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1 Introduction 
 
 
In this report we will concentrate on the observations made during the site visits of the DROP Gov-
ernance team to the water authority of Vechtstromen. This water authority contains the former wa-
ter authority of Regge and Dinkel in the Dutch region of Twente that has merged with a neighboring 
one in the beginning of 2014 to form Vechtstromen. This analysis concentrates on the Twente part of 
Vechtstromen. The Twente region has some 135.00 hectares and about 630.000 inhabitants. Though 
most of the Netherlands is flat and the highly artificial system of waterways often enables to let wa-
ter in from outside each region, a substantial part of the Twente region does not have this option 
and is thus fully dependent on rainwater and groundwater. Apart of the wetland nature areas, espe-
cially the northeast of the region is for this reason relatively vulnerable for water scarcity and 
droughts. The map below (from the former Regge and Dinkel website) shows the areas in grey where 
the extraction of groundwater is prohibited (mostly wet nature areas) and the red creeks were the 
extraction of surface water for irrigation is prohibited year-round. The DROP pilot projects area is 
clearly indicated by the concentration of such creeks. 

 

 

 

Figure 1, Permanent bans of water extraction for irrigation from areas (groundwater) and creeks (sur-
face water) 

The first visit of the DROP Governance team took place during November 11-13, 2013 and the sec-
ond visit was July 2-4, 2014. The programs of the visits, including the stakeholder organizations and 
people with whom the team has spoken, are included as appendices. For the preparation of the first 
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visit the publication by Havekes a/o. (2011) “Water Governance: The Dutch regional water authority 
model” was distributed among the members of the Governance team. Further background infor-
mation on the drought and water scarcity problems and policies in the area of Regge and Dinkel was 
presented during the first afternoon of the site visit by Koen Bleumink and Bas Worm of the water 
authority. All but one of the interview sessions was recorded, with the consent of those present, and 
one member of the Governance team took very elaborate notes (41 pages in this layout). After the 
visit the members of the Governance team shared their notes, and later organized them in the 
framework of the Governance Assessment Tool. On that basis during a joint telephone meeting of 
the visiting team a very first version of this report was discussed and later adapted.  

During the second visit some additional interviews took place, among others with the agricultural 
association LTO and representatives of municipalities. Next to that in three meetings the preliminary 
observations and their consequences were discussed. In an meeting with representatives of all  wa-
terboards in the Rhine East WFD region issues for which the collaboration of water boards in Rhine 
East could provide extra benefits for achieving more climate change resilience on the higher parts of 
the Netherlands were discussed. Furthermore in a Vechtstromen “Minisymposium” with many par-
ticipants the preliminary conclusions on the drought resilience projects and governance context of 
Vechtstromen were presented and discussed. In a following “Scenario workshop” with the most in-
volved insiders of the waterboard ideas on how to proceed were discussed.  

In this report we will first report briefly on some Dutch developments regarding problem perception 
and drought and water scarcity policy. After these national backgrounds on Dutch drought resilience 
policy and the regional situation and policies, we will report in the main section 3 on the observa-
tions made by the Governance team regarding the governance situation for water scarcity and 
drought measures in the Twente area of Vechtstromen. These observations and conclusions are not 
meant to be a final verdict, since ideally they just form the start of further exchange and communica-
tion. In fact they are not a verdict at all, since it is not the water authority or its partners that are as-
sessed but the total of the administrative circumstances under which they have to fulfill this task. We 
will conclude this report with some conclusions. Ideas for possible improvements and comparative 
statements in relation to the other practice partners in the DROP project are deliberately not includ-
ed in this report, but presented elsewhere.  
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2 Drought and water scarcity problems and policies in 
the Netherlands and Twente 

 
During the eighties “desiccation” was for the first time labeled as one of the major environmental 
policy themes in Dutch government white papers. The emphasis was completely on the decrease in 
vitality of inland wetlands. The recognition of the problem at a policy level did however not result in 
effective measures that solved or even stopped the gradual worsening of the problem. The more ex-
treme weather conditions that are related to climate change are threatening to further increase the 
vulnerability. Nevertheless until recently almost all attention went to the risks of floods, not so much 
the risk of droughts and water scarcity, perhaps not strange in a country where 55% of the land is in 
principle flood prone. It is only recently that the already ongoing damages caused by drought receive 
more widespread attention.  In the white paper that started the reassessment of Dutch water man-
agement, the report by the Delta Committee of 2008 (Deltacommissie 2008: Samen werken met wa-
ter, p. 71), there was just half a page of attention for the problematic of the “higher grounds”. The 
committee pleas for increasing use efficiency and more buffering of (rain)water and points to two 
investment programs to enable this. While in the beginning the waterboards in the east and south of 
the country felt that their problematic did not receive sufficient attention, they cooperated to devel-
op a “Deltaplan for the higher sand grounds” and organized a major conference with hundreds of 
people in 2012 issuing a manifesto “Water op de hoogte” (Water at the high level). Thereafter atten-
tion for drought issues increased.  

The damages by droughts are not only affecting agricultural yields in the rural area, but also affect 
cities. A recent estimate of damages to cities in the period 2013-2050 adds up to 42 billion Euro, 25 
billion of it caused by damage to historical wooden piles (on which for instance Amsterdam’s historic 
centre is built) and 9 billion to roads, pipes and lines and other infrastructure. Against this back-
ground the attention for water scarcity and drought issues is gradually rising, even in The Nether-
lands that rightfully can claim to be a very water rich country. While the Netherlands is recalibrating 
its water policies in an enormous multi-stakeholder exercise called the Dutch Delta Programme, 
“fresh water supply” has become one of the main issues (sub-programmes) about which such crucial 
long-term decisions are currently prepared to guide developments until 2050. Droughts and water 
scarcity issues are not the same problem but they are actually highly related, while the water scarcity 
issues typically become most urgent in periods of drought.  

On request of the Minister for Infrastructure and Environment, the national Advisory Committee on 
Water has issued an advice on March 11, 2013, about the fresh water supply in the Netherlands, 
partly supporting the preparation of the Delta Decision Freshwater in 2015 (part of the new Delta 
Programme) . This was actually the last advice that was chaired by the then Crown prince Willem Al-
exander who soon later resigned as chair of the committee when being installed as the new King. The 
committee stated that it regards it in principle a public task to take care that also in the future there 
is sufficient fresh water for all uses and nature. But this responsibility is bounded. When new big wa-
ter users start in relatively vulnerable areas or when they demand water of a specific quality it can be 
reasonable to demand also investments and co-responsibility from them.  
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Furthermore the country should already now prepare for situations in which the supply of fresh wa-
ter is less self-evident. For the short run it might be sufficient to optimize the water system. Next to 
that also innovations that lead to less water use and more water storage need to be furthered. Like 
with situations of acute flood risk, the committee also advises to have serious gaming exercises in 
which real decision makers and stakeholders practice with drought decision-making under stress to 
test for instance the efficacy of the “displacement chain”. This is a policy guideline in which the prior-
ities are stipulated when choices need to be made about which user can get water or not and in 
which for instance irreversible damage to nature has a higher priority than drinking water produc-
tion.  

