# ‘]VJJJ./I/ vyith

B2 J]7r jm REPORT of the living with sediments international workshop-15-16-17 November 2006
Report
of the

First international meeting of the living with sediments project

Societal involvement and sediment management
- if, when and how to involve society in dealing with sediments? -

Held on the 15th, 16th and 17th of November 2006 in Voorschoten, the Netherlands

Jvirzg) with
. sodlments

date: 11-01-2007



n

Jvirig) wi
< B2 [T _’-;*"fs REPORT of the living with sediments international workshop-15-16-17 November 2006 2
Introduction

The living with sediments project started in 2006 and is sponsored by the a research program
on water issues, called "Living with water’. Together with the consortium partners, TNO, the
Netherlands Organisation for Applied Scientific Research, is shaping the project.

The living with sediment project starts from the notion that sediment management has become
a complex issue over the years. This complexity has different dimensions:

The perception of sediment is generally negative. Sediment is often perceived as a
waste or as a substance that poses a risk to health and environment;

The sediment issue has an impact on the interest of multiple stakeholders (for example
farmers, shipping and environmental organizations). Those stakeholders are generally
not involved in the formulation of the problem, solutions or policy measures;
Legislation in the Netherlands concerning sediment management is quite strict. Due to
this legislation the perception of sediment as a waste or a “toxic substance’ is
maintained and the costs of disposal of polluted dredged material are high.

The distribution of responsibilities over the different institutions involved is complex.
For instance, polluted sediment cannot always be contained in the area where it has
been dredged. This means that dredged material has to be deposited in another area,
causing ‘the problem’ to move between institutional boundaries.

With these issues in mind the ‘Living with Sediments” project wants to approach the sediment
issue from the concept of sustainable development. The main pillars of the philosophy behind
the project are:

A system approach that takes the natural (water, soil, sediment and environmental)
and social (regulations, stakeholders, institutions, etc.) system into account. This takes
the problem away from only sediments and tries to connect different policy areas,
different knowledge bases and different stakeholder views. This fits in the approach of
the European Water Framework Directive that requires policy makers to look at the
whole system and not just at water.

Stakeholder participation; Different stakeholder views on the sediment issue can be
identified. These differences should be recognized and respected and can be used to
create joint solutions. Acceptance of joint solutions will be better and stakeholders can
bring their own knowledge (local, from their perspective, etc.)) to the table.

Collective knowledge gathering and development; gathering and developing
knowledge based on questions from the stakeholders creates a shared knowledge base
from which the problem can be addressed.

In the context of this project three parallel ‘tracks” are organised. Track 1 is the application of a
new approach to sediment management, based on the pillars described above, in two cases.
Track 2 is a national discussion about ‘rethinking’ the (existing) approaches for the sediment
issue in the Netherlands. Track 3 is an international exchange of knowledge and experiences
about sustainable sediment management, the system approach and stakeholder involvement.
In this track people (researchers and practitioners) from the case and the national “track” are
involved and are brought in contact with international experts and practitioners from the EU
(SedNet community) and The USA. The project wants to facilitate the exchange of knowledge
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and experiences between researchers, between practitioners and between researchers and
practitioners on an international level, in two workshops.

On the 16 and 17" of November 2006, in Voorschoten the Netherlands, the first international
workshop was held. This workshop focussed on:
® Societal involvement; how to involve society in dealing with sediments (this also
concerns stakeholder involvement) what (kind of) knowledge do they need/want and
how do they perceive the sediment issue (this also concerns issues such as trusting
government institutions);
¢ Regulation concerning sediment, in what way is regulation constructed? what is the
approach towards sediments in the different countries?

