moderator. However, a psafaal moderator can be
hired, if the financial resources are available. This mustdmded when reviewing the
financial resources.
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6.4.4 Contingency table 4: Required expertise

Expertise is indicated dsvel of application skill{see table 3.4). This means that
particular methods require well-trained experts that afe & appropriately implement
those methods in a participatory process. Examples of stpdiied methods are: multi-
criteria analysis, co-modelling or scenario building (s#ele 6.5). The advantage of
these methods is that they may enable the participants terstashd complex interre-
lationships. However, there is also the possibility thatifitorrect data are used, (2)
correct data are used incorrectly, (3) an inappropriatéateis used or (4) results are
incorrectly interpreted (see section 2.1). The consecseoan be fatal to the process,
which has been demonstrated in practice. For this reasphjsizated methods have
been chosen with care and should be applied by those withuatkegxpertise.

Table 6.5: Contingency table 4: Expertise (application skills)

Level of applica- Methods
tion skills

cognitive mapping, card-sorting method, workshops, focus groups, Delphi
high method, group model-building, simulation, role-playing games, co-modelling, In-
ternet fora, courses, lectures, multi-criteria analysis (MCA)

radio fora, large group response exercises/open space, public meetings, inter-
views, ideas competition, websites, flyers, media advertisements, newsletters,
open days, road show, field trips, school visit, sponsorship/partnership, mail sur-
veys, photo survey

low

PNH does not have experience with models, simulations anilesiexpert meth-
ods that are applied in conjunction with participatory noeth. Hence, a high level of
application skills is not available. The remaining methads

e Information provision : websites, flyers and media advertisements;
e Fora: Internet forum, newsletters;

e Interviews: interviews;

e Events open days, road show, ideas competition, field trips, sotisits;
e Popular involvement campaigns sponsorship/partnership;

e Education: lectures, course work;

e Surveys postal survey, telephone survey, photo survey;

e Meetings open public meetings;

e Workshops: n/a

118



6.4.5 Cost/effort share

The number of participants, moderator skills and expedigeconstant attributes
that can be assigned to any participatory method. It is divelg straightforward ex-
ercise to design contingency tables with these attributesvever, a look-up table as
table 3.5 indicates another attributsst/effort shareThis attribute is not appropriate
for inclusion as a contingency table because of its vatgtilThere are no compara-
ble and fixed prices for staff, equipment and miscellaneasssc Upon completing
a decision tree, the water manager has to refer to the lodkhlps and balance the
non-monetary estimation and distribution of costs asdistethe relevant tables with
the available budget. The remaining methods still have therial to achieve all goals
as indicated in table 5.2. In view of the limited financialoesces of PNH, some ‘re-
dundant’ methods may be removed, such as road show, idegsetiion, telephone
surveys and photo surveys.

In section 5.3.5, PNH is described as a project with a compddof issues, a het-
erogeneous group of stakeholder and a complicated adnaitiiststructure. Given that
the goalssatisfaction of stakeholderscreased involvememgindsocial learningwere
not achieved, expertise for the realisation of more sojglaittd methods in conjunction
with stakeholder participation such as MCA or group modédg should have been
recruited.

6.5 Synthesis of alignment of methods with the decision tree

The available methodology to align participatory methads management scheme
is presented in table 6.1. The remaining methods of PNH mayjitpeed as follows:

1. Preparation phase

e Problem analysis: literature study, field study

e Stakeholder analysis: literature study, media study, feidy
e Resource allocation: financial review

e Agenda setting (draft)

e Communication plan: literature study, media study, (tetape) interviews
with consortium partners

e Participatory plan (draft)
2. Inception phase

e Publication: websites, flyers and media advertisements

Stakeholder analysis: field study, postal survey, publieting
e Resource allocation: postal survey, public meeting

Agenda setting (final)

