
 
 
 
 

 
 

Participation and Social Learning 
in the Meuse River 

 
 

Case study report produced under Work Package 5 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
This report has been produced as part of 

Workpackage 5 of the HarmoniCOP Project 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Henriëtte Otter, WL | Delft Hydraulics 
Pieter Valkering, International Centre for Integrative Studies (ICIS)  
Henk Wolters, RIZA 
 
 
November 2004 
 
Prepared under contract from the European Commission 
Contract No. EVK1-CT-2002-00120 
Deliverable nr. 7 
 
www.harmonicop.info



 i

Table of Contents 
 

Executive Summary / Main Findings iii 

1   Introduction and Approach 1 

2   Context 3 

2.1 Environmental context ......................................................................................................... 3 

2.2 Institutional context.............................................................................................................. 5 

2.3 Socio-economic political context ......................................................................................... 7 

3   Description of the PP process 9 

3.1 Activities / Phases ................................................................................................................ 9 

3.2 IC Tools................................................................................................................................ 12 

3.3 Outcomes.............................................................................................................................. 12 

3.4 Feedback............................................................................................................................... 13 

4   Analysis of the Process 16 

4.1 Framing/reframing ............................................................................................................... 16 

4.2 Basic role of Assumptions / definition of roles.................................................................... 18 

4.3 Boundary management......................................................................................................... 20 

4.4 Evolution of interests, functions and strategies.................................................................... 21 

4.5 Critical events (turning points) analysis............................................................................... 21 

4.6 Mechanisms that foster Social Learning .............................................................................. 21 

4.7 Barriers to Social Learning .................................................................................................. 22 

4.8 Specific role of IC Tools ...................................................................................................... 22 

5   General Reflections 23 

6   References 24 

Appendix A   Templates 25 

Appendix B   List of Abbreviations 28 

 
 
 
 
List of Tables 
 
Table 1: Discharges of Meuse River at Dutch border..................................................................... 4 
Table 2: Stakeholders involved in IVM.......................................................................................... 6 
Table 3: Findings of the project evaluation of IVM1 ................................................................... 13 
Table 4: Special points of interest from the Harmonicop evaluation of IVM1 ............................ 15 
Table 5: Stakeholder organisations, professional roles and resulting frames............................... 16 
Table 6: Overview of professional en project roles of the participating organisations ................ 19 
 



 ii

List of Figures 
 
Figure 1: Meuse catchment............................................................................................................. 3 
Figure 2: Meuse trajectories in IVM1............................................................................................. 4 
Figure 3: Water related planning structure in the Netherlands ....................................................... 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 iii

Executive Summary / Main Findings  
 
This Dutch case study for HarmoniCOP WP5 focuses on the ‘Integrale Verkenning Maas’ (IVM), 
which translates into ‘Integral Exploration of the Meuse’. It deals with the IVM project which focuses 
on part of the Meuse river in the south of the Netherlands. IVM was initiated in response to the 
increasing awareness that climate change may change the discharge pattern of the Meuse, with 
possibly significantly higher peak discharges. The specific aim of IVM is to investigate if and how 
these peak discharges can be accommodated through a river widening approach. The focus is not only 
on flood mitigation, but also on improving the spatial quality in the region. In this case study both the 
IVM1 (2000-2003) and IVM2 (2004-2005) participation processes are analysed.  
 
Nearly all public participation efforts in the Netherlands focus on the organized stakeholders and the 
"general public" is hardly ever actively involved. The process of IVM fits well within this general 
context, following a top-down approach. The IVM process was initiated by the national government: 
the Dutch Ministry of Public Works and Water Management. Their regional directorate of Limburg 
(hereafter ‘Rijkswaterstaat’) is given the mandate to organize and facilitate the participatory process. 
This process primarily involves local and regional governments, and a limited number of non-
governmental stakeholders. All participating stakeholders can be considered organized. 
 
The outcomes of IVM 1 is a set of broadly defined river widening strategies that were developed and 
evaluated from the perspective of flood reduction and spatial quality. These different explorative 
strategies provided a broad view on solutions for dealing with high water levels. The strategies were 
discussed with various stakeholders, but in IVM1 no decisions were made about the choice for flood 
control measures in the various strategies. The task for the follow project IVM2 is to move to a more 
concrete level to find a concrete set of river widening measures that comply with the objectives of 
flood mitigation and spatial quality, whilst remaining feasible, payable and with sufficient societal 
support. 
 
A large number of people from diverse organisations were involved in IVM1. Those involved in the 
process will have different experiences and different levels of satisfaction about the process. An 
evaluation of the process has been carried out. The results of this evaluation have been used as 
feedback to improve the process in IVM2. Aspects of social learning were included in the analysis of 
the process in IVM2 and the close relation between the frames, the problem definition, the proposed 
problem solutions, the boundaries and the roles of each of the participants were analysed. 
 
The framework of analysis used for this case study has proved to be useful for analysing the 
participatory processes in a descriptive manner. Yet, the concept of social learning is currently 
defined in a broad manner and requires a more practical definition of the processes involved in order 
to be applied to real-life cases it.  
 
Reflecting on the IVM process from a social learning perspective, we can conclude that the 
participatory process of IVM has not been organised with the aim of achieving social learning among 
the participants. Its primary goal is to obtain information from stakeholders about the desirability of 
different flood prevention measures. Nonetheless a number of social learning processes were clearly 
visible in the IVM project. At a personal level mutual understanding and trust have increased among 
participants. At this moment it is too early to decide on the impact on the participants’ organisation. 
 
Furthermore, in IVM stakeholders were involved in an early stage of the process. Yet, there was a 
limited number of stakeholders at the start of the process, due to the high level of abstraction of the 
discussions. Stakeholder involvement gradually increases when planning and measures are more 
concrete. A general dilemma in these processes is to find the balance between stakeholder 
involvement and participation. 
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1   Introduction and Approach  
 
Introduction 
 
The Dutch case study focuses on the ‘Integrale Verkenning Maas’ (IVM), which translates into 
‘Integral Exploration of the Meuse’. The Meuse catchment (with a total area of about 35000 km2) 
runs through France, Belgium, Germany, The Netherlands and Luxemburg. This case study deals 
with the IVM project which focuses on part of the Meuse river in the south of the Netherlands. IVM 
was initiated in response to the increasing awareness that climate change may change the discharge 
pattern of the Meuse, with possibly significantly higher peak discharges. The specific aim of IVM is 
to investigate if and how these peak discharges can be accommodated through a river widening 
approach. In this approach, the focus is not only on flood mitigation, but also on improving the spatial 
quality in the region.  
 
The first part of the IVM process (hereafter IVM1) started in 2000 and was completed in 2003. The 
second part of the IVM process (hereafter IVM2) runs from March 2004 to March 2005. Participation 
processes in both IVM1 and IVM2 are addressed in this case study. 
 
IVM1 aimed to: 
 
1. Analyse the feasibility (in a technical, organisational, socio-economic and legal sense) of 

defining a set of measures that can guarantee safety against flooding without raising river dikes; 

2. Analyse the required decision making procedure for selection and programming of the measures 
and the required legal procedure for planning and implementation of the measures; 

3. Determine the reservation of areas (space) for coping with high water levels; 

4. Contribute to a coherent vision for the whole Dutch riverine area; 

5. Analyse the possibilities for retaining water in the entire catchment of the Meuse; 

6. Analyse the potential for increasing ‘spatial quality’ in the area. 
 
To achieve this, the following questions were addressed in IVM1: 
 
1. Is it realistic that a peak discharge as a high as 4600 m3/s will be produced in the coming 

century? 

