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Preface
Sustainable use of rivers is a fundamental task of integrative river management and at
the same time a core responsibility of civil society as well as science, administration and
policy. As an overarching goal, SPARE aims to assist in balancing human use requirements and protection needs of Alpine river ecosystems.
Nine project partners from five Alpine countries investigated and demonstrated how
strategic approaches for the protection and management of streams can be improved
across administrative and disciplinary borders, and promoted awareness of the services
provided by Alpine rivers, as well as their vulnerability.
A lot of single good practices, policies and tools addressing the field of river management can be found throughout the Alps. Such ‘models’ have been analysed, further developed and tested in SPARE’s pilot areas: Drôme in France, Dora Baltea in Italy, Inn-Engadine in Switzerland, Steyr in Austria and Soča in Slovenia.
In this process, SPARE has chosen an inter- and transdisciplinary way to combine socio-political, economic and ecological information and to integrate contributions from
different stakeholders and beneficiaries. Additionally, a comprehensive database was
established as fundament for an analysis of the pan-Alpine environmental status of river
ecosystems.
The major outcomes of SPARE are:
- a collection of river management challenges and best practice solutions
- a set of governance tools
- a pan-Alpine overview of pressures and impacts as well as of priority rivers with high
protection need
- an Action and Policy Support System (APSS) providing information on innovative river
protection and management processes across different spatial and administrative levels
to be found on:
https://spare.boku.ac.at

This document gives an overview of the environmental status of Alpine rivers and wetlands and summarizes the key factors for a successful and strategic integrative planning
and management of river ecosystems, identified in the frame of SPARE. The following
chapters provide a brief insight into some core findings of the project, aiming to support
administrative bodies in the challenging task of integrative river management.
The SPARE project team

The Alpine Rivers and their Environmental Status
The river network of the Alps provides manifold ecosystem functions
for about 180 million people of the river basins Rhone, Rhine, Po
and Danube and shelters a unique diversity of fauna and flora. For
centuries, various human activities caused pressures on river landscapes and their resources and - as a consequence – strongly affected
the aquatic environment. With the help of SPARE and a preliminary
study in 2013, supported by the MAVA Foundation, a comprehensive
pan-Alpine overview of the environmental status is provided.
In total, the river network of the Alps – including all rivers with a
catchment area bigger than 10 km2 within the perimeter of the Alpine Convention – comprises a length of almost 60.000 km. Around
70 % can be classified as headwaters with a catchment size of 1-100
km2. Another 17 % represent river sections with a catchment size of
100-500 km². The remaining ones are larger rivers that drain more
than 500 km² (4 %) or even more than 1000 km² (6 %).
A high proportion of these rivers is affected by severe human pressures. Impacts on the morphology of rivers and alterations of their
hydrological regimes belong to the dominating pressures due to
hydropower production, flood protection and river engineering. At
least 41 % of Alpine rivers can be considered as hydro-morphologically altered.
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Method

Data sources

The pan-Alpine network (of rivers with a catchment ≥10 km²) was
assembled from official river networks from responsible national
authorities. River units (= river stretch between two tributaries)
impacted by hydrological pressures (i.e. impoundment, water
abstraction, hydropeaking or not specified hydrologic alteration)
are considered as affected.

• Perimeter of the Alpine Convention: Permanent secretariat of the Alpine Convention (2017)
• National river networks: BMLFUW (2015), LfU (2015), Eaufrance (2013), ADBPO (2016),
ADBVE (2016), Regione Liguria (2013), GURS (2004), Swisstopo (2008), CCM2.1 (2008)
• Administrative boundaries: GADM database (2015)
• Lakes, Catchment size: EEA (2012)
• Large rivers: CCM River and Catchment Database (EC - JRC 2007)
• Hydrological impacts: BMLFUW (2015), WWF Switzerland (s.a.), EAWAG (2011),
LfU (2004, 2013), Energieatlas Bayern (2016), IRSTEA (2013), Eaufrance (2013),
APB (2005, 2009, 2014), ADBVE (2016), ADBPO (2016), Regione Liguria (2013),
ICPDR (2015), ARSO (2013), BOKU IHG (2018)