Monitoring and evaluation: planning sheet, interviews

Participatory plan (final)
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e Knowledge elicitation: interviews, postal survey, pubtieeting
3. Core phase

e Education: lecture, field trip
e Social learning: meetings, (MCA)
e Monitoring and evaluation: interviews (stakeholder rexg®), intensity anal-
ysis
e Recruiting volunteers: sponsorship/partnership
4. Decision

e Monitoring and evaluation: results of intensity analysis

Several tasks may refer to the same methods: interviews malebigned for stake-
holder analysis, resource allocation (co-financing), Kiedge elicitation and monitor-
ing and evaluation at the same time; a meeting may be usedakel®lder analysis,
knowledge elicitation and resource allocation; and swsvegn be used for resource
allocation, knowledge elicitation, and monitoring andlaaéion. The multi-purpose
application of methods depends on a well-coordinated jt@nand preparation of ac-
tivities resulting in a highly efficient use of methods.

The comparison of the simulated design of a participatoay for PNH with the
methods actually applied as presented in table 5.12 denatesthat the potential of
applicable methods according to the alignment schemeidaciree was significantly
higher than the applied methods. Even with a reduced set thfads, assuming scarce
resources for participation, effectiveness could have lggeater. The failure in reach-
ing the goals of ‘social learning’ and ‘increased involveridies in the shortage of
appropriate methods throughout the stakeholder partioiparocess. The dissatisfac-
tion of stakeholders is also an indicator of the poor pertoroe of the applied methods,
especially the meetings.

6.6 Conclusions

The newly introduced decision procedure, consisting ofl@maent scheme and a
decision tree, represents a continuation of the methogdlag has been developed in
chapter 3and 4. However, it is not a method that has beenltiediee case studies such
as CMO and COPIR, but is a result of the case study work. Wheteimenting the
example of PNH in the decision scheme, it was only possibles&available material
that was developed for testing CMO and COPIR. For a suitadedf the decision
procedure some of the interview questions as well as theshoiktopics should have
been fitted to the requirements of the decision scheme pezsénthis chapter. For
example, the simulated case study result cannot provideatdinswer to the question
of whether or not moderators or experts were available andére intended to be
recruited nor whether sufficient financial resource werdalvie to hire experts.

Nevertheless, the case study material permitted a simpi®udstration. Elements
of this decision procedure have already been developediie &ted Krywkow (2005).
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The most innovative part was the ‘catalogue of participatoethods’ including look-
up tables for the estimation of decision attributes. Furttege, Hare and Krywkow
(2005, p.16 — 22) is a first attempt in the development of a gutace for selecting
participatory methods. However, it did not apply the two agpts ‘alignment’ and
‘decision tree’.

The development of this decision procedure is a balancihgeteeen strict guide-
lines as required by the water managers of the case studigshe variable local con-
text of each particular project. More work must be carrietitou(1) test the robustness
of the method in the field, (2) complete the current set of lapkables, and (3) provide
a tool in the form of software for an automated applicatiothef decision framework.
The decision framework as discussed in this chapter cangesupport for water man-
agers to improve their participatory management, and helgxplore new methods
without an extended review of the relevant literature idahg the variety of available
guidebooks. This can be a significant step forward to britigegp between science
and practice by transferring more of the valuable scientitick of many researchers to
the practise of water management.
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CHAPTER [

Conclusions and prospects

Goal-oriented managemeista central concept in the research undertaken presented in
this thesis. It was driven by the search for effectivenegmiticipatory management as
well as for more rigour in the application of scientific mediso Goal-oriented manage-
ment is introduced to provide a problem-solving approaeh lbads to more effective
implementation of public and stakeholder participation.

Participatory methods in environmental decision making b&aseen as part of the
interdisciplinary methodological framework t¢ritegrated Environmental Assessment
that emerged from the need to explore complex and real-vwprddesses in a holistic
way. Normativity, uncertainty and subjectivity are delibkely included in the research
agenda. These notions enable scientists to model compkexatationships, and ex-
plore large scale phenomena and their effects on smak-sgatems and human beings.
This is of importance for policy processes and to the poliekens who require reliable
and comprehensible results from the scientific world. Big@itory methods can play
a key role in the discourse among scientists, lay people alicypmakers, by translat-
ing scientific insights into information that is appropedior decision processes in the
environmental policy arena.