2. What are the possibilities for water retention in upstream part of the Meuse basin in Belgium and 
France? 

3. What are possible river widening measures for the Dutch part of the Meuse and where could 
these be located? 

4. How, and with which perspective, can safety and spatial development be combined? 

5. How should the follow up of IVM1 be organised, in terms of content, procedure, and 
communication? 

 
The main outcomes of IVM1 were: 
 
• that a so-called design discharge of 4600 m3/s can indeed be considered realistic, and 

• that it is possible to accommodate such a discharge through a river widening approach.  
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As a result of IVM 1 a number of rather broadly defined river widening strategies were developed 
and evaluated from the perspective of flood reduction and spatial quality.  
 
The task for the follow project IVM2 is to move to a more concrete level to find a concrete set of 
river widening measures that comply with the objectives of flood mitigation and spatial quality, 
whilst remaining feasible, payable and with sufficient societal support. 
 
Specifically, IVM2 aims to: 
 
1. Reduce the set of measures identified in IVM1 to a smaller set of measures that can guarantee 

safety against flooding and improve spatial quality; 

2. Determine the reservation of areas (space); 

3. Acquire support from local councils and other stakeholders for future measures; 

4. Offer a coherent vision on potential measures if river discharges turn out to be higher; 

5. Provide input to and tune with long term river programs; 

6. Prepare the inclusion of results into provincial and other spatial plans. 
 
Approach 
 
The approach in this case study is analyse both the IVM1 and IVM2 participation processes. The 
historical analysis of the IVM1 process will consist of an internal review that was conducted by the 
project organization of IVM itself, and additional interviews that were conducted with a number of 
participants of IVM1. In HarmoniCOP terminology: both an H1 and H2 analysis are carried out. 
Where it concerns the ongoing and IVM2 process, real-time observations (RT1 analysis) will be 
conducted. To this end, a number of IVM workshops have been attended and analysed as described in 
Chapter 4. 
 
The IVM1 and IVM2 projects are of interest because of their perspective on collaborative processes. 
The leading actor in the projects, Directorate Limburg of Rijkswaterstaat, who organises the 
participation process, gave us access to stakeholder meetings and provided us with opportunities to 
interview various stakeholders. They were also interested in receiving feedback from our 
observations and analysis. 
 
The participation process in the IVM2 project was defined before we were involved. We were not 
consulted in the design of the process and our role focused on observation of the process and 
providing recommendations for improvement. Our primary goal was to document the collaborative 
process. We conducted in-depth interviews with the leading actors and gave them feedback on 
potential bottlenecks, contradictions, missing stakeholders, etc. We also shared those impressions 
with the leading partner. We looked out for interactions where 'things were happening' and 
participated in many stakeholder meetings (participative observation), both formal and informal.  
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2   Context  
 
2.1 Environmental context 
 
The context of the Dutch Case Study is provided by the river Meuse. Naturally, the (participation) 
processes surrounding the exploration and implementation of potential measures to deal with flood 
control in the Meuse are embedded in the general context of Dutch river basin management. For a 
good description of this general context we refer to the overview provided in the HarmoniCOP WP4 
report ‘Public Participation in River Basin Management in the Netherlands’ (Enserink et al. 2003). 
 

The total catchment area of the Meuse is 
about 35000 km2. The catchment runs 
through France (28% of catchment area), 
Belgium (40%), Germany (12%), The 
Netherlands (18%) and Luxemburg (2%). 
The location of the Meuse catchment is 
depicted in Figure 1. 
 
The Meuse river is approximately 1000 km 
in length from its origin in France to its 
access to the sea. It originates in the 
Langres Plateau in France at an altitude of 
about 500m above mean sea level. It then 
flows north past Sedan and Charleville-
Mézières into Belgium. It is joined by the 
Sambre river at Namur. From Namur the 
Meuse winds eastward skirting the 
Ardennes, passes Liege, and turns north. 
Then it forms part of the Belgian-Dutch 
border and it continues north along Venlo. 
At Mook/Cuijk, near Nijmegen the river 
turns westward. In the Netherlands it 
merges with the Rhine into an extensive 
delta, eventually flowing into the North 
Sea via the Nieuwe Waterweg and the 
Hollands Diep. The Dutch part of the 
Meuse is about 300 km in length.  
 
 
 

Figure 1: Meuse catchment 

 
The Meuse is fed mainly by rainwater all year round, so flow is generally highest in winter, while 
relative little water flows down the Meuse in the summer. In the Ardennes section of the Meuse 
basin, the terrain is hilly and the substrata are largely impervious. As a result, rainwater drains 
quickly from the surrounding countryside into the river. This in turn means that, if it rains heavily in 
the Ardennes, the Meuse in Limburg will be running high within twenty-four hours. Furthermore, 
because the Meuse basin is relatively small, it is not uncommon to have heavy precipitation across the 
entire area. 
 
Canalization has reached part of the French Meuse and made the entire length of the Meuse 
navigable. To ensure all-year-round navigability despite the low summer flow, water levels in large 
stretches of the Dutch Meuse are also permanently controlled by weirs. The main exception is the 
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Grensmaas (Dutch name, literally Border Meuse) or the Gemeenschappelijke Maas (name in 
Flanders, literally Common Meuse), the river stretch which forms the border between Belgium and 
the Netherlands from Maastricht to Maasbracht. In this part, the river is uncanalized, fast-flowing and 
meandering over shallow gravel banks. As the river is virtually not navigable, barge traffic is shipped 
via the parallel Juliana Canal.  
 
The Gestuwde Maas or ZandMaas – the canalized stretch of the Meuse between Maasbracht and Lith 
– is easily navigable. This part of the river is intensively used for transport, agriculture and recreation. 
the last stretch of the river, the Getijde Maas (Tidal Meuse) downstream of Lith, is not canalized at 
all. The water is allowed to flow freely. Being linked to the sea by the Nieuwe Waterweg (port of 
Rotterdam), the river exhibits tidal influence as far upstream as Lith. 

 
The Meuse river is not embanked until it 
turns westward at Mook. This stretch (the 
Bedijkte Maas) is characterized by a wide 
river valley having settlements in the 
winterbed of the river. Since 1993, levees 
are being constructed at various places to 
protect the settlements from inundation. 
 
The IVM1 project concerns the 
possibilities for the Meuse river to deal 
with future high water levels. The part of 
the Meuse that is covered by IVM1 is 
shown in Figure 2. The following technical 
boundary conditions apply. Current safety 
levels (2003) for the unembanked sections 
of the Meuse vary from 1:20 to 1:50 per 
year for a discharge of 2700 m3/s. After 
finalisation of the flood control measures 
(in 2015) safety levels will have increased 
to a flood risk of 1:250 per year with a 
discharge of 3275 m3/s. For the embanked 
section of the Meuse the safety level 
remains 1:1250 per year for a discharge of 
3800 m3/s (see Table 1 for a range of 
discharges of Meuse river).  

Figure 2: Meuse trajectories in IVM1   

 
 

Table 1: Discharges of Meuse River at Dutch border 

Observations between 1911 and 2003 [Huisman 2004]  
• highest 
• mean 
• lowest 

3100 m3/s (measured in 1993) 
230 m3/s 
0 m3/s 

Design discharge [Min.V&W, 2003A] 3800 m3/s (1:1250 years, present) 
Extreme climate scenario IVM* [Min.V&W, 2003A] 4600 m3/s (1:1250 years in 2050) 

* 20% extra precipitation peaks in fall and winter 
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As a consequence of the predicted climate changes it is anticipated that high water levels will increase 
in the future. The boundary condition for the IVM study is a predicted discharge on the long term 
(2050/2100) of 3950 m3/s for the unembanked sections and 4600 m3/s (at Borgharen) for the 
embanked sections. This prognosis for maximum river discharge uses the worst case climate scenario 
for 2050, which equals the expected design discharge for the middle climate scenario in 2100. The 
actual increase in water levels will depend on a range of issues including the pace of climate change 
and the possibilities for upstream water storage in Belgium and France. 
 