Note on the pan-Alpine overview
The pan–Alpine overview of the pressures and environmental status of the river network is based
on official data provided by national/regional administration; most of the data are part of
national river basin management plans reported in the frame of the WFD.
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It should be noted, that some regions of the Alpine Arc show a high amount of rivers designated with
“high or good ecological or morphological status”. This can be explained e.g. by the application of different
monitoring approaches. Additionally, for some regions big data gaps were identified by spatial analyses
within SPARE. Thus, the ‘overall picture’ has to be viewed in the light of these partly biased results.
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Since the WFD defines the obligations to maintain the good respectively high status of rivers, this clear
and fundamental mission for protection is specifically addressed by highlighting the “protection priority”
and “protection need” within the Alpine Arc.
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Nevertheless, there are numerous stream and river sections that
have retained their original character and their specific ecosystem
functions. 14 % of the pan-Alpine river network remain as river
courses with a near natural aquatic environment inhabiting intact
aquatic biocoenoses - expressed by their ‘high ecological status’
according to the classification of the Water Framework Directive.
Also here, the differences within the Alpine regions are remarkable:
While 19 % of the smaller rivers and streams still have a high ecological status, only 1-2 % of large rivers (catchment size of more than 500
km²) remain ecologically intact.
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Method

Data sources

The pan-Alpine network (of rivers with a catchment ≥10 km²) was
assembled from official river networks from responsible national
authorities. Ecological status (EU countries) and ecological value
(a surrogate parameter for Switzerland based on Muhar et al. 2013)
were assembled from national data and aggregated to river units
(= river stretch between two tributaries).

• Perimeter of the Alpine Convention: Permanent secretariat of the Alpine Convention (2017)
• National river networks: BMLFUW (2015), LfU (2015), Eaufrance (2013), ADBPO (2016),
ADBVE (2016), Regione Liguria (2013), GURS (2004), Swisstopo (2008), CCM2.1 (2008)
• Administrative boundaries: GADM database (2015)
• Lakes & Catchment size: EEA (2012)
• Large rivers: CCM River and Catchment Database (EC - JRC 2007)
• Ecological status (EU)/ ecological value (CH): BMLFUW (2015), LfU (2015), Eaufrance (2013),
ADBPO (2016), ADBVE (2016), Regione Liguria (2013), ARSO (2016), BAFU (2006, 2009, 2011),
EAWAG (2011), WWF Switzerland (s.a.), CSCF (2017), Cantons of Switzerland (s.a.),
BOKU IHG (2018)

Note on the pan-Alpine overview
The pan–Alpine overview of the pressures and environmental status of the river network is based
on official data provided by national/regional administration; most of the data are part of
national river basin management plans reported in the frame of the WFD.
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It should be noted, that some regions of the Alpine Arc show a high amount of rivers designated with
“high or good ecological or morphological status”. This can be explained e.g. by the application of different
monitoring approaches. Additionally, for some regions big data gaps were identified by spatial analyses
within SPARE. Thus, the ‘overall picture’ has to be viewed in the light of these partly biased results.
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Alterations of river systems are also evident when looking at the
state of floodplains /wetlands in the Alpine region: under natural conditions, rivers and their floodplains form a functional unit.
Due to the geomorphological character of Alpine rivers, extensive
floodplain corridors are predominantly associated with midsize to
larger rivers. Today, only one quarter of those rivers retained some
fragments of their former floodplain habitats. Additionally, most of
the remaining floodplain areas are impaired and dynamic processes
have been strongly limited. In total, only 9 % of the Alpine rivers still
have floodplains or wetlands.

Conclusions for large scale conservation approaches
Complementary to local or regional protection activities, there is the
need to set also large scale targets for the protection of the most
ecologically sensitive rivers at a pan-Alpine scale. In total, 27 % (approx.
15.000 km) of Alpine river stretches are designated as of very high
protection priority. They are characterised as ecologically or morphologically intact rivers (high status) and show no hydrological pressures or
they are directly connected with remnants of high quality floodplains/
wetlands.
Almost 70 % of these rivers (10.736 km) lack any legal protection status
and should be considered to be in need of protection. This is particularly true in the case of rivers with a small catchment size, due to their
large share of river units with high ecological status, high morphological status and associated wetlands. The protection need for large rivers
arises primarily from the occurrence of associated wetlands.
Distribution of protection need classes
per catchment size
class

