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ABSTRACT
Cities and regions all over the world strive for more sustainable development and for the
ability to absorb and recover from disruptions back into a liveable status, a goal that is often
called “resilience” nowadays. Working towards making a city more resilient implies the
design and adjustment of city-wide strategies and concrete projects. For both strategies and
projects their contribution to becoming more “water sensitive” and resilient depends on
whether they can be realized in practice. The “governance assessment tool” is designed to
get more insight in this. Are the social and administrative circumstances helpful or
restrictive for realizing a specific strategy or project in practice? That is not only important
while trying to get things done. Already when designing or adjusting a strategy or a project,
one should reckon with its feasibility in practice.
The governance assessment tool discerns five dimensions of governance and uses four
evaluative criteria. Learning from dozens of real-life water projects first of all showed the
importance of completeness (E.g.: aren’t there community organisations missing that are
needed to get things done? Or are there authority rights missing?). A second criterion is that
of coherence (E.g.: aren’t the problem perceptions so divergent that a common basis for
agreements is missing? Do different policy sectors like water management, spatial planning,
energy transition, health and flood protection demand contradictory requirements?). To
avoid the obstacles in time and to fully use the opportunities as they arise requires adaptive
management. That is why the governance assessment tool also acknowledges the
importance of flexibility in the social and administrative context, allowing for such
adaptiveness. Lastly, long time-horizons and dynamic circumstances create the need for a
stable and strong pressure for change towards moving in the direction of a water-sensitive
and resilient city.
The governance assessment tool has by now been used in research projects in fifteen
countries for assessing the support for water projects and on top of that also in six countries
for measures of other policies, like energy policy and sustainable industrial parks. This
shows the broad applicability of the tool. However, all of these projects were done by
researchers, that understood the theory behind the tool. In the framework of Interreg
project CATCH (on water-sensitive cities) a version was developed that gives much clearer
guidelines for its use, at the expense of being much more specific (on working towards a
water-sensitive city or somewhat more broadly, a resilient city; and viewed from the
perspective of local civil servants or administrators). This paper presents and discusses this
specified version.
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1 Introduction
Impacts of climate change threaten human wellbeing and natural resources in urban areas,
but the governmental authorities often lack the capacity to cope with these impacts
(WWAP, 2017; Leal Filho et al., 2019). Adaptation to climate change poses a particular
challenge in Europe, where the increased frequency and intensity of droughts, rainfalls and
heatwaves are attributed to climate change (Smaniotto Costa et al., 2015; Guerreiro et al.,
2018). Climate change also negatively affects the quantity and quality of urban water
resources in many European countries (Georgi et al., 2016). Urbanization puts additional
pressure on the sustainability of water resources, since urban populations are both the main
consumers and polluters of water globally (WWAP, 2017), and in Europe (Georgi et al.,
2016).
Starting from early 2010s, resilience has become a prominent concept for addressing
climate change in urban areas (Leichenko, 2011; Brown et al., 2012; Meerow et al., 2016;
Ribeiro and Gonçalves, 2019). In the context of climate change, resilient cities can be
described in terms of multiple attributes. Leichenko (2011) categorizes these attributes
under three main themes: 1) Cities should deal with climate change as one of the many
stresses that they experience, such as population growth and migration; 2) Cities should
demonstrate multiple resilience-oriented characteristics, such as flexibility, diversity,
adaptive governance, and capacity for innovation and learning; 3) Cities should integrate
their climate resilience efforts with broader development plans.
Scientific and grey literature is rich with multiple approaches to support cities in assessing
their strengths and weaknesses about climate resilience from a water management and
governance perspective. These approaches often build on existing concepts, such as
Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM), Integrated Urban Water Management
(IUWM) and Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD). For instance, the ‘City Blueprint’
approach by Koop and Van Leeuwen (2016) provides insights into the implementation of
IWRM and IUWM in practice: 1) The trends and pressures framework 2) The city blueprint
framework 3) The governance capacity framework. The Water Sensitive Cities (WSC)
framework builds on IUWM and WSUD to integrate political, hydrological and ecological
aspects of urban design and resilience (Wong and Brown, 2009; Brown et al., 2016). The
framework proposes three pillars of action: 1) Cities as water sensitive communities and
networks 2) Cities as water catchments 3) Cities as ecosystem service providers. Finally, the
‘Water Wise Cities’ concept builds on WSUD and the pillars of the WSC framework, which
are merged into four levels of action (IWA, 2016): 1) Regenerative water services for
everyone 2) Integration of urban planning with the water cycle 3) Basin-connected cities 4)
Water-wise communities.
As the above concepts and approaches demonstrate, urban climate resilience is not a status
or goal to be achieved. Instead, it is a co-production process that involves various
stakeholders from public and private sectors, civil society and academia (Muñoz-Erickson et
al., 2017). The multi-stakeholder and multi-level character of urban climate resilience
requires paying attention to the governance context that consists of the instructional
structure underlying the use and management of water and other natural resources. A
common way for cities to put urban climate resilience in practice is to design and implement
2