In her positive response to the advice the Minister of Infrastructure and Environment also empha-
sized another position that the advisory committee took. The system that supplies and distributes 
the water from source to user extends from the estuaries of big rivers all the way back to the capillar-
ies of the regional water system.  Thus the steering of the fresh water supply should take place at all 
levels and scales: from the cross boundary international river catchments up and to the local scale of 
individual users of stakeholder organizations. The main question is not at which level steering needs 
to take place, but which responsibilities are at which level and whether between those levels there is 
good collaboration.  

In the Netherlands the implementation of drought policy is thus seen as a matter of needed coopera-
tion between various organizations, both public and private, at various levels. This is in fact not just 
the case with drought policies but with other water policies as well. Perhaps it is typically Dutch to 
interpret the necessary coherence as a matter of cooperation rather than coordination by a powerful 
central actor. However the complexity and dynamics of the water system itself lead even in situa-
tions in which mutual agreements are not typically the preferred option, often to similar arrange-
ments. In any case the complexity and dynamics of the situation make a governance context that 
facilitates good cooperation by all stakeholders with their various interests very valuable. Also there 
is a need for productive boundary spanning between an inspiring long term vision and short term 
opportunities to realize parts of it.  

In the  partial Delta programming on “Fresh water supply” the present and future policies are devel-
oped.  In the document “Kansrijke strategieën voor zoet water” (Promising strategies for fresh wa-
ter), September 2013, for the east of the country, including the province of Overijssel, the following 
measures are mentioned for the short run: smart “locking” (regulating the water levels), restructur-
ing of the regional water system, making creek valleys wetter, increase groundwater storage and 
buffer water in larger nature areas.  

In April 2014 a draft text for the Delta Decision 2015 has been discussed in which some attention is 
given to the problematic of the “High Sandy Grounds”, the areas in the east and south of the Nether-
lands that are often not able to receive water from the main water system, and thus depend on rain-
fall and rain fed small rivers and creeks for fresh water supply. Drinking water companies, food indus-
tries, other industries and farmers use often deep and shallow groundwater for their production pro-
cesses. It is recognized that these areas (including Twente) suffer from droughts for dozens of years 
and that climate change can worsen these problems further, causing dry creeks, and damages to 
human uses and nature. The preferred strategy to combat these developments consists of the fol-
lowing guidelines: 
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1. Keep the water longer in both the ground and the surface waters. No efforts will be made to ena-
ble major water transport to these areas. In the short run the focus is on increasing the groundwater 
buffer and the moisture buffer at plant root level. 

2. Saving water by more efficient water use. In the short run by educating water users.  In the medi-
um and long term periods of drought are unavoidable and consequently major water users should 
take measures themselves to avoid this from causing major damage.  

3. Develop for the medium and long term some modest possibilities for extra water transport (a/o. to 
Twente via the Twente Canal where a brand new lock enables better to keep the level up).  

All in all these guidelines show that the emphasis is on measures in the water system to increase 
buffer capacity both in the creeks and in the ground and on making water use more efficient. There is 
an own responsibility for users to decrease the potential damage from droughts.  

What is also clear is that the so-called “verdringingsreeks” (displacement chain) is not mentioned 
here. This guideline stipulates what uses get priority when droughts make freshwater supply for all 
uses to satisfy all demands is not possible anymore. In this priority chain the first priority is to pre-
vent irreparable damage to the water system, the soil (e.g. peat layers) or nature. Second in line are 
the utilities: drinking water and energy production. Third are high value agricultural and industrial 
production processes and last are the interests of shipping, general agriculture, nature with resili-
ence, industry , recreation and fishery. This displacement chain is in fact not often used, since limiting 
some of the last priority uses (like irrigation of agricultural fields and gardens and car washing) has 
been generally sufficient. Actually limiting the use of rivers for cooling water (thus restricting energy 
production from specific plants) has been another. The idea is to rethink the displacement chain and 
its value, even though the drinking water companies are afraid to loose certainty in the process.  

There is a national coordination committee for water distribution (Landelijke Coördinatiecommissie 
voor de Waterverdeling). This consist of representatives of the ministry, including the public works 
agency, and the Union of Waterboards (UvW) and the Interprovincial Consultation (IPO). They meet 
when the water level in the transnational rivers gets lower than certain values or when even without 
this being the case there are drought problems in several regions. Apart from proposing measures (in 
principle using the displacement chain, but also including fine-tuning of the water system where it 
can be regulated) they also issue “drought messages” to over 400 stakeholders whenever there are 
possible water shortage problems. In summer, April to September, that is generally done every fort-
night.  

Another relevant development is the National Administrative Accord on Watermanagement in which 
the national state, the provinces, the waterboards and the municipalities have stipulated the division 
of their tasks in water management and the way to integrate them and also agreed on the principles 
of cost sharing. In this framework also the agreement has been made that the provinces and water 
boards will elaborate for the complete rural area the desired ground and surface water levels 
(GGOR). This specification can later be used as a justification for taking further measures. 

Apart from the Deltaprogramme the new policies regarding drought and water scarcity also need to 
be explained in the upcoming Watermanagement Plan 2015-2021, that also needs to respond to the 
European Water Framework Directive. The geographical level of this plan is the sub-basin of Rhine 
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East, containing six Dutch water board areas, including that of the merged Vechtstromen, but also 
consisting of the relevant provinces, municipalities, drinking water company and state water agency 
representatives.  

In June 2012 the waterboard in Rhine East, together with their colleagues in the south of the Nether-
lands organized a big symposium Hoog en Droog (“High and Dry”) where some six hundred people 
from involved governments, consultancies, business and NGO’s participated, including the Delta 
Commissioner that steers the Delta Programming process and at which a manifesto was presented in 
which attention for the special water management problematic of the higher parts of the delta was 
asked and further efforts and collaboration of all waterboards, provinces, municipalities and other 
societal organizations involved was announced. This impressive meeting had a real impact on the 
Delta Programming process and thereafter drought resilience was firmly positioned on the agenda. 
Until then “water shortage” was to a large extent seen in relation to the huge need for freshwater in 
the polder areas in the west of the Netherlands hat need to be regularly flushed to prevent intrusion 
of salinity. The manifesto a/o. made clear that 45% of Dutch agricultural value is in fact produced on 
the higher grounds.  