This document contains a synopsis of the presentations and the discussions that were held
over the two days. The full presentations can be downloaded in PDF-format from the
documents section on www.levenmetbagger.nl
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Participants

21 people from 5 different countries participated in the workshop, which was held in the city

of Voorschoten.
Name
Tod Bridges

Hans van Duijne
Mike Duijn
Elmert de Boer
Piet den Besten
Gerald Jan Ellen
Lasse Gerrits
Wim Haalboom
Jurgen van der Heijden
Susanne Heise
Stefan Jansen
Herman Karl
Frans Loman

Rob Nieuwenhuis
Amy Oen

Philip Owens

Heinrich Reincke
Wim Salomons
Charles van Schaik
Adriaan Slob
Astrid Souren
Joop Vegter

Erwin Witteman

Organisation

US-Army-Engineer Research and
Development Center

TNO Built environment and Geoscience
TNO Built environment and Geoscience
DWW-Rijkswaterstaat
SedNet/RIZA-Rijkswaterstaat

TNO Built environment and Geoscience
Erasmus University Rotterdam
Province of Fryslan

University of Amsterdam

Technical University Hamburg

TNO Built environment and Geoscience
US-Geological Survey

Rijkswaterstaat

TNO Built environment and Geoscience
Norges Geotekniske Institutt

The Biotechnology and Biological Sciences
Research Council

Arbeidsgemeinschaft fur reinhaltung der Elbe
University of Amsterdam

Programma Bureau Leven met Water
TNO Built environment and Geoscience
Radboud University Nijmegen

Vegter Advies

Rijnland Waterboard

Country

United States of America

The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
Germany

The Netherlands

United States of America

The Netherlands
The Netherlands
Norway
Great-Britain

Germany

The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
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Summary of presentations and discussions 16" of November

Introduction

Adriaan Slob (TNO), project leader of the living with sediment project, starts by welcoming
every body to the workshop. Especially the foreign participants. After a short round of
introduction Herman Karl from the U.S. Geological Survey starts his presentation.

Presentations

Joint Fact Finding: A Collaborative Approach for Addressing Value-laden Sediment and Water
Conflicts- Dr. Herman Karl- Co-Director, MIT-USGS Science Impact Collaborative

(MUSIC) - U.S. Geological Survey- Massachusetts Institute of Technology-:

Before he starts his presentation Herman Karl states that he made a kind of journey in his
career as a scientist. He started his career as a physical scientist en has gradually taken on
approaches used by social scientist. This transition has put him in the difficult position, that
the natural scientists do not take him seriously and that the social scientist see him as a
physical scientist.

Herman Karl starts his presentation by stating that more effective use of scientific
information in policy making can help avoid or mitigate the direct consequences of human-
induced stressors on the environment and enable better management of ecosystems and
natural resources. The reason that science is often not used effectively in policy making has
three reasons:

¢ Increase of conflict: for example duelling scientists and expert-lay conflicts;

¢ Thriving on uncertainty: natural systems will always be uncertain, scientist now this,

but the general public does not;
¢ Communication: it is very difficult to let different disciplines communicate and even
cooperate.

To overcome these issues science must be: credible, salient and legitimate. This can be
achieved by aiming at collaborative policy making processes: This will:

® Reduce conflict

e Explain uncertainty
Be inclusive (holistic)

¢ Transparent and open
Herman Karl points out that this is at the heart of the discussion he himself is having with
fellow scientists. Herman Karl is of the opinion that science alone is thus not a panacea to
“solve difficult natural resources decisions for us and relieve us of the necessity to engage in
the hard work of democratic deliberations that must finally shoulder the weight of those
decisions.”!.
To solve difficult natural resource decisions requires substance, process and relationships.
According to Herman Karl this can be achieved by applying Joint Fact Finding, which links
process and substance to build relationships. Joint Fact Finding (JFF) is a collaborative
procedure for involving those affected by policy decisions in the continual process of
generating and analyzing the scientific and technical information used to inform those
decisions. JFF can take several forms; often it is a step embedded in a consensus seeking

! Under Secretary Rey, USDA cited in Kemmis, 2002, 3
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process. According to Herman Karl Joint Fact Finding is the better approach (Sometimes)
because it:
¢ Ensures consideration of all values and interests;
* Avoids delays and unnecessary costs of litigation;
¢ Incorporates local knowledge;
® DPreserves the independence of scientists and their commitment to the best practices of
scientific inquiry;
* Engages citizens at the most local level fostering community-based decisions;
¢ Contributes to durable policy.
He furthermore argues that his focus is improvement in on-the-ground outcomes by
integrating:
* Long-term strategic planning (proactive process) that fully includes direct citizen
participation; Problem avoidance rather than problem solving; Joint Fact Finding
® Actual implementation of decisions and flexibility to accommodate new information
from ongoing studies; Adaptive Management
* Monitoring and assessment: Societal Learning