water-related strategies and projects. It is essential to understand how the governance
context affects the design and implementation of such strategies and projects in cities. This
paper aims to provide insights on such governance factors that can support or hinder the
realization of strategies and projects towards urban climate resilience. The remaining
sections of the paper provides an overview of the development and application of a
governance assessment tool and the insights from tailoring the tool for practitioners in the
North Sea Region.

2 Assessing the supportiveness of the governance context
Transforming the cityscape into more climate resilient and water sensitive formats, requires
a multiplicity of often rather complex interventions. Moreover, these interventions need not
just have a large extent, a wide palette of infrastructural and communal measures, but also
need to be well-integrated into a coherent set in which the measures reinforce each other’s
efficacy. Implementation of such package will likely require a substantial number of years.
This adds to the complex and dynamic character of such implementation process.
In Contextual Interaction Theory (Bressers, 2009) implementation processes are nested in
layers of context. Apart from the specific case context (like geographical circumstances and
previous interventions and decisions), and what is called the wider contexts (like
technological developments, the political system and economic development of decline),
there is the so-called structural context that consist of the joint governance conditions in
policy field and sectors of society that are relevant for the implementation of the measures.
This governance context can be to some degree supportive and to some degree restrictive
for the ability to implement the measures. The Governance Assessment Tool provides a
systematic guidance to assess such degree of supportiveness.

Figure 1, Interaction processes influenced simultaneously by various layers of context
(source: Bressers a/o., 2016)
The concept of governance that is used was developed from the concept of policy as “the
pursuit of an actor to attain certain goals with certain means”. It recognizes that in fact
there are multiple actors in networked relationships over multiple levels and scales, and
that goals are socially constructed on the basis of multiple problem perceptions, and that
means are not just instruments of change, but also the responsibilities and resources for
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their implementation (Bressers & Kuks, 2003). In the European Euwareness project (on
integrated water management in six European countries) these five dimensions of
governance were assessed in terms of extent (completeness) and coherence, criteria that
were introduced by Knoepfel, Kissling and Varone (2001). In their work these were applied
on institutional natural resources regimes (INRR), elaborating further on the work of Elinor
Ostrom. In the Euwareness project they were first applied on dimensions of governance,
where they were demonstrated to positively relate to the development of more
sustainability in the water bodies studied (Bressers and Kuks, 2004).
In the New Rurality project, sponsored by the French research council ANR, long-term
implementation of river restoration was studied in which the “complex and dynamic”
nature of such processes led to the addition of two extra criteria to determine the degree of
supportiveness of the governance context: flexibility, allowing for adaptive strategies of
dealing with obstacles and chances during the process and intensity, the combined
pressures to move into a more sustainable direction (De Boer and Bressers, 2011).
On this basis a first version of the Governance Assessment Tool was developed (Kuks,
Bressers, De Boer, Vinke-De Kruijf, Özerol, 2012) and applied in a pilot study on a Dutch
project in river Meuse. A further developed version was later applied extensively in the
European DROP project (on drought resilience policies in six regions). In this large project,
international scientific assessment teams visited all six case regions twice and discussed the
relevant governance issues with many practitioners from government and broader society,
leading to very well-informed assessments (Bressers, Bressers and Larrue, 2016). Among
others this also led to the ambition to develop the Governance Assessment Tool in such a
way that practitioners would be no longer be just informants of scientific researchers, but
could be really involved in making the assessments or even enabled to make them
themselves.
The overview table of the Governance Assessment Tool (GAT) as it has been used in among
others the DROP project, is shown in Table 1.
Governance
dimension

Quality of the governance regime
Extent

Coherence

Flexibility

Intensity

Levels and
scales

How many levels are
involved and dealing
with an issue? Are
there any important
gaps or missing levels?