In a follow up on this manifesto on June 27, 2014 (just before the second GT site visits to Groot Sal-
land and Vechtstromen) the so-called ZON Declaration (ZON is an acronym representing: Freshwater 
supply East Netherlands) was signed by the provinces of Overijssel, Drenthe and Gelderland, the wa-
terboard of the Rhine East region, municipalities, platforms for regional cooperation, nature organi-
zations, agricultural organizations, drinking water companies and estate owners. In this declaration 
they all acknowledge their co-responsibility for “an optimal availability of freshwater, a responsible 
use thereof, and the task to make their water system more resilient for extreme weathers”. This co-
responsibility also involves the preparedness to contribute financially to the cost of the programme. 
One of the actions involved is the specification of the water service level that users can expect in or-
der to “clarify the role and responsibilities of the governments and the risks and behavioral options 
for the water users”. The Declaration is seen as a major step forwards in the collaboration between 
all partners involved, but also as a “political” statement to the national political arena that the specif-
ic circumstances of the higher parts of the delta should not be underrepresented in terms of atten-
tion and funding.  While drought resilience measures are often having spatial consequences and of-
ten deal with agricultural land and while they often take the form of renaturalization of the water 
system, land use planning, agricultural policies (also from the EU) and nature, landscape and tourism 
policy sectors are very relevant. Wherever these policy sectors are relevant for the Twente case we 
will explain the essentials in the analysis. 

 

Twente region 

In the Twente region all the drought and water scarcity problems as expressed by the “higher sandy 
grounds” initiative are present. Ninety percent of the small creeks are running dry in summer and 
when nothing is done this will probably increase with climate change (in the first eight months of 
2013 rainfall in the Netherlands was 37% less than “normal”, seven of the eight months had shortag-
es). It causes for instance complains by both nature organizations and farmers. Flora and fauna in the 
creeks die, and surrounding nature is suffering. Yields can fail and in cities algae bloom can occur. 
Extraordinary dry years were for instance 2003, 2006, 2009, 2010 and 2013. But already before in the 
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period 1994-1996 for three consecutive years an irrigation ban had to be announced. Partly these 
problems have been caused by earlier measures of the waterboard itself, fighting water problems in 
wet periods by “improving” the drainage capacity of the water system. Nevertheless the Twente wa-
ter system provides not too much or too little water 90% of the time. The challenge is to create more 
resilience towards both ends.  

An important report for Twente has been “Sturen op basisafvoer” (2012, Steering for basic flow) for 
which the waterboard cooperated with Deltares (an important water management practice oriented 
research institute), the province of Overijssel, the farmers union (LTO-North), the drinking water 
company (Vitens) and Landscape Overijssel, the nature organization. In this report the problematic is 
analyzed and a score of potential measures in the water system identified. The DROP pilot projects in 
the Twente region of Vechtstromen are related to the kind of measures proposed in the report. They 
consist of 16 local implementation projects with an impact on the water system and three investiga-
tions. The projects are related to the programme “Water Collective Twente”. In fact this is a follow-
up of two similar previous programmes: “Back to the source” and “Agriculture at the right (wa-
ter)level”. In these programmes also collaboration and exchange with neighboring waterboards takes 
place.  

The following analysis will concentrate on the regional level of the Twente region of Vechtstromen 
and more specifically on the relatively higher area where all of the many local pilot projects are lo-
cated, the northeast and east of Twente. Individual pilot projects will not be dealt with. Readers in-
terested in the measures taken and actors involved in these projects can find this information in an-
other DROP document. These projects and other activities and measures in the same area taken to-
gether are almost completely representing the drought resilience policy of the water authority in the 
Twente region. Whenever in the analysis another level of scale is implied it will be explicitly men-
tioned. While in all the projects and activities the positions and inputs from multiple levels of gov-
ernance are intertwined it is not possible to unravel these levels in separate analyses. Even at the 
stage of policy making administrative accords between various governments play an leading role. 
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3 Observations organized in the framework of the Gov-
ernance Assessment Tool  

 
In the section below, the main part of this report, we summarize the observations made during the 
site visits. We will use to that end the systematic matrix that forms the framework of the Governance 
Assessment Tool. Each of the 20 items starts with a brief conclusion and continues with the observa-
tions that led to this conclusion. When a + is indicated this means that the issue is regarded as a sup-
portive context for drought adaptation. Likewise a – does not mean that the water authority is doing 
a bad job, but that this conditions forms a restrictive context for drought adaptation measures. A 0 or 
neutral implies that the condition is unsupportive, but not really negative or restrictive.  

 

3.1 Levels and scales 
 
Extent: large, but with a withdrawing national level, + 

Apart from the regional and local stakeholders, also the province is indispensable when Natura 2000 
areas are involved, because they have to provide permits for water extraction and other activities 
that might affect the area. In turn they request a clear explanation of all reasons for the proposed 
action. The national level has been involved in several ways. Already in the eighties “desiccation” was 
regarded as one of the environmental policy themes, though just applied on nature areas. Also by 
the designation of the northeast of Twente as a National Landscape (later withdrawn), the Natura 
2000 areas and the EHS ecological network policy (later severely weakened) the national level had an 
initiating impact but clearly a diminishing one. The EU level is relevant because of the Water Frame-
work Directive and Natura 2000 policies, and in the future maybe the reform of the CAP.  

 

Coherence: soft hierarchy by multilevel agreements: 0/+ 

In the Netherlands the multi-level coordination in water policy is guided to a large extent by so-called 
National Administrative Agreements of Water in which the national level, the provinces, the munici-
palities, the water authorities and the drinking water companies mutually agree on their share of the 
tasks, responsibilities and funding.  This is often seen as a typical way of operation in a “trust socie-
ty”. However, in the OECD review on Dutch water governance it is not fully accepted as a form of 
“independent oversight”. In a similar fashion in the pilot area, all four local authorities, the water-
board and the provincial government together made an Area Vision, that provided a joint perspec-
tive on desirable developments of the northeast area of Twente. Thought drought resilience is in-
cluded, the main focus is on tourism and recreation as drivers of economic development. The coor-
dination of the activities is not done through a hierarchical overview, but by this sort of multi-actor 
agreements. At the beginning the idea for a National Landscape was pushed top-down and the farm-
ers and municipalities were reluctant, later that changed. The water companies that had a strong 
role in supporting policies with farmers in the past have become more reluctant. They do not want to 
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be a source of “easy money” and their scale has increased tremendously from local or regional to 
large parts of the country (the three major ones serve some 70% of Dutch population). 