Before he finishes is presentation Herman Karl refers to the ‘journey’, that he mentioned in the
start of his presentation, which he made in his career from a physical scientist to a more social
scientists approach in his quest how to use science in value-laden decisions. This change did
not come overnight and his fellow (physical) scientists maybe did not always understood why
he chose a more qualitative approach. Herman Karl therefore argues that the same goes for
institutions that need to change to enable this approaches he described in his presentation. One
good example to start this change is that USGS and MIT are working together to research the
problems of incorporating science into value-laden decisions. In this MIT-USGS Science
Impact Collaborative (MUSIC) Science, social science, engineering and humanistic
perspectives are viewed as reinforcing, rather than contradicting, each other. For more
information about MUSIC go to: http://web.mit.edu/dusp/epp/music/

A question from the participants was, concerning communication about science, where does
the shame of a popular presentation come from. It seems that it always has to be difficult and
complex. Herman Karl really does not know, although he has the feeling that it is difficult for
scientist to think from a communication point, or they see it as ‘dumming down’ their research
results.
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Integrating Stakeholder Values with Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis
- Todd S. Bridges Ph.D., Senior Scientist, Environmental Sciences - U.S. Army Engineer
Research and Development Center
Todd Bridges started by reflecting on the presentation of Herman Karl. According to Todd
Bridges opinion the issue concerning the role of science in policy making, that Herman Karl
also talked about, is a power issue. Science gains power, by being understood by a smaller and
smaller group of people. When scientist break from that mould, for example by trying to
involve lay-people in their scientific work, they get disconnected from their profession

In his presentation Todd first explained the scope of the US sediment problem. The
large Superfund clean-up programme consists of approximately 350 sites of which 30 sites are
considered megasites (> $50M). Next to this cleanup programme there is also a large
Navigation Dredging Programme. Federal dredging costs increased from $500M to $900M
from 1991 to 2002. Of course all these sediments also have to go somewhere. There is a
difference between navigation dredging and cleanup. But how do you compare the risks /
uncertainties for each and reach defensible decisions. Todd Bridges presents a Generic
Assessment Framework, which should give an idea how decisions are reached. However, it
turns out that people often take decision based on their own experiences and according to
Slovic (1977) “Humans are quite bad at making complex, unaided decisions” Which of course
also goes for “decision makers”, which would mean that decision making is quite an ad-hoc
process. Therefore Todd Bridges suggests a process for structured decision-making which also
incorporates Multicriteria Decission Analysis (MCDA). The figure below gives a summary of
the essential decision ingredients and the role of different actor in this process.

Summary: Essential Decision Ingredients

People:
Polic; Decision Maker(s)
iﬁhihi girs Public_Business_lInterest SLouDS
————————————————————— aEEE——
Process: Identify criteria to
compare alternatives || & o -
. termine
Define Problem & Screen/eliminate © N
A ance of Rank/Select final
Generate Alternatives clearly inferior  emmy Performance of ]‘m F
alternatives alternatives for alternative(s)
\ Gather value judgments criteria

on relative importance
of the criteria

Decision Analysis (Group Decision Making Techniques/Decision Methodologies and Software)

Todd Bridges finishes his presentation by pointing out hat the main reasons to use MCDA are:
* Means for structuring stakeholder involvement;
e Promotes the use of decision criteria;
e Rational approach for resolving tradeoffs;
® Approach is reproducible;
e Transparent decisions;
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Lessons learned from the” living with sediment project”

- Gerald Jan Ellen Msc. — researcher — TNO Built environment and Geoscience-

As described in the introduction of this workshop report sediments are an complex issue in the
Netherlands and the living with sediment project wants to find ways to deal with this
complexity. To do this TNO has developed a methodology for a new policy process. This
presentation gives a preliminary overview of the lessons learned in the experiment with this
new methodology in the area of the Rijnland District Water Control Board?.