Do these levels work
together and do they trust
each other between levels?
To what degree is the
mutual dependence among
levels recognised?

Is it possible to move up
and down levels
(upscaling and
downscaling) given the
issue at stake?

Is there a strong
impact from a certain
level towards
behavioural change or
management reform?

Actors and
networks

What is the strength of
interactions between
Are all relevant
stakeholders? In what ways
stakeholders involved? are these interactions
Are there any
institutionalised in stable
stakeholders not
structures? Do the
involved or even
stakeholders have
excluded?
experience in working
together? Do they trust and
respect each other?

Is it possible that new
actors are included or
even that the lead shifts
from one actor to
another when there are
pragmatic reasons for
this? Do the actors share
in ‘social capital’
allowing them to
support each other’s
tasks?

Is there a strong
pressure from an actor
or actor coalition
towards behavioural
change or
management reform?
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To what extent do the
To what extent are the
various perspectives and
various problem
goals support each other, or
perspectives taken
are they in competition or
into account?
conflict?
To what extent is the
What types of
incentive system based on
instruments are
synergy? Are trade-offs in
included in the policy cost benefits and
Strategies and strategy? Are there
distributional effects
instruments
any excluded types?
considered? Are there any
Are monitoring and
overlaps or conflicts of
enforcement
incentives created by the
instruments included? included policy
instruments?
To what extent do the
assigned responsibilities
Are all responsibilities create competence
Responsibilities clearly assigned and
struggles or cooperation
and resources facilitated with
within or across
resources?
institutions? Are they
considered legitimate by
the main stakeholders?
Problem
perspectives
and goal
ambitions

Are there opportunities
to re-assess goals? Can
multiple goals be
optimized in package
deals?

How different are the
goal ambitions from
the status quo or
business as usual?

Are there opportunities
to combine or make use
of different types of
instruments? Is there a
choice?

What is the implied
behavioural deviation
from current practice
and how strongly do
the instruments
require and enforce
this?

To what extent is it
possible to pool the
assigned responsibilities
and resources as long as
accountability and
transparency are not
compromised?

Is the amount of
allocated resources
sufficient to
implement the
measures needed for
the intended change?

Table 1, The matrix format of the Governance Assessment Tool (source Bressers a/o. 2016)
Apart from small verbal assessments per cell, the results were in many cases also
summarized in colour code graphs, like the example shown below in figure 2.

Figure 2, Assessment of supportiveness governance conditions in the DROP Vechtstromen
case, source: Bressers a/o., 2016
In the meanwhile, the Governance Assessment Tool has been applied extensively in
scholarly research, not just in the Netherlands, but also in many different countries. At the
field of water policy and climate adaptation, these were:
•

•

Netherlands
• Regge River restoration (De Boer & Bressers, 2011)
• Vecht River restoration (Bressers & Bressers, 2017)
• Frisian and Overijssel wetland Nature Parks (a/o. Lordkipanidze, 2019)
• Overijssel climate adaptation, CATCH+ (Baack, ongoing)
Canada
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•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

• Spencer Creek Stewardship Action Planning (De Boer, 2012)
Mexico
• Wastewater governance: Casiano Flores et al. (2016); Casiano Flores et al.
(2017). Casiano Flores et al. (2019b)
• Urban water transitions: Casiano Flores et al. (2019a)
Romania
• Tecucel River Integrated Water Management project (Vinke-De Kruijf et al.,
2015)
Turkey
• Water and land governance for irrigated agriculture (Özerol et al., 2012;
Özerol and Bressers, 2015)
UK
• Governance context for coastal innovations (Vikolainen et al., 2017)
US
• Governance context for green infrastructure implementation in Hoboken,
New Jersey (Staas, 2017)
Iran
• Rafsanjan water conservation (Mirnezami, 2016, Mirnezami et al. 2019)
• Taleghan watershed (Ebrahimiazarkhran et al., 2018)
Vietnam
• Mekong Delta (Kuks, 2012)
• Ho Chi Min City water agency (De Boer et al., 2012)
Palestine
• Water governance in the West Bank (Judeh, Haddad, Özerol, 2017)
• Reuse of treated wastewater around Jericho (Al-Kathib, Shoqeir et al., 2017)
United Kingdom, Germany, Belgium, France, Netherlands
• Drought resilience measures (DROP project) (Bressers, Bressers, Larrue,
2016)

