
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THE ROLE OF DUTCH EXPERTISE IN ROMANIAN WATER 

PROJECTS 

Joanne Vinke-de Kruijf, MSc 

Department of Water Engineering and Management 

Twente Centre for Studies in Technology and Sustainable Development  

CE&M research report 2012R-001/WEM-001 

April 2012  

ISSN 1568-4652 

Case study ‘Integrated Water Management for the Tecucel River Basin’ 



  

 



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     1       

Management Summary 
Floods are the most important natural risk in Romania. They occur almost on a yearly basis and 
cause major economic damage and casualties. The project ‘Integrated Water Management for the 
Tecucel River Basin’ was formulated in response to a flood in the city of Tecuci and its surroundings 
in 2007. Due to heavy rainfall, water levels on the small Tecucel River increased within a few hours. 
This caused a major flash flood that affected nearly 60% of Tecuci. At that time, a Romanian student 
did an internship at water board Hunze and Aa’s (WB H&A) in the North of the Netherlands. She 
informed employees and the management board of WB H&A about the flood. The water board 
decided to look for possibilities to do something to prevent the occurrence of similar floods in the 
future. As the floods also affected the delivery of drinking water and the treatment of wastewater, it 
decided to adopt an integrated approach. Together with five other organizations, it formulated a 
project that would improve the water system and living conditions in the Tecucel River Basin and 
enhance bilateral collaboration and knowledge transfer. Following an exploratory visit and a 
preparatory mission by Dutch experts (2007 and 2008), the Dutch team submitted a project proposal 
to the Dutch funding agency Partners for Water. At that time, the agency was not able to fund 
projects. Hence, the same proposal was submitted to the Netherlands Water Board Bank. This bank 
could cover up to 50% of the project costs. The remaining costs were covered by the Dutch 
organizations involved.        
 
This report presents the above-mentioned project as a case study within the context of a PhD 
research on the application of Dutch knowledge in Dutch-funded flood risk projects in Romania. The 
case study report pays attention to the following aspects: (1) a description of the project context, 
course and outcomes; (2) an analysis of the motivations, cognitions and resources of actors involved; 
and (3) an assessment of the effectiveness of the project. Data were collected through observation, 
informal conversations (during the interactive project activities and during meetings about the 
project afterwards), interviews with key actors and document analysis (project documents, policy 
documents, legislation and the like). During the meetings, the researcher had mostly an observatory 
role and tried not to interfere with the project. Collected data were analysed using qualitative data 
analysis software (ATLAS.ti). By analysing the case study in-depth, using multiple sources of 
evidence, we tried to arrive at well-informed explanations and conclusions about the process and its 
outcomes.  
 
At the Dutch side, the project was implemented by a team of six organizations located in the North 
of the Netherlands. The team included experts of WB H&A, a governmental agency for land and 
water management (DLG), water company Groningen (WC-Gr), the sanitation department of the 
municipality of Groningen (M-Gr), a consultancy company (Arcadis) and a company with expertise in 
wastewater treatment (Landustrie). The boundary conditions of the project were set by a steering 
group consisting of high level representatives of the participating organizations. The project officially 
started in September 2009. In the first mission to Romania, a Romanian team was formed consisting 
of representatives of the municipalities of Tecuci (M-T), Buciumeni (M-B) and Nicoreşti  (M-N), the 
water company of Tecuci (WC-T) and the local representative of the regional water authority (WMS-
T). The Romanian team was supported by a secretary (the student who had done an internship at 
WB H&A) and a technical assistant (a junior consultant of a Romanian sister company of Arcadis, 
TGH Iaşi). The project included six missions by Dutch experts to Romania (three missions to Tecuci 
and Galaţi, two small-scale missions to Galaţi and one small-scale mission to Iaşi) and two study 
visits to the Netherlands (one visit by the Romanian team and one visit by the regional water 
company). The project was finalized in June 2011.  
 
Central in the project was the development of an integrated master plan and no-regret measures for 
flood protection, drinking water supply and sanitation. The project design was inspired by Dutch 
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methods for participatory planning and interactive design and divided into four phases: (1) 
inventory; (2) strategy development; (3) planning; and (4) finalization. Each of these phases were 
planned to take about four months. The first phase was about gathering information about the 
current situation and existing policies and plans. The collection of information took longer than 
expected. Only in June 2010, the Dutch team fully understood the meaning of a master plan in 
Romania and realized that regional authorities just finalized a master plan for water services (2010) 
and one for flood risk management (2009). The Dutch team concluded that the development of 
another master plan was redundant and decided to focus on the development of measures that 
were not yet included in existing master plans. The second phase was about the identification of no 
regret measures (i.e. measures that contribute to the realization of a sustainable water system and 
can be implemented relatively easily). Potential measures in various domains were proposed by the 
Romanian and the Dutch team. This resulted in a list of measures of which two were selected to be 
developed further in the planning phase. These were the realization of a separate network for 
pluvial and domestic water in Tecuci and for a flood storage reservoir along the Tecucel River. The 
planning phase was about mobilizing resources (support and finances) for these measures. Both 
measures had priority at the local level but not at the regional and the national level. The realization 
of such measures was also not within the scope of Dutch funding programmes. External 
developments during the project also created new opportunities for collaboration. Following the 
integration of the local water company into a regional water company, the Dutch water company 
and water board explored the possibility to develop a water partnership with the regional water 
company. The scope and focus of such partnership were discussed in more detail in a final mission in 
April 2011. In the same mission, the project was also evaluated in a meeting between the Dutch and 
Romanian teams. It was concluded that the project had no concrete outcomes but brought actors 
together and led to new knowledge and insights. The partnership was one of the main follow-up 
activities of the project and signed in September 2011.  
 