The findings of SPARE indicate, that a “pan-Alpine perspective” is
needed, as the scope of most management and in particular conservation decisions are rarely extending beyond regional and national
borders. A consistent database serves as a crucial pre-requisite for
water related actions and policy at the pan-Alpine and macroregional scale. SPARE provides a first, comprehensive overview of the
existing data, their availability and quality, as well as the data sources
and therewith provides a substantial basis to complete and improve
the data sets in the future.
SPARE’s results will assist stakeholders in river management and
nature conservation (decision-makers, administrations, NGOs) to
deal with future programs and projects in the wider context of the
Alpine Arc in a more efficient way. This is crucial for a sustainable
implementation of management activities and helps to avoid short
term, single-case decisions without knowledge of the Alpine-wide
context.

key aspect: Integrity of Planning and Decision
Making
The principal reasons underlying the planning in the field of water
management, as defined in the time sequence include:

•
•
•
•

interests in the use of water and water space
extraordinary events (floods, pollution etc.) having harmful
impacts on human health and safety or on the existing use of
waters and water space as well as on the dependent economy,
reconciliation of conflicts between the existing users of water
and water space,
improvement of the condition of waters and water ecosystems.

To ensure a transparent and comprehensive process of planning and decision making, different sectors and actors from the three pillars of water
management should be involved in the practice from the beginning.
Based on the principle of sustainable development, these pillars are:

•
•
•

the good ecological status of waters
water use and riparian land related development
water risk mitigation

The specific goals and activities associated with these pillars are potentially conflicting to some extent, but cooperation assures that planned and
jointly decided actions will generally represent objectives and will be more
in compliance with Integrated River Basin Management.

Water management
must rely on the
principle of equity
of all three identified pillars

During the process of planning and decision making, the principle of equal
treatment of the tree pillars shall be applied:
An Integrated River Basin Management does not prioritise any of the
pillars and provides measures and actions for sustainable development without any harmful impacts on other pillars or specific water related goals.
Following this central idea ensures mutual harmonisation of the selected
and planned measures.

key aspect: Participation
Legal Background
During the last decades, several policies (conventions, directives and
resolutions) have increased the level of participation step by step. On
EU and international level these policies provide the legal framework
and obligations, but do not give clear guidelines on how to transfer
the requirement to national or, focussing on IRBM, to catchment
scales.
The main overarching policies and their key statements regarding
participation are:
The Aarhus
convention

The Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (1998):
«In order to contribute to the protection of the right of every person of
present and future generations to live in an environment adequate to
his or her health and well-being, each Party shall guarantee the rights
of access to information, public participation in decision-making,
and access to justice in environmental matters in accordance with the
provisions of this Convention.»

The Water
Framework
Directive

The Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council establishing a framework for the Community action in the
field of water policy:
«To ensure the participation of the general public including users of
water in the establishment and updating of river basin management
plans, it is necessary to provide proper information of planned measures
and to report on progress with their implementation with a view to the
involvement of the general public before final decisions on the necessary measures are adopted.» And «Member States shall encourage the
active involvement of all interested parties in the implementation of
this Directive, in particular in the production, review and updating of
the river basin management plans. Member States shall ensure that, for
each river basin district, they publish and make available for comments
to the public [...].“»

•

The Directive 2007/60/EC on the assessment and management
of flood risks:
«[...]Member States shall make available to the public the preliminary flood risk assessment, the flood hazard maps, the flood risk
maps and the flood risk management plans.» And «[...]shall encourage active involvement of interested parties in the production, review and updating of the flood risk management plans [...].»

The Floods
Directive

•

The Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of
certain plans and programmes on the environment:
«In order to contribute to more transparent decision making and
with the aim of ensuring that the information supplied for the
assessment is comprehensive and reliable, it is necessary to provide
that authorities with relevant environmental responsibilities and
the public are to be consulted during the assessment of plans
and programmes, and that appropriate time frames are set, allowing sufficient time for consultations, including the expression of
opinion.»

The SEA
Directive

•

The Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora: Commission Note on Establishing Conservation Measures for Natura 2000
Sites
Though there is no legal obligation to involve stakeholders
and the general public in the development of Natura 2000
management plans, the European Commisson gives a clear
recommendation to engage the participation of all stakeholders
concerned, since «the likelihood of success will be greatly enhanced if the different stakeholders are engaged in and committed to
the management of the site“» It is also highlighted that «Participation can be carried out throughout the process of management
planning [...]» and that «Early consultation and involvement of
stakeholders from the first stages usually requires a multidisciplinary and professional approach.»