Most of the applications were in the fields of water policy and climate change adaptation.
However recently also a number of studies were added that applied the GAT in other fields.
Outside these water-related fields, the following studies were concluded:
•
•
•

•

•

Mexico
• Sustainable industrial parks (Kreiner and Franco, 2019)
India and Singapore
• 0-energy buildings (Jain, 2018)
China
• Urban mining (Xue, 2018)
• Sustainable industrial parks (Zhang, 2020)
Indonesia
• Climate change mitigation in the transport sector and selected co-benefits in
Bandung city, Indonesia (Gunawan, 2019)
Nigeria
• Adoption of energy efficient appliances by households (Gana & Hoppe, 2017)
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As the empirical evidence builds up, the added value of comparative analyses becomes
prominent, especially focusing on water governance (Özerol et al., 2018). The GAT provides
such a comparative framework, which was applied in several comparative studies around
the world:
• Bressers et al. (2016) and Özerol (2019): Drought governance in North-west Europe
• De Boer at al. (2016): Collaborative water management in Canada, Mexico,
Netherlands, Romania and Turkey
• Rouillard et al. (2016): Urban water management innovations in Denmark,
Germany, Spain
• Casiano Flores et al. (2019b): Wastewater treatment policies of three subnational
cases in central Mexico
In fact, there is no reason to assume that the applicability of the GAT is limited to any set of
policy fields. Whenever policies involve the implementation of measures in a complex and
dynamic setting the GAT with its 20 cells offers a structure to assess the degree to which the
governance context is supportive or restrictive for their realization. This broad applicability
however comes at a price: the users need to have a good understanding of the critical
essence of each of the cells regarding their impact on the supportiveness of governance.
The questions that fill the cells are helpful, but need to be very general in order not to make
the usability of the tool too narrow, implicitly already aiming at a certain policy field. This
makes the tool a “researchers’ tool”, and for most practitioners containing too much
general terminology and not linking enough to their own sector’s language-in-use to be
recognizable. This was the problem we faced when we wanted to involve practitioners in
the governance assessment in the CATCH project on water sensitive cities in seven
Northwest European cities.

3 Applying the Governance Assessment Tool to climate resilient and water
sensitive cities: The CATCH project
3.1. Background of the CATCH project
CATCH (water sensitive Cities: the Answer To CHallenges of extreme weather events) is an
international collaboration project that is being implemented between 2017 and 2021
within the scope of the EU Interreg North Sea Region Programme. The project focuses on
the specific context and needs of midsize cities for climate change adaptation. It brings
together a transdisciplinary team of ‘practice’ and ‘knowledge’ partners from six countries
(Belgium, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, and the United Kingdom). The
practice partners are four local authorities (Zwolle Municipality, Enschede Municipality,
Arvika Municipality, Norfolk City Council) and five regional authorities (Värmland County,
Province of Overijssel, Water Authority Vechtstromen, Flanders Environmental Agency,
Oldenburg and East Frisian Water Association), whereas the knowledge partners include
two universities (Jade University of Applied Sciences from Germany and the University of
Twente from the Netherlands) and a consultancy firm (Royal HaskoningDHV).
The overall objective of CATCH is to demonstrate and accelerate the redesign of urban
water management of midsize cities to become climate resilient by following the principles
7

of the WSC framework. For this purpose, the project team is co-designing an online decision
support tool (DST) and the practice partners are implementing pilot measures, with an
ultimate goal of developing a climate adaptation strategy for each partner city. The DST
includes four components, one of which is the GAT. As shown in Table 2, seven pilot
measures are being implemented within the scope of the project.
Table 2. CATCH partner cities and pilot measures (Özerol et al., 2020)
City