The methodology starts from the assumption that stakeholders have different perspectives on
sediments. These perspectives are based on the cultural theory of Thompson and Wildavsky
(1990). TNO choose to use these different perspectives as a way to divide the stakeholders into
three different groups. This means that the interactive sessions that have been organised with
the stakeholders, these stakeholders were divided in three different perspectives. The process
was designed around four sessions:

* The first session was focused on problem analysis;

* The second session the stakeholders were asked to sketch their view of the future of the
sediment system, respecting their different perspectives;

® In the third session the stakeholders are asked to articulate their research questions (from
their perspective)

* In the fourth session they were asked to come up with different solutions to tackle the
sediment issue;

e Finally from this process the joint solutions and the contested solutions’ can be
recognized and will be brought to the decision makers.

The process in the Rijnland case however went differently. The projectteam made an
intervention after the third workshop. As it turned the participants really wanted to separate
discussions about the long term (what was done in step 2) and the short term (actual locations
in the present). This was facilitated by dividing the area in two and actually presenting
solutions that the waterboard had come up in a discussion with the municipalities in the area.
The important lessons learned were:

* Interactive processes need to be approached flexible, when a ‘next step” meets
opposition a dialogue is needed, which might result an “unexpected turn ” (no bleu-
prints when processes are concerned);

e When dealing with a sensitive object (such as sediment), the historical aspects of the
issue need to be brought on the table (what has happened in the past);

e To let an organisation, with a culture that focuses on certainty, deal with uncertain
processes requires a cultural and institutional change;

e Practical knowledge of the actual location/system is invaluable to come to accepted
solutions, and improves the quality of these solutions (prevent ‘mistakes’ from the

past);

* The area is 1,100km? in size. 1.3 million people live, work, travel and recreate here. This area has many
lakes, rivers, waterways and 200 polders. It is bordered on the west side by the North Sea. The most
important activities of Rijnland District Water Control Board are: flood defenses, water quality, water
management, ensuring that polluted river, canal and lake beds are cleaned, that the water provides
opportunities for natural development and that it has a place in towns and cities.
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As the project leader, Erwin Witteman, from the Rijnland waterboard was also present he was
asked for a reaction. He pointed out that he could identify with the lessons learned and that he
would like to add the following:
¢ Time pressure should never be the guideline of a project, so take your time to
communicate to stakeholders;
e Of all the stakeholders present at the table of the project, the government institutions
are often the ones that are the most afraid of sediments;
¢ Concerning the role of science (knowledge): the first thing is to gain trust, after that
comes science (knowledge);
¢ If you are the owner of a problem, as Rijnland is, then take your responsibility;
e Stay in the conversation with stakeholders, searching for values/interest to be
shared/respected;
* And finally some points of attention
o Look for opportunities (so be alert!)
o Do your homework (about the people, the area and its history)

On the question from the Erwin Witteman to the practitioners attending the workshop, what
the most difficult problem is when it comes to sediment management, they answered that this
was without a doubt: to gain trust of the people involved. Three other important aspects were
1) not to start from the solution, but to start from the need for dredging 2) learn from the
‘mistakes” that have been made by others 3) being able to guarantee safety to the surrounding
area where the sediment is placed, although it is impossible to do this for 100%, and this is
difficult to explain.
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Case- Oslo Fjord

- Presented by Amy Oen Ph.D. — Norges Geotekniske Institutt

To connect science and practice, a case is an excellent vehicle. Therefore Amy Oen presents the
case of the Oslo Fjord®. Although elevated concentrations of metal were already detected in the
1960’s the sediments in the Oslo fjord only came into the picture of the harbour authorities and
local environmental organizations in the start of the 1990’s. The reason for this was that it was
discovered that snow dumping in the fjord (snow that is shovelled off the roads in the winter
was dumped in the fjord in order to get rid of it) remobilised a lot of sediment and the water
would become murky. This initiated sediment investigations and of course they found that the
harbour is very contaminated. Since that time the Norwegian Environmental Authorities
placed a ban on both snow dumping as well as dredging. This was not a major crisis since Oslo
harbour does not need to dredge that often (maybe once every 5 years). About 10 years ago
they initiated investigations to look at different disposal options for dredged sediment, this
included underwater disposal as well as near-shore disposal. The near-shore disposal option
was quickly rejected by the politicians at that time. Several sites for underwater disposal were

investigated and the site at Comprehensive remediation —
Malmoeykalven (the green dredging and capping
area in the figure on the Rédhusplassen