The Habitats
Directive

Who are the Stakeholders?
A stakeholder is any person who has an interest, who impacts or is
impacted by the issue «at stake», the territorial project, or its consequences. It includes all policy makers, managers, NGO members,
professionals, but also habitants, experts and researchers, tourists, or
even national policy makers when they address local issues.
Potential objectives of participatory processes are:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Increasing information and awareness regarding certain issues
Enable stakeholders to articulate needs and to make concrete
proposals to be considered in a planning and decision process
Involving and empowering of stakeholders or a particular stakeholder group (e.g. as «ambassadors» for their rivers)
Involving stakeholders into planning processes and setting priorities of objectives and activities
Evaluating multiple related ecosystem services (ESS) and creating awareness regarding these services
Emphasising interests and conflicts over the use of a certain
resource
Fostering public support of plans or processes
Increasing the legitimacy of decision-making processes and the
related results
etc.

Depending on the respective objective, the level of participation has
to be chosen:

Rules and Roles
Applicable Principles - Participation…
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

…should include the general public («lay people») and acknowledge their capacity as «self-experts» in regards to their own
practices, needs and local environment
… should respect equally all individuals (e.g. gender, age, origin,
activity, wealth…) and ensure equity of inclusion and voicing.
…requires time and means which are compensated by longterm benefit for socio-environmental sustainability
…complements representative democracy, does not replace it
…is neither communication nor persuasion
…goes beyond facilitation or mediation, but they are required.
…covers the whole range of decision making: procedural
organization, policy framing, diagnosis, proposals, integration,
choice, institutionalization, implementation, evaluation
…should be co-designed and agreed by the participants themselves, and not imposed «from the top».

Rules and Procedures
Before engaging participants, it is crucial to define rules of participation to manage the participatory process. These rules clarify the organisation (roles and responsibilities) and the implementation of the
participatory process. They establish a moral framework between all
participants: managers, facilitators, pilot group, representative group
and the public. They must be discussed intensively with the pilot
group but they can also be refined with the citizens.

Participatory Framework and Actors
The participatory framework has two main phases:
1. Participatory design of the local planning procedure
2. Implementation of the participatory planning procedure
The essential feature of the process is to leave space and time, and
to provide methods and means, for the preparation by all stakeholders of the future procedure of decision: who, when, how and why
each category of stakeholder will participate to the various decision
phases, how it will be regulated and facilitated. Thereby, this future
process will be better accepted and respected by its participants, and
should improve alignment between the existing institutional process
and the stakeholders’ expectations. In summary it means that actors
decide the participation plan.
Within the proposed framework, the whole participatory process is
participated, guided, accompanied and supported by the following
actors:

•

The local process manager is the person in charge of deciding
and steering the whole local participatory process. She/he can
be either a political person or an administrative manager and
must be able to mobilize others and maintain the dynamics. The
manager must know the needs and constraints of the process.

•

The local facilitator will be in charge of animating and facilitating all local actions/sessions with the various stakeholders. She/
he must be used to organize and facilitate public participation
in a multi-level context. She/he must be able to speak all local
languages or dialects, and understand the essential cultural and
social traits. She/he must be independent and acknowledged by
all stakeholders as such.

•

The pilot group is a local group of 5 to 10 persons, selected and
led by the process manager, who seeks their help for understanding and covering the various issues, for connecting to the
relevant networks, for mobilizing the other groups. They must
represent the whole territory, the main social groups and sectors, even indirectly.

•

The representative group is a smaller working group than the
entire population but supposed to represent it and act on behalf
of it (as a legal court jury). Gathering a minimum of 25 people,
it must represent the entire river system users and concerned
populations (water relation, geographical location, age, gender,
and activity). This group will be dynamically identified after a
stakeholder analysis and members will be expected to participate actively to different activities.

•

The participation advisor is the expert in participation who is in charge of supporting the manager and the facilitator in co-designing and
steering the participatory process and its evaluation. She/he participates, to the extent possible, to all meetings where participation and
evaluation are addressed.

•

Thematic experts are specialists (experts, scientists, consultants) for
a given domain interesting for the process/project and the stakeholders. The experts can be recruited for short-term missions if required.

