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Friday, November 12th 2004, 10.00 – 14.00 h. 
 
Facilitation of the workshop:  
 

• Liz O’Neil – Project Manager of Ribble PRB for Environment Agency 
• Daniel Bond – Technical Pilot Officer Ribble PRB for Environment Agency 
• Yvonne Rees – Project Manager for HarmoniCOP for WRc 

 
Objectives of the workshop: 
 

• To inform the persons and organisations directly involved in the case study about the main 
findings of the WRc report on the Ribble 

• To discuss with the participants the main learning conclusions and improvements that can be 
drawn from this study 

• To contribute to the relevance and transfer of the learning conclusions of this study to the 
river basin management and to the implementation of the Water Framework Directive in the 
Ribble 

 
Participants of the workshop: 
 
25 persons were invited to attend the workshop representing the key stakeholder interests with the 
Ribble Basin, this was the fifth stakeholder forum that has occurred in the duration of the 
HarmoniCOP case study: 
 
The complete list of organizations and functions of the persons that attended the workshop, and those 
who excused their absence, can be found in attachment nr. 1 to this report. 
 
Program of the workshop: 
 

WHEN WHAT 
10.00 – 10.15 1. Welcome (including introduction of new Project Manager) and general 

introduction to the workshop 
10.15 – 10.30 2. Integrated River Basin Planning  - Project update including monitoring  

wetlands and agricultural testing – Stakeholder exercise 
10.30 – 11.15 3. Feedback on Risk Review meeting 
11.15 - 11.30 3. Coffee Break 
11.30 – 12.00  4. Discussion of Integrated River Basin Planning Exercise 
12.00 – 12.30 5. HarmoniCOP Evaluation of Ribble and other case studies in Europe 
12.30 – 12.45 6. Stakeholder feedback on Evaluation 
12.45 – 14.00     Lunch & close 
 
 

 
1. Welcome and general introduction to the workshop.  

 
The Environment Agency Project Manager welcomes everyone to the forum meeting 
 
The EA Project Manager clarifies the aims of the workshop, gives an overview of the program and of 
the proposed ways of working. 
  
In attachment nr. 2 to this report there is a list of the documents that the participants of the workshop 
received. 
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Before the official start of the workshop, delegates and participants informally discuss issues relating 
to the Basin and the process during the pre-workshop coffee session.  The stakeholders usually 
discuss issues in pairs or groups of 3-4 people, the groups consist of stakeholders with differing 
backgrounds and associations with the process.  The discussions are informal and relaxed generally 
consisting of re-establishing relationships with other stakeholders   

 
2. Integrated River Basin Planning  

 
 
Introduction by the Technical Pilot Officer for the Environment Agency acting as a facilitator: 
 
Slide presentation  
 
Could the characterisation be re-examined, in particular with relation to the characterisation map and 
the methodology used in respect of Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (NVZs). It is very important to identify 
the correct causes of environmental problems to decide on the solutions. The facilitator asked the 
participants to highlight issues of concern so that these could be taken forward in the planning 
process, to ensure that the planning process was not based just on risk assessment maps. Stakeholders 
ask if there will be an opportunity to influence the characterisation maps, Dan Bond explains that for 
this year that would not be possible but stakeholder comments would be included in further revisions 
of the map. Some stakeholders were concerned that these maps was purely website based and that this 
affected access to the information and requested that these should be provided on CD. The EA Project 
Team agreed with this as CD versions of the maps had been distributed at a National level. 
 
 

3. Feedback from Risk Review meeting 
 
 
The stakeholder exercise was introduced by Daniel Bond, the forum split randomly into 3 smaller 
groups to discuss key issues in the Ribble Catchment and discuss the sources, indicators, drivers and 
goals related to issues highlighted in the risk review meeting e.g. diffuse N and P. 
After a short discussion the groups decided that it was potentially too early to review the issues in the 
method devised by the Environment Agency as questions related to the risk review and the 
characterisation maps still required clarification.  The stakeholders suggested that the forum should 
have a further opportunity to review key issues and should work on refining the key issues table at the 
next meeting. It was suggested that in the future, smaller discussion groups should be decided in 
advance of the meeting to ensure that not only that stakeholders in groups represented a balance of the 
issues but also that they had sufficient technical knowledge of the subject to provide effective input 
and not view the exercise as an improper use of their time.  Stakeholders considered that individual 
participants could not effectively contribute to every technical issue and would prefer to concentrate 
on their own areas of technical and local knowledge. Stakeholders within one of the discussion 
groups were concerned that through their lack of technical specialism that they were “wasting the 
time” of the more technically focussed members of the group and affecting the process.  
 
