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1 Introduction – context of the workshop  

1.1 Workshop objective 

 

Twin2Go or “Coordinating Twinning Partnerships towards more Adaptive 
Governance in River Basins” is a Coordination and Support Action under the EC’s 7th 
Framework Program for Research and Technological Development FP7. Twin2Go intends 
to contribute to more Adaptive Water Governance by reviewing, assessing and 
synthesizing current status & progress in water governance in case study basins from 
previous and ongoing EC FP6 and FP7 projects, and by consolidating and disseminating 
context-sensitive conclusions and results. For this purpose, under Twin2Go, a series of 
participative workshops have been planned. The logical sequence of thematic workshops 
under the Twin2Go project is shown in the figure below. 

 

 

Fig. 1 Twin2Go project flow 

 

For more detailed information on Twin2Go, its objectives and the different phases for 
project implementation, we kindly invite you to consult the project’s webpage at: 
www.twin2go.eu.  

 

About the Twin2Go Synthesis Workshop 

Following the successful execution of the Twin2Go Case Study Review Workshops1, a 
Twin2Go Synthesis Workshop has been organised in Stockholm, Sweden, from 1-2 
September 20102. At this workshop, the preliminary results of the basin reviews have 
been analyzed and discussed in the context of a cross-basin comparison. The synthesis is 
a crucial step in the project, as it aims to test hypotheses about the relationships 
between context and regime characteristics of adaptive water governance systems and 
their performance, to detect and establish relevant patterns, where feasible, and to 
identify context-sensitive key factors for enabling or enhancing adaptive water 
governance.  

 

                                                
1 The Twin2Go Case Study Review Workshops took place in Europe, Africa, Asia and Latin-America between March 

and June 2010: Case study basins were analyzed by means of a standardised questionnaire, for their context and 
governance regime characteristics, as well as for current water governance performance. 
2
 The third Twin2Go consortium meeting took place on September 3, one day after the Synthesis Workshop. 
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The objective of the workshop was formulated as follows: The development of the 
comparative methodology and synthesis procedure is currently underway. Draft results 
from applying these methodologies to the set of case study river basins will be brought 
into the September Synthesis Workshop by the Twin2Go project staff. Participants to the 
Synthesis Workshop will consist of: Twin2Go Consortium members (project staff), 
members of the Twin2Go Advisory Board, and external experts from the field of Adaptive 
Water Governance. At the Workshop, both the draft analysis results as well as the used 
methodological approach will be discussed by all participants. 

 

Consolidated results from the discussions held and analyses conducted during and 
after the Workshop will feed into the Twin2Go Synthesis Report (deliverable 2.3). Special 
attention will be given to the policy relevance of the conclusions obtained. The 
conclusions from this exercise will then be regionally validated in a new series of 
participative Regional Best-Practice Workshops (Russia/NIS, Africa, Southeast-Asia and 
Latin-America). After validation and towards the end of the project, a wider 
dissemination of the project outcome to the international policy maker community is 
being planned. 
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2 Day 1: Presentations and discussion on data and s ynthesis 

approaches 

Moderator: Edi Interwies 

Reporters: Tom D’Haeyer 

Participants and experts were welcomed by Prof. Claudia Pahl-Wostl, the scientific 
coordinator of Twin2Go, followed by Dr. Carl Folke, the scientific director of the 
Stockholm Resilience Centre hosting the workshop who briefly explained the mission and 
functions of the Centre.  

Day one of the Synthesis Workshop consisted primarily out of presentations. Prof. Pahl-
Wostl talked about the objectives and overarching framework of Twin2Go, the 
methodology, which has been developed in the first phase of the project and the 
resulting questionnaire. Data collection or application of the methodology for assessing 
regime, context and performance parameters were presented by Jan Cools and Elena 
Nikitina. An overview has been given on the Case Study Review Workshops and the 
basins, with a specific example of the workshop which took place in Chiang Mai organised 
by Twin2Go members EcoPolicy and USER, a workshop jointly organised by Twin2Go and 
REWIND. The organising Twin2Go members represent the former twinning projects 
CABRI-Volga and ASEM WaterNet. The presentation concluded with some messages on 
the post-processing challenges and the resulting data set for 29 cases and 86 indicators.  

A second block of presentations dealt with the preliminary synthesis of the available data. 
Three approaches have been explored respectively by Prof. Claudia Pahl-Wostl, Dr. Louis 
Lebel and Christian Knieper. The approaches are briefly explained in the following 
paragraph. 

 

1) Hypotheses + exploratory qualitative analysis:  

The first approach for synthesis is to define a set of hypotheses to be tested for plausibility. Each 
question (indicator) of the questionnaire already includes one hypothesis on which the scoring was 
developed. One can derive a large number of expected relationships between individual regime 
characteristics and regime performance measures – each of the questions is based on a 
hypothesis. However, given the fact that the scores have been derived in a quite pragmatic way it 
is more robust to analyze in a first hypotheses related to general regime characteristics that are 
described by several related questions. Here it is useful to develop summarizing indicators for 
analysis. This implies that the combined scores of several questions relating to the same 
characteristics/indicator will be used. This allows grouping the different basins in groups and search 
for patterns. These can be more refined by comparing in a second step the scores for individual 
relationships. The Twin2Go analytical framework is used to guide the approach for checking 
hypotheses (Fig. 2). 