•

Observers are advisors with a domain of expertise either global
(national or international and outside the project) or local (inside the
project territory).

The Participatory Process
Within the proposed SPARE-framework the stakeholders are involved in the participatory process from a very early stage. In fact, they
decide their own participation plan. From the very beginning to the
implementation of the actual implementation of the participatory
process 17 steps need to be carried out:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Identification of the pilot group & the facilitator
Introduction to the participatory process principles
Process introduction to the pilot group
Launch of the communication about the project
Large public survey about the project area (e.g. the river)
Identification of the representative group
Workshop on activities and methods to implement
Local workshops on methods for participation
Self-modelling for assessing governance
Exploration of other management practices from other projects
Local evaluation framing
Local planning of participatory process (PrePar)
Needs elicitation for methodological adaptations and development
Dissemination of the participation plan (PrePar) to the general
public
Methodological adaptations and development
Preparation workshop for the planning of the implementation
phase
Official launch of the implementation phase

Conditions for adapting the process locally
This proposed normalized sequence is meant to be adapted to local
conditions. However there are some minimal requirements:
•
Have a respectful, transparent and accountable participatory
process.
•
The representative group is appointed according to the requirements, and should not be a group of «official representatives».
•
Processes can be extended as widely as decided locally.
•
Include monitoring and evaluation.
•
PCS steps 8, 9 and 12 are mandatory to ensure a successful
application.

A detailed description of the 17 steps can be found on the SPARE
APSS (https://spare.boku.ac.at). Mandatory step 8 is described in
the present guidance document as against the background of an
exemplary river-related setting:
Step 8: Local workshops on methods for participation
The managers and facilitators organize a specific information
workshop for the pilot and representative group (about 30 to 35
participants). This workshop of minimum ½ day aims at:
• Informing the participants about the project, the river and
participatory governance
• Deciding the objectives of participation in the local project
with the participants
• Discussing the level of participation for each decision step
and discover participatory methods associated with each step
The facilitator has to prepare participants’ kits and they can
provide, prior to the workshop, specific documentation such as
information on participatory governance for river management,
on decicion-making steps (see below) and a list of participatory
methods. A key element of this phase is the presentation and
discussion of the 8 major steps within a decision process:
1. Designing the decision

2. Diagnosis

• Discussing the roles and
rights of various actors in
making decisions about the
river

• Describing and
understanding the current
situation of the river

6. Prioritise, vote &
choose

5. Identify actions and
plans

• Prioritising, voting and
choosing among possible
river management actions
and plans

• Inventing, identifying and
structuring possible actions
and plans for the river

7. Implement

8. Watch, monitor &
evaluate

• Implementing selected
actions, plans or policies

• Monitoring and evaluating
actions, plans, policies,
decisions and their impacts

3. Prospective &
simulation
• Exploring possible future
scenarios for the river

4. Define objectives
• Defining objectives,
preferences and constraints
for the river

To be considered

Key factors for real impacts of a decision-making process:
the initial willingness and / or ability of the process manager to
implement and participate in the participatory process (time,
resources, skills, …)
2. the legal and institutional framework (which facilitates or hinders the participatory process)
3. the possibility of aligning the calendars of both the strategic
planning and the participatory processes
4. the support from a political leader or network
5. the initial commitment, if possible formal, of key political stakeholders to consider both the citizens/participants’ inputs during
the process and the final outputs at the end
6. the openness of the process manager and facilitator to accept
risk taking and innovation, to be open to transforming / adapting existing institutions or creating new institutions for water
and river management
7. a proper and professional communication to promote the project, to find a common comprehension of topics and a common
language
8. the adaption of participation activities according to the local
conditions and the cultural background
9. the detailed planning of the process monitoring and evaluation,
from the beginning, together with experts
10. processes of planning and decision making are highly dependent on financial resources. With respect to the durability of the
final outcomes, this has to be considered from the very beginning.
1.