Stakeholders were concerned about the science behind the maps they were using and their generalised 
nature suggesting that sound science was required to clarify the risks and issues and that the local 
knowledge should be better utilised.  Participants were concerned that issues could be missed in the 
process of deciding which stakeholders would have the expertise to contribute to particular technical 
issues. The Environment Agency also stated that there was / would be no bias in relation to the topics 
that it asked stakeholders to discuss. 
 
The overall outcome of the discussion was an agreement by Dan Bond to use stakeholders’ comments 
to develop a more detailed table of issues and guiding principles and feed this back to the forum.  It 
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was also suggested that the discussion of the further work on the issues and guiding principles table 
could be streamlined to a narrow group of the forum.  
 
 
 
 

4. Public participation evaluation in Europe through HarmoniCOP and main 
findings concerning participation and multiparty collaboration in the UK case 
study. 

 
Presentation of slides concerning: (see attachment 4) 

• European case studies 
• Social learning concepts and barriers  
• Framing and reframing: 
• Leadership and other functions 
• Boundary management 

 
The session was facilitated by Yvonne Rees (WRc, HarmoniCOP) who introduced the research of 
HarmoniCOP and gave details of the other approaches and outcomes of case studies in Europe.  The 
facilitator continued by introducing the results of the evaluation of the Ribble public participation 
before introducing the aims of the stakeholder exercise. The overall objective of this session was to 
receive feedback from stakeholders regarding the following points of the process: 
 

• What has/hasn’t worked and why? 
• What have the strengths of the Stakeholder Forum been? 
• Any approaches that should be further applied 
• Is the Ribble Stakeholder Forum taking into account sufficiently all viewpoints? 
• Will the Stakeholder Forum make it easier to develop the plan and then implement it? 
• Are Stakeholder Forum members seeing situations in a new/alternative way, and what made 

this learning possible? 
• Is it better to prepare a draft River Basin Management Plan before presenting and discussing 

it with the stakeholders Or involve the stakeholders right from the beginning without 
knowing well where this will lead to? 

 
The stakeholders were asked to divide themselves back into their earlier 3 groups to discuss the 
process as a whole using the questions outlined above as a guide.  Each group was facilitated by a 
member of the EA or WRc / HarmoniCOP. The commitment to be involved in the process was 
demonstrated by the stakeholders readily agreeing to stay on and discuss the issues when the session 
had already used up its allocated time. 
 
Discussion of Issues 
 
Some stakeholders felt that their views had not been taken into account in the Ribble Vision and that 
their participation had not been acknowledged (English Heritage).  This lead to a question of “are 
ideas being discarded” and if so, why?, stakeholders wanted to know the process of accepting 
comments.  On the positive side people thought that the breadth of inclusion was good and the 
developing symbiosis between the groups and between the stakeholders and the Vision was good.  
Stakeholders believed that the EA had tried to make this work which had benefited the process. Some 
were concerned that there was an absence of young people in the forum especially as they would be 
the generation that would see the direct effects of this work. Another group suggested as requiring 
inclusion was the general public. This highlighted the difficulty in not only their absence from the 
Ribble stakeholder forum and engaging the general public but also, demonstrating the relevance and 
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importance of the Water Framework Directive and River Basin Management Planning to the public as 
a whole.   
 
Stakeholders were worried that there seemed to be a lack of notes / minutes available.  Participants 
wanted these so that they could be given to colleagues and people who may have to attend meetings 
in place of the normal representative so that better continuity could be maintained. Attending 
stakeholders were also looking for guidance as to the correct level of knowledge transfer within their 
own organisation, what should they be passing on? Stakeholders believed that the website for the 
project was improving and was better than the initial efforts but still thought pages were difficult to 
find and retrieve, also they were still concerned about website reliance for the distribution of 
information as this was not active enough. Many stakeholders suggested they would like to see 
traditional methods used in conjunction as they do not have the time / resources to surf the internet, 
e.g. sending out information with water bills.  The participants believed that greater publicity through 
the media was required, suggesting that press releases could be drafted by the EA and approved for 
release by the stakeholder forum, e.g. using the Ribble Vision document for a press release or a 
comparative article of the Ribble process and the other European case studies.  Another option was 
for stakeholders to act as ambassadors for the project but due to a lack of clarity were unclear as to 
what to say. 
 
Stakeholders were also concerned with the synergy with other processes in the region and also 
making similar amounts of information available to all groups as they believed that some groups in 
the Douglas catchment and the Estuary may be slightly lagging behind in this process and they could 
be brought up to speed quickly with better information provision. Participants wanted further details 
of the WFD, although they were taking part in this process, they want to know, where it leads?, what 
is the decision-making process that the EA / DEFRA will go through to make the vision happen? 
How would different processes e.g. CAMS, SMPs and LEAPs fit in?. They were interested in the 
degree of flexibility within the process to implement measures and also what type of plans will come 
out of this process and how will they be implemented.  
 