IVM1 developed three future strategies based on entirely different visions of ‘spatial quality’. Each 
strategy consists of a set of consistent flood control measures to meet the required safety levels, but 
offers a different framework for spatial planning. 
 
 
2.2 Institutional context  
 
Institutional context at national level 
 
The general outlines of organisations involved in water related planning are depicted in Figure 3. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3: Water related planning structure in the Netherlands 

 
A more detailed description of the various actors, their tasks and interrelations can be found in Dutch 
national report on stakeholder participation (HarmoniCOP WP4; Enserink et al. 2003) 

 

Institutional context at international level 
 
In the Meuse catchment, the International Meuse Committee (IMC) plays an important role in the 
international consultations. The IMC was installed in 2002. Its purpose is to obtain a sustainable 
integrated water management in the international basin of the Meuse.  
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The most important tasks of the IMC are: 

• co-ordination of the obligations of the Water Framework Directive, 
• giving advice and recommendations to the parties involved in the field of improving the 

prevention and protection against floods; 
• giving advice and recommendations to the parties involved in order to prevent and mitigate 

calamitous water pollution (warning and alarm system). 
 
 
Institutional context at IVM project level 
 
There are many stakeholders involved in the activities surrounding the Meuse river and they have 
many different stakes, such as safety against flooding, local economy, recreation, nature etc. An 
overview of the stakeholders involved in IVM and their main tasks is presented in Table 2.  
 

Table 2: Stakeholders involved in IVM 

Stakeholder Main Tasks and competencies in the field of 
water management 

National Government 
• Ministry of Public Works and 

Watermanagent 
 
• Ministry of Environment and Spatial 

Planning 

 
• Formulates and adopts national water policy 
• Co-ordinating competent authority for 

implementation of the WFD 
• Formulates and adopts environmental and 

spatial planning policy 
Regional Directorate Limburg  • Operational management of national water 

bodies 
Province • Formulates and adopts provincial water 

policy 
Local councils • Responsible for sewers 
Waterboards • Responsible for local operational water 

management 
NGO’s • Water management related to nature 

conservation, landscape etc. 
Public • Public opinion 

 
 
The exploration of the future of the Meuse is conducted in an integrated manner and each of the 
parties carries some of the responsibility to deal with the Meuse in a sustainable way. 
 
Currently, river engineering works are already planned as part of the so-called ‘Maaswerken’ project 
(‘Meuse works’). The Maaswerken project was initiated by the national government and the Province 
of Limburg in 1997 in response to flood events in 1993 and 1995. This project’s primary aim is to 
reduce the current chance of flooding to 1:250 or 1:1250 year for unembanked / embanked river 
sections respectively. Furthermore, the project aims are to develop large-scale nature areas and 
stimulate economic development by furthering water transport. To this end, the Meuse will be 
deepened and broadened over a length of some 200 km. Additional measures include the construction 
or elevation of embankments, and the (re-) construction of sluices. The extracted gravel and sand 
from river widening will be exploited to co-finance the project. The partial “Grensmaas” project is 
planned to be executed budgetary neutral. 
 
The Maaswerken project involves various stakeholders such as local and regional governments, 
district water boards, gravel mining companies, citizen groups, farmer organizations, nature 
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organizations, as water supply company, as well as those involved in shipping, tourism and 
recreation. These stakeholders participated in the Maaswerken in various ways. Firstly, the 
Maaswerken conducted a legal procedure for public participation, involving both organised 
stakeholders as well as the ‘general public’. Secondly, formal working groups were established in 
which stakeholders were invited to reflection upon the proposed river engineering alternatives. 
Finally, gravel mining companies have been involved in negotiation processes regarding the 
execution and profitability of the proposed works. 
 
The Maaswerken operates on an operational level, while IVM operates on a strategic level. As a 
result, stakes are much higher, more concrete, and urgent, so that conflicts are more likely to occur. 
These conflicts were often related to financial aspects. Examples are a conflict between the Province 
of Limburg and gravel mining companies regarding the profitability of river engineering works, and 
conflicts between the national and provincial government regarding the division of costs. 
Furthermore, citizen groups, farmer associations and nature organisation have often protested the 
negative effects of the river engineering works, including sound hindrance for inhabitants of the 
Meuse valley, and negative impacts on groundwater and landscape. 
 
The processes of Maaswerken and IVM are conducted separately, but are connected in a number of 
ways. On the one hand, conflicts in the Maaswerken project may trouble the participatory process of 
IVM since relations between organization may be disturbed. Also, the IVM process has for 
stakeholders generally of lower priority than Maaswerken, so that the attendance of IVM can be low. 
 
Conflicts 
A main conflict in the IVM process exists between the Province of Limburg and Rijkswaterstaat 
about the so called ‘Room for the River’ policy (in Dutch: Beleidslijn Ruimte voor de Rivier) of the 
national government. The national policy includes strong restrictions for building in areas that are 
sensitive to flooding. These building restrictions will provide ‘room for the river’ and minimise 
potential flood damages. The Provincial government is opposed to these restrictions and to the 
potential limitations on the spatial development in the area. Spatial planning and development is a 
serious issue for regional governments and can present obstacles for the implementation of flood 
prevention measures. This conflict between national and regional government may have large 
implications, as it could frustrate the continuation of the IVM2 process. 
 
 
2.3 Socio-economic political context 
 
The riverine area of the Meuse is of high value in terms of landscape and (regional) economy. For 
centuries people have lived along the Meuse river, which provides a much loved living area. It can 
also be a risky area considering the recent flood events of 1993 and 1995. There have been many 
interventions in the past and a large number of intervention measures are planned for the (near) 
future. Plans for extensive flood control measures along the Dutch part of the Meuse have been 
developed since the floods of 1993 / 1995 and the works should be finalized in 2015. 
 
However, influence of the Meuse river extends much wider than its own river bed. The Meuse River 
is an important fresh water resource for the canal system of the province of Noord-Brabant. The canal 
system enables shipping to various industrial towns, while it is an important source of fresh water for 
the agricultural activities. The canal system is fed via off takes at Monsin (in Belgium) and near 
Maasbracht. The river also provides millions of Dutch people with drinking water. The Meuse 
provides drinking water for the province of Limburg. Simultaneously it is the main drinking water 
resource for the agglomeration of Rotterdam (via the water works at the Biesbosch) and The Hague 
(via an intake at the Andelse Meuse, where the water is transported to the water works in the dunes of 
The Hague). 
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The above mentioned functions of the Meuse river as a resource for drinking water, navigation, 
agriculture and ecology create potential conflicts while operating the weirs and sluices during periods 
of low flow. Standardized procedures have been developed and are often being re-evaluated after dry 
periods. Unfortunately, international contacts are not sufficiently mature to tackle these issues at 
basin scale. 
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3   Description of the PP process 
 
3.1 Activities / Phases  
 
In the Dutch national report on stakeholder participation (HarmoniCOP WP4; Enserink et al. 2003) it 
is concluded that there are several examples of effective public participation (PP) in the Netherlands, 
but that PP is usually limited. Some examples of real "co-production" can be found, but these are 
mostly initiated by stakeholders themselves. Nearly all PP efforts focus on the organized 
stakeholders. The "general public" is sometimes informed and is invited to send in comments during a 
late phase of the formal PP, but they are usually not actively involved.  
 