 

Flexibility: fair degree of adaptive capacity: + 

The recent past has shown a retreat of the national level regarding nature policy. The stop on further 
development of the ecological network linkages policy of EHS in 2011 created a shockwave that 
stopped all developments for a while. This abrupt change is not regarded as a matter of flexibility to 
enable responding to opportunities or threats. However the way in which the province and the mu-
nicipalities try to take over the emptied role of the national level demonstrates a healthy degree of 
flexibility. With the application of the “displacement chain” and its possible consequences for tempo-
rary irrigation bans there has been some up-scaling of coordination and decision making in the re-
cent past. This has been done by the creation of coordination committees in which all levels are rep-
resented rather than by transferring authority.  

 

Intensity: roller coaster of policy changes: - 

The province prefers to concentrate on the position of Natura 2000 areas. Since they provide funds 
and permissions this has effect on the relative priority of projects in the pilot area. Also the WFD di-
rective provides pressure to make water systems more resilient. Even though the deadline has been 
shifted from 2015 to 2027 by claiming all waters are “heavily modified”, the EU requires :”good sto-
ries” to justify this and to show progress. The retreat of the national level in nature policy could have 
had serious consequences for the funding of projects. Luckily the province took over a large part of it. 
After the national government stopped the National Landscapes the provincial government kept 
treating the northeast of Twente like one. Since most practical activities in the framework of the 
landscape are related to recreation and tourism development, municipalities are now often the driv-
ers in this respect. Also the Waterboard has assumed co-responsibility for nature in as far as natural 
solutions serve water goals or a good water system is needed to enable nature.  

 

3.2 Actors and networks 
 
Extent: high degree of openness to stakeholders: + 

In the Waterboard council various stakeholders are represented. More specifically for the drought 
resilience projects there is an advisory and a realization group in which various governmental and 
non-governmental partners are represented. There is confidence that any other organization or per-
son that feels to have a stake will make itself heard. The advisory group exists of three core people 
but with additions whenever this seems to make sense. The drinking water company is not really in-
cluded in the decision making process. Nature organizations have sometimes too restricted means to 
fully participate, even though they are welcomed. Individual civilians are mostly not involved, except 
when land owners (like farmers). Regarding irrigation policy and permits for water extraction the wa-
ter authority has tried to harmonize its regulations with those of the neighboring water authorities.  
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Coherence: enthusiast collaboration in longstanding teams: ++ 

The advisory group acts as a permanent platform for consultation on the level of the administrators. 
The realization group has developed into a high-trust group with high interconnectedness and high 
cohesion. The participants meet also informally whenever they feel the need. A new provincial rep-
resentative was actively “socialized” as a member of the group by taking her around and letting her 
become quickly acquainted with all relevant people, projects and activities. The joint commitment to 
the realization of projects is high in these committees in which the water board, the municipalities 
and the province are included. There is also much contact between the two coordination groups. The 
nature organizations see each other as natural collaborators and most drought resilience measures 
as essential for their purposes (though sometimes pollution is an even bigger threat). The province 
with its landscape and nature goals and its interest in long term regional development is also well-
aligned. They recognize that while a healthy water system as such is not their goal, it is essential for 
their own sector goals. With the big estates a good working relation exists since also they have partly 
the same goals. EU policies seem to contradict each other, partly stimulating agricultural intensifica-
tion, partly urging to decrease nitrate emissions to protect Natura 2000 areas. All in all the stake-
holders working together in the teams express their belief in the extremely high value of the trust-
based collaboration that was built over the years as a basis to get things done. Nature organizations 
are said to be more open for consultation and compromise than in the past because their position 
has been weakened and without the collaborative efforts they wouldn’t be able to achieve much. 
Drinking water production by Vitens is acknowledged to be influential, but the amount of water ex-
traction by farmers from un-deep wells that are directly connected to the water system is less in the 
picture according to the drinking water company. The drinking water company has regular contact 
with the Farmers Union LTO, also when trying to find new locations for wells. With the waterboards 
they meet and consult on the impact of their wells on the water system, especially concerning Natu-
ra 2000 areas. Goals do not always coincide. The farmers union LTO reports that the collaboration 
with the other partners, including the waterboard and the nature organizations has improved a lot 
during the last two years. Especially the “Landbouw op peil” projects that give farmers some direct 
influence on the water table management of their lands have been instrumental to increase trust. 
This “being part of the process” creates enthusiasm with farmers. Trust between farmers and the 
government is extremely important. Otherwise also mutual social control among farmers will turn 
against collaboration or even selling agricultural land to the government.  

 

Flexibility: getting around obstacles and reaping opportunities: + 

The high interconnectedness and high cohesion character of the group has advantages when looking 
for the best route to get political and financial support for projects and thus contributes to flexibility. 
Most differences of opinion are not about the direction of the goals, but about the priority of pro-
jects in time, e.g. first a creek that is important for the WFD or first one that is important for Natura 
2000. The fact that such choices can be made shows that there is some degree of flexibility in the 
planning. The drinking water company that is active in the region points to the inflexibility to change 
the sources when that would be better for drought resilience of nature areas, due to very lengthy 
decision-making procedures, including EIA procedures, not only in Twente but in the whole country. 
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The stakeholder representation by institutionalized organizations can sometimes lead to inflexibili-
ties.  It proved for instance not easy for a group of farmers deviating from the position of the farmers 
union LTO to get recognition as a partner, even initially not from the water authority although their 
outlook was at that time more similar to the water authority than to that of the LTO.  

 

Intensity: mixed priority of stakeholders: 0/+ 

The water authority sees the realization of drought resilience as a clear responsibility for itself. This 
makes them a lead actor, even when the water authority leaves as much as possible to the initiative 
of other stakeholders.  Such priority is never self-evident. Council majorities can change by elections 
with some influence on the policy position of the water authority. However also some other stake-
holders, like the nature organizations, have a sense of urgency. This is far less the case with the gen-
eral public or most of the farmers. Many individual farmers though stated when interviewed for the 
“Agriculture at the right level” (Landbouw of peil) project that they clearly noticed changed weather 
patterns. Even when the farmers union is reluctant individual farmers will cooperate when offered 
good projects. In the last few years the position of the farmers union LTO has considerably devel-
oped. The wish to become more productive now the milk quota are to be lifted soon in 2015 makes it 
worthwhile to invest in the quality and resilience of one’s land. The LTO wants to improve the infor-
mation base on drought damages in order to be better able to educate the farmers. All actors, with 
the possible exception of the nature organizations, share a preference for voluntary actions. Especial-
ly for the farmers freedom of crop choice and increasing productivity are essential for their support 
for drought resilience measures. In the Deltaplan Agrarian Watermanagement (DAW, 2013) with 
which the LTO seeks the collaboration with waterboards, provinces and ministries includes next to 
many water goals also 2% annual production growth among the objectives. Municipalities do also 
collaborate but often dryness is not regarded as a prime problem. One of the reasons mentioned is 
that other government policy field already pose huge pressures on the municipalities, like budget 
cuts and the decentralization of large parts of the care for a/o. handicapped.  