Filipsiaa%erh 0t

right) appeared ideal: it was
already contaminated, it had
earlier been used as a dump ‘5“”"3
site for boat wrecks, it is a Lot
natural basin at 70m water

Bygpday e &ispew'ka

Hovedaya

Lindaya Bleikeya

depth and is anoxic most of Sjurseya
the time (except for a few
(excep cmuan
weeks every other year or so
when there it total water Dredging
replenishment). Il Capping with clean sand e ‘
. Possible capping later on
So the process continued |__ pping fatet Ll
| Deepwater disposal site
and abOUt 4 years ago an Kart: Statens forurensningstilsyn, 2006 ) Malmey
. Kilde: Morges Geotekniske Institutt og Statens kartverk S
Environmental Impact '
Assessment was completed for dredging several shoreline areas (for increasing the

navigation depth but also removing all contaminated sediment more shallow than 15m water
depth) in Oslo harbour and disposing of these in the deep water disposal site at
Malmoeykalven. There was a lot of political debate at the time and the politicians rejected the
idea.....the dredging situation become more and more critical. Furthermore a new project was
to start in the fjord which would require a lot of dredging, building a submerged tunnel under
the harbour. So the Oslo Port Authorities and the Road Authorities brought the issue up again
maybe a year ago when there was a new political party in power. They basically said that
together they could finance this project but it would need to be approved before the work
started, which had a very strict deadline. The Road Authorities said if the deep water disposal
site was not approved before they started they would have to pay 2-3 times more to dispose
the sediment at the only other viable disposal site and would therefore not put in money for

3 The text displayed was taken from a description of the case written by Amy Oen
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the deep water disposal option. The Port Authorities also said that they in turn would not do
any major dredging if they have to pay so much more. There is another disposal option for
contaminated sediment but this is a disposal site for hazardous waste, very hazardous waste
and most people in the environmental field agree that such a site should not be filled up with
sediment that is only moderately contaminated in comparison.

The process continued by going through the city building authorities and re-regulating the
area. This is were communication had maybe needed some more attention. Because although
they went through the correct process with regard to building laws, it can be seen as a
backdoor to avoid confrontation. The laws around re-regulation do allow people to protest but
of course there is a very short timeline and another problem was that this was the point that
local activists started to realise what was going to happen and they were completely opposed
to a disposal site in the fjord close to where they live. They sent in over 100 protests, but the
problem was they sent them directly to the Port Authorities and did not follow the correct
process of sending them to the Plan and Building Authorities. The debate became more heated
and eventually went up to the Minister of the Environment who approved the disposal site.

In February 2006 they started dredging for the tunnel and disposal at the site. Protests from
local activist groups also started and there was a lot of people chaining themselves to the rigs,
demonstrations outside the parliament, signature campaigns. There has been a lot of
commentaries in the paper, everything from very negative to positive. The good news is that
the Port Authorities have initiated an informal weekly meeting with groups from Greenpeace,
WWEF and other Norwegian facsimiles as a way to communicate information...of course these
organisations are critical and will be watching closely but see that the Port Authorities are
acting responsibly, but the positive thing is that they are able to meet and discuss what is
going on and listen to the facts. They have even said that they do not support activities that are
destructive to property. However, there remains another strong activist group, the green
warriors, comprised of people who live nearby the site. They do not want to discuss the issue,
they jump on any uncertainty that is presented, they are simply against the site.