The process of IVM fits well within this general context, following a top-down approach. The process 
was initiated by the national government: the Dutch Ministry of Public Works and Water 
Management. Their regional directorate of Limburg (hereafter ‘Rijkswaterstaat’) is given the mandate 
to organize and facilitate the participatory process. This process primarily involves local and regional 
governments, and a limited number of non-governmental stakeholders. All participating stakeholders 
can be considered organized, the general public is hardly involved in the process. 
 
In IVM1 different stakeholders co-operated and interacted in different ways. The PP process is part of 
the larger IVM planning process in which the following steps can be identified: 
 
1. Sectoral explorations focusing on perspectives from river engineering, nature, landscape, 

economy and social aspects; 

2. Development of a vision for the future as a common source of inspiration for the planning 
process; 

3. Inventory of potential measures for dealing with future river discharges and improving spatial 
quality; 

4. Development of strategies or sets of measures; 

5. Assessment of the strategies using criteria for safety and spatial quality and costs and benefits of 
housing, recreation, agriculture, nature etc. 

6. Final advice (to the Minister of Water Management) which includes the results of the exploration 
for the Meuse. 

 
In addition a number of Working Sessions were held for government officials from the various 
government levels and for some stakeholder groups. The results of these working sessions were 
presented to the Steering Group. The IVM planning process was set up in the following manner.  
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IVM process  Parties involved 

  Steering group Project group Reflection group 
Broad 

discussion  ⊗ ⊗ ⊗ 

Sectoral 
explorations     

Working 
sessions   ⊗ ⊗ 

Potential 
measures     

Working 
sessions   ⊗ ⊗ 

Strategies 
(A,B,C) DECISION ⊗   

Working 
sessions   ⊗ ⊗ 

Assessment 
 

    

Final advice 
 

DECISION ⊗   

 
 
A number of ‘focus groups’ were organised to analyse the feelings and perceptions of citizens about 
the Meuse river (Min. V&W 2002). The focus groups dealt with the following topics: 
 
• current and future use and ‘experience’ of the Meuse river 
• problem perception of the public concerning the Meuse 
• public perception of future solutions 
• information to the public about the future of the Meuse 
 
The focus groups were explorative and broadly oriented. Citizens living along different parts of the 
Meuse (diked and undiked sections) were invited to participate in four meetings. The group 
discussions were held in a an open setting. The sessions were lively and rich in information and were 
set up in a manner that allowed for many different point of view concerning the various topics. 
 
The IVM1 process was supported by a Communication Strategy that was developed by the Theme 
Group ‘Communication’. The goal of the strategy is to convey messages concerning safety against 
flooding, the unique value of the riverine landscape and living with the Meuse river. The strategy 
focuses on two main target groups: governments involved in the process and ‘other’ stakeholders 
including the public. The idea is to better inform the first target group so that they will take on an 
active role in informing the second target group. 
 
A number of recommendations from the evaluation of IVM1 have been incorporated into the plans 
for the follow-up project IVM2. Where is concerns the PP process in particular, a boundary condition 
for IVM2 is to include all relevant stakeholders in the region early on in the process and to get their 
commitment. 
 
A new element compared to IVM1 is that there will not be a formal Reflection Group. In IVM2 the so 
called ‘other stakeholders’ will be actively involved through the various working sessions. 
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The project organisation of IVM2 will be as follows: 
 

Steering Group 
IVM2 

Project Group 
IVM2 

Theme Group 
‘Process’ 

Working Groups 

Theme Group 
‘Contents’ 

Project Secretariat

 
 
 
The Steering Group represents the decision making level who is responsible for the end product. 
They will formulate the final advice to the Ministry of Public Works and Water Management and are 
responsible for the progress in the project. The Steering Group meets three times a year. 
 
The task of the Project Group is to prepare the meetings of the Steering Group and to structure the 
contents and process of the project. It also safeguards the co-operation between all parties involved. 
The members of the Project Group are expected to regularly consult and inform each other and their 
representatives in the Steering Group. The Project Group meets six times per year.  
 
The Project Secretariat deals with all secretarial issues and functions as an information point for 
those involved. 
 
The Theme Group ‘Process’ safeguards the progress of the process. This includes internal and 
external communication issues. 
 
The Theme Group ‘Contents’ co-ordinates all work on (scientific) contents including studies with 
river engineering, ecological, social, economic, international and legal aspects. 
 
The Theme Groups can be subdivided into Working Groups depending on the questions and stakes 
that are being considered. Possible Working Groups may focus on the sets of potential measures, 
reservation of areas, international issues or drawing up of the final advice. 
 
The evaluation of IVM1 concluded that organised stakeholders should no longer be incorporated in a 
formal Reflection Group, but should be more (inter)actively involved in the process. The suggestion 
for IVM2 is to include these stakeholders in the Working Sessions to provide them with the 
opportunity to share their ideas. At the start of IVM2 an inventory will be made of stakeholders that 
wish to have such an active role in the working sessions. A total of three working sessions are 
foreseen for each of the four Meuse sections into which the river has been divided. The three 
consecutive working sessions focus on the following aspects respectively: 
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• Information (September - October 2004) 
o Contents: focus on problem definitions, different perceptions on river management, 

inventarisation of potential measures and building trust between the stakeholders 
o Result: an informed regional network of stakeholders 

• Orientation and creation (November - December 2004) 
o Contents: focus on section specific measures; use of models and maps to discuss 

threats/opportunities and costs/benefits 
o Result: identification of bottlenecks 

• Creation and commitment (March 2005) 
o Contents: feedback on first two sessions and discussion on set of measures (for all 

sections) 
o Result: limited set of potential measures 

 
 
3.2 IC Tools 
 
The most important IC tool used in IVM is the so-called 'Toolbox' (in Dutch: Blokkendoos). This 
Toolbox is a computer program that was designed to help its users to design combinations of 
measures in river management, in order to prepare decisions on how to increase the discharge 
capacity of the Dutch rivers. Versions of the Toolbox are available for the Rhine and the Meuse 
rivers.  
 
The Toolbox offers options to show the hydraulic effects of various measures, compared to a user-
defined ambition level. The program consists of a database and a user interface. The database 
contains information (calculation results, maps, artist's impressions) on a large number of possible 
measures. In the user interface, the user can make his own combination of the available measures. 
 
The Toolbox was used at several occasions during IVM1. It was considered very useful, in providing 
insight to relative laymen into the possibilities and effects of measures. Some drawbacks are the lack 
of interactivity with regard to underlying assumptions and with respect to newly defined measures. A 
new version of the Toolbox is needed to meet those drawbacks. 
 
Throughout the project, ample use is being made of GIS-made maps.  
 
 
3.3 Outcomes 
 
The outcomes of IVM 1 is a set of broadly defined river widening strategies that were developed and 
evaluated from the perspective of flood reduction and spatial quality. These different explorative 
strategies provided a broad view on solutions for dealing with high water levels. The strategies were 
named ‘Concentration’, ‘Mosaic’ and ‘Network’. ‘Concentration’ focuses on large, intensively used, 
sharply defined spatial units along the river (e.g. for economy, agriculture, nature). ‘Mosaic’ focuses 
on small scale spatial units along the river that represent a large diversity in combination of functions 
(e.g. small scale agriculture, combinations of working, living and recreation facilities). ‘Network’ 
focuses on ‘line formed’ spatial units which combine and connect different functions (e.g. city 
networks, Meuse as transportation axis and connection between nature areas). 
 