An analysis of the motivations of key actors shows that various members of both project teams had 
different reasons to participate. At the Dutch side, organizations perceived the project as a means to 
strengthen their network in the North of the Netherlands. Besides this, they had either more 
ideological or commercial motivations to participate in the project. Several experts were convinced 
that they could contribute relevant knowledge but some also had their doubts about the role of 
their own organization. At the Romanian side, all actors perceived the project as a means to gain 
new insights and knowledge. In addition, several actors also hoped that – through the project – they 
could solve water-related problems in the project area. The interaction between both teams was for 
the Dutch team initially motivating but became a source of demotivation when they made very little 
progress. As a result, most members of the Dutch team were not motivated to be involved in any 
follow-up activities. The main exception is WC-Gr, which wanted to realize follow-up at the regional 
instead of the local level. WB H&A eventually supported this goal. Although the project had no 
concrete outcomes for local actors, most experts were positive about the process as it increased 
their capacity in various areas. The interaction made them willing to continue collaboration with the 
NL team. In addition, there are indications that various Romanian organizations became more willing 
or positive about future collaboration with each other. 
         
An analysis of the cognitions of key actors shows that the central idea of the project – the 
development of an integrated master plan including no regret measures – was supported by all 
Dutch organizations. The entire Dutch team also perceived the establishment of a project structure 
in Romania as a positive development. Although Romanian actors agreed upon the project goal, 
several actors had different ideas about what the actual focus of the project should be. Several local 
actors wanted concrete results and therefore asked for the development of feasibility studies. 
Halfway the project, key actors developed a better insight in the existence and meaning of master 
plans and financing possibilities. This led both teams to the conclusion that the development of an 
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integrated master plan was of limited value. From an existing list of no regret measures, the Dutch 
team eventually selected two measures to be developed further. The Romanian team was involved 
in the preparation of the list but not in the actual selection process. Several members later 
mentioned that they were disappointed about the adjustments that were made. The Dutch team 
also decided to cancel the application of the interactive design method. Whether this had been a 
good decision was doubted by several of the key actors involved. With hindsight, most of the Dutch 
and the Romanian actors mentioned that the integrated and bottom-up approach of the project was 
less effective than hoped for. There were also several Romanian actors who stated that the 
approach had been very effective as it enhanced collaboration between various organizations. The 
analysis shows that the project resulted in agreed upon knowledge about the existing problem 
situation and policy network but did not result in a negotiated knowledge base about how to 
effectively deal with this problem environment. 
 
An analysis of the resources of key actors shows that most resources were contributed by the 
organizations that formed the Dutch and Romanian project teams. In the preparation period, the NL 
team gathered information about the situation in the project area and mobilized financial resources 
– including the necessary institutional resources – to implement the project. The project secretary 
and the NL team also visited regional and local Romanian actors to gain support. Central in the 
project itself were the mobilization of information resources and financial resources. The NL team 
asked the RO team to collect and to structure relevant information. This appeared to be more 
challenging than expected. Only after consultants became more involved, the teams started to 
better understand the policy environment. The project goal was adapted and the NL team started to 
look for resources to further develop two no regret measures. This led to the conclusion that the 
adopted approach was not adequate for the mobilization of resources that would contribute to 
problem-solving. The project still contributed to the mobilization of resources for a solution study of 
WC-T and M-T (the project generated new knowledge, which led to the mobilization of finances, and 
improved collaboration) and for a Water Partnership between AC-G, WC –Gr and WB H&A. 
 
An analysis of developments in the relational domain shows that most of the Dutch experts were 
familiar with the other organizations but not with the other experts involved. In the project, they 
developed personal relations, which is expected to improve future cooperation in the Netherlands. 
Most of the members of the Romanian team were also familiar with each other. The project 
especially created new connections between regional actors and between the local and the regional 
level. There were limited opportunities for developing relations between Dutch and Romanian 
actors. The number of missions was relatively small and included many plenary activities (which 
offer less opportunities for knowledge transfer). Outside the missions, communication between the 
teams mostly went via the project leader and the project secretary. Language barriers also played a 
role in this. The collaboration was rather disappointing for most of the Dutch experts, who had also 
expected a more pro-active attitude of the Romanian team. This probably also explains why they 
were not very willing to collaborate with local actors in the future. For the Romanian team, the 
project was a positive relational experience and they would like to collaborate with Dutch experts in 
the future. However, they also realized that future collaboration would focus on the regional level 
and were not sure about their own involvement in this. 
 
Changes in motivations, cognitions and resources and the development of trust can be understood 
as the outcomes of learning processes. Learning that results from the interaction with others is also 
referred to as ‘social learning’. It includes an increase of knowledge, insights and qualities in the 
substantive domain (concerning the problem situation) and/or in the relational domain (concerning 
the actor network). In the process and outcomes of the case study, both substantive and relational 
learning played an important role. Key actors gradually developed more knowledge of the problem 
and potential solutions. Dutch team members reported that they gained new knowledge about the 
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problems and also learnt about how to implement international knowledge transfer projects. This 
was especially reflected in changes in cognitions and resources. They also gained more knowledge 
about the policy network in the Netherlands and in Romania. This learning process was constructive 
in the Dutch context: they developed personal relations that are expected to have a positive 
influence on future collaboration. It was partly destructive in the Romanian setting: they became 
willing to collaborate with the regional water company but not with local actors. Romanian key 
actors reported they gained new knowledge about problems and potential solutions. The project 
further increased their capacity to deal with problems, to manage projects and to collaborate. 
Learning mostly had a positive effect on motivations, cognitions and resources. They also gained 
more knowledge about the policy network and mutual dependencies. This made several actors more 
willing or confident to collaborate with other actors in the policy network. 
 