Excursus: Ecosystem Services - a tool for communication
In the context of this guidance paper the possible application of the
Ecosystem Services Concept as a communication tool shall be highlighted. Ecosystem Services are defined as «The direct and indirect
contributions of ecosystems to human wellbeing.» (TEEB 2010) or
«The benefits people obtain from ecosystems.» (MEA 2005). Since
the concept is an anthropocentric one, it is relatively easy to handle,
and the identified services - including their status and the conservation/restoration of their underlying ecosystems and ecosystem
functions - are powerful elements of a communication strategy in
the context of ecosystem management and conservation.
At the beginning of the SPARE project - in the frame of step 6 of
the participatory process - , a questionnaire was prepared aiming,
among other things, at collecting perceptions from the population
about river management, protection, and Ecosystem Services.
Regarding Ecosystem Services, such surveys cannot only support the
investigation of perceptions, but also help to communicate existing
services and to raise awareness regarding the related issues.
In the case of SPARE, the following services were identified to have
the highest importance:
The river and its tributaries are...
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

...everyone’s heritage and responsibility
...vital for nature, biodiversity and agriculture (including the
importance as habitat for plants and animals)
...important for recreation, sport and health
...useful for energy production
...a source of clean drinking water

key aspect: Monitoring, Evaluation and
Improvements
Monitoring and efficiency monitoring are constituent elements of
any planning or implementation process, starting with the design
of policies through strategic planning to concrete measures and
implementation actions. There is no standardised procedure for the
process monitoring.
For the implementation of a plan or project and for its follow-up phases to be efficient, it is crucial that monitoring is included in all the
process phases. Based on this monitoring, it is possible to undertake
the necessary amendments and improvements to enhance efficiency
in achieving the set objectives and to provide the necessary support
to the professional and general public.
Therefore, it is important to incorporate the plan of monitoring as
early as possible in the planning phase, since monitoring is closely
correlated with the programme or project implementation time
schedule.
Monitoring may be defined as a continual process in the scope of the
management cycle, to obtain feedback on:
1.
2.
3.

whether the work is progressing in the right direction
the progress in achieving the set objective
potentials of improvement of particular measures and/or phases

In practice, the aspect «Monitoring and Improvement» is understood
primarily as technical monitoring (impact of planned/implemented
measures on biological and chemical parameters, number of plant
and animal species). There is no procedural monitoring.
The focus should also be on monitoring of the process of decision making, financing and on the participation process. For these
aspects, monitoring is currently not mandatory, but experiences
have shown that this aspect is also a highly important part of plans,
programs and projects. Through a monitoring and evaluation of processes we can gain essential data and feedback about the adequacy
of the used methods and tools. This new information is a precious
contributions to the planning phases of future projects.

Monitoring and Evaluating a Participatory Process, its Context and its Impacts
Monitoring

Evaluation

Definition

Ongoing analysis of project progress
towards achieving planned results with
the purpose of improving management
decision making

Assessment of the efficiency, impact,
relevance and sustainability of the
project’s actions.

When?

Ongoing

Usually at completion, mid-term, ex-post,
and eventually ongoing.

Why?

Check progress, take remedial action, and
update plans

Learn broad lessons applicable to other
programs and projects. Provides
accountability, etc.

Monitoring and evaluating a participatory process means paying
attention to three particular elements:
1.
2.
3.

Context
Process
Impact

The process, its context and its impacts constitute the object of
the monitoring and evaluation. Here, the focus is on participatory
processes. However, the steps proposed can be adapted to other
objectives (for instance a public policy, a development project, a
management plan, etc.).

Form and role of evaluation

Evaluation in in this case is not aiming at controlling what is done
locally but at supporting the participatory process to make sure that
it is on the right track towards its objectives. Evaluation is designed
by the pilot group, the manager and the facilitator for their own use
and the use of participants.
Within the proposed SPARE framework, monitoring and evaluation is
initiated at the beginning of the process because it helps managers,
facilitators and key stakeholders to:
•
know where they stand (context) and which external elements
may positively or negatively influence the process,
•
decide where they want to go (objectives, impacts, outcomes,
outputs) and know whether they are there yet,
•
decide how to get there (process) and know whether they are
on the right track

Definitions and
distinctions

There are two specific aspects regarding the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of participatory processes within the SPARE framework:
1.

2.

A transversal M&E which is similar for all cases and answers
questions like who / when / where some people have participated, what is the institutional context of participatory processes
and what are the main impacts.
In addition, specific M&E questions can be explored that are of
concern.