 
 

Fig. 2 Twin2Go analytical framework guiding the checking of hypotheses 

 

Water 
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Regime  

Context  

Performance 
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Hypotheses have the structure of “IF RCi (regime characteristic based on score to question i) is 
high/low then Pj (performance indicator based on score to question j) is high/low”. RC may also 
refer to an aggregated score over individual questions that refer to one regime characteristic. 
Furthermore the expected influence of specific context variables (CV) may be specified.  

How to derive “aggregated” scores that include the scoring of more than one question? Given the 
fact that the scores are not quantitative it does not make sense to calculate an average score as 
mean over the individual scores. Furthermore the relative grading of scores is not always the same 
– e.g. one may have A-E or A-C in a subset. Hence the information should be preserved and one 
should derive something like ABAA (scores of four indicators referring to a regime characteristic). 
To facilitate a first comparison one can then allocate the basins to simplified categories – Low, 
medium, high – without loosing the information about individual scores which are needed for a 
more in depth interpretation. How to assign these aggregated scores to the categories low-
medium-high (or even more) requires more thought! 

 

2) Statistical analysis of the Twin2Go dataset:  

Several statistical methods have been applied on the available data. As a starting point the 
hypotheses previously presented were turned into statistical problems, trying to explain the 
performance by the regime while taking into account the context. 

Given the limitations of the current data, several assumptions had to be made in preparing for 
analysis while exploring the statistical approaches. Some of these will be improved and individual 
analyses will be redone.  Most of methods used are fairly ‘robust’.  This initial analysis provides a 
guide to what is possible given dataset limitations and characteristics and some initial insights into 
likely main findings from the comparative and synthesis analysis of scores. 

Applying factor analysis: Aim is to help understand how different variables covary. Another use of 
the factor analysis was interpretation of covarying variables as “dimensions” or “factors” of 
interest. Ideally this would allow a multi-dimension analysis of relationships between regimes and 
performance adjusted for context. 

Three separate factor analyses were done – one for each group of variables. Factors were then 
“interpreted” by looking at which variables loaded highly (in parenthesis3): 

• Performance: Water & sanitation (69,70,71,72,73), Participation (74,75,80) & MDG (68), 
Deliberated (77,79) & implemented (85,86), Predictable (78), efficient (76), and climate-
strategized (81,84) 

• Regime: Coordinated (34,35) & integrated (25)  & environmental (18), Decentralized (40), 
just (27,42) & informed (37,38), Basinized (8,10,39) & uncertainty-capable (30,32), Water 
priced (13,15) & Climate-strategized (33), Legal structure – water rights (3,5,6) 

• Context: Economic and institutional development (44, -43,46,47,48), Water availability 
(58,59,60,61,62,-54), Modified waterscape (64,65,66) and inclusive decision-making 
(50,53), Transparent (49,51,52) and low climate variability (57) 

As a next step to factor analysis above regressed scores on first four performance principal 
components against regime and context components. The five regime variables were forced into 
the equation as we were interested in testing hypothesis about them. Context variables were only 
included if had explanatory power (using stepwise methods). This approach seems to me most 
promising. Preliminary findings briefly were:  

• High water and sanitation performance was not related to water governance regime 
dimensions but to overall levels of economic and institutional development (context). 

• Participation performance was strongly associated with the water governance regime 
components 2 and 3 that is whether decentralized/just and informed and if basinized and 
capable of handling uncertainties. None of the context components were significantly 
associated with performance. 

• Deliberated & implemented was weakly associated (P=.06) with regime component 1 that 
is whether coordinated and integrated. None of the context components helped explain 
performance on this dimension. 

                                                
3 See deliverable 1.3 (Methods for Comparative Analysis) for the questionnaire and the 
numbered indicators. 
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• Predictable, efficient and climate-strategized performance was associated with regime 
component 1 that is whether coordinated and integrated. Performance was also higher in 
contexts with high transparency and low climate variability. 

Another way to look for patterns in data is to analyze similarities between cases (i.e. basins). One 
approach is scaling.  Used all variables and in this analysis a Euclidean distance to generate 
similarities. 

Another approach was to use logistic regression of composite performance measures against small 
sets of regime predictor variables (and context if specified in hypothesis). Because of the relatively 
small data sample, this approach to the analysis can be regarded as somewhat “exploratory”.  

 

3) Cross tab interpretation:  

The third approach serves to detect relationships between properties of governance regimes and 
performance under the influence of different contexts. To achieve more robust results and reduce 
complexity, aggregations were built from the indicators of the Twin2Go questionnaire. Values of 
the regime and performance aggregations for various case studies were inserted into cross tabs. 
The pattern how the case study values are distributed in the cross tabs allows identifying 
relationships between regime properties and performance.  In a next step, context aggregates 
were included in the interpretation to see if they affect the identified patterns. 

The results of this screening method can be further analysed or confirmed using statistical 
methods. 

 

Discussion: 

Day one ended with a discussion on the presented methods, approaches and preliminary 
results allowing for clarifications by the Twin2Go team and exploring options together 
with the invited exerts to improve the process and expand the data base.  

Throughout the discussion following issues surfaced or were clarified: 

� Data sources and use of external references: Most indicators were scored by local 
experts and international experts whom have been working in the respective 
basins or related twinning projects. The number of experts and their affiliation 
varies from one case to another. For certain indicators, global data sources were 
suggested as reference. The problem with these global data sources are 1) they 
hold no basin data but only country based data which somehow complicates the 
analysis on basin level. And 2) in a few cases data was missing, such as for 
Bhutan. In order to assess the quality or validity of the data, experts were urged 
to motivate their choices in the comments section of the questionnaire. In some 
case these comments are stronger developed than in others.  