This is what the situation looks like today. Based on this description, the questions that Amy
poses to the group are:
1. What can other harbours learn from this? And how can we learn?
2. Is there anything the government authorities can do now to restore effective
communication (and trust)?
The participants are divided into two groups and are asked to reflect on these two questions.
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Reflection on the case- Oslo Fjord-GROUP A
First this group discussed what went ‘wrong’. They quickly concluded that the scientists did
things ‘right’. But then why did they not get the message across? Some possible
reasons/solutions are:
¢ The communication was too complicated, the scientist could take more time to explain,
by making it more simple;
e Use illustrations and transparent tools, for example create a decision simulation on a
website to explain the complexity of the
e Show the benefits of certain choices/options, instead of focussing on risks;
® Broaden the discussion/issue, so do not only look for a solution to get rid of the
sediment. Try to look at the long term from a sustainability concept (people, planet,
profit). For example state that by dredging it will be possible again to eat fish from the
Oslo fjord in 10 years.
* Goon a ‘road show’ to visit people in their familiar location;
e Make sure the decision process is transparent:
o Who is deciding on what?
o Clearly show when you start, what you analyse and how you interpret this;
o Also make a comparison to leaving the situation as it is (doing nothing);

Based on this discussion the group saw the following possibilities for question: 1)What can
other harbours learn from this? And how can we learn?

e First of all NGI, The Harbour Authorities and other “trusted/close” parties involved
should take the time to reflect on what has happened in the process and what they
learned from this.

e If another harbour would have to dredge in the future, they could start with a
convening assessment, this means (very shortly):

o Identifying who and which organisations/communities are involved, do this in
a brainstorm using the snowball technique;
o Start to interview the people identified and ask them:
* What are the issues that might be a problem?
* What would be the ideal way to go forth?
o Make a report of these interviews to describe the situation and make sure that
the people you interviewed check this report!
o Make a news bulletin to describe the situation, using the report!, and then use
the steps described below a guideline how to proceed
These ‘steps’ are a possible answer to the second question:

Group A saw the following answers to question 2) Is there anything the government
authorities can do now to restore effective communication (and trust)?

e Start by hiring an independent facilitator, who has the respect and trust of the group,
and who is also familiar with the issues at hand;

¢ Keep on talking with the groups involved, exclude nobody and keep the door open;

® Show good faith, for example a ‘mea-culpa’ meeting that the communication could
have been better. Look at other processes how this was done;
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e Together with the people at the table:
o Monitor what is happening
o Develop alternatives, this also helps to build understanding of the situation;

*  What are the fall-back options;

* Come to agreements concerning risk sharing, for example
compensation, and always make clear that the people decide whether
they think the risks of alternatives are acceptable;

* What are possible trade-offs;

e Make a communication strategy and built it together with the target groups, after these
have been identified:
o So first identify the possible target groups;
o Think about the message;
o Identify possible mediums, such as SMS, Website, Newspapers etc.



& B jving with

< B2 [T _’-:‘"ts REPORT of the living with sediments international workshop-15-16-17 November 2006 14

Reflection on the case- Oslo Fjord-GROUP B
Group B also discussed the two questions:
1. What can other harbours learn from this? And how can we learn?
2. Is there anything the government authorities can do now to restore effective
communication (and trust)?

First of all the discussion focussed on what has happened:
e People were, maybe, feeling offended;
e There were a lot of emotions!

What could we do about/learn from it?:

® Could a peer-review help for next projects?;

* Would mediation be an option?

* You do need the groups in the next projects, so you have to keep them “on board’;
* Monitoring data will be available, if this OK then you can proceed;

* Organize a conference to discuss this case;

* Open a dialogue on innovative solutions;

¢ Find out what the problems are and whose problems they are;

The conclusions of group B were:
Given the current situation:
e Focus on the benefits of changing the process:
o More expedient process;
o Trust;
e Show that continuing the current approach will also hinder new projects;
¢ Involving national interests could help, as it may helps to put the case into (another)
perspective;
e The Oslo case is not very well managed, try to improve this (by hiring a
mediator/facilitator for example, but every party involved has to agree on this);
For other cases:
* Organise a conference on innovative approaches, of dealing with sediment;
e Hire an independent mediator/facilitator from the start of the project;
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Summary of presentations on the 17* of November

The second day of the international is started by Lasse Gerrits, from the Erasmus University
Rotterdam/TNO.