Country

Herentals

Belgium

Vejle

Denmark

Oldenburg Germany
Enschede
Zwolle

The
Netherlands
The
Netherlands

Arvika

Sweden

Norwich

UK

Population Pilot measure
Designing a green-blue area in a city
27.000
development area
Redesign of a playing field for water storage
55.000
during heavy rainfall
Traffic information for road users during heavy
164.000
rainfall
‘Pinkeltjes Square’ - stepping stone in the
158.000
restoration of a city brook
Developing a community building strategy and
124.000
serious game
Constructed wetlands to reduce the effect of
14.000
climate change on water quality
Community-led technological solutions for flood
140.000
protection in the city

Over the last decade, all CATCH partner cities have experienced one or several impacts of
climate change, such as heavy rainfalls, more frequent and intense floods, water quality
degradation and heat stress. These shared experiences motivate the partner cities to
implement the pilot measures that can provide insights into the feasibility and effectiveness
of climate adaptation strategies and projects.
3.2. Co-production of knowledge within the CATCH project
To develop the DST, the CATCH team adopted a transdisciplinary research approach by
involving academic and non-academic participants in the knowledge co-production process.
As the GAT is one of the four elements of the DST, its development for the CATCH purposes
followed the same approach. To increase the likelihood of achieving the project objectives,
the knowledge co-production processes focused on the understandability and applicability
of knowledge (Bracken et al., 2015). For this purpose, the research process was adjusted to
the practitioners’ needs and realities; the practitioners were encouraged to question the
ideas or concepts that were raised during the project and to promote their own knowledge;
and an iterative process was followed so that all partners could learn from each other and
develop a common understanding and shared ‘language’.
Several characteristics of midsize cities require special attention to their climate adaptation
needs. Local and regional governments responsible for implementing climate adaptation
measures often lack the necessary financial and personnel capacity. At the same time,
increasing urgency is felt to deal with the impacts of extreme weather and climate events.
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To tackle this trade-off between capacity and urgency, midsize cities need decision support
tools that are both easy to use and appealing to create awareness and dialogue among
stakeholders (Özerol et al., 2020). The midsize cities in the North Sea Region share the
common features of being located in high-income and politically stable countries, but they
also differ in their social, climatic and geographic conditions. Taking these similarities and
differences into account, the CATCH team thrived to develop the DST in way that it would
be simple and appealing on the one hand, and relevant and detailed on the other hand.
In the context of the CATCH project, some of the criteria in the GAT were given a new name
to make the essence of their meaning easier to understand and also the dimensions of
governance were described in such a way that it is easier to relate them to the kind of issues
that play a role in the formation and implementation of climate resilience measures in
cities, among others by formulating them from the perspective of administrators and civil
servants at the municipal level. This led to the following descriptions of the basic ingredients
of the GAT.
3.3. The Practitioners’ Version of the GAT
The governance assessment tool discerns five dimensions of governance and uses four
evaluative criteria. Learning from dozens of real-life water projects first of all showed the
importance of completeness (E.g.: aren’t there community organisations missing that are
needed to get things done? Or are there authority rights missing?). A second criterion is that
of coherence (E.g.: aren’t the problem perceptions so divergent that a common basis for
agreements is missing? Do different policy sectors like water management, spatial planning,
energy transition, health and flood protection demand contradictory requirements?).
When the strategies and projects to become a resilient city have long time horizons and
complex interactions among actors and more interplay among scales, their realization in
practice often becomes more dynamic and less predictable. Not only will the strategies
need to be adaptive and regularly adjusted to new situations and insights, but also projects
will likely meet obstacles at some point and hopefully also unexpected opportunities. To
avoid the obstacles in time and to fully use the opportunities as they arise requires adaptive
management. That is why the governance assessment tool also acknowledges the
importance of flexibility in the social and administrative context, allowing for such
adaptiveness. Lastly, long time-horizons and dynamic circumstances create the need for a
stable and strong pressure for change towards moving in the direction of a water-sensitive
and resilient city.
These four evaluative criteria are applied to five dimensions of governance:
Levels and scales
Sustainable and resilient city strategies and projects do not only have a scale of their own,
but also need to be adjusted to other scales. Each project fulfils a role at a larger scale than
its own. For instance, for water management strategies, most often the scale of the
surrounding catchment area is important. When it comes to the feasibility of strategies and
projects it is not so much the hydrological or geographical scales, but the social and
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administrative levels that count. The municipal level sits in a structure of higher-level
authorities (like provinces, federal states, regional/national water authorities and national
government) and even non-governmental organisations (NGOs) from which it can receive
support, but also to which it often needs to adjust. Are these higher-level authorities playing
their role when needed? How does this interplay of levels affect the realization of strategies
or projects?
Actors and networks
The success of sustainable and resilient city strategies and projects rarely depends only on
municipal actors. On the contrary, it is often essential to involve multiple actors, like
community organizations, private companies, universities, water authorities, housing
corporations and environmental NGOs. It is also probably not the first time that the
municipality deals with those stakeholders. On water and other subjects, previous contacts
and perhaps even stable network relations have been established in different occasions,
such as consultative committees, regular meetings and thematic platforms.
Problem perceptions and ambitions
Cities are almost by definition quite dense. This implies that sustainable and resilient city
projects and the strategies leading to them will always interact with several existing uses of
the space, buildings and infrastructure, and with other problems and ambitions, such as
transport, energy transition, housing, job creation. Some organisations will see a very
different scope of problems when looking at the city or the project site than sustainability or
resilience. That will also be the case among the project partners and even among the
different departments of the municipality. Thus, sustainability and resilience need to be
continuously balanced with, and where possible, integrated into other ambitions, even
though in the long run these other ambitions cannot do without.
Styles and instruments
City strategies and projects often reflect certain policy implementation styles. Such styles
can be more or less consensual, or be more like directives or more like incentives. They can
concentrate on the construction of facilities or aim more on behavioural changes. They be
short-term or long-term oriented and imply much or little communication with the
community. For the water sector, or for the collaborating sectors involved in the strategy or
project, various options might be available, provided for instance by laws, regulations and
white papers. It is also possible that some policy sectors or budget providers (including
external subsidies) require the use of certain instruments, procedures or timelines
regardless of whether this makes the realization of the strategy or the project easier. To
what extent are the available options used? And do they reinforce each other or not?
Responsibilities and resources
In order to realize strategies and projects in practice, there should be some clarity about
who is responsible for what part. That is even more important when the implementation
cannot be done by the municipality alone but needs the collaboration between several
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partners in more than one sector, as will often be the case. The other side of the coin is that
responsibilities need to come with resources that enable to achieve them. These resources
are not just money, but also administrative rights, professional expertise and political
support. When collaborating well with partners, the resources of the municipality may be
combined with those of the others.