Evaluation of the process highlights that the process focused on engaging Dutch experts and local 
Romanian authorities. The actual involvement of local stakeholders and also of regional and national 
authorities was less than expected. Context-specific knowledge was collected by the Romanian 
team. The integration of this knowledge with the general knowledge of Dutch experts was limited 
due to problems in arriving at a mutual understanding in communication. The project plan included 
several ideas for knowledge dissemination but they were not very concrete. Most of the proposed 
activities were not implemented due to changes in the project plan. The project was adapted to new 
insights but changes were only made in a rather late project stage and not very productive. 
Evaluation of immediate outcomes shows that once the project teams arrived at negotiated 
knowledge about the current situation and decided to adjust the project goal, they did not arrive at 
a new basis for joint action. What played a role in this was that the NL team realized that 
mobilization of resources was almost impossible using the adopted approach. The collaboration 
experience was also rather negative, which made them unwilling to continue cooperation with local 
actors. Evaluation of the ultimate outcomes shows that the project did not contribute directly to the 
solving of local water-related problems or to follow-up projects at the local level. It did, however, 
increase the capacity of local actors in various areas and formed a basis for further collaboration 
between two Dutch actors and one regional Romanian actor.       
 
On the basis of the case study analysis, we formulated three project-specific recommendations: (1) if 
there is a need to adapt goals, it should be done in an early stage of the project and not at the 
expense of knowledge transfer and integration of goals; (2) involve actors with interactional 
knowledge and create sufficient opportunities for face-to-face interaction and reflection; and (3) 
ensure the involvement of actors with a crucial role in current or follow-up actions and spread as 
much information about the project as possible.  
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Preface 
It has been some time ago since I started working on my PhD research project ‘Applying Dutch water 
expertise abroad: How to contribute effectively in the Romanian context?’. Within the context of this 
research, I analysed several Dutch-Romanian projects as an in-depth case study. This report presents 
the results of one of these case studies: ‘Integrated Water Management for the Tecucel River Basin’. 
It has also been some time ago, about four years, since I was first informed about the project. In fact, 
it was only two weeks after I started living in Romania that I already met with the Dutch project 
team in Bucharest. Eventually, nearly three years passed between this preparatory mission and the 
evaluation mission of the project. During these three years I have been gathering as much 
information about the case study as possible. The analysis of this case study material is laid down in 
this report.  
 
For the preparation of this report I owe many thanks to various Dutch and Romanian project 
participants. Special thanks go to Willem Tjebbe Oostenbrink and Anca Pintilie for keeping me 
informed and supporting my research activities throughout the project. Anca, thank you also for 
helping out with translation during the interviews. Willem Tjebbe, thank you also for arranging 
financial support for parts of this research. Furthermore, I thank all interviewees for setting time 
aside to answer my questions. I also thank all other participants for their openness and support.  
 
This PhD research is financially supported by the Province of Overijssel and the University of Twente 
while a working place was provided by Haskoning Romania. Supervision is provided by the following 
persons of the Water Engineering and Management (WEM) Department and the Twente Centre for 
Studies in Technology and Sustainable Development (CSTM): 
- Prof. Dr. Ir. S.J.M.H. Hulscher, Professor in Water Management (WEM) 
- Prof. Dr. J. Th. A. Bressers, Professor of Policy Studies and Environmental Policy (CSTM) 
- Dr. ir. D.C.M. Augustijn, Associate professor in Environmental Management (WEM) 
 
For this PhD research, a User Committee was established with representatives of the Dienst 
Landelijk Gebied, Deltares, Royal Haskoning, HKV, Partners for Water/Netherlands Water 
Partnership and the Union of Water Boards. I thank these representatives for their useful comments 
and advise. 
 
I hope that you enjoy reading this report!  
 
Joanne Vinke-de Kruijf 
(joanne.vinke@utwente.nl) 
 
Enschede, 12 April 2012 
 



 

6                                                                                     ‘Integrated Water Management for the Tecucel River Basin’ 

Table of contents 
Management Summary .......................................................................................................................... 1 
Preface .................................................................................................................................................... 5 
Table of contents .................................................................................................................................... 6 
List of abbreviations ................................................................................................................................ 7 
1 Introduction .................................................................................................................................... 8 

1.1 Research context of the case study ........................................................................................ 8 
1.2 Research philosophy and methods ......................................................................................... 9 
1.3 Research process .................................................................................................................. 10 
1.4 Analytical framework ............................................................................................................ 11 
1.5 Outline................................................................................................................................... 15 

2 The case study project and its context ......................................................................................... 16 
2.1 Context and history ............................................................................................................... 16 
2.2 Project objectives and plan ................................................................................................... 22 
2.3 Project implementation and follow-up ................................................................................. 27 

3 Dynamic interaction between actors involved ............................................................................. 44 
3.1 Motivations: reasons for participation ................................................................................. 44 
3.2 Cognitions: what actors believe to be true ........................................................................... 53 
3.3 Resources: capacity to act and sources of power ................................................................. 66 
3.4 Relations: existence and development ................................................................................. 82 

4 Project evaluation ......................................................................................................................... 88 
4.1 Assessment of process criteria ............................................................................................. 88 
4.2 Assessment of immediate outcomes .................................................................................... 93 
4.3 Realization of ultimate outcomes ......................................................................................... 96 

5 Conclusions and recommendations .............................................................................................. 98 
5.1 Conclusions ........................................................................................................................... 98 
5.2 Recommendations .............................................................................................................. 101 

References .......................................................................................................................................... 102 
Annex A – Overview of case study data .............................................................................................. 107 
Annex B – Participation in project activities ....................................................................................... 110 
Annex C – Overview of no regret measures ....................................................................................... 111 
 
 



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     7       

List of abbreviations 
The English abbreviations used in this report are summarized below. Romanian or Dutch synonyms 
are provided in italic.    
 