The entire research upon which this thesis is based is diesised by itsdualism
and a search fdralanceamong phenomena. This includes but is not limited to: seenc
and management, human and environment, rigour and flayjlérge-scale events and
small scale impacts, constraints and objectives, expeviadge and lay knowledge,
participatory methods and expert methods, strict guidsliand local contexts, align-
ment scheme and decision tree, macro methods and micro dsetlewoels and classes,
and phases and tasks. On the one hand, more rigour in the doéily is required
to increase scientific validity as well as the reliabilityrabdels and results. On the
other hand, mechanistic approaches have limited appligadond are difficult to trans-
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fer between case studies. Consequently, Dale (2001) pbssuh dualistic thinking to

prevent the decoupling of related phenomena and ontolo@esoupling may result

in aberrations that obscure the view of the origin of proldeand moreover the quest
for problem solution. The contemporary tendency to empémhiical solutions as a
panacea for a wide range of (environmental) problems isgostexample of this phe-
nomenon.

The drawbacks of this type of research include ‘messy pm§legnevitable uncer-
tainty, complex interrelationships, wicked causal netsaand value-laden concepts.
Moreover, the mindset of the average occidental earthliages instant technical so-
lutions, causal chains, freedom of markets, a bargain, lalivty-bling mobile phones’.
The questions underlying this world of low prices and instzash are sometimes in-
convenient and preferably swept under the carpet. Howgwerecent credit crisis as
well as the ongoing climate change impact debate suggédshthearpet cannot conceal
these issues any longer, and it is time for a spring cleaning.

In the last two decades integrative and multi-disciplinasearch has evolved to an
extent that its protagonists could increasingly get esslethiemes profiled on the pol-
icy agenda at all scale levels from global to local. The raj@delopment of integrated
models in conjunction with the growing availability of bylklata sets, both supported
by an exponential growth in computer capacity provide mora ianproved evidence
of phenomena such as the human impact on climate change.vidgweethodologies
are required to improve the understanding of these problantsmore importantly, to
translate new scientific insights into policy processes tagdsetting decisions. Un-
fortunately, better models and bigger computers alone ataswive the problems of
the world. The bridging element between science, policy mrahagementgover-
nance needs to be reconsidered. The concept of integrated emva@ntal assessment
already has a dualistic nature: (1) research methodolody(2hassessment for con-
sultancies, managers and policy makers. Governance magdmeas a member of
the multi-disciplinary family, and falls under the umbeebf integrated environmen-
tal assessment. A governance style specifies, for examplat, and how norms and
values are implemented in, and how human interaction is geththroughout a policy
process. This has consequences for the extent to whicthstialez and public participa-
tion may influence decision processes. It goes beyond the itheological perspective
of high-level policy makers and managers, and includes pipdied methodology of a
governance approach. For this reason, expertise and piafetism are required.

The above statement provides the link to the central staieofethis thesis, and
the argument for expertise in participatory managementidean Another goal of this
research was to expedite the emancipation of participat@yagement so that it be-
comes an area of expertise alongside engineering, ecalagsessment and planning.
Hence, it is argued that more research on methodologicalctsjpf stakeholder and
public participation must be undertaken.

The first research question of this thesis was:

1. Is there a consistent methodological framework for partici patory processes

in water resources management that is independent of the loc al context, but
flexible and adaptive enough to handle specific issues, and un certainty?

123



The available methodology for public and stakeholder pgdition in environmen-
tal decision processes, and in particular for water regsmanagement, was reviewed,
and a new typology has been added to the existing concepésailrhis to enable wa-
ter managers to select the most effective and appropriateate for designing and
implementing their participatory processes. A new coasisstructure (CMO) was de-
veloped that serves as an underlying concept for the impitatien of process planning
and design as well as evaluation and monitoring. Goal-gtemanagement was the
determining notion of this approach. First, a selectionwfigbooks have been intro-
duced and discussed, and several weaknesses were iderB#igetl upon the relevant
literature, an overview of essential concepts of publicstaleholder participation was
provided. The new concept ofassef participatory methods has been introduced to
serve as a link betweamethodsandlevelsof participation. The second function of
the new term is to provide a systematic overview of a mulétoedl methods. At the
same time, levels of participation that are based upon waroncepts in the literature
were related to the requirements of (local) environmergalgdon processes. The new
concepts of (1jnacrostructure, referring to the levels and classes of partiiipaand
(2) micro structure, referring to the implementation criteria oftgdpatory methods
(cost/effort share, expertise, soft skills, number of ipgrants, etc.) were introduced.
This new typology is the essential basis for the constraimgthods-objectives scheme,
where the macro structure refers to the objectives of a geomed the micro structure to
the constraints. More specifically, classes of participapoocesses may be assigned to
particular objectives, that already narrows down the $efoceffective methods. The
second part of this search refers to the local constrairdsagailability of resources,
which is the second level of selection.