4 Transferring a research tool into a self-assessment tool for practitioners
While the reformulations and specifications shown above in section 3.3 certainly improved
the understanding by the representatives of the “practice partners” (municipalities and
regional governments) in the CATCH project, these still were a long shot from enabling them
to use the Governance Assessment Tool independently as a tool for self-assessment and for
focusing their internal debate on the feasibility of measures and their options to improve
such feasibility. In order to achieve that, a further specification and streamlining with the
issues of climate resilient and water sensitive cities was necessary.
Transferring a scientific framework into a real “tool”, that can be more widely used, not only
by people that are trained to understand underlying theory, proved a real challenge. Again,
there is a trade-off in terms of streamlining and simplification requiring a further narrowing
down of topic of application. Only in this way it is possible to translate the topics of the 20cell matrix of the GAT into more “real-life” questions, that can serve as indicators for the
assessment elements. As the CATCH project follows the concept of water sensitive cities as
a form of urban climate adaptation these concepts were carefully kept in mind while
“translating” the scientific meaning of the assessment elements of GAT into questions and
pre-coded answers that are recognizable for municipal civil servants and administrators
working of the subject. The result is shown in the Appendix below.
In the CATCH project this re-design will get its functionality as an online, interactive tool that
provides the user with the assessment results and recommendations right after the
assessment. The testing of the tool by the practice partners is ongoing and the tool will be
finalized by late 2020.