� Ranking of the basins; it was noted that EU basins are leading significantly in the 
ranking but we need to be cautious with this result. A very dominant factor seems 
to be economic development, which in the EU is very high compared to the other 
cases. But on the other hand, environmental performance is not properly reflected 
thus the scores of the EU basins in relation to the others could look very different 
after taking into account environmental issues.  

� So far the basin principle did not turn out to be very significant in explaining 
performance (preliminary results). It was questioned whether or not the size of 
the basin could influence this. Is the importance of the basin principle more 
relevant in large or small basins? Size has been discussed to be included as an 
extra variable. Also population pressure (density) could maybe be added.  

� Water and sanitation goals may be a matter of priorities (development goals) and 
not necessarily be explained in terms of governance regimes. Indeed it may be 
stronger related to economic and institutional development and to a lesser extend 
to legal frameworks in place. Water and sanitation does not vary much with legal 
frameworks which may also be a bit of a problem with aggregation or indicators 
used, legal indicators do not vary all that well in the analysis. The results so far 
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also indicate that water and sanitation do not seem to be depending much on 
context, or regime variables other than economic development. Some explanation 
in this regard may be that water and sanitation is often not managed by basin 
authorities, whom regard it as local responsibility.  

� Some results or basin scores seem somehow unexpected such as the overall good 
score for the Niger in Mali. This raises questions about the method of scoring and 
the robustness of the results. One suggestion might be to use weighting, experts 
can be asked to indicate which questions are more important to them. And it 
could be seen if weighting would make a difference. It is a way to better feel the 
participant’s interests. The mix of participants in the scoring exercise could 
influence the results as well. Where more sectors or levels have been participating 
there has been more controversy. In a few cases experts have been asked to 
verify and make corrections after the workshops as well. We can question whether 
we have chosen the right indicators but the quality is fairly good. There is always 
discussion possible between an A or a B but not really between an A and an E. 
Small differences should not be over-interpreted. 

� Is it justified to use several basins in the same country in the statistical analysis 
such as 3 Ecuadorian and 2 South African basins on a total of 29? Some of the 
parameters could be positively or negatively over-weighted. However, at this 
stage the influence does not seem to be strong and will moreover reduce further 
when more basins can be added (from other countries). And the basins in one and 
the same country do not necessarily score the same way, which also shows in the 
ranking. It does need further testing and exploring possible dependencies or 
trends.  

� How can basin managers use the presented approaches and results in their own 
work? In flood prediction for example parameters used are based on long ranges 
of data but are these still representative in the light of climate change which is 
progressing very fast?  The way calculation methods or exact use of numeric data 
are beyond the scope of Twin2Go, on the other hand it might help us to rethink 
how we are dealing with uncertainties and use of existing data, and the changes 
in the management regime.  

 

Conclusions: 

Although the dataset has its limitations, the basin analysis of regime, context and 
performance and subsequent synthesis methods have proven to be innovative and offer a 
great deal of potential. The project in its approach is unique; although work has been 
published with regard to governance indicators and performance, a systematic global and 
in-depth analysis has never been carried out to this extent.  

There is a need to improve the dataset, particularly by adding some environmental 
performance indicators and possibly by adding more cases to have a larger sample. 
Possibilities to increase the number of basins before the project end will be taken into 
consideration; several participants have indicated willingness to give input in this.  

Adding Northern American or Australian river basins would particularly enrich the study.    

 

2.1 Presentation: Introduction to Twin2Go 

A short introduction was given on Twin2Go, outlining the main workflow in order to 
indicate the role and importance of the Synthesis Workshop. The synthesis which is an 
activity under work package 2 follows on the Case Study Review Workshops where case 
studies have been analysed following a methodology developed in work package 1 of the 
Twin2Go project. The synthesis results will subsequently feed the next work package on 
best practices (WP3). Finally in this presentation an overview was given of the 
participating case study river basins.   
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2.2 Presentation: Methodology: questionnaire and co nceptual background 
Hypotheses for testing 

The presentation describes the methodological background on which the method for 
analysing governance regime, context and performance characteristics for river basins 
has been based. It explains how groups of indicators (for governance regime, context and 
performance) have been defined and how a set of questions and scoring schemes has 
been developed to be applied on all case study basins.  

The following step was to develop approaches to synthesise the resulting data. The basic 
idea here is to select a number commonly accepted hypotheses based expert knowledge 
and literature, and to find relationships between regime, context and performance 
parameters.  

Hypotheses are proposed with regard to: 

• Institutional setting 

• Regime architecture type 

• Integration & coordination 

• Knowledge and information management 
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2.3 Presentation: Overview of Case Study Review Wor kshops and basins / data 
summary table 

The presentation explains how the methodology developed in WP1 has been applied in a 
series of basin review workshops. Some comments were made with regard to the filled 
questionnaires and the need to homogenise scores, fill gaps and assess quality of the 
data in order to deliver a final data set to be used in the synthesis (a process which has 
not yet been finalised).  
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2.4 Presentation: Analysis 1: Hypotheses - explorat ory qualitative analysis 

Three different approaches have been tested to synthesise the data. The first is an 
exploratory qualitative analysis looking in to the proposed hypotheses and using 
aggregated performance indicators. 
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2.5 Presentation: Analysis 2: Preliminary statistic al analyses of the multi-basin 
governance dataset. 