The CMO typology as introduced in chapter 3 is not a complet¢hodological
framework but provides structure for a framework. The openalisation of this typol-
ogy was accomplished in 1) a controlling approach, and 2aamhg support approach
that provides a selection algorithm for the design of a piditory plan.

2. How can water managers be enabled to select appropriate meth ods for their
work, and if required to adjust the methods throughout the co urse of a
project?

Throughout the CMO approach as described in chapter 3 wasnlgaunderlying
methodology that supported water managers in the desigimgwidmentation of par-
ticipatory methods in their projects. The CMO scheme wasm@apanied only by a
list of best-practise tips for the design and planning of digpatory process. A first
version of the new (CMO) approach was documented in the TRUSI inception
report and provided to the managers of each of the case studiaddition, scientists
and managers implemented workshops together with thetiateof building capacity
among the managers. However, it was not only managers wheeleédrom scientists,
but also scientists who were able to learn from the day-tovetark of water managers.
In this way a combination of lectures and iterative (sodedyning was achieved. An-
other important effect was transboundary learning. Théaamge of experience among
water managers from three different European countriesavggnificant aspect of the
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case study effort for both the managers and the scientiststher words, one uniform
methodology was tested in five sub-case studies with disteocal contexts.

A subsequent step was the development of a participatory thiat follows the
(CMO) scheme, but is suited to the requirements of each ot#se studies. The
scientists and managers collaborated to design the plahsviére eventually imple-
mented in their respective case studies. These plans aselagban effort combining
a methodological structure with experiences and knowleddmth the scientists and
practitioners.

Thus far, scientists and managers have collaboratedflyjthnd initial results may
be considered a success. However, after all the capacityitoyihat took place, man-
agers were still concerned that they are not able to applynétbodology without the
support of participatory experts. As a result of this concand the field work car-
ried out, a new method for the selection of participatoryhods was developed. For
this purpose, three approaches were combined: (1) the eaimemt of participatory
processes tparticipatory managemergombining participatory methods with expert
methods based upon the new tettasks Tasks mark stages along project stages that
co-ordinate the application of methods; (2) siggnmentof the macro-structure of the
CMO scheme into a framework that represartiasef a project. In other words, the
time dimension was introduced as an integral part of the auktlogical framework.
Moreover, tasks were aligned with the phases, and both pe&) (MO and alignment)
together constitute a strict guideline for the design of digipatory process without
violating the local context; and (3) in order to narrow dovae selection of participa-
tory methods alecision treewas applied. The tree currently consists of four levels
with contingency tables. The levels are: objectives of @@ss, number of participants,
available soft skills, and available expertise. The fingklevithin the decision tree
is the cost/effort share attribute that could not be traadlénto a contingency table
because of its variability. However, at this point, aftex #pplication of the four contin-
gency tables, a water manager can make a choice by balaheimgrhaining methods
with the available resources.

The decision tree was applied with available data from thee cudy, and imple-
mented in the alignment scheme. Yet, a sound knowledge omplete overview of
participatory methods is not necessary in order to make progpate choice of meth-
ods.

3. Is there a generally applicable method to monitor and evalua te participatory
processes independent of the context of a specific project?