 

3.3 Problem perceptions and goal ambitions 
 
Extent: gradually increasing number of perspectives included: + 

On a national level in the 2nd Delta Program water scarcity issues are clearly included. In the first 
round of the projects in the pilot area of northeast and east Twente the sectors involved were mostly 
water and nature, but thereafter also agriculture became a core issue. This is possible, even while the 
average farmer is not very aware of drought issues, since there are more than sufficient ones that 
are aware and apply for support for voluntary projects.  The visibility of the problem has increased. 
Now even in Spring sometimes a few creeks and brooks run dry and more and more impacts on veg-
etation occur. Flood problems are in general still dominant in people’s minds, even while drought is 
gradually receiving more attention. The issue of water extraction from ground water by farmers has 
long been overlooked, in any case compared to the attention extraction by drinking water companies 
has received. The interwoveness of drought resilience and flood protection measures is more and 
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more recognized as them having same cause (climate change causing more extreme weather occa-
sions) makes it impossible to strive for only one of them.  

 

Coherence: most problem perspectives align well, not all: 0/+ 

As the whole exercise of the new Delta Program process is inspired by the recognition of the chang-
ing climate resulting in more extreme weather conditions, getting recognition of climate change as 
such is hardly an issue in Dutch water management, and with almost all actors involved in it. One of 
several backgrounds of the situation in the Twente region that borders Germany is that due to the 
biofuel policy support in Germany the import of maize as animal feed has decreased and prices are 
up in Twente, giving also upward pressures on ground prices for agricultural land in Twente. The last 
years and especially in dry periods the prices of grass and hay were very high. Additionally the lifting 
of milk quota in 2015 has a dual impact. On the one hand this stimulates production increase that in 
turn urges to get more animal feed and will also have on average an upward effect on ground prices. 
On the other hand lower and wetter areas cannot cope with the strive for higher productivity and 
could be more often seen as marginal lands. Apart from the production of animal feed, predominant-
ly grass and corn, there are also high value crops like flower bulbs and potatoes. These crops are ro-
tated over the fields and thus a larger areas is requiring low risk conditions. All of this influences the 
degree to which agricultural interests can be made coherent with the interests of drought resilience 
projects that often imply forms of renaturalization. Most likely the situation will differ per plot and 
per farmer. Irrigation is not easily preferred since it is costly in terms of time and money. Generally 
already in the past years water tables of groundwater are falling, ascribed to both intensification (la-
beled “industrialization” by one of the interviewees) of agriculture and to the use of heavy machinery 
compacting the top soil causing increased runoff. Climate change causing heavier showers that the 
soil cannot absorb in such short time aggravates this. The position of the province has become more 
positive towards increasing buffer zones around Natura 2000 areas than before, since the alternative 
would be to force a sharp decline in ammonia produced by farming that would restrict farming on 
average much more. The requirements would also block any new road or industry. Therefore the 
province is prepared to invest a lot of money in this (330 million Euro for buying 2000 ha, for all of 
Overijssel). With this background the province also forces the farmers union to play a role in convinc-
ing farmers of the necessity of the measures. In the pilot areas however many farmers are not mem-
bers of the union, thus the union is required by the province to also contact non-members. A joint 
agreement has been signed: “Together works better” (Samen werkt beter).  

 

Flexibility: geographical and economic situation create limitations: 0 

The geographical circumstances of the small scale Twente landscape, especially in the pilot area, 
might make an increase in productivity difficult. This non-governance “inflexibility” could actually 
make it possible to soften the above mentioned impact of the lifting of the milk quota on the prepar-
edness to use space for drought resilience measures. It could lead to a more flexible goal setting in 
which the plots that are less apt for high intensity agriculture could be more used for drought resili-
ence measures while other plots could get an intensified use. The alternative income by starting “bed 
and breakfasts” and other recreation and tourism based activities is indeed used by the farmers but 
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can only to some extent replace farming income in the relevant areas. A minority of farmers have 
started to accept drought resilience as their own agricultural interest. This change has occurred with 
still just a small minority, but they are good examples. In the past there was an official farmer adviso-
ry agency. The lack of such an organization now might be a pity, because it could have had a good 
role in changing mind frames towards new perspectives. At a more general level both the national 
level and the water authority basically stick to a supply-orientation regarding fresh water supply: “Ir-
rigation: extraction where possible, protection where necessary” is the title of a 2013 brochure of 
(then) Regge and Dinkel with four of its neighboring water authorities in the east of the country. 

 

Intensity: while broad awareness is only developing, external legal pressures stay dominant: 0/+ 

The requirements of the Natura 2000 regulations for the designated areas provide a strong impetus, 
that is providing pressure regardless of the considerations on the basis of economic interests and 
other values. In times of headwind for nature development, this is very much valued by the nature 
organizations. The drought problems are somewhat more taken seriously after examples of spring 
droughts that have more serious impacts on yields than summer or autumn droughts. There are by 
now many examples where the combined pressures and opportunities given to farmers indeed push 
the boundaries beyond “business as usual”. But these still have the character of “strategic examples” 
and do not cover the large scale yet. After 3 rounds of pilot projects the total affected area is esti-
mated at about 25%. Not only are drought problems less visible for farmers than flooding risks, but 
also there is a tendency that crop damage results in relatively higher prices so that only farmers that 
have been hit in an exceptional degree or that need to by animal feed are disadvantaged. Neverthe-
less the farmers union is now itself convinced that after working with individual farmers a new ap-
proach for larger areas at a time in which measures are taken is needed.  