AC-G Water and wastewater company Galaţi (S.C. Apa Canal S.A. Galaţi) 

AFWM Authority for Floods and Water Management (of the Ministry of Environment) 

CC-G County Council Galaţi  

DESM Directorate for Emergency Situations Management (Direcţia Managementul 
Situaţiilor de Urgenţă) 

DLG Dutch Government Service for Land and Water Management (Dienst Landelijk 
Gebied) 

DRBC Danube River Basin Convention 

ECC-G (NGO) Eco-Counseling Centre Galaţi     

EPA-G Environmental Protection Agency Galaţi  

EU European Union  

FD Flood Directive 

GIS Geographic Information System (map based on geographically referenced data) 

ICPDR International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River 

IDA Intercommunity Development Association (Asociatia de Dezvoltare 
Intercomunitara) 

MAI Ministry of Administration and Interior (Ministerul Administraţiei şi Internelor) 

M-B Municipality of Buciumeni 

MEF Ministry of Environment and Forests (Ministrul Mediului şi Pădurilor) 

M-G Municipality of Galaţi 

M-Gr Municipality of Groningen (Gemeente Groningen, afdeling Water en Riolering) 

M-N Municipality of Nicoreşti  

MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

M-T Municipality of Tecuci 

NARW National Administration Romanian Waters (Administraţia Naţională Apele 
Romane) 

NWB Netherlands Water Board Bank 

PB Prut-Bârlad (river basin) 

ROC Regional Operating Company  

RWB Regional Water Branch (Administraţii Bazinale de Apă) 

SGA Water Management System  

SOP  Sectoral Operational Programme (framework for European funds) 

TGH S.C. ARCADIS TGH S.A. (Iaşi based subsidiary of consultancy company Arcadis) 

WB H&A (Dutch) Water Board Hunze and Aas  

WC-Gr Water Company Groningen (Waterbedrijf Groningen) 

WC-T Water Company of Tecuci (Termsal, D.P.A.A.C. Tecuci, Departament Apa Canal 
Tecuci)  

WFD Water Framework Directive 

WMS Water Management System (operational unit of RWB at the county level) 

WMS-T Tecuci-based expert of Water Management System for Galaţi County  

WP Water Partnership 
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1 Introduction  
This report presents the project ‘Integrated Water Management for the Tecucel River Basin’. This 
project was analysed as a case study in the PhD project ‘Applying Dutch water expertise abroad: How 
to contribute effectively in the Romanian context?’ This four-year research project concentrates on 
the analysis of Dutch-Romanian (NL-RO) projects in the field of flood risk management. This chapter 
introduces the context and scope of this research and of the case study. The first section introduces 
the overall PhD research and the position of the case study in this. Section 1.2 presents the strategy 
and methods used for this case study. Subsection 1.3 elaborates the research process, i.e. how the 
investigation unfolded. The basic analytical framework which is used to analyse this case study is 
presented in subsection 1.4. The last section presents the outline of this report.     

1.1 Research context of the case study 

This case study report is part of a four-year research project about the application of Dutch expertise 
abroad. The overall objective of this research is: 

“To provide insights in the role of Dutch expertise in handling flood risk management problems in transition 

countries such as Romania, by evaluating the role of Dutch expertise and the course and outcomes of several 

Dutch-Romanian case study projects, and how these projects are influenced by contextual factors.” 

Central in each of our case studies are an analysis and evaluation of the project course and 
outcomes. Specific attention is paid to the interaction and characteristics of actors involved and to 
the relation between project and context. Related research questions are:  
1. Project and context: What is the specific context of this case study? How did the process evolve? 

Which actors have been involved?  How were substantive outcomes generated? How did 
developments in the project context influence the project course and its outcomes?  

2. Characteristics of actors involved: What were the motivations, cognitions and resources of 
actors involved? How did they develop during the process of interaction? How did relationships 
develop? 

3. Evaluation: How effective was the project, i.e. did it contribute to problem-solving or generate 
new projects for the NL water sector? How did the process contribute to this? How did actor-
specific outcomes contribute to this?   

 
The focus of this case study is on question 2. This means that special attention is paid to changes in 
the motivations, cognitions and resources of actors involved as a result of the interactive process.  
 
Two central concepts in our research are expertise and Dutch-Romanian (NL-RO) projects. Expertise 
refers to knowledge on a particular subject, including the experiences and the skills to use this 
knowledge. Note that in most definitions of knowledge, expertise is perceived as being part of 
knowledge. For example, the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary defines knowledge as: “the 
information, understanding and skills that you gain through education or experience”. The reason 
for using the word ‘expertise’ is that we are especially interested in the application of knowledge in a 
specific context. The term expertise includes the notion of wisdom, which is “the judgment, 
selection and use of specific knowledge for a specific context”… *and+… “relates to the ability to 
effectively choose and apply the appropriate knowledge in a given situation” (Bierly et al., 2000, p. 
597). Relevant expertise may be provided by experts (persons who are paid to contribute with their 
expertise) or by stakeholders (persons invited for their interest and expertise) (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., 
forthcoming). Expertise may concern one of the following types: (1) substantive expertise, which 
includes specific knowledge about problems and potential solutions; (2) procedural expertise, 
dealing with the organization and management of the process (e.g. the facilitation of meetings); and 
(3) political expertise, dealing with the policy network (e.g. with relevant social groups and power 
relations) (Leeuwis and Van den Ban, 2004, Wesselink et al., 2009). 
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Our main research units are NL-RO projects. These are projects executed in Romania, which are 
implemented with the support of Dutch funds and expertise. Like other change or policy processes, 
they are interventions in the sense that they refer to “an action taken within a social context for the 
purpose of producing some intended result” (Babbie, 1992 p. 347). A distinctive feature of NL-RO 
projects, that makes them different from regular policy processes, is they aim to transfer certain 
concepts, methods or technologies from one country to another. We therefore refer to them as 
‘policy transfer interventions’. They are very similar to what Leeuwis and Van de Ban (2004) refer to 
as processes of extension: “a series of embedded communicative interventions that are meant, 
among others, to develop and/or induce innovations which supposedly help to resolve (usually 
multi-actor) problematic situations” (2004 p. 27). This definition shows that policy transfer 
interventions are, like regular policy processes, designed to resolve problematic situations. 
Furthermore, they involve multiple actors, i.e. individuals, groups or organizations. One of the 
characteristics of policy transfer interventions is that they involve actors from a transferring and a 
benefiting country. Transferring actors usually include external professional experts (change agents) 
and an external agency that subsidizes or pays for the intervention. Another distinctive feature of 
NL-RO projects is that they usually aim at innovation in the sense that they seek to contribute to 
“novel patterns of coordination and adjustment between people, technical devices and natural 
phenomena” (ibid p. 28). In this sense, NL-RO projects are often pilot projects that aim to test an 
innovation within a specific context before the innovation is implemented further (Vreugdenhil et 
al., 2010)      
 