The monitoring and evaluation method is described and d&gmiiin chapter 4. The
methodology is the operationalisation of the CMO schemeg thi¢ objective to perform

a controlling procedure. The effectiveness of the appliethomds have been assessed
with regard to both objectives and constraints of a locaécd®easons for success or
failure of a (sub)process can be derived from either the gdmice of a particular
method or an imperfect implementation of a method. The g\l this approach

is the use of a well-defined set witensity criteriafor the evaluation of participatory
processes instead of direct evaluation criteria that anméiny cases) only applicable to
a specific local project. In addition to its general appliighthe virtue of this approach
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is the comparability among various applications at a laal, which suggests its value
in supporting transboundary learning, which was demotegiray the five case studies.
Furthermore, the evaluation results delivered a surgyigiaccurate portrayal of each
of the case studies, even without the desired stakeholdponse. Together with the
planning sheets, the standard interview questions andefherts, a complete set of
tools for evaluation and monitoring is now available. In soamy, the contribution of
this thesis is:

1. a uniform methodological structure that endeavours #ei@xonomy of meth-
ods in terms of their goal-reaching capacity on the one haddreeir applicability
in terms of the local constraints on the other;

2. based upon this methodological structure a monitorirbesaluation procedure
supports users to control participatory processes, datettorrect undesirable
development and significantly improve the comparabilitpiafcess development
and outcomes among various projects;

3. provide a rigorous selection procedure for the designpdrécipatory strategy,
that is capable of incorporating local objectives and aairsts, and this way fa-
cilitates the required flexibility and adaptive capacityaofy human-environment
system throughout a decision process.

The newly developed methodological framework (CMO + COPignment/decision
tree) gives way for both a scientific discussion and betteeustanding and systematic
access to participatory methods that are potentially abkglfor the application in water
resources management.

Prospects

This thesis is only a snapshot of the current scientific effdore research must be
carried out particularly with a view to improving the seleat process for the choice
of participatory methods. Thus far, the two new approacté4) and COPIR, have
been tested, but more field work should be undertaken withaaae studies. The five
cases of the TRUST project have demonstrated the value $¢ tq@proaches, but these
studies alone are not sufficient evidence of the effectisenéthe method. In new case
studies, the applicability of the new selection tools diésatin chapter 6 must be tested
with an appropriate set of field methods.

Furthermore, the catalogue of available participatoryhoés should be reviewed,
completed, and a generally applicable (software) tool khwleally be developed to
implement the new methods, and make them available foriposetrs and managers
of participatory processes worldwide. Initially, this inriéquire an extensive literature
review and web search. The review undertaken in this res@dmndgously encompassed
only a selection of methods to fit the requirements of the TRig&®ject. Software in
conjunction with a web interface may serve as a planningatppol for practitioners,
but can also be a platform for accessing and exchangingdgl@ailable knowledge
that has been gathered throughout years of research. Sueb aawtal has not only
potential as a planning support tool for practitioners, &igb as a platform for the
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collection, exchange and improved accessibility of knalgkeand experience that has
already been gathered in academia as well as in practicdtuvéast decades. In light
of the current efforts of many European countries to implentiee Water Framework
Directive in their national legislation, the methodologyrdoduced in this research may
be a valuable supportto many European, as well as non-Eamapster managers, once
the planning support tool is available.
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APPENDIX A

List of case study activities

Table A.1: Overview of main TRUST TGl activities (Krywkow, 2007, p.13)

Date Location Activity Main Issues
10-12/09/ Rotterdam kickoff meeting Introduction to the project
2004
23-24/02/ Gloucester | TRUST/TGIII Feedback on the inception report, tasks for partners
2005 meeting to supplement to the IR, introduction to each partners
project, exchanging experiences related to the projects,
interviews and questionnaires for inception evaluation.
26-28/04/ Montpellier | TRUST/NeWater | Workshop exchanging experience between two interna-
2005 joint meeting tional water management projects, capacity building on
participatory methods
- - Participatory Participatory plans were written for each partner. PNH
plans received a review of their communication plan
29-30/09/ Glasgow TRUST/TGIII Reporting back from all partner’s recent activities in the
2005 meeting project. Presentation and agreement on the evaluation
concept. Development of a common set of objectives to
be used as a basis for the evaluation.
01-02/02/ Glasgow Workshop with | Research group supported GCC in a stakeholder work-
2006 stakeholders shop
20-21/02/ Bruges TRUST/TGII Reporting back from partners, exchange of experience,
2006 meeting discussing the TRUST game CD,; filling in and presenting
planning sheets (team work)
20/03/ 2006 Rotterdam Interim evalua- | Research team visited a participatory activity (opening
tion ceremony) at HHSK, and carried out an interim evalua-
tion interview.
10/04/ 2006 Alkmaar Interim evalua- | Seecon and POM visited a participatory activity
tion (klankboardgroep meeting) at PNH; the research team
and PNH carried out an interim evaluation interview.
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Table A.1: Overview of main TRUST TGIII activities (Krywkow, 2007, p.13)