 

3.4 Strategies and instruments 
 
Extent: a wide variety of instruments and measures: + 

One of the instruments used now is GGOR, a specification on a map of all desired water levels and 
groundwater tables, that serves as a basis to give or refuse permissions for further extractions espe-
cially in relation to Natura 2000 and as guideline for day to day water management. It makes prob-
lems of the high water table requirements of nature areas and the lower table wished by surround-
ing farms visible. Around the Natura 2000 areas buffer zones can be specified to protect the nature 
form lower water tables and chemicals used by agriculture. Another instrument is a ban on irrigation 
from surface water in certain dry periods and from some vulnerable creeks and a ban on extraction 
of ground water in certain areas. Nationally there is the “displacement chain”, which offers a guide-
line what forms of use to prioritize when there is a serious shortage of fresh water. One of the in-
struments used by farmers is the possibility to get support for creating an “estate” on (part of) their 
ground, which implies some renaturalization and a degree of public access. Also the drought resili-
ence (aspect of the) projects in the pilot areas could be seen as instruments. The nature organiza-
tions have already taken several measures in their own areas, like cutting pine trees and raising ditch 
bottoms or removing the ditches altogether. The drinking water company gives financial compensa-
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tion to farmers for the extraction of groundwater. Given their emphasis on the production of cheap 
and in any case “affordable” drinking water of good quality the drinking water companies are nega-
tive about raising water prices to be able to contribute to farming reform, even when this would take 
the form of a general tax on drinking water. On the level of the pilots and in general in the projects 
with farmers there seems to be a restriction in the score of instruments to voluntary approaches, 
with hardly any discussion about whether this restriction could and should remain in the future. Tax 
incentives for farmers are lacking as an instrument to promote drought resilience. A new instrument 
that is included in the ZON agreement is the specification of a “service level”, on how much water 
farmer can expect to get during wet and during dry times. This then should enable them to con-
sciously take or avoid risks with high value crops on low creek area land. Another instrument at a plot 
level is the obligation to create a storage capacity for a 20 mm rainfall when a developer wants to 
create a new building or any other development. Decreasing the among of rainfall that gets drained 
by the sewage system is not only instrumental to prevent flooding in the cities when the capacity of 
the sewage system is not enough, but also prevents the groundwater level to drop in as far as it ena-
bles more infiltration and the storage is sometimes used in towns to water street trees in dry peri-
ods.  

 

Coherence: policy instruments are relatively fragmented in their consequences for implementation: 0 

The likely intensification of grassland farming in the entire region could lead to an increase in irriga-
tion. This could then bring more drought stress and increase the likelihood of irrigation bans in dry 
periods. The ecological network EHS and other ecological linkage zones and the fresh water policies 
have a logical structure but their implementation in the field is yet often scattered and fragmented in 
the eyes of the nature organizations, partly due to budget cuts and the taking out of some of the pro-
jected linkage zones, also the ones that were reflecting the logic of the water system. Old existing 
groundwater wells are not subject to new regulations, because they are seen as part of the “status 
quo” and therefore not a threat to existing nature qualities. Not all agree with this interpretation.  
The national “displacement chain” that should guide priorities when severe droughts limit the avail-
ability of freshwater is more attuned to crisis management than to prevention. Whether it will really 
work as an undisputed guideline in practice once more extreme measures than temporarily irrigation 
bans seem to be necessary, e.g. stopping an industry, remains unclear. Some farmers are working on 
the same land near water for 7 generations and accept the limitations this poses. Others are aiming 
at options for further growth. Both such farmers are not simply satisfied with e.g. financial compen-
sation instruments while their land is taken.  They want to be involved in the design of the measures. 
This needs anew mentality from all sides that is now emerging. Also insurances have been tried but 
left. The private premiums are too high to be attractive. One of the companies offering insurance 
already stopped. The costs of insurance are so high that most farmers accept the risk. Nevertheless, 
if they incur damage they often try to get support from the waterboard or the province.  

 

Flexibility: voluntary approaches soften potential fragmentation based conflicts: 0/+ 

For preventive measures there is a clear restriction to voluntary approaches. The general strategy of 
the projects is to use every opportunity to realize parts of the vision and thereby convince or even 
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inspire others to join in voluntary projects. This way the opportunities are used flexibly and strong 
obstacles are avoided as long as possible. The idea is that each round of voluntary projects will open 
up the minds of a new group of farmers to the virtues of such drought resilience projects. Drought 
resilience policies should – like with “multi-layered flood risk management” – also have an impact on 
spatial planning, especially since the Dutch local spatial plans are directly binding and relatively in-
flexible. Also the sizes of the buffer zones around nature areas are not easy to change. Another con-
cern that is mentioned is that while much of the flexibility in the process is dependent on spending a 
lot of time on talking with stakeholders there is a tendency that nobody wants to pay for the time 
and thus money that this effort costs. More and more European and national subsidies restrict them-
selves to visible hardware projects, while the essence of the policy measures requires efforts of a 
different kind.  

 

Intensity: soft pressures only in most aspects of the policy: 0 

While all measures in projects are voluntary, it is just by convincing and self-interest regarding prob-
lem pressures that the action is urged. Only when applying for “blue services” payments monitoring 
and enforcement occurs. The more acute measures like irrigation bans are also monitored and en-
forced. While some projects require adapted farm management sometimes farmers ask themselves 
for guidance. Instruments and strategies belonging to the nature linkages policy have even almost 
left the scene for a while after an extreme national government budget cut, and returned later only 
in a more limited form. Whether voluntary projects will ultimately provide sufficient incentive to en-
able continuous improvements in drought resilience in the pilot area and elsewhere where needed in 
the area of the water authority is an open question. Due to a lack of firm political support and legal 
pressures from the Dutch national level where drought issues are still just at the beginning of broad 
recognition, this question is not really debated. In addition there seem to be no viable alternative 
options given the division of responsibilities and resources.  

 

3.5 Responsibilities and resources 
 
Extent: an extraordinary variety of relevant responsibilities and related resources: + 

Formally the province has the responsibility to set the goals for water management. The provincial 
domain also includes responsibilities in relevant sectors like nature protection, nature development, 
landscape and tourism, regional development and agriculture. The water authority implements 
these, but with an own domain of taxation and thus with considerable liberties. The water board also 
has a lot of specialized knowledge that the other actors need for their decision-making. The munici-
palities also have strong relevant responsibilities and resources, for instance the local land use plan-
ning. Framers have their property rights of the land. When acute drought would lead to priority 
choices for freshwater supply a national committee in which all regions take part coordinates which 
measures will be taken. In first instance they will issue sprinkling bans for farmers and citizens alike in 
certain areas. The proposals for these measures come from the regions. When a water authority 
wants to extract water from the national water system it even is required to have the permission of 
the national committee. For the extraction of groundwater from deeper wells for drinking water 

18 
 



production the province has to provide the licenses and concessions. They add permit conditions to 
those licenses as a legal basis for influence, for instance monitoring and reporting obligations. While 
publicly owned, having many different public owners the drinking water company is hardly influ-
enced by separate provinces or municipalities. The drinking water company gives financial compen-
sation to 2000 farmers in the area of the province (about both the areas of Regge and Dinkel and 
Groot Salland) for their groundwater extraction.  For the rest they are reluctant to get too involved in 
drought resilience policies since they experienced in the past that they were regarded as a source of 
easily gained funding.   