Prior to scoping and planning of the participatory process (step 12 in
the participatory process), the pilot group should be informed about
M&E, and preliminary elements of M&E should be discussed with
them (objectives, feasibility-check, context indicators). Afterwards,
together with some key members of the pilot group, the case-specific M&E may be developed.
For developing an M&E procedure, the following phases are proposed:
(Depending on your M&E objectives, the sequence of these phases
may not be the same from one time to another.)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
Monitoring and
evaluation steps

Defining their M&E objectives
Identifying indicators
Checking feasibility
Selecting M&E methods
Implementing M&E methods (i.e. actually collecting data)
Analysing the data
Sharing M&E results

Transversal M&E

Specific M&E

o Social-environmental issue at stake
o Institutional decision-making process in
which the PP takes place

Context

o Initiator of the participatory process
o Other project carried out in the territory in
parallel with SPARE
o „usual“ participatory approach in river
management and planning in the PCS
o Other factors which influenced the
participatory process on the way
o Previous participatory
attempts in the PCS

processes

or

o Summary of the participatory process
o Process Manager
o Facilitator(s)
o Who prepared/designed/engineered the
participatory process?
o Role and composition of the Pilot group

Process

INDICATORS TO BE MONITORED AND EVALUATED

o Participatory process objectives

o Role and composition
Representative group

of

the

o Representativeness of the people involved
in the PCS
o Who pays for participation
o initial expectations of participants
o Initial Perception PCS6 & videos
o How innovative has the participatory
process been?
o overall budget used for the participatory
process

Impacts

o Participatory tools and methods used
o Main outputs

o Awareness,

o Impacts on participants

o Concerns and preferences,

o Expectations met

o Feeling of identity or river’s attachment,

o Willingness to organize / participate in
o Communication’ impact,
future participatoryprocesses
o Autonomous dynamics among participants o Operational changes,
o Impact on actions

o Social relationships,

o Social scale

o Coalitions and conflicts related to river topics

o Spatial extent

M&E
METHODS

events
Questionnaires,
monitoring,
attendance lists for sessions, expectations in
sessions, photos & videos of events, minutes
of participatory events, sessions’ evaluation
form, interviews, session observation,
external evaluator analysis, interviews

Ques tionnaires , cogni ti ve and functional
ma pping, experiment, loca te onesel f on a
geographi cal map , concepts a ttached to the
pla ce or ri ver, hiera rchies of a tta chments for
gi ven sets of place proposals, economi c
measurements , interviews and narra ti ves,
di rect observa ti on, di rect and indi rect
decla ra tion, external assessment and seconda ry
impact monitoring, social network anal ysis,
pol icy networks methods

suggested (exemplary) indicators
to be monitored
and possible M&E
methods

Experiment

Cognitive mapping

Questionnaire

Method

Approach

Questions are asked (paper, digital or interview) about the
target topics in order to assess to which extent they are
known, believed, endorsed, implemented. They can be
explicit (e.g. “Do you agree with the following sentence: the
fish populations are perturbed and can disappear when the
riverbed’ rocks are displaced?” –with a scale of agreement-)
or implicit (e.g. “Which activities or events can perturb or
destroy the fish populations?” or “List possible impacts of
displacing the riverbed rocks?”). They can also include lists of
words to rank to assess semantic attachments. They can also
question (declared) practices, or social interactions.
Answering can be sometimes
collective.
Participants are required to answer iteratively series of
questions by choosing and drawing concepts’ units (words
or short sentences) on a blank sheet. Concepts can be
selected from a pre-given set or fully invented. Participants
have to relate and connect them with links showing some
types of relations they perceive. Thereby they draw a
systemic map of their thoughts about a given topic. Links
can express meanings like “is_a”, “is_like”, “is_caused_by”,
“requires” or “comes_from”, “provokes”, etc. Concepts can
be placed anywhere or located
according to categories. This can be made on paper or on
computer, and it can be assisted by an interviewer. It can be
individual or collective.
Participants are exposed to a simulated situation (via a
narrative, a board model or game, or a software) and are
required to react to it, following some given rules. It can
proceed with different steps. The system can react to the
participant’s actions. Process can be done individually or as
a group, with or without dialogue. Some incentives (money)
can be given. Behaviors are recorded and analyzed later. A
debriefing may be added.
Less classical. Difficult selfimplementation: requires
staff.
Less open to complex
narratives. Non procedural.