The gentile art of co-evolution, non-linear thinking in a non-linear world
- Lasse Gerrits, M.sc. — Erasmus University Rotterdam / TNO -
Lasse Gerrits presents a part of the work he has done for his Phd. Thesis, he is currently
working on. He starts of by explaining the core themes of his thesis:
e What is the (conceptual) nature of interaction between sediment systems, social
systems and policy systems?
¢ What do empirical cases show?
e Evaluation of attempts to structure the interaction between sediment systems, social
systems and policy systems
Very often the interaction between systems is perceived as either common (a one-sided
relationship, engineers and policy-makers decide) or complex (a continuous interaction,
engineers and policy-makers respond (see figure on

the right). Lasse Gerrits argues that his hypothesis is | |Social Social
. . . . . system system
that the continues interaction is the closest to reality. ?
To test his hypothesis, he used two estuaries as case % Policy
material: the Elbe and the Western Scheldt. ? system
The Elbe has undergone regular deepening Q

. .- Physical Physical

operations of the estuary by the port authorities. After system system

1999 the tidal range increased, which caused a tidal
pumping effect. This caused public upheaval because
of safety and ecology, this induced an increasing pressure on the policy system to act. This
both caused a change in thinking about the estuary and a change in communicating with
stakeholders, which became more interactive. But there is still enough momentum for the
policy system to keep going in the ‘old” way.

The Western Scheldt, the system is physically similar to the Elbe, but very different
when it comes to the social- and policy system, as it is on the boarder of the Netherlands and
Belgium. The case started when the Belgian Port authorities demand deepening of the Western
Scheldt, but needed Dutch permits to do so. In 2003 a deadlock exists in the process. Due to a
very persistent scientist from Belgium a break-through is reached and a decision is made. So
what we see in the Western Scheldt is that there is no initial pressure on the policy system. But
a ‘rogue’ (the Belgian scientists) as an unknown factor has major consequences. This causes a
sudden change in the policy system and leads to a deal (which is still a theoretical one).

Based on these two cases Lasse Gerrits states about co-evolution that there do exist
continuous interaction marked by: conversion of system pressure from physical and social
system, chance events, lock-in, acceleration and hysteresis, punctuated equilibrium and Non-
linear and unpredictable processes.

Lasse Gerrits concludes his presentation by stating that if policy processes are
capricious, then What does that mean for sediment projects and stakeholder involvement?
According to Lasse Gerrits this means a different approach, based on the following challenges:

¢ From goal-reaching to goal seeking;
e From a narrow focus to a broader scope;

»
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e From blue-print planning to adaptive management;

e From major steps to incrementalism;

e Contemporary ideas revolve around the assumption that systems are stable, this
should be discussed;

Todd Bridges reacts that sometimes it is difficult to implement adaptive management in
government organisations. These organisations are very often organised around regulation,
and regulation is not functioning as a learning system. Which makes its difficult to adapt to its
surrounding. A possible change in this approach could come from policymakers seeing
themselves as stewards of the physical, social and policy system and not as a dictatorial system
(in which policymakers are the initiators).

Astrid Souren remarks that according to her there is a linear (fixed) process, but there are also
the ‘stories” that are not fixed processes. She therefore argues that you can speak of a front
office (the official and linear way) and a back office (the actual stories and way things are
done). If we look at the process this way, maybe there is no need to ‘reorganize’ or
‘reinstitutionalise” the system.

The reaction to this from Todd Bridges is that there are people who find ways to work around
the system (these are the stories), but the system does not reward them for this. So the person
who wants to get higher up in the system will not do this, as it is too risky.

Wim Haalboom remarks that this also has to do with the possibility to stimulate creativity and
the openness for new ideas. In his own working experience he noticed quite often that if there
is a good idea, but people have not come up with it themselves, they do not embrace it (the
not-invented-here syndrome). Organisations like Shell or Philips are better at this, they buy
people into there organisation to come up with new ideas.

According to Adriaan Slob, this is just the point. They ‘buy’ people, these people to work out
their ‘wild” ideas, but they have no power to actually change the organisation.