 

Coherence: a high degree of fragmentation that makes the strive for coherence unavoidable for eve-
ryone: the fragmentation-coherence paradox: -/+ 

All in all the relevant responsibilities and resources are very fragmented in a very complex way for 
non-insiders. In practice the responsibilities are so fragmented that mutual consultation is recognized 
as the only way to proceed, creating a fragmentation-coherence paradox.  While normally fragmen-
tation would lead to stalemates and ultimately disinterest in the topic, in a context of sufficient posi-
tive experiences with mutual cooperation it has led to a recognition that the various parties need 
each other and to the absence of fear that one of them will become too dominant. Only the drinking 
water company is not very much involved in this. The province tries to increase drought awareness 
first among the council members of municipalities and waterboards before aiming for the general 
public because these council members hold political resources.  

 

Flexibility: the coherence of the actor teams enables pooling of responsibilities and resources: +  

The mutual alignment of the different responsibilities often takes place for the most part by direct 
contacts between civil servants of the various organizations. Combined with a high level of trust and 
cooperation this implies that responsibilities and resources for implementation are relatively easily 
pooled. The development of more specific accountability regulations in European and national subsi-
dy schemes could restrict such flexibility like has happened in river restoration cases in the same 
Twente region. A restriction to the development of long-term pooling of resources is furthermore the 
increased emphasis on the “innovative character” of the projects proposed. This seems at the sur-
face to promote flexibility, but in fact might turn out to prevent successful pilot measures to be de-
veloped into the implementation of large area scale projects that really make a difference.  

 

Intensity: hard to say whether the resources will suffice for the ultimate goals of drought resilience: 0 

The province has decided to invest some 330 million Euro in the increase of buffer zones around 
Natura 2000 areas. They also took care for replacing national funding for part of the ecological net-
work EHS and for the Area Vision for northeast Twente. The province have made the famers union 
the main implementer of the program to increase the buffer zones around Natura 2000 areas to in-
crease their drought resilience. The water authority is also prepared to invest its resources. The na-
ture organizations themselves feel very underfinanced and understaffed, even to the extent that 
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they sometimes cannot participate in consultations where in principle they would be welcome to 
have an input. This situation has worsened over the years.  Lastly, also in terms of responsibilities and 
resources for implementation it is an issue whether or not at some time drought resilience policy 
could or should be able to go beyond voluntary approaches.   
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4 Conclusions  
 
The observations mentioned in the above section lead to the conclusion that the governance context 
for drought resilience policies and measures for the water authority of Vechtstromen (previously 
Regge and Dinkel, now the Twente part of Vechtstromen) can be regarded as moderately positive 
(supportive or at least neutral), though obviously such general conclusion is always relative to other 
situations and dependent on the choice of issues emphasized most.  

Attempting to visualize the results on the governance context will unavoidably imply the loss of a lot 
of nuance. Thus it by no means replaces the original assessments and their explanation in the section 
above. 
 

 
 
 
Figure 2, Visualization of governance context assessment conclusions  

 

The extent aspects of the governance context can mostly be regarded as somewhat positive. There 
are restrictions however. The national level seems to slide away from the process, even though at 
the same moment the discussion on “fresh water supply” (mind the different phrasing of the issue) is 
gaining some momentum. This is mainly due to the fact that the relation with nature, the emphasis 
of the pilot project chosen as focus by Vechtstromen, has been severely damaged in 2011 when a 
short-lived new cabinet crushed decennia-old nature policies. This blow has never been completely 
restored. Other potential actors that are relatively absent are the drinking water company and the 
general public. The general awareness of the drought problematic is still low with the general public 
and even among many stakeholders that do participate. A multiplicity of instruments is used, but in 
as far as preventive measures are concerned these are restricted to a voluntary approach strategy. 
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Though a multiplicity of relevant responsibilities and resources resides with many stakeholders, it is 
mostly the water authority that clearly frames those in the perspective of drought resilience.  

The coherence aspects of the governance context sum up to a similar assessment, though one that is 
more complex. The close collaboration in multi-stakeholder committees, both at the levels of admin-
istrators and project managers, where trust relations have been built and a continuous search for 
opportunities to realize each other’s goals and vision takes place, is a great asset and the cement of 
the foundations that provides coherence and enables successful measures. It is an achievement that 
all participants should be praised for, even though they regard it themselves as a self-evident way of 
operating. However, it can also be seen as a necessary and relatively successful adaptation to deal 
with an inherently rather incoherent and fragmented governance context. This has been labeled by 
us as the fragmentation – coherence paradox. While the recent OECD Dutch water governance as-
sessment speaks of the lack of “independent oversight” at the multi-level dimension there are mech-
anisms like multi-stakeholder Delta Programming and the national Administrative Agreements on 
Water with monitoring devices. These should not be underestimated as mechanisms to provide mul-
ti-level coherence without coordination from a central power. But also other dimensions like the 
problem perception where drought resilience is not yet a fully shared priority, like the instruments 
that are labeled as “not balanced and fragmented” by a representative of the water authority, and 
like the responsibilities and resources display a degree of fragmentation that is only softened and 
partially repaired by the strength of the collaborative relationships in the actor dimension of govern-
ance.  

Again, for the flexibility aspect we arrive at a similar moderately positive assessment. Apart from the 
inflexibilities that stem from the geo-physical and landscape conditions of the area, there are some-
times inflexibilities that relate to the very strong Dutch local land use planning, that is directly bind-
ing for landowners. Also the creation of a new well for drinking water production has to undergo 
lengthy procedures even when aiming to replace a well that has more impact on the drought resili-
ence of an area. Not in all cases it is easy to get quick recognition as a new actor in the process as 
was reported by a farmer with a group operating independently from the farmers union. The gov-
ernance context is also rather inflexible in its restriction to voluntary approaches for preventive 
measures. Again, it’s the collaborative relationships that enable to pool goals, instruments and re-
sources in such a way that a reasonable positive degree of flexibility can be assessed.  