Expert design, facilitation &
analysis. Cost. Difficult to
repeat (learning effect).
Virtual.
Transformative.

Easy to animate. Systemic:
concepts + links. Usually
attractive for participants.
Fits groups’ (cf. focus
groups). Easy ante / post
analysis. Feeds modeling
needs.

Closer to real life
conditions. Connects
emotions with cognition
and action. Transformative.

Cons
Sensitive to wording
(ambiguities) and
sequences. Non procedural,
non systemic, non socially
dependent (if individual).

Pros
Standard method. Fair to
process and analyze.
Subjects are used to
them. Can be selfmanaged.
Many dimensions can be
addressed.

Practical Example: Measuring awareness

«Awareness», in the context of public policies, is essentially a specific
form of knowledge among the general population, which satisfies
the expectations of the policy makers or the administrations in relation to a given policy aim. It refers to a fact or a set of knowledge that
one wants someone else to know, but with an underlined expectation that it would lead to new behaviours (targeted by the policy).
However it should be noted here that in regards to knowledge there
may be various levels of engagement of the individual: knowing,
believing, endorsing, implementing.
We propose to consider three methodological options here, as
described in the following table (three approaches of increasing
complexity regarding design and implementation):

Practical Example: Measuring Concerns and Preferences
Concerns and preferences are often mixed-up with awareness,
but they are essentially different. The latter refers to cognition,
to knowledge or beliefs, whereas the formers address values and
norms, which are an attribution, a quality, attached to a given fact or
situation. Namely concerns and preferences should exhibit subjective attributes like «good» vs. «bad», «better», «preferred», «important», etc.
Concerns or preferences are usual topics for questionnaires: «for
each of the following statements, please rank them between very
important to insignificant – or very desirable to totally rejected», or
ranking or valuing options.
In experiments, it is one of the most common aims and results, as in
experimental economics or social psychology. Participants have to
choose among a set of options and do it according to a given context (social or environmental).
For cognitive mapping methods, there are two complementary
issues:
1. the selection of the concepts by the person expresses a priori
some concerns or preferences, but there is an ambiguity with
non-normative awareness;
2. it is common to ask to qualify the cognitive map by tagging the
pre-drawn elements with colours or symbols to express importance or attached expectations. As such, a normative layer is
added on the original cognitive provision.

key aspect: Decision Support
(Data, Tools and Systems)
Each planning process includes a support system consisting of
efficient tools serving participatory processes as well as tools and
methods to assist in obtaining corresponding social, environmental
and economic assessments and risk assessments. A good planning
process is characterised by its openness for discussion and accessibility of applied data, analysis procedure and final results.
Factors for a proper support system are:
1.
2.
3.

Accessibility and availability of data
Development and discussion of several solution scenarios
Application of objective and reproducible tools and methods in
the analysis and assessment of potential solutions

Final Words
Based on the experiences gained during the SPARE processes, a number of «lessons
learnt» could be formulated. Overarching topics involved «political support and legal
frame», «cross-sectoral cooperation», «communication & confidence» and the «participation process».
Based on that, experts from various fields in the river/water management and conservation sector were asked to rank key aspects with regard to their level of importance for a
successful implementation of Integrated River Basin Management and protection plans.

Source: Permanent Secretariat of the Alpine Convention

To guide further actions towards integrative and sustainable river management at a
pan-Alpine scale, the Macroregional Strategy for the Alps and particularly Action Group
6 serve as a platform for an enhanced conservation and valorization of natural freshwater ecosystems.

Legal notes

This document is based on the following deliverables of the Project «SPARE - Strategic
Planning for Alpine River Ecosystems» co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund through the Alpine Space Programme
(www.alpine-space.eu/projects/spare):

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

D.T1.1.2 Guideline on advanced participatory methods and adaptive governance
processes for River protection and management planning
D.T1.3.1 Guideline on a monitoring and evaluation method for «Local Capacity in
River Protection and Management»
D.T1.3.2 Final report: Implementation & Results of monitoring and evaluation
methods
D.T2.3.1 Report on capitalization of reference river management practices
D.T2.3.2 Handbook on Integrated River Management to support River Ecosystems
Conservation and Sustainable Development in AS
D.T3.3.1 PCS evaluation: final river protection & management protocol
D.T4.1.4 Report on the status of Alpine river ecosystems
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