Existing committees for other processes were considered to be a useful mechanism as the EA was 
accountable to these, but the committees are not currently involved in the forum. Establishing a 
stronger link with these review committees would provide a stronger political influence as well as 
promotion of the work and synergy with other processes.   
 
A major point that was also made by stakeholders interviewed in the post process questionnaires was 
the need for more information about workshops and forums.  For example, they wanted to know what 
each session was designed to achieve, i.e. why they were there, as some people felt that they were 
attending sessions where they could not input due to a lack of technical knowledge or specialism and 
that they would have been better not to attend and to concentrate their time on focussed sessions. 
Stakeholders suggested that themed meetings or focussed topic groups and making use of specialisms 
amongst them would be more appropriate with information supplied before the meeting to give time 
for preparation and they knew what they were setting out to achieve. 
 
The issue of time available to the process was considered to be very important, some stakeholders 
believed that the timescales were restrictive and had been rushed in meetings.  Business 
representatives preferred shorter, focussed workshops as they have to justify the time dedicated to the 
process. Stakeholders considered that the forum had provided excellent networking opportunities to 
build mutual trust but also that the membership of the forum and the Terms of Reference should be 
subject to continual review to maintain the impetus and energy of the process while avoiding fatigue. 
The fact that the forum was not EA led was seen as important as this demonstrated its independence 
and gave the stakeholders confidence to discuss issues more openly. 
 
Stakeholders agreed that it was best to involve them at the beginning and to try to ensure continuity 
amongst the attendees but it was the responsibility of the people attending to feedback to their 
organisation and to make potential successors aware of the process, this ties in to the production of a 
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detailed and available project record for people to study. An idea the stakeholders picked up from the 
WRc presentation was the Belgian idea of Scenario modelling, stakeholders would be keen to see 
what happened if particular parts of the vision were implemented. A suggested example was 
demonstration farms. They believed this would encourage stakeholders, maintain the impetus and 
avoid stakeholder fatigue.  Questions were raised as to whether money was available through the EA 
for the implementation of small-scale projects to demonstrate the outcomes of the process in action, 
another way of invigorating the process. 
 
The overall view of the participants was that the stakeholder forum had worked well to date but 
members were concerned that the development of the vision was the “honeymoon” period and that 
this would change as issues were tackled. However, the gentle start had provided an opportunity for 
the stakeholders to form into a committed and mutually trusting group, which provided hope for the 
discussion of future issues.   
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5. Final conclusions and operational results of the workshop. 

 
     
Main learning conclusions Practical implications.  Commitments 
The importance of importance 
of early engagement of 
stakeholders in public 
participatory processes 
 

Before starting a participatory 
process, it is important to 
carefully analyse the key 
stakeholders and ensure the 
participation of as many groups 
as possible be clear with the 
stakeholders about the limits of 
their participation, tune 
expectations between initiators 
and external actors: what is their 
input in the process, and what 
will be done with it? Be clear 
what participation implies for 
stakeholders, e.g. in terms of 
feedback to their constituencies. 

The use of an independent 
organisation to analyse and 
contact stakeholders to 
ensure their participation 
and highlight the 
independent nature of the 
process. 

The importance of providing 
sufficient and timely 
information for meetings and 
having focussed topic groups to 
discuss issues so that attendees 
do not feel they are wasting 
their time which encourages 
stakeholder fatigue 

When starting a participatory 
process, provide information 
about the workshop and the 
potential aims and objectives of 
the meeting but without 
constricting the potential topic 
areas for debate. This must be 
combined with careful 
identification of the relevant 
stakeholders for each group 

The officer representing 
the WFD implementation 
project will feedback from 
this workshop as to how 
this idea can be integrated 
into future planning 

There is already some social 
learning taking place in the 
case; but this is restricted to the 
members of the core group  

Providing an opportunity for the 
stakeholders to input to the risk 
and characterisation maps will 
provide a method of enhancing 
this. 