Appendix

Governance Assessment Tool
Strategies and projects have the potential to make your city water sensitive. How much they fulfil
this potential in practice depends on the chance of a successful implementation. The governance
assessment tool (GAT) will help you to get insights in this chance. The GAT uses four evaluative
criteria (completeness, coherence, flexibility and pressure for change) on five dimensions:
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1. Levels and scales
Water sensitive city strategies/projects are adjusted to other scales. The feasibility of city-level
strategies/projects do not depend so much on the hydrological scales, but more on the social
and administrative levels. The municipal level is also connected to higher-level authorities, such
as provinces, federal states, regional and national authorities, and the national government.
2. Actors and networks
The success of water sensitive city strategies/projects depends on more actors than just the
municipality. It is essential to involve stakeholders, such as community organizations, private
companies, water authorities, housing corporations and environmental NGOs. It is possible that
the municipality already cooperates with some of these actors on this or other subjects.
3. Problem perceptions and ambitions
Water sensitive city strategies/projects always interact with existing uses of the urban space,
and other ambitions, such as energy transition, housing and job creation. Some organisations
will see a different scope of problems when looking at the city. Water sensitivity needs to be
continuously balanced with, and where possible, integrated into other ambitions.
4. Policy styles and instruments
City strategies/projects often reflect certain policy implementation styles. Various instruments
might be available, provided for instance by laws, regulations and white papers. Some policy
sectors or budget providers might also require the use of certain instruments, procedures or
timelines, regardless of whether this facilitates the realization of the strategy or the project.
5. Responsibilities and resources
To realize strategies/projects, there should be clarity about who is responsible for what,
especially when the municipality cooperates with several partners in multiple sectors. Resources,
such as money, rights, expertise and support, should be available to fulfil these responsibilities.
When the municipality and other partners collaborate, they can also combine their resources.
The questions of the GAT will take you stepwise through all of these aspects. When answering the
questions, it is important that you keep in mind whether you are focusing on a project or a strategy.
Assessment criteria
Governance dimensions

Completeness

Coherence

Flexibility

Pressure for
change

Levels and scales
Actors and networks
Problem perspectives and
goal ambitions
Styles and instruments
Responsibilities and
resources

Completeness
Think about: Are there stakeholders missing that are needed to get things done? Or are there any
unassigned responsibilities or missing resources?
1. Are all relevant higher-level authorities involved in the strategy/project?
a. Yes.
b. No, but it is not a problem.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

c. No, and it is a problem.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
Are all actors that could contribute to the strategy/project involved?
a. Yes.
b. No, but it is not a problem.
c. No, and it is a problem.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
Are all other problem perceptions and ambitions that relate to the same urban space taken
into account?
a. Yes.
b. No, but we expect that it will not be a problem.
c. No, we focus on water goals.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
Are the different options for implementation styles and combinations of instruments taken
into consideration during the design of the strategy/project?
a. Yes.
b. No, but we considered most of the familiar options.
c. No, we left options out to focus on the construction of water works.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
Are the responsibilities for different parts of the strategy/project clearly assigned and
facilitated with the necessary resources to fulfil them?
a. Yes.
b. No, not all of them.
c. No, not at all.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.