This is the second approach used for the synthesis. Several statistical methods have been 
used to explore the data and seek relations between variables. Besides randomly 
exploring the data, statistics is also used to seek support for the proposed hypotheses.  
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2.6 Presentation: Analysis 3: Cross Tab Interpretat ion. 

The third and last method is a cross tab interpretation of the data. The aim once again is 
to detect relationships between governance regime properties and performance and 
seeking to understand the influence of context.  
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3 Day 2: Workgroup sessions 

Moderator: Edi Interwies 

Reporters: Tom D’Haeyer and others 

 
The second day was reserved mainly for additional discussions on the methodology and 
data in two parallel workgroups. During the second day also a new issue has been 
introduced; the objectives and planned activities and approach for work package three on 
best practices was presented and further discussed. The day was concluded with a final 
discussion and closing remarks by the scientific coordinator, members of the Advisory 
Board of Twin2Go and the representative of the EC.   

 

3.1 Presentation work package 3: best practices 

In order to facilitate the transfer from paper to practice, currently Twin2Go proceeds to 
identifying lessons learnt and best practices and tools (BP&T) for implementing adaptive 
water governance from the synthesis results within 29 river basins. Assessment of 
possibilities and constraints for application of BP&T in the targeted regions, as well as 
aggregating key messages about existing gaps between policy and practice and means to 
overcome them is a part of this exercise.  

Inquiry about how to better transfer and adapt innovative practices to the national 
specifics of different countries and river basins’ context is made. The main foci of this 
work-package are on the inquiry about BP&T in: 1) application of national water 
frameworks in river basins, 2) coordination of engagement with non-state actors, and 3) 
enabling learning and building adaptive capacity in water management in river basins.  

Multiple stakeholders are the driving force behind the transition from the present water 
resources management practices to more adaptive water governance schemes. Twin2Go 
develops a dialogue with authorities, stakeholders and end-users in the targeted regions 
and identifies their interests, needs and capacities in implementing adaptive water 
governance. For this purpose it organises four Regional Best Practice Workshops to share 
practical insights and knowledge for transitions towards more adaptive and participatory 
IWRM. In these workshops Twin2Go’s initial results are to be presented and discussed 
with experts and representatives of various stakeholders from the twinning basins and 
with broader water management communities in the targeted regions - Africa, Latin 
America, Southeast Asia, and Russia/New Independent States. Guidelines on BP&T in 
implementing adaptive water governance in river basins and in learning from each other 
are among the practical outputs. 
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3.2 Minutes working group sessions 

Group session 1) Working group on methods (data collection, statistics, and other); chair: Jan Cools 
(Jan, Palle, Anil, Craig, Louis, Mats, Irina, Xu, Christian, Claudia, Edi) 
 
The workgroup participants have been asked to reflect on the data collection process and the three 
approaches presented for analysing the resulting data. Which improvements can be made? Can 
alternative methods be suggested?  
 
The resulting discussion did not go in depth into alternative methods. Considering the time constraints 
and limited resources in Twin2Go it was deemed more relevant to improve the existing data and 
approaches. The three presented methods should continue to be used allowing for comparison and 
results should be taken back to the case studies to verify if they capture the opinions of the local 
experts. The group focused on following points;  
 

� Adding environmental indicators 
� How to simplify and prioritise parameters / get key indicators? 
� What will be the added value of Twin2Go to water managers?  

 
Adding environmental indicators: The Twin2Go team has made suggestions for a number of additional 
indicators: 

 
� Status of aquatic biodiversity (rivers and associated wetlands) – proportion of original native 

fish species still present in basin 
� Level of problems with invasive exotic species (fish, plants, mollusks) 
� Severity of fish –kills (due to low BOD or other forms of pollution) 
� Is infrastructure managed and water allocated in a way that takes into account maintenance of 

aquatic ecosystems   
� Overall trend in aquatic ecosystem health in past decade in the basin 

 
During the discussion additional environmental performance indicators or areas have been proposed: 
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� Sustainability of current patterns of groundwater use throughout basin 
� River water quality treatment needs (whether actually used or not) 
� Groundwater quality treatment needs 
� State of the environment (scarcity, groundwater, biodiversity, …) 
� Environmental governance / performance (what is government doing about a pressure) 
� The possibility to add indicators was offered to participants a ASEM WaterNet WS (Mekong 

river) 
� Local level is not focus of Twin2Go – rather focus on sub-basin 
� It is difficult at this stage of the project to add further indicators 

 
It has furthermore been suggested to add regime parameters related to the requirements or practices 
for EIAs, and to add parameters on land use or land management practices. Groundwater and 
response to climate change could be elaborated on and scarcity is missing as a context parameter.  
 
Simplification and prioritization: Weighting of parameters by stakeholders may not be possible within 
the scope of Twin2Go due to logistic and resource constraints. Single indicators are more easily 
understood than aggregated indicators; therefore it would be more interesting to work with a selection 
of key indicators rather than aggregating. To select such key indicators some form of sensitivity 
analysis would be required. Different methods could be used and compared to come up with results. 
Indicators should be prioritised in function of the hypothesis to be tested.  
Dissemination: In making the Twin2Go results useful for basin managers, the first step is to clearly 
formulate messages in accessible text and visual materials. Messages need to be packaged correctly 
in function of the target groups. Professional writers should be involved when it comes to drawing up 
high quality policy briefs.  
 