 

The importance of preventing 
stakeholder fatigue 

Review of Terms of Reference 
for the stakeholders and the 
membership to the forum to 
ensure the process remains 
energised and forward thinking 

Ribble Basin Project team 
to consider this for future 
meetings 

 
 
The workshop ends at 14.00 h.  
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Attachment 1: 
 
Participants of the workshop: 
 

• Project team – Environment Agency 
• WRc – representing HarmoniCOP 
• Planning representatives of local borough councils, County Council and North West Regional 

Assembly 
• Regional Flood Defence Committee representatives 
• World Wide Fund for Nature 
• National Farmers Union representative 
• Representatives of local conservation initiatives e.g. Ribble Catchment Conservation Trust 
• Representatives from local industrial companies (BNFL, William Blythe Ltd.) 
• Representatives of UK Government Departments (Defra) 
• Local representatives of National Environmental NGOs and consumer groups (e.g. English 

Nature, RSPB, WaterVoice) 
 

Attachment 2: 
 
List of documents that the participants of the workshop received in their folder: 
 

• Workshop program and list of participants 
 

• Minutes of last meeting 
 

• “A vision for the Ribble Basin” – A publication describing the main outcomes and goals of 
the Vision process 

 
• “Public Participation Evaluation” -  a reprinted slide collection 
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Attachment 3: 
 

Main findings of the case study  
 
Concerning framing/reframing 
 

This means: 
• That we can only know reality and intervene in it from a particular perspective and with 

particular action logic. A frame is determined by the (professional, social) group to which we 
belong and the situation in which we are involved 

• Different kinds of frames are used in relation to environmental and water issues (Lewicki et 
al. 2002) 

• As different actors look at a situation with a different frame, they consider different aspects as 
problematic and propose different actions 

• Parties in a joint initiative will position themselves and the others by the way they frame and 
eventually reframe the issue under consideration. 

 
Examples of framing in the Ribble: 
• “River Basin Management Plan” is, at the early stage of this process the overriding frame that 

exists within the Ribble, this will develop over time and  
• “Ribble Vision” has recently been published and is most considered by the stakeholders 

 
Paradoxical tensions related to framing/reframing in the Ribble: 
• On the one hand there is a need of convergence: one clear frame to which all actors can stick 

and with which they can identify: a vision of the Ribble which serves the “general interest” 
and makes it possible to advance. 

• On the other hand there is also a need of divergence: different kinds of knowledge and 
technical competencies have to be taken into account to enhance legitimacy and feasibility of 
the Ribble RBMP 

 
Challenges: 
• Is the Ribble sufficiently taking into account all relevant criteria and considerations? 
• Is there sufficient time to consider all the issues and the framing and re-framing of the 

process 
 
Concerning different functions and leading a collaborative process: 
 
 This means that: 

• Different functions and positions have to be considered in relation to a multiparty process: 
leading – facilitating – content contribution – (political, financial, moral) support – resistance 

• Leading means: giving a certain direction to an initiative; this is generally related to a vertical 
structure and conferred on a top-down basis 

• Multiparty implies (more) horizontal structuring, hence alternative concepts of leadership 
(“distributed”, “joined up”, “shared”, etc.) are required 

• Leadership functions tend to put emphasis on task content and procedures; but especially in 
multiparty initiatives relational processes (managing distrust, institutional rivalries, 
exclusions, etc.) are very important = facilitating 

• Awareness of exclusion can lead to (overt or hidden) resistance to an initiative. 
 
Examples of different actors and functions in the Ribble: 

• Environment Agency: convener, leading, financial support, expertise, local context 
knowledge 
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• Related local and regional administrations: expertise, local context knowledge, some 
financial means, some legal competencies (are development proposals compatible with 
existing environmental initiatives)  

• Local and Regional governments: to represent local interests, ensure that plans fit in with 
existing local and regional initiatives 

• Officially recognized organizations (related to nature, woods, fishing, landscape, recreation, 
tourism) to bring in sectoral interests, feedback on and feed into proposals 

 
Paradoxical tensions related to different functions and leadership in the Ribble: 

• On the one hand the collaborative approach implies that all partners are equal, as different 
aspects related to water and nature, to river and environment are interrelated, and different 
actors will necessarily have to contribute for a successful implementation. 

• But on the other hand there are considerable asymmetries between the different parties 
involved in the Ribble, for instance expertise and experience  

 
 

Challenges related to functions and leadership in the Ribble: 
The role of the Environment Agency as the leader and convener as well as being the chief 
regulatory body and funder of the outcomes? 

 
 
Concerning boundaries of the Ribble 
 
By “boundaries” we mean: 

• Every project or initiative necessarily has to be limited: physically (space), in time, and 
socially: which actors are considered as insiders or outsiders, which issues will be considered 
relevant and which others will not be considered? 

• Boundaries are not only a question of formal or observable signs, but they are also subjective 
and psychological: they relate to identities. 

• Boundary management is a core concern for every multiparty initiative 
 
Some examples of boundaries and their management in the Ribble: 

• The only boundaries within the Ribble are those of financial and technical expertise, both of 
which are regarded as being found within the Environment Agency 

 
Paradoxical tensions related to boundary management in the initiative under study 

• None as yet, but as stakeholders have pointed out, this is the “honeymoon” period and 
controversial and boundary challenging issues have not been addressed. 

 
 
 