The solutions presented in the strategies can be considered ‘extremes’ with the purpose of generating 
new insights in flood control measures. For example, attention was given to the effects of large scale 
vs. small scale flood control measures. Also, solutions that were very specific to certain sections of 
the river, e.g. retention areas, removal of obstacles, deepening / widening of river bed, were analysed. 
The strategies were discussed with various stakeholders, but in IVM1 no decisions were made about 
the choice for flood control measures in the various strategies.  
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The task for the follow project IVM2 is to move to a more concrete level to find a concrete set of 
river widening measures that comply with the objectives of flood mitigation and spatial quality, 
whilst remaining feasible, payable and with sufficient societal support. 
 
 
3.4 Feedback 
 
A large number of people from diverse organisations were involved in IVM1. Those involved in the 
process will have different experiences and different levels of satisfaction about the process. An 
evaluation of the process is described below. The results of this evaluation has been used as feedback 
to improve the process in IVM2. 
 
Internal evaluation  
An evaluation of the IVM1 process (2000 – 2003) was carried out in June 2003 by the project 
organisation of IVM1 to identify lessons learnt and to use those in the set up of IVM2 (Min. V&W 
2003B). The results of the evaluation were presented to the Project Group, Steering Group and the 
internal organisation of the Regional Directorate Limburg. The evaluation deals with 8 different 
aspects of the IVM1 process and analyses what went well and what could have gone better based on a 
number of interviews with people involved. It identifies lessons learnt that can be implemented in 
IVM2. Table 3 summarises the strengths, weaknesses and recommendations for each of the evaluated 
aspects in IVM1. 
 

Table 3: Findings of the project evaluation of IVM1 
 

ASPECT STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES RECOMMENDATIONS 
Approach / 
Methodology 

Clear and 
enthusiastic approach 

Insufficient feedback 
between Steering Group 
and Project Group 

• Define each partner's  
responsibilities clearly 

Project 
organization 
 
 

Clear set-up of 
working groups 

Identification of all parties 
with the process and 
product 

• Combined sessions with 
Steering, Project and 
Reflection Group 

Better participation of local 
councils 

Role of own group 
 

Active involvement 
and input from 
stakeholder groups 

Not all contributions 
appear in products 

• Make better use of 
knowledge present in 
stakeholder groups 

Input of 
participants 
 

Participants had good 
opportunities to 
provide input 

Some discussion were too 
technical 

• Stay focused on 
communication aspects 

 
Phasing and timing 
 

Products were 
delivered on time 

Tight time schedule has 
affected quality of product 

• Clearer milestones and 
phasing 

Goals and results 
 

Good product Results are too vague • Clarity about goals and 
expected results 

Information  
 
 

Solid data and 
information 
collection 

Too many details and loss 
of information in 
translation between 
groups 

• Clear and simple 
presentation of results 

Communication Sufficient attention 
for communication 

Better focus on the region • Focus process (IVM2) on 
region, including local 
councils and the public 

 
 
Results from interviews 
In preparation of Harmonicop's use of IVM2 as case study, a short evaluation of IVM1 was carried 
out , with special emphasis on social learning aspects and on the use and usefulness of IC-tools. The 
evaluation consisted of 4 interviews; one with a member of the steering group, two with members of 
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the project group, and one with a member of the reflection group. Generally speaking,  the findings of 
these interviews are in agreeance with Table 3. Table 4 summarises the strengths, weaknesses and 
recommendations for each of the special points of interest from the HarmoniCOP evaluation of 
IVM1. The main findings of the interviews are listed below: 
 

Flexibility of the problem definition 
• in general in IVM1 a top-down approach was followed. Rijkswaterstaat started as a problem 

owner (how to accommodate a design discharge of 4600 m3/s in 2100). This design discharge 
is calculated as a result of the application of safety standards in water management laws, and 
is not open for discussion, although many participants feel it should be.  

• as a modification to the previous point: on request of the Ministry of Environment, the 
strengthening of the environmental quality was added as a secondary goal of the project. 

 
Problem awareness 
• what remains as one of the main issues of this project (and similar projects along the Rhine) 

is how to connect the scale of river basin management issues to the scale of  local measures. 
As it is,  the interest on local level for RBM is limited. First reaction to the design discharge 
are: 'is it true? prove it!' or 'solve your problem in Belgium'. This discussion is bound to come 
back in IVM2, according to the interviews, and will require a continuous effort by 
Rijkswaterstaat. On the other hand, the stance of Rijkswaterstaat is often seen as very 
inflexible. If authorities are to take input from stakeholders serious they will have to translate 
that input into some flexibility in the implementation of regulations. 

 
Boundary management and stakeholder involvement 
• IVM1 worked on the level of about half of the Dutch part of the Meuse. For many local 

stakeholders, this scale is far too large to be of interest to them. This brings about a dilemma 
of early involvement (i.e. early chances of influencing the goals and scopes of the project) vs. 
efficiency (i.e. talking on a concrete level and see the results directly). 

• as a result of the evaluation of IVM1, in IVM2 stakeholders and municipalities will be 
involved more intensively. Apart from that, in IVM1 all relevant and interested parties were 
involved sufficiently. 

 
Conflicts 
• in IVM1, no real conflicts between participants have come to light. This may partly be due to 

the abstract level of the plans that were discussed. Almost all participants started out with the 
goal to defend their interests in the projects. To some extent, a development has been noticed 
towards a broader view of the participants. This positive development runs the risk of being 
inverted by the replacement of participants, decrease of interest, budget and time constraints, 
and the necessity to repeat IVM1 for the newcomers. 
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Table 4: Special points of interest from the Harmonicop evaluation of IVM1 

ASPECT STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES RECOMMENDATIONS 
Social Learning 
aspects 

   

Altering one's 
predefined views 

Process visible in project 
group and steering group 

Plans are currently abstract 
and oppositions may re-
emerge when they become 
concrete  

Allow for changing views 
and perspectives 

Increase problem 
solving capacity 

 Did not occur due to 
abstract level 

Continue as in IVM1  

Preserving new 
knowledge in 
organisations 

 Knowledge from the 
project is often 
concentrated in persons. In 
IVM2 participants from 
IVM1 will have been 
replaced 

Provide back-up system 
and knowledge 
dissemination 

IC-tools     
IC-tools: usefulness 
of the 'Toolbox' 

Gives insight into 
hydrological issues 

not all alternatives are 
incorporated and 
underlying presumptions 
and data are not visible 

Continue use of Toolbox; 
make it flexible, 
incorporate alternative 
measures and underlying 
data 

Miscellaneous    
Being a 
representative: of 
own organisation in 
project, of project 
in own organisation 

Input of organisation into 
project and vice versa is 
given 

Representative must 
defend the project's 
decisions in his own 
organisation, even if the 
result is not what his 
organisation was 
expecting.  

In order to be loyal to the 
project, the representative 
must feel loyalty. This 
grows in social learning 
processes. 

Role of 
stakeholders 

Good to have had the 
chance to work towards 
and give advice on paper, 
i.e. with some formal 
status 

Did not always feel 'heard' 
In the process and 
involvement is limited due 
to abstract level 

Involvement in working 
sessions as planned in 
IVM2. However, formal 
advice on paper was also 
useful 

Neglecting budget 
constraints in the 
planning phase 

‘Freedom’ to develop 
ideas overcomes some of 
the differences between 
participants 

Differences will return 
when budget turns out to 
be limited. 
 

Include financial 
consequences in 
discussions 

Framing / 
reframing 

Different perspectives are 
openly discussed 

Consideration of different 
perspectives did not lead 
to a significant shift in 
perspective for the 
problem owner RWS 

Find a commonly 
accepted problem 
perception (safety 
approach etc.) Notably 
with respect to the 
starting point 4600 m3/s.  