Jurgen van der Heijden reacts on the concept of the ‘Rogue’ person in the case of the Western
Scheldt. According to him, such a person can only be successful if he has a business case. So he
would like to see in the picture that Lasse showed, what the relation is between the rebel and
the fact whether he has a business case. He is therefore also interested in why we need a rebel
for this business case and why the officials do not take it up themselves.
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Standards, soil, science and policy, labelling usable knowledge for soil quality standards in

the Netherlands 1971-2000

- Astrid Souren, Ph.D. - Radboud University Nijmegen-

The presentation is about the Phd. Thesis that Astrid recently finished. In her thesis she
discusses the development of standards in relation to science from the start of standard setting
in the Netherlands (1971) until 2000. Astrid starts by pointing out that Standards have two

characteristics: 1)  straight, and 2)

], L]

dichotomous. Take for example the

971

1989 1995 2000,

standards for paper-size, weights etc. Once
you start with a standard, it has far reaching
impact (both positive and negative).
Concerning the way standards were set in
the Netherlands Astrid discerns 3 different
sets of soil quality standards. The mainly
differed on the aspects of the height of a
standard and the persons who were
involved in setting these standards.

The research question of Astrid therefore is:

Three decades Dutch soil protection policy

1971-1988: Establishment of soil policy field
1989-1994: Reflection and renewal
1995-2000: New steering concepts

Three sets of soil quality standards

-] Reference values (1986-1988)
-] Target and Intervention values (1989-1991)

2] Soil Remediation objectives (1997-1999)

How can we understand the labelling of usable knowledge for soil quality standards in terms of

boundary work and in terms of regulatory practice?

s
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Science Standard setting Policy

Kooijman Model and the Van Straalen model.
The differences philosophies between these
models are displayed on the right. The Van
Straalen model was chosen as the model to use.
The difference between Research science and
regulatory science is the motive of the scientist.
The boundary between science and policy
therefore stays very unpredictable. So therefore
Astrid looked from another perspective at the

Regulatory practice

* Release distinction between science and policy

* Focus on shared interest of stakeholders: regulatory issue

* Anchoring of regulatory practice in institutional
context
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She approaches this question from a boundary work
perspective, the demarcation of science and policy (see
figure on the left). In the Netherlands two models
were developed for soil quality standard-setting. The

* Demarcation of science and policy

Research science; Regulatory science;

Kooijman model Van Straalen model
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Standard setting Policy

development of standards, namely from
a regulatory practice approach (see
figure on the left). In this practice people
develop standards together. According
to Astrid the setting of standards can
only be successful if there is an
anchoring of regulatory practice in the
institutional context.



& B jving with

< B2 [T _’-:‘"ts REPORT of the living with sediments international workshop-15-16-17 November 2006 18

This institutional context consists of:
¢ Regulative dimension: legal framework, rules/sanctions
¢ Cognitive dimension: Understanding of content of regulatory issue
e Normative dimension: Actors, social interactions and roles
If we look at the development of soil
standards in the Netherlands it is possible to
recognise these three aspects in the different
sets of quality standards:
® Reference values: arguments related
to regulative dimension (Soil
Protection Act)
e Target and intervention values:
arguments related to cognitive
dimension (Risk Approach)
¢ Soil remediation objectives:
arguments related to normative
dimension (shared standards instead of imposed standards)

Astrid finishes her presentation with some statements for discussion:

1. Standards development and effect based environmental policy develop along
incompatible tracks;

2. Standards reduce complexity by creating dichotomies;

3. Environmental policy recognises environmental complexity (site-specific and actual
assessments);

4. Scientists loose authority and trust unless focus shifts from certainty explication to
uncertainty explication (Verdonck, Souren, Van Asselt et al on EU REACH (sumitted));

5. Distinction between science and policy is counterproductive for understanding of
standardsetting but still persistent within the policy field (Souren, Poppen,
Groenewegen, Van Straalen on Dutch policy subsystem (accepted));

Todd Bridges reacts on the second statement. According to him standards cover up
complexity, but do not reduce it.

Jurgen van der Heijden has in his recent work been researching a group of experts that are
using standards (in relation to risk) as an argument in the discussion with their management
to apply certain technologies to reduce costs. In this way standards become more an
bargaining argument. How do you see this?

Astrid understands the situation and also points out that standards can have different
functions (task setting, problem setting). The experts can also use the height of a standard as
an argument. for example: if the height of the standard is reduced, also costs can be reduced.
In this way standards facilitate the discussion between experts and management.

Jurgen van der Heijden recognises this mechanism, and he also points out that the
management he referred to also uses the standards to check the work that the experts are
delivering (as a way to fill in their service level agreement).