Group session 2) Working group on performance measures - comparing basins / ranking basins;  
chair: Dr. István Zsuffa 
(János, Sinh, Christos, Elena, János, Kim, David, Elena, Maja, Sonja, Anita, Tom, István) 
 
As an introduction to the discussion a brief overview of the currently used indicators and groups was 
provided.   At this stage 19 performance measures (in four groups) have been included in the total of 
86 indicators. Subsequently the proposed additional performance measures on the aquatic 
environment were presented. In addition to this the question of grouping, compacting or aggregating 
indicators came up, leading to some thoughts on the development of an index for evaluating and 
ranking basins.  
 
Discussion:  

� There are at least two approaches to be considered: 1) measuring how rules are implemented 
by looking at the state of or changes in the environment. 2) Another might be to see how rules 
change the behaviour of actors. 

� More data could show about the behaviour of river basins. Most methods presented on the 
previous day analysed the relation between the groups of indicators, how governance 
determines performance and how context influences this. But before we do this we should look 
at the characteristics of the data set we have.  

 
� Some ranking has already been done to explore possibilities. For this purpose the database 

was modified by transforming letters to numeric values, while some parameters were dropped. 
What can be expected from ranking? The ranking could visualise tendencies. We could try to 
see what the optimal river basin would be, based on the scores of the questionnaire and 
compare the other basins how they situate in relation to this ideal case?  

� A couple of graphs were presented and discussed (Fig. 3 Fig. 7). What is very evident is that 
the best performing sub-basins in the graphs are the European ones. What can also be read is 
that most of the rivers do perform nicely (more than 60%). In the second one (Fig. 4) it can 
even be seen more clearly.  

� In the first graph (Fig. 3) the context is included. But the context is not comparable; Context is 
given, such as climatic conditions, it cannot be changed. A possibility would be to make some 
categories with similar context and do the ranking in these categories. On the other hand it is 
noted that performance should include adaptability and thus is also related to the (changing) 
context.  
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� So we looked at the relation between the governance and the performance (Fig. 5). This gives 
an almost linear relationship. Now after looking deeper into the graph a different story comes 
up. The European basins still come up strongest. This is probably the result of the WFD. The 
Volga is an exception; this could be because the WFD is not implemented there. The ranking 
of the Volga is likely to be based on economic development. On the other hand the difference 
is maybe not so much the context but the goals set in the basin.  

� Performance in this discussion is not looking specifically at the WFD implementation. Here 
performance is as currently included in the 86 indicators in the Twin2Go methodology. Looking 
at performance should be done against the goals or objectives set in the basins; or how well 
are basins succeeding in reaching their objectives. These vary from one case to another. In 
the EU now the ecological performance is the main objective, in other countries they have 
others. Comparing basins in this way is difficult.  

� For the other basins the linear trend is not so obvious anymore. The performance seems 
rather similar for all, even though governance changes (improves) from one to another. 

� Now a graph is given giving a ranking number (Fig. 7). Again some linear function comes out 
of it but with some distances between basins.  

� Ranking can be applied with weights; here all indicators were used with the same weight. 
Some indicators do weight more than others, which should be taken into account. But what 
methodology should we use to allocate weights to indicators? And who should do it? We 
experts, or stakeholders?  

� The Volga case was interesting as it shows a mentality difference. Often the Rhine is 
presented as the best performing river and the Volga as a poorly performing. But in many ways 
(e.g. heavy metals) the Volga actually scores better. And it is a pity there are no other OECD 
countries included because then we could see if the WFD is so important or dominant.  

� Some rivers in the US or India are not flowing at all because of management decisions. Rivers 
are dammed or over-diverted. Is this good or bad performance? From a management 
perspective, objectives are reached; from an environmental perspective these management 
goals may be questioned. So far we are looking mostly at performance in terms of needs of 
the society, not at the needs of the environment. The later ones need to be brought into the 
analysis to balance the other. There is most certainly a need to integrate both from a 
sustainability point of view. Needs from the population are to be met but not while 
compromising the environmental needs.  

� In the context also the size needs to be taken into the account. Or a spatial and temporal 
aspect. Do you analyse the entire basin, or a tributary? Do we look at recent events or very 
long term? Can we ‘sacrifice’ one section in a basin for the benefit of another section (e.g. 
draining or damming one tributary), or do we allow temporal over-extraction? In this sense it 
becomes also a value question. Decisions in this regard need to be made outweighing the 
consequences. Stakeholders need to be informed on consequences by the decision makers. 
But knowledge changes with values; we see things in a different way by valuing them 
differently. It is interactive. An example is given as to how large dam projects and resettlement 
issues are evaluated; if you want to create a reservoir in an indigenous area, the World Bank 
strategy before was to proceed with the project if the economic benefit is large and 
communities not big. More recently it became a human right issue rather then an economic 
issue. This is a value approach.  It is not just a matter to balancing needs of nature and 
society. In 30 years there will maybe be a nature rights approach.  

 
Further discussion the proposed additional parameters: 
� Some exotic species are introduced intentionally for fisheries. If this was the goal, how do you 

relate it to the performance as good or bad? And which impacts are referred too; economic 
impact, impact on nature?  

� We need to keep in mind to capture trends not status.  
� If you make the questions scientifically speaking too detailed we can only get them from 

scientists, not from managers or stakeholders.  
� A paper is coming out in autumn on a global assessment on human water security and 

biodiversity. In this study 23 indicators are used.  It is pixel based (30 minute pixels). János 
can ask the authors if there is some possibility to have access to the data.  

� It might be interesting in a later stage to take whole basins into account rather than national 
parts of a basin.  
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� Additional basins may still be added: János is collecting additional data on the Tisza in 
neighbouring countries, Sinh is looking into the Red River (China – Vietnam). David mentions 
the possibility to get data from the US. 