Boundary 
management 

Limited number of 
stakeholders; broad yet 
structured discussions. 

Limited number of 
stakeholders; other 
stakeholders are not 
informed 

Larger number of 
stakeholders is involved n 
IVM2 

Role of 
stakeholders 

 Responsibilities and tasks 
are poorly shared among 
stakeholders. 

Further discussion 
regarding roles and 
responsibilities 

Role of 
stakeholders 

 RWS (as problem owner) 
follows a top down 
approach for finding a 
solution; RWS is 
perceived as a threat rather 
than a helping hand 

Further discussion 
regarding roles and 
responsibilities 
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4   Analysis of the Process  
 
4.1 Framing/reframing 
 
Framing 
In the analysis of the process in IVM2 the assumption is made that there is a close relation between 
the frames, the problem definition, the proposed problem solutions, the boundaries and the roles of 
each of the participants. 
 
The frames of the participants are considered to be defined by a combination of their professional 
roles and by their personal characteristics.  The link between the professional roles of the participants, 
which to a large degree coincides with the role of their organisation, and their professional frames is 
summarised in Table 5. This table is based on the observations and interpretations of the researchers. 
 

Table 5: Stakeholder organisations, professional roles and resulting frames 
 
Organisation Formal Role Summary Of Frame 

DGW responsible for policy development 
for safety and water management 

we are responsible for safety 

DL responsible for operationalisation 
of policy for safety and water 
management 

we are responsible for safety (operational 
aspects)  

Prov. Limburg responsible for many sectors, a.o. 
water management, safety, spatial 
quality, socio-economic 
development 

we must make sure our province can optimally 
develop itself ; climate change is a challenge 
we must face 

Water Boards responsible for operational water 
management 

keep in touch, seize opportunities when they 
arrive 

Municipalities responsible for many sectors, a.o. 
water management, safety, spatial 
quality, socio-economic 
development 

we must make sure our municipality can 
optimally develop itself ; climate change is a 
challenge we must face 
 

Nature 
Protection 
NGO's 

responsible for nature conservation keep in touch, seize opportunities when they 
arrive 

Ministry of 
Spatial Planning 

responsible for spatial planning and 
environmental quality 

seize the opportunities this project offers to 
improve environmental quality 

 
 
When asked the question: 'what does the Maas mean to you?' the following reactions were given by 
the participants of the workshops for IVM2. These definitions may be considered as frames as well; 
they are defined by the personal characteristics of individuals rather than professional or 
organisational roles.  
 
• the Maas is a threat  
• the Maas offers opportunities 
• the 'threat' is relative; sometimes real (extreme floods, poor water quality), in most cases more 

like a nuisance; 
• to some participants, the threat is more in Rijkswaterstaat than in the Maas; 
• the opportunities are in the field of economy (shipping), spatial quality, recreation 
• floods are to be prevented 
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• we will have to learn to live with floods 
• Rijkswaterstaat will take care of our safety against flooding 
 
 
These frames are determined by a combination of elements. One way to develop some order is to 
score frames on axes, describing the degree to which the frames seem to be determined by: 
 
• a wish for command and control, rather than prevention and anticipation; 
• a focus on solutions, rather than on design; 
• a planning approach, rather than a process approach; 
• a technocratic rather than a societal approach; 
• a sectoral rather than an integrative approach;  
• a hierarchic rather than a participatory approach. 
 
Problem definition  
In IVM1, the problem was defined by Rijkswaterstaat as: 'The peak discharge of the Meuse will 
increase as a result of climate change. The most realistic figure available for the future design 
discharge, to be expected once in 1250 years, is 4600 m3/s (at present: 3800 m3/s). We acknowledge 
that the band of uncertainty in these estimates is wide, but still we believe that (in due time) the water 
managers in the Meuse basin must be prepared for such a discharge. As manager of the national water 
bodies, it is our responsibility to take the lead in these preparations. In our view it is not realistic to 
expect this increase in discharge to be mitigated by measures upstream, in Belgium; both technically 
and politically such solutions are not likely to be implemented. Furthermore, due to proceeding 
insight, the national policy is to avoid further heightening of river embankments, and try to 
accommodate any increase in design discharges by offering more space to the river. Our task now is, 
to explore possible measures and strategies, by which the increase of the design discharge can be 
accommodated without increasing the height of the river embankments'.  
 
The above problem definition was accepted by the Ministry of Environment, with the addition of 
'enhancement of spatial quality' as an important goal. This addition was accepted by Rijkswaterstaat. 
 
The resulting problem definition was discussed with regional and local partners. Their comments 
amounted to proposals to solve the problems in different ways, e.g. by looking better for solutions  
upstream (in Belgium or France), or by merely accepting a higher flood risk. In the course of IVM1, 
Rijkswaterstaat succeeded in making the need to stick to the original design discharge sufficiently 
plausible to start exploring possible measures, while keeping all stakeholders on board. The issue of 
the determination of the design discharge was not yet eliminated, however.  
 
In IVM2, the problem was defined by Rijkswaterstaat as: 'we must select a limited number of the list 
of measures defined in the first phase, and provide these measures with the maximum support 
possible from the stakeholders'. 
 
During the workshops for IVM2 some participants defined the problems in other ways: 
 
• 'we took land from the river; the issue is, that we must give it back' 
• 'the issue is, that we must find a new balance between the functions of the river' 
• 'design discharge may or may not increase, but we don't need Rijkswaterstaat to deal with such an 

increase'.  
• 'inundations can be acceptable, if they are taken account of in planning and design. For example: 

don't apply wooden floors on the ground floor, install electricity metering on the first floor, etc. 
These are to a large extent traditional reactions to living in flood-prone areas'.  

• 'design discharge may or may not increase, but we do need Rijkswaterstaat to co-ordinate actions 
on the scale of the basin'. 
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Some participants express the absence of a clear problem recognition or definition, and mainly 
express a need for additional information: 
 
• 'design discharge may or may not increase, but it looks as though something is going to happen in 

the Maas basin. We need to be present because we may be able to profit from the developments, 
while if we don't they might harm our interests'. 

• 'it is not yet clear what the issue is. How realistic is this design discharge of 4600 m3/s?' 
• 'it is not yet clear what the issue is. What goes wrong, should this design discharge really arrive? 

And does that damage justify all the damage we must inflict on the area to accommodate it?' 
• 'it is not yet clear what the issue is. It is time for a broad discussion on what exactly 'safety' is, in 

the river area'.  
• 'the Maas discharge problem is part of the more general problem of climate change. How do we 

know that this discharge problem is the most urgent one?' 
 
 
4.2 Basic role of Assumptions / definition of roles 
 
In the analysis it was found that it is useful to make a distinction between the formal, professional 
roles of the participating organisations and their roles in the project.  
 
Leading roles 
The client is the Directorate-General for Water of the Dutch Ministry of Transport, Public Works and 
Water Management (DGW). DGW is responsible for policy development in the field of water 
management on the national level. DGW has commissioned the Directorate Limburg of 
Rijkswaterstaat to organise the IVM project. 
 
The supplier's role is taken up by the Regional Directorate Limburg (DL) of Rijkswaterstaat. They 
organise the project, hire the facilitators, provide information and define the programme of the 
meetings. The traditional leadership role of Rijkswaterstaat is that of task leadership. In recent 
decades much effort is put into a more horizontal line of leadership, involving external parties and 
take serious account of their views. This is also the approach in IVM.  
 
Organising and facilitating role 
The workshops for IVM2 are partly organised and facilitated by the Bouwdienst and RIZA, both 
being Specialised Agencies of Rijkswaterstaat (in the field of civil engineering and water 
management, respectively). Both Agencies belong to Rijkswaterstaat, just as the supplier, Directorate 
Limburg. However the project team as a whole has sufficient distance to the leading partner to be 
considered neutral by the participants. Additional facilitators are hired from consulting firms. 
 