Within the context of our overall research, we intend to study several NL-RO projects and their 
context. Some of these interventions are studied in retrospective (projects that were already 
completed at the time of analysis) and some are studied through real-time observations. The project 
‘Teleorman Flood Risk Management Pilot Project’ (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2009b) has been studied in 
retrospective. The projects ‘Room for the River in Cat’s bend, Romania’ (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2011b), 
‘Pilot implementation FLIWAS in Banat region, Romania’ (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2011a) and this case study 
were all analysed real-time. In addition, a report about flood risk governance in Romania is in 
preparation (Vinke-de Kruijf, forthcoming). The results of these studies will be compared with other 
retrospective Romanian case studies (Kort, 2011, Cornelissen, 2011b), an Indonesian case study and 
with the experiences of practitioners in other countries. 

1.2 Research philosophy and methods 

To get insight in the application of Dutch expertise abroad, we choose qualitative case study 
research as our main research strategy. A case study refers to “the intensive study of a single case 
for the purpose of understanding a larger class of similar units (a population of cases)” (Gerring, 
2006 p. 211). The reason for doing real-time case studies is “to investigate a contemporary 
phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between 
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2009 p. 18). To study a project in its proper 
context is thus one of the characteristics of case study research. This includes “both the small, local 
context, which gives phenomena their immediate meaning, and the larger, international and global 
context in which phenomena can be appreciated for their general and conceptual significance” 
(Flyvbjerg, 2004). In this report, most attention is given to the small, local or project-specific context. 
The wider context is described in more detail in a previous report (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2009a) and in a 
forthcoming report (Vinke-de Kruijf, forthcoming).  
 
The main reason for studying this case study is to understand the role of Dutch expertise in NL-RO 
projects. In this sense, this research is located in an interpretative research tradition. Interpretative 
researchers are focusing on meanings of others and reflect on how we, as researchers, make sense 
of these meanings (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea, 2006). Our focus on ‘understanding’ becomes mainly 
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visible in the part of this report in which we view projects as ‘processes of social interaction’. Our 
descriptions of the characteristics of actors involved are not based on brute facts (facts that exist 
without any human institution), they are our interpretations. In order to arrive at this understanding, 
we also need to understand the project context (e.g. the water system, administrative structures, 
institutions or project objectives). Knowledge about the project context is mainly derived from 
written texts (and not from interviews and observations). This knowledge forms the setting from 
which we develop an understanding of the processes of social interaction. We strive to present the 
project context as objective as possible. However, we also realize that they are still subjective as we 
selected and chose the way to present them. 
 
This raises the question, if all knowledge presented in this report is subjective, what can be 
concluded from this case study? Not much if you are looking for ‘objective knowledge’. We rather 
aim to present ‘educated guesses’. The related mode of knowledge acquisition is also referred to as 
abduction (or retroduction). This means that we are not reasoning from the general to the specific, 
i.e. deducing and testing hypotheses on the basis of general theories (deduction). We are also not 
reasoning from the specific to the general, i.e. inferring general laws on the basis of empirical data 
(induction). Abduction rather holds the middle-position between the general and the specific; it is 
more open than deduction and more insightful than induction. Abduction aims at tentative 
explanations why something is as it is. The kind of conclusions resulting from abduction are 
suggestions – based on insights and judgments of the researcher – that ‘something may be’ (Van 
Dijk, 2008, with reference to Peirce, Eco and Hanson).  
 
To arrive at well-informed probable explanations, we are using multiple sources of evidence. Our 
case study is based on: (1) an analysis of project documentation (i.e. reports, documents, letters, 
minutes of meetings and emails) and of other relevant information (policy documents and 
legislation, newspaper articles and other web-based information); (2) personal communication with 
key informants (the Dutch project leader and the Romanian project secretary) during the project and 
semi-structured interviews with nine Romanian actors and with six Dutch actors after the project; (3) 
observations during various missions and meetings. Annex A gives an overview of the project 
documents, the letters, the minutes, observations, interviews and personal communication. To 
structure these data, we labelled it using scientific software (ATLAS.ti). To improve the quality of our 
research, we also took various ‘good practices’ for interpretative research into account (Van Maanen 
et al., 2007). First of all, our research is based on a continuous interplay between theory and 
practice. We started with a basic theoretical framework (see section 1.4) to which we are adding 
new elements (see also Chapter 5). We further tried to increase the quality of our report by asking 
key informants to review draft versions of our work. In addition, although our analysis is mostly 
based on qualitative information, we also provide quantitative information where possible. 
Furthermore, to increase the transparency of our research, we present the case study results in the 
form of a thick description (quite a lot of detail) and describe our research process. A description of 
our ‘context of discovery’ is presented in the next section.  

1.3 Research process 

This section presents the research process that formed the basis for this case study report. The 
section is written from the personal perspective of the author and is therefore written in the first 
person singular.  
 