Date Location Activity Main Issues
24/04/ 2006 Bruges Interim evalua- | the research team visited a participatory activity (informa-
tion tion meeting) at POM; and carried out an interim evalua-
tion interview.
07/06/ 2006 Glasgow Interim evalua- | Seecon visited a participatory activity (meeting with com-
tion munity group) at GCC; interim evaluation interview.
08/06/ 2006 Gloucester | Interim evalua- | Interim evaluation interview carried out with BW; interim
tion evaluation report.
05-06/10/ Bruges TRUST/TGIII Site visit Roobeek, Ardooie, the POM project, exchange
2006 meeting of experience and lessons learned, discussing the con-
tent and structure of the final report, meeting and discus-
sion with TG | and II.
31/01-01/02/ | Glasgow TRUST/TGIII Site visit at Ruchill Park, the GCC project, reporting back,
2007 meeting exchange of experience, feedback on interim evaluation
reports written for each partner, discussion and continu-
ation of the evaluation process, meeting and discussion
with TG | and Il, discussing the game CD, discussing con-
tent and outline of the final report.
03-04/04/ Cheltenham| TRUST/TGIII Site visit at the Stroud canal and the Lawns, the case
2007 meeting study of BW, exchange of experience, lessons learned for
further projects, discussing the game CD, filling in (final)
evaluation questionnaires
24-25/10/ Haarlem TRUST  Final | Presentation and discussion of the results of the TRUST
2007 Conference effort.
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APPENDIX B

Example for a catalogue entry: Large group response

exercise
Table B.1: Summary of implementation criteria
Level of Cost-effort share Level of app. skills Moderator User mode Spec.
part. @] O] ® ®MIO] @ skills software
[ 2 [ 40% [ 30% [ 30% [ E [ E | E [ high | large group | no |

This participatory technique is a method to get an instant response to a pre-defined set of questions from
a large number of people in a meeting. The questions, usually three, are related to the topic of the meeting,
and might deal with 1) the resources, 2) the opportunities and drawbacks and 3) potential measures or policy
for the planning site.

The moderator introduces the audience to the project and the related issues, and starts asking the pre-
pared questions. Each participant has a few minutes time to write down a respond to each question, and
another few minutes to highlight the most important answer. Thereafter, each participant may display the
highlighted answer at a flip chart or other publicly accessible display. Each of the displays pools answers to
a specific question. The moderator or an assistant reviews or summarizes the answers. The third part of
the meeting is an analysis of the collected answers. This may range from a simple reading of the answers
to a content analysis. This method combines individual opinions of a topic with a related group discussion.
The variety of views and perspectives can be displayed, and thereafter discussed. It is a quick way of getting
insights to the composition of a group of participants and their perspectives, and let them reflect on this. Even
with a large number of participants all opinions have a chance to be heard. The entire procedure is quick,
transparent and straightforward.

Warning: The results of this method may not be interpreted as a result of a group process. Contradictions,
problems, and misunderstandings can be revealed, but not be summarised as a compromise or consensus
nor solved.

142



Table B.2: Resources breakdown

Phases: Preparation | Implementation Analysis
Staff moderator, as- | moderator, (team of assis- | analyst
sistant tants)
Time [h] several hours one to two hours several hours
Tools preparing re- | room for a large group, re- | computer
sponse sheets sponse sheets and pencils,
flip charts
Add. costs
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