� An additional and unexpected outcome of an analysis such as performed in Twin2Go is that it 
can stimulate or feed the dialogue on transboundary issues in a particular basin. Particularly 
among scientists but even involving policy makers.  

 

 
 
Fig. 3 Ranking River basins by Total score  
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Fig. 4 Ranking River basins by performance score  

 
 

 
 
Fig. 5 River basins governance versus performance plot  
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Fig. 6 Continents -  governance versus performance plot  

 
 

 
 

Fig. 7 Ranking and ranking numbers 
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Group session 3) Working group on regime typologies & context / adaptive capacity; chair: Dr. Louis 
Lebel 
 
Purpose of the workgroup was to develop ideas on regime typologies. Typologies can be based on 
similarities among countries or basins. Typologies are about reducing complexity. Not all dimensions 
should be used but maybe two or three dimensions, which build a group of typologies. Different kinds 
of typologies or approaches are possible. Typologies can be used in comparing basins and identifying 
transferability opportunities. They are a pre-requisite for best practices as they can offer some insights 
on how other factors, context matter. Analyzing one’s own basin towards a given typology can trigger 
discussions and increased awareness. 
 
Ideas for regime typologies 

� Stakeholder (who and how engaged)  
o Equity (voice of the poor) 

� Self-awareness of performance (perceptions vs. reality) 
� Pathways (time) through a 3-way pilot (by places) 
� Level of Centralization By contested-consensual 
� Historical pathways (context) 
� Opportunity set (resource scarcity)  
� Hypothesis-based (e.g. triangle) 
� ‘Position’ of basin (space, admin, power) – match? 

o Embeddedness, hierarchy, size 
� Discursive-expert contexts : External vs. Internal vs. cooperative water policy-institutional 

design  
� Responsiveness of regimes to pressures/shocks 

o Template / historical pathways 
o Bureaucratic inertia 
o Flexible and Rigid… 
o Autonomous / self-determination 

� Forward-looking / proactive 
� National democratic institutional development 

o Aid/loans…local innovations as reasons for divergence at basin levels 
 
 
 
Group session 4) Working group on best practices / adaptation; chair: Dr. János Fehér 
 
Following the initial outline for work package 3, as presented earlier in plenary, this group went further 
into the suggested approaches and expectations. A key issue is how the best practices relate to the 
analytical work done so far in Twin2Go and practices from the twinning projects.  
 

� A pragmatic approach is suggested; to develop a first list of recommendations based on the 
analysis for 29 case studies and the results from the twinning projects. Take this list to the 
regional workshops for discussion.  

� The initial list of good practices should be identified by the Twin2Go partners within the next 
few weeks, coordinated by the WP3 leader. One way for doing so would be to scan the 
comments made during the Case Study Review Workshops, which are included in the basin 
reports, and the questionnaires themselves, A-scores may indicate the presence of best or 
good practices.  

� Select a few practices (e.g. five) and do a more detailed analysis on these. 
� Good practices should be used as an input to prepare indicators which can then be used to 

monitor the application of best practices. 
� One aspect to consider is the transferability of the examples for good practices; what are 

(context related) barriers or enabling factors.  
� The target group, scales or levels need to be known to make recommendations more tailored 

to the needs. The scale we wish to consider in particular is the river basin (sub-basin or 
wetland).  

� In selecting or prioritizing good practices we need to focus on practices linked to the 
governance system. In other words, purely technical measures are not considered in this 
regard. 
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� The final output could be presented in a toolbox illustrated with best practice examples from 
the case study basins. The toolbox should contain guidance to the selection of suitable 
practices in function of specific context factors which could be identified based on the basin 
analysis. Thus: using a simplified analytical tool the stakeholders can identify which practices 
could work for them. 

 
Discussion: 
 
� What is the role of the next workshops? Is it dissemination and discussion of results or again 

an asking opinions exercise? It is important not to go empty handed to the Regional Best 
Practice Workshops with the idea of extracting more information from the available 
stakeholders. Specially those who have participated previously in the Case Study Review 
Workshops will expect more input or return from the analytical work which has been done 
before. Therefore work needs to be put in place to analyse the basin reports and present 
existing best practices and their applicability.  

� It is a big opportunity that we have representatives from seven projects who should be able to 
easily extract best practices from the twinning projects. We could ask this already now. The 
twinning projects however are very different in nature; some are very modelling-oriented and 
have not considered much governance aspects. 

� The scoring is already sort of an indicator of best practices. Where you have A’s that is an 
indicator for best practices. This could be done on a regional basis. And look at best practices 
and not at bad practices… In a next step you could look at failures. The workshops can have 
sort of a review function of these identified ‘A’s.  

� Should we call these ‘best’ practices? Or ‘good’ practices? And what could be the difference 
for really good and just good? Do we have some sort of thresholds, possibly found in the 
scoring schemes? E.g. enforcement in general failed but on some points worked well? What 
is the difference? When talking about criteria for best practices: the existing scores could be 
used indeed; the A’s can be a threshold. 

� Try to focus on a few practices and try to look in more detail. Why were they good or bad 
practices? Not only take European basins, but e.g. one from Europe, one Asian… and taking 
into account the context. 

� Is there a relation between best practices and policy recommendations? It is interconnected. 
Ideally we will be able to extract the policy recommendations from the best practices and if 
possible recommendations for several categories of stakeholders. Here we need to pay 
attention to the possibility to make generalisations of the transferability. What are the context 
specific barriers which will not allow us to transfer from one to another, and how can some of 
these maybe be overcome?  