At the end of March 2008, I was for the first time informed about this project by an international 
coordinator of the Dutch Government Service for Land and Water Management (DLG). Following a 
short conversation by phone, we met to discuss the possibilities to use one of DLG’s projects in my 
research. Shortly after this meeting, the Dutch team went to Romania for a preparatory mission 
(May 2008). Around the same period, I moved to Romania. I therefore had the opportunity to have a 
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short meeting with the Dutch team in Bucharest. On request of the project team, we (as the 
University of Twente) decided to become official partner in the project. Our (my) role was to 
monitor and evaluate the project but we did not actively contribute to the development and 
implementation of the project. Unlike the other project team members, the University did not pay 
for its involvement and was also not represented during (most of) the meetings of the Dutch project 
team in the Netherlands. However, I did receive most of the emails about the project and minutes of 
meetings.  
 
Due to a rejection of the first project proposal, the first mission of the Dutch team to Romania was 
only in October 2009. In the period between May 2008 and October 2009, I was informed about the 
project via email. Besides this, I had regular contact with the project leader. We were in touch by 
email or phone and had a face-to-face meeting in the Netherlands (December 2008) and during a 
Dutch-Romanian seminar in Bucharest (May 2009). The project leader also participates in the user 
committee of this research (which meets every six months). Besides this, I also had regular contact 
with the project secretary. In December 2008, I approached the Romanian project secretary to ask 
whether she would be interested to be co-observer in one of my other case studies. She reacted 
positive and we jointly observed various meetings of this case study in the period between February 
and December 2009. 
 
In total, the Dutch team had three missions to the project area. Besides this, the project included a 
study visit (to Groningen, the Netherlands), two smaller missions to Galaţi and one to Iaşi. I 
participated as observer in all three missions to the area, the study visit and one mission (two-day 
meeting) in Galaţi. During the first mission, I was assisted by a PhD student of a University of Iaşi. I 
planned to involve this student another time but this was not necessary as most meetings were 
small-scale and did not require multiple observers. During the whole project, I tried to stick to my 
observational role but also shared sometimes my knowledge about the Romanian context, 
observations and ideas. This especially happened during informal meetings with the Dutch team, for 
example, during bus trips between Bucharest and Tecuci or at the hotel. Although I may not always 
have been a passive observer, I have also not been steering the process into a certain direction. This 
would also not have been possible as I did not participate in the project meetings in the Netherlands 
during which most decisions were taken. What also played a role is that I also only started to have a 
clear picture of the project once it was finished (after I interviewed various actors and analysed the 
extensive project documentation). In my own perception, input of mine was especially used during 
the evaluation meeting. During this meeting, I shared that the project had been difficult due to its 
integrated and bottom-up character. These observations were discussed in more detail and also 
taken into account in the final project report.  
 
As I also illustrated before, I had regular contact with the Dutch project leader and the Romanian 
project secretary during the entire project. I also had informal meetings with Dutch and Romanian 
partners during various missions. Following the first mission, I also had short interviews with all 
Dutch project team members. After the project was completed, I interviewed various Romanian and 
Dutch actors that were involved in the project (in June and July 2011). During the interviews with 
actors in the project area, I was assisted with translation by the Romanian project secretary. The 
other interviews in Romania were in English. All interviews in the Netherlands were in Dutch.        

1.4 Analytical framework 

The description and analysis of the case study consists of three components: (1) a detailed 
description of (the development of) the project and its context; (2) a description and analysis of (the 
development of) the characteristics of actors involved; and (3) an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the project on the basis of process and outcome criteria. The conceptual basis of these components 



 

12                                                                                     ‘Integrated Water Management for the Tecucel River Basin’ 

is elaborated in various research reports (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2009a, Vinke-de Kruijf, 2009b, Vinke-de 
Kruijf, 2011b). Hence, we limit ourselves in this report to a short summary.  

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND CONTEXT 

The first component of this case study research is a description of the project and its context. As 
regards the context, we distinguish between three contextual layers: (1) the wider problem, political, 
economic, cultural and technological contexts; (2) the structural or institutional context; and (3) the 
project specific context (Bressers, 2009). In this report, we focus on the project-specific context that 
includes previous decisions and specific circumstances that form the direct input or the starting-
point of a process (Bressers, 2009). Other contextual factors are only discussed if they actually 
influenced the project. In our analysis of the project itself, we pay attention to the development of 
the process (actors and their interaction) and the content (development of substantive outcomes). 
This distinction between content, process and context is quite common to describe the development 
of complex, multi-actor projects over time (see e.g. Van Buuren, 2006, Hommes, 2006).  

DYNAMIC INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTORS INVOLVED 

The second component of our research concerns a further examination of the characteristics 
(motivations, cognitions and resources) of and the relations between actors involved. This analysis is 
based on insights of the Contextual Interaction Theory developed by Bressers (2004, 2009). This 
theory was developed to understand policy implementation. Like regular policy implementation 
processes, Dutch-funded international water projects can be understood as interventions that are 
designed for the purpose of producing some intended result. Due to the fragmentation of resources, 
the realization of intended results usually requires collective or coordinated action. This implies that 
mutually dependent actors with diverging interests and strategies should start interacting with each 
other (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., submitted, Koppenjan and Klĳn, 2004, Leeuwis and Van den Ban, 2004). 
The Contextual Interaction Theory helps to understand the course and outcomes of such processes. 
It is based on the assumption that the course and outcomes of multi-actor intervention processes 
basically result from the dynamic interaction between the characteristics of actors involved. These 
characteristics are their motivations, cognitions and resources. Dynamic interaction refers to the 
idea that actor characteristics shape the interaction process, are shaped by this process and are 
shaped by each other (see also Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1 – The dynamic interaction between characteristics of actors involved and the interaction process (adapted after 
Bressers, 2009) 