By far the relatively weakest point of the governance context for drought resilience policies and 
measures is its intensity. It is still weakly backed by broad awareness of the problem, especially 
among farmers, even though it is growing and farmers vary a lot. Relevant policy sectors like nature 
development and landscape protection experienced a roller coaster of ups and downs, ending at a 
lower level than before. There seems to be no political support for other than voluntary measures in 
the preventive sphere. Main sources of strength are the priority given by the water authority and its 
collaborating partners (in this relatively vulnerable sandy “higher delta” part of the Netherlands) and 
the external pressures from EU policies like the WFD and even more so Natura 2000. These two forc-
es allow an overall assessment of the intensity as medium.  

Nationally the recognition of the problem is still at an early phase and a water supply orientation is 
still dominant. Against this background there is only legitimacy for soft voluntary approaches to pre-
vention policies and measures. Partly this approach is also rooted in the general Dutch consensual 
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political culture (the so-called “polder model”). This forms a setting in which building and using well-
functioning partnerships with as many stakeholders as possible, both allies and potential opponents, 
is the best way to make the most of the situation and create the best likelihood of success. We ob-
serve that the project managers of the water authority understand this very well and are doing a 
good job at realizing it this way.  
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Site visit first round 2013 of the DROP Governance team: 
 
Alison Browne   University of Manchester 
Corinne Larrue   Université de Paris Est Créteil  
Ulf Stein    Ecologic Institute Berlin 
Maia Lordkipanidze  University of Twente 
Cheryl de Boer    University of Twente 
Hans Bressers   University of Twente 
 
 
 
Monday 11 November 
 
Time:  12:00 
Pick up at the station  
 
Programme at the building of the water authority in Almelo 
 
12:30 – 13:30   Lunch 
13:30 – 14:45   Welcome and presentations 

DROP project by Joanne Vinke - De Kruijf 
Water Collectief Twente by Koen Bleumink  

14:45 – 15:00   Break 
15:00 – 15:45   Drought policy on different levels by Bas Worm    
   Plenary discussion about drought policy of the waterboard 
15:45 – 16:00   Wrap-up 
 
16:15 – 17.15  Discussion about the Handbook of the Governance team 
 
Evening programme: 
 
17:30  Check in at hotel 
 
19:00   Dinner  
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Tuesday 12 November 
 
 
8.30  Pick up at the Hotel 
 
09:00 Consultants     (Loc. Tante Sien, Vasse) 

Gidion Kok (Ecogroen), 
Marcel Horsthuis (Unie van Bosgroepen),  
Everhard van Essen (Aequator Groene Ruimte) 

 
10:15 Break 
 
10:30 Terrain managing organisations   (Loc. Tante Sien, Vasse) 

Karel Hesselink (Landschap Overijssel),  
Rick Ruis (Staatsbosbeheer),  
Maarten Olde Scholtenhuis (Natuurmonumenten) 

 
12:15  Lunch Ootmarsum     (Loc. Wyllandrie, Ootmarsum) 
 
13:15 Municipality      (Loc. Wyllandrie) 

Loes Stokkelaar (alderwoman Municipality of Dinkelland) 
Gerard Davina (Municipality of Dinkelland) 
 

15:30  Jan Reimer (Farmer)    (Loc. Reimer farmhouse)    
Gerald Averskamp (LTO)  (absent) 

 
17:00  End of program 
  
19:00  Dinner        
  
 
Wednesday 13 November 
 
9:00  Welcome by Wim Wassink    (Loc. Regardz - Zwolle) 
 
9.30  Jan Kreling (all Province of Overijssel)  
 Paul Scholte Alberts 
 Gert Jan Hoeve 
 
10.30 Break 
 
10:45 Sylvie Meijer (Vitens)    (Loc. Regardz - Nieuwe  
       Buitensociëteit) 
12:15 Lunch      (Loc. Regardz - Nieuwe  
       Buitensociëteit) 
 
13.00 Welcome by Waterboard Groot Salland (Pieter Lems)   

25 
 



      
 
Site visit second round 2014 of the DROP Governance team: 
 
Alison Browne   University of Manchester 
Corinne Larrue   Université de Paris Est Créteil  
Ulf Stein    Ecologic Institute Berlin 
Gül Özerol  University of Twente 
Maia Lordkipanidze  University of Twente 
Cheryl de Boer  University of Twente 
Hans Bressers   University of Twente 
 
 
 
2 July 2014, Morning: LTO-North, Losser; Afternoon: Vechtstromen, Almelo  
 

09:00 -
10:00 Transfer to LTO-North (Glanerbrugdijk 12, 7582 RC Losser) 

10:00-
11:30 

Interview with LTO-North on their role and position in terms of: 
1) Development, design and implementation processes of the irrigation policy of the 
water boards in the eastern Netherlands 
2) Ongoing pilot projects in north and east Twente within the programme “Water 
Collective Twente” 
3) Protection of the buffer zones around Natura 2000 areas 

11:30 -
13:30 Transfer from Losser to Almelo and lunch at VS,  Almelo 

13:30-
15:30  

Rhine-East Meeting with the participation of all the water boards in Rhine-East (co-
organized by WGs and VS) 

15:30-
16:30  

Closing brief with WGS and GT  

16:30-
17:00 

Transfer to restaurant  

17:00-
20:00 

Dinner in Oldenzaal  

20:00 Check in at hotel in Oldenzaal  
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3 July 2014, Morning and afternoon: Vechtstromen, Almelo; Evening: Oldenzaal  
 

  

10:00-
12:00 

Minisymposium at Vechtstromen 

12:00 -
13:00 

Lunch  
 

13:00-
15:00  

Scenario workshop of GT members with small number of Vechtstromen officials, in-
cluding responsible daily board members (“alders men”): from observations to sce-
narios / regional “roadmaps”  

15:00-
15:15 

Coffee break 

15:15-
16:15  

Internal GT meeting to discuss the lessons learned from combination first round with 
meetings with LTO and Rhine East waterboards and discussion at Vechtstromen 

16:30 Transfer to Oldenzaal 

17:00-
20:00 

Dinner  
 

 
 
4 July 2014, Oldenzaal 
 

9:00-11:00 Interview / discussion with representatives of all three municipalities in pilot area 
(Losser, Oldenzaal, Dinkelland). Subject a/o.: whether and what kind of less volun-
tary measures would be acceptable, for instance to create a level playing field 

11:00-
13:00 

Internal GT brief on lessons learned and reporting 

13:00-
14:00 Lunch  

14:00  Transfer to Station Hengelo 
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twitter.com/The_DROPproject 

www.youtube.com/user/TheDROPproject  

www.sl ideshare.net/DROP_project 

DROP 
 
Visit www.dropproject.eu 
Or contact us by email at info@dropproject.eu 
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