13

Coherence
Think about: Aren’t the problem perceptions so divergent that a common basis for agreements is
missing? Do different policy sectors like spatial planning, energy transition, health and flood
protection demand contradictory requirements?
1. Is your strategy/project well aligned with those of higher-level authorities?
a. Yes.
b. No, but it is not conflicting either.
c. No, it conflicts with the principles of higher-level authorities.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
2. Does the municipality have collegial relationships with the other actors involved?
a. Yes, we are working like a team.
b. Not with all actors, but with some there is.
c. No, for some of these actors our strategy/project is really controversial.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
3. Does your strategy/project create synergy and contribute to the ambitions of other sectors?
a. Yes.
b. No, but it does not conflict with other ambitions either.
c. No, it contains choices that clearly deviate from competing ambitions.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
4. Does the combination of instruments create synergy and make their realization easier?
a. Yes.
b. No, but we could exclude aspects that might conflict with other parts.
c. No, we had to include aspects that might easily conflict with one another.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
5. Are the responsibilities and resources of the actors involved supportive to one another, and
do they facilitate cooperative activities to realize the strategy/project?
a. Yes.
b. Some responsibilities might compete with those of others, and there is probably
going to be discussion about the distribution of input of resources.
c. No, we continuously debate about the division of responsibilities and resources.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
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Flexibility
Think about: Is it possible to change plans later in the project? Can stakeholders or authorities be
added to the project in a later stage?
1. Can higher-level authorities be used in the implementation of your strategy/project or to
help solve problems?
a. Yes.
b. Not really, all we can do is to make use of the actions they take anyway.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
2. Is it possible to include new stakeholders if this would be worth it?
a. Yes.
b. We can, after consultation with the partners.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
3. Can the ambitions of the strategy/project be changed when (new) opportunities or
problems arise over time?
a. Yes.
b. Yes, but we need new political decision-making.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
4. Can the combination of instruments be changed when (new) opportunities or problems
arise over time?
a. Yes.
b. Yes, but we will need new political decision-making.
c. No, we should follow the original plan as much as possible.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
5. Is it possible to combine the resources from various sectors of the municipality and other
partners to realise tasks that no one could do on their own?
a. Yes.
b. Yes, but we are careful to invest in other’s tasks.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
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Pressure for change
Think about: Do authorities or stakeholders push you in the direction of a water sensitive city? Does
the project demand big changes?
1. Is there enough stable pressure from higher-level authorities to move in the direction of a
water sensitive city?
a. Yes.
b. Not really, if we would do nothing, they wouldn’t care.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
6. Is there enough stable pressure from other stakeholder(s) to move in the direction of a
water sensitive city?
a. Yes.
b. Not really, if we would do nothing, they wouldn’t care.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
7. Are the ambitions of your strategy/project very different from the current situation?
a. Yes.
b. Not very much but it is a first step in the right direction.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
8. Are the instruments demanding more adaptation from the citizens or other stakeholders
than the current situation?
a. Yes.
b. Not really, it is not much different from the familiar.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
9. Is the total amount of resources enough to implement the strategy/project in the long term?
a. Yes.
b. Yes, but only for now.
c. No.
d. We don’t know.
e. This is not important.
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Results
Answers a
Answers b
Answers c
Answers d
Answers e

Supportive
Neutral
Restrictive
“We don’t know.”
“This is not important.”

?

Results table that the user will see after answering all the questions (dummy only):
Criteria
Dimensions

Completeness Coherence

Levels and scales

Flexibility

Pressure for
change

?

Actors and networks
Problem perspectives
and goal ambitions
Styles and
instruments

?

Responsibilities and
resources
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Interpretation and recommendations
The five types of answers to each question can be interpreted as below.
Supportive answers (green cells) refer to situations where governance supports the successful
implementation of the strategy/project. Dealing consciously with the supportiveness of your
governance context is not just a matter of looking where you can improve the “red” bars, but also of
protecting the “green” ones.
Neutral answers (yellow cells) represent situations in which you don’t feel really supported but
neither hindered by the context. It is good to think about whether this situation is likely to worsen or
better in the near future. Are there developments ongoing that make you think that the situation
might get worse, or will they be better in the near future? And if, so, is there anything you can do to
prevent or help these developments?
Restrictive answers (red cells) need extra attention, as they indicate that the governance context
restricts the successful implementation of the strategy/project. These items can be improved by
taking actions to improve the aspect over the upcoming period, for instance platforms that facilitate
the interaction of stakeholders and their problem perceptions. If it is not possible to change the
restrictive situation of an item, you can look whether supportive items can compensate for this.
Restrictive aspect
Completeness
Coherence
Flexibility
Pressure for change
Completeness of actors is low
…

Possible compensation
Other criterion within completeness
Other criterion within coherence
Other criterion within flexibility
Other criterion within pressure for change
High flexibility to add them in process later on
Open minded problem perception and goal ambition
…

To change the “We don’t know” answers (question marks): 1) think about the consequences of your
situation and whether they will be restrictive, neutral or supportive, 2) gather more information, or
3) consult colleagues or the designer of the tool.
Finally, it is good to be self-critical when the “This is not important” (grey cells) answer is given too
often. This might indicate that possible problems are overlooked and that your organization is not as
capable to perform on its own as one would like to think. You should evaluate the risks that come
with this aspect: What can be the consequence if this subject is restrictive? Is it really not important
to take this governance aspect into account?
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