� How are we going to prioritise best practices? E.g. if there are no policies but people are able 
to respond to climate variabilities? How are we going to link – feedback mechanism from the 
analysis? It is suggested to develop typologies (based on context): categorise the best 
practice for each type of regime typologies? The weakness of existing toolboxes such as the 
one of GWP is the analysis of your system to see which tools you need. With the analysis we 
have developed in WP2, we have some background to link regime, context and performance. 
If we can see these linkages we can identify ‘best practices’ in a given situation. 

 
� Specific input: What ICIMOD has been doing, for about two years field teams have been 

recording what people are doing in response to floods and droughts and recoding how the 
policy measures are enabling or preventing this. Beyond that there are studies in the region 
(Nepal, …). These can be presented by Mats during the next workshop; it builds on 
Brahmatwinn.  

 

3.3 Final discussion and closing remarks 

Conclusions by the scientific coordinator; Prof. Claudia Pahl-Wostl 
 
One thing which is clear is that we have a huge challenge ahead of us. Even though we are on track, 
meeting our time schedule will not be easy. Either we proceed with what we have and take this to the 
next workshops, alternatively we go deeper into the analysis but may need to postpone the workshops. 
This will be discussed on the consortium meeting following the workshop on September 3 2010. 
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It has been acknowledged that it is useful to have different analysis approaches, which is increasing 
the insights. We need to check how robust our results or sensitive our methods are. We need to work 
on improving the reliability of the data but also the robustness of the method. Also a feedback round 
from the basins would be desirable. 
 
In terms of performance, the evaluation of basins is clearly a new issue which came to light during the 
workshop; i.e. capturing the priorities (goals) for the basin and matching these priorities with our 
analysis.  
 
With regard to best practices, we need to refine and consolidate our approach, making use of the rich 
knowledge in the basins and the questionnaire.  
 
Beyond Twin2Go: the value – or innovativeness - of the project is already showing. Quite a few people 
are interested to continue this. One thing which is already being considered in view of continuation 
beyond Twin2Go is to establish a web database to make data available and allow for adding more 
cases. 
 
 
Conclusions by Advisory Board Members: Prof. János J. Bogárdi, Dr. Anil Mishra, Ms. Sonja Koeppel 
 
The progress which has been made is impressive. The objective of the project is to formulate best 
practice in adaptive water governance in response to climate change. The important words are 
recommendations, best practices, adaptiveness. We should not miss out on these words.  
 
From the UNESCO side collaboration in organising the regional workshops can be offered. If we are 
organising similar events we can talk about jointly organising these. Also for the dissemination we can 
look at collaboration. 
 
It is a very interesting, exciting and pioneering project. It is a project that when it has finished it is not 
completed. It would be good to develop into sort of a community of interest to continue this. A few 
things could be considered; results could be extended. 1) Reduce the 86 indicators of the 
questionnaire – though we first might need to add some (e.g. environmental performance). Try to 
come up at the end with a reduced set of questions which will motivate people to participate. 2) 
Twenty-eight catchments is a remarkable number but there are hundreds of big transboundary basins, 
we are far from having a global coverage. 3) The three interpretation methods are a strong point of the 
project, also towards potential critical comments. One method will be more preferred by engineers 
while others will be more liked by social scientists, which means you have an answer for both groups. 
4) There could be a clustering of basins in categories.  
 
There are commonalities between the GWSP and Twin2Go; the Global Catchment Initiative holds its 
conference in December. The other group is the global water governance group. These events will be 
used for sharing information on Twin2Go. 
 
The web database4 would be very useful in the future. The aspect of transboundary water 
management could still be strengthened in Twin2Go. The best practice examples will be a useful 
output. With regard to dissemination it would be good to come up with some important messages to 
put in policy briefs5. And disseminate on different events, for example at the UN-Water events. 
Organise dissemination events back-to-back with other events.  
 
Congratulations to the team for the progress made. 
 
 
Conclusions by the representative of the EC: Christos Fragakis 
 
We fully subscribe what has been summarised. It was a great opportunity to be here, because I realise 
the complexity of the project but also the potential. Let us try to bring forward the uniqueness of the 

                                                
4 Deliverable 4.2.2 
5 Deliverable 4.3.3 
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project. If the issue of extension is holding the project, extension (within the same budget) can be 
considered as it is important to have a good analysis to take to the stakeholders.  
 
The future after Twin2Go; future projects can be asked to contribute data to the database. Let us try to 
be as profound as you can, do your planning based on how much time you need! 
 
 
Final discussion 
 

� Remarks on the comments; there are policy briefs planned in Twin2Go. The value of these is 
going to be the richer information behind the messages; therefore a certain level of detail 
should not be avoided.  

� It is suggested to search for basins to test or validate the Twin2Go methodology. E.g. a river 
as the Indus has a lot of data, and there is room for future collaboration 

� We have to be cautious about the idea that we capture good examples and transfer them to 
other basins. We are looking forward to further interact in the region. We could take the results 
of this analysis and take it in the policy dialogue in the Mekong group as a validation exercise.  

� WETwin can already benefit from the experience of Twin2Go; some insights will already be 
taken into account in the work on governance and institutional capacity assessment in the 
wetland context. As a teacher in UNESCO-IHE I will also take some of the knowledge from 
Twin2Go in my lectures.  

� A list of activities to be dealt with after Twin2Go would be useful as message to the scientific 
community and to the Commission; what is the next step forward?  