Motivations refer to what drives the actions of actors involved. One source of motivation is the goals 
and values of actors involved. This is the extent to which the project (content or the interaction 
process) contributes to the realization of an actors’ personal or organizational objectives. External 
pressure may also be a source of motivation if an actor regards it as its civic duty or has financial, 
social or political reasons to participate. Another source may be self-effectiveness assessment, which 
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refers to the relation between motivation and resources availability. It may positively influence a 
motivation if an actor believes in its capacity to contribute to the project or that the project will 
contribute to an actors’ capacity. We focus on those motivations related to participation in the 
project itself and in potential follow-up actions. Cognitions refer to the knowledge an actor holds to 
be true within the context of the intervention. Cognitions are interpretations, which are influenced 
by observations of reality and frames of reference. We focus on cognitions about the content (the 
problem at stake, i.e. its nature, meaning and urgency, and potential solutions) and the project and 
its context (the relevance and potential of the project in dealing with particular problems, including 
possibilities for follow-up). Resources provide actors with the capacity to act and may also be used as 
sources of power. The capacity to act largely depends on the resources that are available and 
accessible. Whether these resources are also sources of power depends also on the attribution of 
resources to an actor by other actors involved. We focus on the following type of resources: 
involvement (human resources), knowledge (information and expertise), funding (financial 
resources) and power to get things done (institutional resources) (based on Bressers, 2004, Bressers, 
2009, Owens, 2008, Vinke-de Kruijf, 2011b).  
 
To understand how actor characteristics are actually shaped by the process, we complement the 
presented model with insights about learning in a multi-actor setting. It is widely recognized that 
environmental policy making is characterized by high levels of uncertainty. Learning is essential in 
order to deal with these uncertainties (Bressers and Rosenbaum, 2000, Pahl-Wostl, 2002). Learning 
can be defined as “the process of linking, expanding, and improving data, information, knowledge 
and wisdom” (Bierly et al., 2000). This definition highlights that learning may include an increase in 
understanding as well as the ability of making the best use of knowledge, experience and 
understanding (Bierly et al., 2000). Learning thus encompasses both the increase of knowledge and 
skills. Learning that takes place in a collective setting and results from interaction with others is 
often referred to as ‘social learning’ (Muro and Jeffrey, 2008, Maarleveld and Dabgbégnon, 1999). 
Social learning is often associated with the development of qualities that go beyond individual 
knowledge and skills, such as the development of shared understandings, knowledge, trust and 
relationships (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007a, Muro and Jeffrey, 2008). However, learning that occurs in 
interaction with others does not necessarily have collective benefits. We therefore distinguish 
learning at the individual level (no collective benefits) and learning at the collective level (a basis for 
joint action) (Gerlak and Heikkila, 2011). Collective learning can thus be understood as the growing 
capacity of a group of actors to perform a common task (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007a), whereas 
individual learning refers to the growing capacity of an individual actor to perform a certain task. In 
analysing learning process, a distinction can be made between learning in the areas of content 
(substantive learning) and process (relational learning). Substantive learning includes the increase of 
knowledge and insight about problems and possible solutions as well as the increase of technical 
qualities to manage the environment. Relational learning refers to an increase of knowledge and 
insight about the perspectives of other actors, the division of roles and responsibilities and mutual 
dependencies as well as an the increase in relational qualities, which is expressed in the ability to use 
or develop relations, trust or meanings that support collaboration (Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007b, 
Koppenjan and Klĳn, 2004).  
  
Individual and collective forms of social learning can be linked easily to the Contextual Interaction 
Theory. The products or immediate outcomes of individual learning are reflected in changes in the 
individual motivations, cognitions and resources of actors involved. For the realization of intended 
results, changes at the individual level are often insufficient. This requires that actors with a crucial 
role in realization share a common goal, agree upon relevant knowledge, have access to necessary 
resources and trust each other (Bressers, 2004, Bressers, 2009). Such outcomes result from the 
development of a joint goal that is motivating, the creation of a negotiated knowledge base, the 
mobilization of resources (e.g. through learning or pooling) and positive relational experiences 
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(Vinke-de Kruijf et al., submitted). The linkage between positive relational experiences and trust is 
based on the idea that willingness to trust (i.e. to accept vulnerability) is limited in relatively new 
relationships. Repeated interactions provide actors with additional information. Positive relational 
experiences tend to make an actor more willing to trust another actor, while negative experiences 
have the opposite effect (Rousseau et al., 1998). This also highlights that changes in individual actor 
characteristics do not necessarily contribute to collective learning. Interaction with others may also 
deepen differences in views and worsen relationships (Muro and Jeffrey, 2008). While interaction 
may result in converging ways of thinking (constructive social learning), it may also lead to diverging 
ways of thinking (destructive social learning). Furthermore, it may form a pathway to future 
cooperation (converging actor networks) or a bottleneck towards future cooperation (diverging 
actor networks) (Vreugdenhil, 2010). In other words, collective learning is only likely if actors 
collaborate with each other in a constructive manner and over a longer period of time. In 
constructive processes, actors have a natural tendency to act from a set of consistent values, use a 
common reference frame and concentrate on their relative strengths. This tendency is also referred 
to as ‘mutual adjustment’. In addition, constructive interactions also contribute to the development 
of a collective resource: trust. Actors may also have negative collaboration experiences, which 
means that they become less willing to collaborate, develop negative perceptions or decide to take 
solitary or no action (Bressers, 2004, Bressers, 2009). 
 