Content contribution 
IVM2 is organised explicitly to involve local and regional stakeholders, and to incorporate their 
knowledge and views into the project. The content of the project is therefore a mix of the inputs from 
Rijkswaterstaat (to a large extent reported in IVM1) and those of the local stakeholders. In all 
sections the following stakeholders were invited: ministries of water management, environment and 
agriculture, provinces, municipalities, water boards, nature protection organisations, chamber of 
commerce, recreational boards, interested citizens. The actual participation was smaller, as not all 
partners that were invited were present. Well-presented in all sections were municipalities and nature 
protection organisations. These organisations gave their contributions to the content.  
 
Financial support   
The whole project IVM2 is financed by DGW. This concerns the exploration phase. The costs and 
financing structure of possible future measures are not addressed as a major issue yet, although some 
participants feel that exactly there a crucial bottleneck of the project is located. Two points of concern 
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are expressed: the total costs of the project will be so high that the project will not be carried further, 
or local authorities are going to be obliged to pay a share.  
 
Technical support 
The technical support for IVM2 is financed by DGW, and delivered by RIZA, Bouwdienst, private 
consultants and other partners. This support is severely biased towards the organisations on the 
national (ministry) level. 
 
Resistance   
In the workshops some resistance is expressed by several partners. The concerns add up to the 
following: 
 
• environmental costs of the project; does the damage that will be inflicted by the measures weigh 

up to the damage by floods; 
• costs of the project, and division of the costs between authorities; 
• support for measures: why not wait until the present project the Maaswerken is finished before 

starting the next one. Related to this is the problem, raised by one participant (a municipality's 
representant) particularly, that the national authorities have not proved themselves to be reliable 
partners in living up to their promises.  

 
These concerns are translated into questions regarding the problem definition and proposed solutions 
of Rijkswaterstaat: 
 
• how realistic is the increase of the design discharge, and when will the increase make itself felt; 
• why not solve the problem in Belgium; 
• why not discuss the whole problem, rather than the narrow range of possible measures proposed 

by Rijkswaterstaat; 
• why not design a range of solutions for a range of design discharges. 
 
The resistance expressed during the workshops does not seem to be aimed at frustrating the project, 
but to be rooted in concern about the implications of the project for the organisational responsibilities 
of the participants. In Table 6 an overview is provided of the stakeholder organisations with their 
formal and project roles. 
 

Table 6: Overview of professional en project roles of the participating organisations 

Organisation Formal Role Project Role 

DGW responsible for policy development 
for safety and water management 

client / conductor / international co-ordination 

DL responsible for operationalisation 
of policy for safety and water 
management 

supplier / organizer / supplier of data 

Prov. Limburg responsible for many sectors, a.o. 
water management, safety, spatial 
quality, socio-economic 
development 

exchange of knowledge / sparring partner for 
later translation into spatial planning 
procedures / some resistance 

Water Boards responsible for operational water 
management 

exchange of knowledge 

Municipalities responsible for many sectors, a.o. 
water management, safety, spatial 
quality, socio-economic 
development 

exchange of knowledge / sparring partner for 
later translation into spatial planning 
procedures / some resistance 
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Organisation Formal Role Project Role 

Nature 
Protection 
NGO's 

responsible for nature conservation exchange of knowledge 

Ministry of 
Spatial Planning 

responsible for spatial planning and 
environmental quality 

exchange of knowledge 

 
 
4.3 Boundary management 
 
Physical boundaries 
The physical boundaries of the study area are defined by what is defined as the area over which 
Rijkswaterstaat has a say, extended to adjoining areas. Rijkswaterstaat has a prime responsibility for 
the Dutch part of the summer bed of the river plus the flooded area in the unembanked stretches and 
the floodplains between the major embankments in the embanked stretches. Adjoining areas are 
considered the areas that could be made fit to accommodate or discharge river water by gravitational 
flow, be it between or outside the present major embankments.  
 
In upstream direction, the boundary is defined by the Belgian border. As indicated before, 
transboundary aspects are not forgotten but discussed outside the project by DGW. In downstream 
direction the boundaries are  defined by the area beyond which measures become less effective due to 
decreased energy slope of the river and the border between the service areas of Directorate Limburg 
and Directorate Zuid-Holland of Rijkswaterstaat.  
 
On the matter of the physical boundaries the views of the participants do not differ. 
 
Content boundaries 
The content boundary as proposed by DGW is: to discuss the selection of possible measures, that 
resulted from IVM1 in order to define a set of measures that can count on maximum support; all this 
with the aim to define the required spatial reservations. Before these measures were addressed, much 
discussion was devoted to the definition of the content: which issues are and are not addressed. Most 
important in this respect is the design discharge to be used. Other items mentioned are: relation 
between peak flows and low flows; relation with water quality issues; relation with water 
management in France and Belgium. 
 
DL, as the supplier, applies the boundaries as defined with DGW. However in their contacts in the 
project the need for some intermediate steps between the present and future design discharges makes 
itself felt. DL shows willingness to meet that need. 
 
Time boundaries 
The time horizons for IVM2 are from 2015 (end of the Maaswerken project, implementation of 
measures to accommodate the present design discharge of 3800 m3/s) to 2050/2100 (expected time at 
which design discharge will be increased and make itself visible). Some participants feel that they 
should not devote too much time and effort on the period after 2015, because until that year the 
Maaswerken project absorbs their full attention. 
 
Social boundaries 
Authorities involved are: 
 
• Ministry of Water Management - DGW (client) 
• Ministry of Water Management - Directorate Limburg (supplier) 
• Ministry of Water Management - Institute for Inland Water Management  

RIZA  and Institute for Civil Engineering (subcontractors) 
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• Ministry of Spatial Planning 
• Ministry of Agriculture, Nature Protection and Fisheries 
• Provinces  
• Waterboards  
• Municipalities  
• NGO's 
• nature conservation: Limburgs Landschap and Natuurmonumenten 
 
As was indicated by stakeholders in the evaluation of IVM1, no stakeholders are forgotten or left out 
who could be relevant for or interested in the project.  
 
Questions about the way in which the participants relate to their constituencies and what their 
mandates are become important when concrete decisions must be taken. The project is not in such a 
phase yet. What is important now is to make sure that the knowledge that the participants gain in the 
meetings, is not lost to their organisations when they leave or are transferred. 
 
 
4.4 Evolution of interests, functions and strategies 
 
In the field of interests, functions and strategies no drastic changes or even fundamental evolution can 
yet be pointed out, because the project has only started recently.  
 
Some evolutions that can be seen already are: 
 
• An important evolution at Rijkswaterstaat in IVM1 was the inclusion of enhancement of the 

environmental quality as a goal of the project.  
• Important in the transgression from IVM1 to IVM2 is the inclusion of more stakeholders on local 

levels, especially municipalities, and the fact that the stakeholders are represented in the 
workshops instead of in the (rather distant) reflection group. 

• In IVM2 an important evolution may be, that other design discharges than 4600 m3/s are 
considered. 

 
 
4.5 Critical events (turning points) analysis 
 
So far no real critical events can be pointed out. The most significant are the changes made to the 
project organisation during the transgression from IVM1 to IVM2. These changes are explained in 
paragraphs 3.4 en 4.4. 
 