� We may now use the umbrella of Twin2Go to start adding new basins, preferably the larger 
ones. Including North-American basins. Adding basins could start during Twin2Go, although 
analysis may not happen on the new sample. If we include larger basins we should add them 
as national cases. A next step would be to develop a good framework to analyse 
transboundary regimes, the current method is not well set up for this.  

� Adding a Mekong Vietnam, and Mekong Cambodia could be feasible (Louis, Sinh). As well as 
adding Upper Rio Grande in the US (David). Another possibility is to have data from the 
STRIVER project, but so far this request has not been successful. Craig can help to get 
Dundee University, and Irina can contact another partner from AWARE. Claudia can try to get 
something in Australia. Sonja can see if she can find place in upcoming workshops to add a 
session. Anil is coordinating an event in Chile in 13-17 December in Valparaiso. DHI is 
engaged in some activities in Ghana, the water resource commission could be asked to add 
data.  

� Some training session could be necessary to facilitate the filling in of additional case study 
questionnaires, we could try to do this in December (Conference of the Global Catchment 
Initiative).  

� Some possibilities for joint publications have been identified on the outcomes of the analysis. 
Either packaging results according to the different analyses or more packaging in topics. An 
alternative might be to consider a book instead of papers because not all material is adequate 
for publishing as papers. This will become clearer as we progress. 

� To prove validity we need to have peer reviewed papers. But to reach a larger audience we 
need to add more accessible information on the website. Possible products are: publications, 
policy briefs, website, …  

� Remark: Adaptation is an important aspect in the project but good examples may not be 
available in existing or previous projects. The problem is that there is not yet much to measure 
adaptation measures’ performances, because it is too new. We can only evaluate strategies 
and plans to go in adaptive measures.  

� The FP7 has two more years which is two more calls or alternatively one call for two years. 
FP8 is being discussed. It is going to look different. Barroso announced Europe 2020 strategy 
trying to link research to innovation. At the end of December there is going to be a 
communication on the political vision. Many new instruments are being proposed. Water is one 
of the candidates to implement a new instrument mix. The Commission is going to play the 
role of facilitator for member states in implementing research. By middle 2011 the ideas will be 
more crystallised.  

 



 
 

 
 

D 2.2: Minutes of Synthesis Workshop 75 

Annex 1: List of participants 

Nr. Name Organisation 

1 Christian Knieper USF 

2 Anita Bartosch FSU Jena 
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12 Tom D'Haeyer Soresma 

13 Jan Cools Soresma 
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Annex 2: Workshop agenda 

Day 1 – start at 14:00 
13:00 – 14:00 Arrival participants (provide some drinks…); Registration at the 

reception area at SRC.  
14:00 – 14:30 Welcome & opening by Dr. Claudia Pahl-Wostl (scientific coordinator 

Twin2Go) &  by representative of the Stockholm Resilience Centre. 
Followed by brief introduction of participants. 

14:30 – 14:45 Introduction on Twin2Go (objectives, roadmap and current progress): 
Dr. Claudia Pahl-Wostl  

14:45 – 15:15 Methodology: questionnaire and conceptual background by Dr. Claudia 
Pahl-Wostl 

15:15 – 15:40 Overview of review workshops and basins / data summary table by 
Elena Nikitina & Jan Cools 

15:40 – 16:00 break 
16:00 – 16:20 Analysis 1: Hypotheses + exploratory qualitative analysis by Dr. 

Claudia Pahl-Wostl  
16:20 – 16:40 Analysis 2: Statistical analysis by Dr. Louis Lebel 
16:40 – 17:00 Analysis 3: Cross tab interpretation by Christian Knieper 
17:00 – 18:00 Discussion on approaches / feedback from participants 
 
19:00 Group dinner  

Day 2 – start at 09:00 
09:00 – 09:15 Introduction of day 2 (incl. brief summary of discussion day1) 
09:15 – 11:30 Parallel working groups, (including possibility for short statements6 by 

participant: 
1) Working group on methods (data collection, statistics, and other); 
chair: Jan Cools 
2) Working group on performance measures - comparing basins / 
ranking basins;  chair: Dr. István Zsuffa 

11:30 – 12:00 Feedback in plenary 
12:00 – 12:30 Presentation on best practices (WP3) by Elena Nikitina 
12:30 – 13:30 Lunch 
13:30 – 15:00 Parallel working groups, (including possibility for short statements by 

participant: 
1) Working group on regime typologies & context / adaptive capacity;  
chair: Dr. Louis Lebel 
2) Working group on best practices / adaptation;  chair: Dr. János 
Fehér 

15:00 – 15:30 Feedback in plenary 
15:30 – 15:50 Break  
15:50 – 16:05 Important conclusions for Twin2Go;  Dr. Claudia Pahl-Wostl  
16:05 – 16:50 Feedback from the advisory board / Feedback by Christos Fragakis 

(European Commission, DG Research) 
16:50 – 17:20 Opportunity for discussion on conclusions 
17:20 – 18:00 Discussion on final products and dissemination + beyond Twin2Go7 
 Closing: by Christos Fragakis “Commission looking ahead” 
 
Day 3 – start at 9:00 
09:00 – 15:30 Consortium meeting (Twin2Go & Advisory Board members) 

(Optional: further discuss on the synthesis with experts) 

                                                
6 Participants are offered the opportunity to briefly share insights from their own work experience considered relevant 
for the working group topic.  
7 Identify opportunities for publication, dissemination of Twin2Go results and continued research  