 
4.6 Mechanisms that foster Social Learning 
 
Key factors for success, as observed during the workshops, are: 
 
• Sufficient time and financial means to guarantee a long duration of the project with regular 

meetings 
• There must be a common area in the frames of all participants. If not, other types of plan 

development may be preferable. 
• There must be a certain degree of interdependence among the participants, to reach each 

participants' goals. 
• Some 'playing room' must be available from all parties, to give in and win on each crucial issues; 
• Personal characteristics of leading persons: binding capacities 
• Stimulate ‘open’ process; no hidden agenda’s 
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• Flexibility of governments to discuss and alter views 
 
 
4.7 Barriers to Social Learning 
 
• Involving stakeholders may prove difficult. Sometimes they cannot be convinced that their effort 

will pay off  
• Continuity within the constituencies is often a problem, when participants change jobs. Providing 

back-up is an option, but expensive and often not a priority. Some amount of extra effort to get 
new participants on board is therefore inevitable.  

• The length of procedures often drains the energy and enthusiasm of participants at smaller scales. 
• No match between the scale of a project and the scale of the field of interest of the participants. In 

IVM, Rijkswaterstaat is considering a large part of the Meuse. Most stakeholders become 
interested only when their own area (village, house, etc.) comes into view. Involving local 
stakeholders in an early phase will then not generate much response. On the other hand the 
exclusion of local stakeholders in these early phases may later lead to the perception that the 
essentials have already been decided upon.  

• Lack of communication from organizers to participants on the status of the process outcomes and 
the follow-up trajectory. 

 
 
4.8 Specific role of IC Tools 
 
In IVM2 the IC-tools used during the meetings are maps (made by GIS) and presentation tools. In 
IVM1 also some demonstrations were given of the 'Toolbox', a computer model/database with an 
extensive list of possible measures, well-defined and drawn on maps, for which financial, technical 
and hydraulic consequences are calculated and presented. Any layman can propose a set of measures 
and view the results immediately. This Toolbox is used in IVM2 again, but with the addition of the 
recommendations of the participants of the first and second rounds of workshops. 
 
During the workshops of IVM2, it is not possible to react directly to proposals of participants 
regarding measures, because they are not on the map. 
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5   General Reflections 
 
Reflections on the concept of social learning 
 
• The concept of social learning is currently defined in a broad manner. In order to be applied to 

real-life cases it requires a more practical definition of the processes involved. The current 
definition allows for too much flexibility in terminology. E.g. there is a difficulty to explicate the 
difference between the concepts of social learning and collaborative planning. 
 

• The framework of analysis is useful for analysing the participatory processes in a descriptive 
manner. 
 

• The framework of analysis shows some shortcomings in the translation of the analysis into 
recommendations for practice. For example it allows for the description of positioning conflicts, 
but does not provide solutions to solve them 

 
Reflections on the IVM process from a social learning perspective 
 
• The participatory process of IVM has not been organised with the aim of achieving social 

learning among the participants. Its primary goal is to obtain information from stakeholders 
about the desirability of different flood prevention measures. Nonetheless a number of social 
learning processes were clearly visible in the IVM project. At a personal level mutual 
understanding and trust have increased among participants. At this moment it is too early to 
decide on the impact on the participants’ organisation. 
 

• In IVM stakeholders were involved in an early stage of the process. Yet, there was a limited 
number of stakeholders at the start of the process, due to the high level of abstraction of the 
discussions. Stakeholder involvement gradually increases when planning and measures are more 
concrete. A general dilemma in these processes is to find the balance between stakeholder 
involvement and participation… 
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Appendix A   Templates 
 
 
Level of involvement and tools used 
 

Phase of process where used Level of 
involvement/ 
Participation 

PP Methods/ Techniques 

IVM1 IVM2    

2.1 Leaflets/Brochures  X    
2.2 Mailings      
2.3 Media e.g. press releases 
or conferences 

X X    

2.4 Specific Information 
centres 

     

2.5 Repositories e.g. 
libraries, town halls 

     

2.6 (Travelling) Exhibitions      
2.7 Information hot-
lines/contact persons 

     

2.8 Open house      
2.9 Field trips      
2.10 Briefings (at other 
conferences, associations, 
etc.) 

     

2.11 Internet and other ICT 
Tools (see later template) 

     

2.12 Cultural events      

Information 
Supply 

2.13 Other (please list): 
ppt 

     

Consultation 2.14 Reply forms      
       

2.15 Opportunity for written 
comment 

     

2.16 Public hearings and 
meetings 

     

2.17 Interviews X X    
2.18 Opinion polls      
2.19 ‘Stakeholder analysis’ X X    
2.20 Gaming      
2.21 Internet discussions      

 

2.22 Advisory 
commissions/boards or focus 
groups 

X X    

2.23 Methods 2.4, 2.6, 2.7, 
2.8, 2.9, 2.10 and 2.11 could 
be used in this context as 
well (please state if this is the 
case)  

     Participation in 
planning and 
implementation 

2.24 Other (please list)      
Discussion 2.25 Small group meetings 

(e.g. workshops, roundtables, 
brainstorming sessions, etc.) 

X  
 

X 
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2.26 Large group meetings, 
involving splitting up into 
smaller groups (e.g. working 
groups, open space meetings) 
2.27 Methods 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 
2.11, 2.20 and 2.22 may also 
be used in this context 
(please state if this is the 
case) 

 

2.28 Other (please list) 

  
 

   

2.29 Negotiations e.g. 
resulting in ‘voluntary 
agreement’ 
2.30 Stakeholders 
represented in governing 
bodies 
2.31 Methods 2.26 and 2.27 
(please state if this is the 
case) 

Shared 
decision-
making 

2.32 Other (please state) 

     

2.33 Water users’ 
associations and other NGOs 
performing public functions 
2.34 Popular initiatives  
2.35 Methods 2.26 and 2.27 
(please state if this is the 
case) 

Self 
Determination 

2.36 Other (please state) 
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ICT Tools template 
 
ICT tools used and phase in process when used 
(- Types of tools as listed by WP3) 
 

Phase of the process where used Objectives and description of how 
used  

ICT Tool 

IVM1 
 

IVM2     
 

3.1 Questionnaire       
3.2 Opinion polls       
3.3 3D landscape 
scale model 

      

3.4 More general 
maps (aerial photos, 
satellite imagery, 
perspective views) 

X X     

3.5 Paper model 
(e.g. diagram, mental 
map, actor mapping, 
systematic poll, etc.) 

      

3.6 Movie       
 

3.7 Role game       
 

3.8 Board game       
 

3.9 Internet (if used 
for two-way 
communication, e.g. 
electronic poll, on-
line meeting) 

      

3.10 Interactive 
board (to display 
digital information, 
record 
writing/drawing) 

      

3.11 Information 
system (tool to 
organise the 
information) 

      

3.12 Spreadsheet 
(e.g. Excel) 

      

3.13 GIS       
3.14 Visualization 
tool 

      

3.15 Scenario tools       
3.16 Multicriteria 
analysis tool 

      

3.17 Simulation tool       
3.18 Decision 
support system 

X X     
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Appendix B   List of Abbreviations 
 
 
DGW  Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management; Directorate-General  

Water (responsible for national policy development) 
 
DL  Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management; Directorate-General 
  Rijkswaterstaat; Directorate Limburg (responsible for operational water and safety  

management in Limburg) 
 
ICT  Information and communication tools 
 
IVM1, IVM2 Abbreviation for  'Integrated Reconnaissance Project Meuse', phase 1 (2000-2003) 
and  

phase 2 (2004-2005) 
 
NGO  Non-governmental organisation 
 
RIZA  Abbreviation for Institute for Inland Water Management and Waste Water Treatment,  

part of RWS 
 
RWS  Directorate-General Rijkswaterstaat 
 
V&W  Abbreviation for the Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management 
 
 
 