Learning is often associated with behavioural change, policy change or environmental change. 
Besides that changes may result from many factors, learning may not be intended for change or 
express itself in any concrete change (Huitema et al., 2010, Muro and Jeffrey, 2008). Although 
learning is not necessarily related to change, it is often a means to achieve a certain change. Policy 
processes are usually designed for the purpose of improving the social environment or the physical 
environment (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., submitted, Gerlak and Heikkila, 2011). As we explain in the next 
paragraphs, the likelihood of realizing ultimate outcomes relates closely to collective learning 
outcomes. We therefore assume that the ultimate outcomes of learning vary but may include 
benefits at the individual level or at the collective level. Figure 2 schematizes how the interaction 
between actors enables substantive and relational learning, which may lead to changes in actor 
characteristics (at the individual and the collective level), which in turn may have individual and 
collective benefits.  

 

 Figure 2 – Conceptual model of actor-interaction, learning processes and outcomes   

EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS 

The third component of our analysis concerns an evaluation of the effectiveness of an intervention. 
It is based on the notion that a Dutch-funded project is effective if it: (1) contributes to the solving of 
water management issues in the benefiting country (e.g. through capacity building or by influencing 
policies); and (2) generates new projects for the Dutch water sector (e.g. through an improved 
reputation or new knowledge). Both criteria directly relate to the reasons of the Dutch government 
for sponsoring the export of Dutch water management (see the National Water Plan: Min. V&W 
2009). Our evaluation is based on the assumption that these (ultimate) outcomes are realized by 
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users, i.e. actors with a role in problem-solving or follow-up projects (see e.g. Faludi and Altes, 
1994). The realization of ultimate outcomes can be explained by analysing the user engagement in 
the process. To assess the process, we developed six criteria. The effect of an effective process on 
the realization of ultimate outcomes (i.e. problem solving and follow-up projects) is mediated 
through the characteristics of actors involved (based on Bressers, 2004, Owens, 2008). To assess 
immediate outcomes, we developed four criteria. Table 1 presents an overview of the criteria used 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the case study (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., submitted). 

Table 1 - Criteria for the assessment of the process, immediate outcomes and ultimate outcomes (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., 
submitted). 

Process criteria to assess user engagement 

Stakeholder 
involvement 

Were those with an interest in the issue informed, consulted or actively 
involved and able to influence the decision-making process?  

Institutional embedding Were those representing the government (i.e. civil servants, executives or 
politicians) actively involved or having a role in the process?    

Integration of context-
specific knowledge 

Was the knowledge of (external) experts combined with context-specific 
knowledge of experts and stakeholders of the benefiting country? 

Mutual understanding 
in communication 

Did actors develop similar understandings of project scope and content and 
make use of communication means that enhance mutual understanding?     

Pro-active diffusion 
strategy 

Did the project include an adequate diffusion strategy and was this strategy 
put in place in an early stage of the project?  

Adaptive management Was the project adapted, if necessary, to new insights and changing 
circumstances and conditions?  

Immediate outcome criteria to assess actor characteristics  

Motivating goal Did critical actors develop a joint goal that motivates?  

Negotiated knowledge  
 

Did actors develop a knowledge base that was relevant and agreed upon by 
the actors involved and by external experts?   

Mobilization of 
necessary resources 

Did actors mobilize the (financial and human) capacity to act and the power 
to get things done? 

Positive relational 
experiences 

Did actors have a positive collaboration experience and are they willing to 
continue their collaboration?  

Ultimate outcome criteria to assess the realization of programme goals  

Problem-solving Did the project result in the solving of a water-related problem or are the 
project results used as a basis for (future) problem-solving?    

Follow-up Did the project result in any follow-up action or a similar project that creates 
economic opportunities for the Dutch water sector?    

1.5 Outline 

The remainder of this report is structured as follows. Chapter 2 starts with an introduction of the 
specific background and physical, administrative and policy context of the project. It than describes 
the project objectives and its implementation. Chapter 3 further elaborates on the actors involved, 
with a focus on their motivations, cognitions and resources. Chapter 4 evaluates the effectiveness of 
the project on the basis of its process and its outcomes. The last chapter presents our main 
conclusions and recommendations. In addition to these chapters, this report also includes a 
management summary, a list of abbreviations, a list of references and three appendices. Annex A 
presents an overview of our main case study material. In the text, we refer to this material as 
follows: document [D followed by a number], letters [L followed by a number], minutes [M followed 
by a number], observations [O followed by a number], interviews [I followed by an interview 
number] and personal communication [PC followed by a number]. Annex B presents an overview of 
the participation of actors in various project activities. Annex C presents an overview of the no 
regret measures that were proposed during the project. 
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2 The case study project and its context 
This chapter presents a description of the project and its content. It starts with an introduction of 
the project history and the Romanian context. Section 2.2 introduces the project itself, including the 
development of the project plan, its objectives and the project structure. Section 2.3 describes the 
implementation of various aspects of the project. It pays attention to communication, international 
visits and to the realization of project goals and other activities.        

2.1 Context and history 

This section introduces the context of the case study. It starts with a brief introduction of the history 
of Romania, Dutch-Romanian collaboration and the case study. Subsequently, it introduces the 
context of the case study in terms of physical context, administrative context and policy context.    

2.1.1 Background and history 

Romania has an eventful recent history. After World War II, a communistic regime came into power 
that imposed a centralized economy and prohibited almost all political freedom. The socio-economic 
situation became worse under the dictatorship of Nicolae Ceaucesu who created a police state, 
imposed a personality cult and – to avoid any international influence – implemented policies aiming 
at the total reimbursement of foreign depths. In December 1989, this dictator was executed and the 
communistic regime came to an end (Light, 2006). Following the collapse of this regime, a gradual 
transition towards a pluralistic political and economic system began. This transition was and is 
strongly influenced by external forces who seek to integrate Romania into a mainstream, 
international system. In this process, Romania’s adherence of the European Union (EU) probably 
plays a key role (Gallagher, 2005, Light, 2006). The country applied for membership in 1995. 
Following a negotiation period (between 2000 and 2004), the county accessed the EU on the 1st of 
January 2007.  
 
Since Romania started its integration process, it also started to collaborate more closely with the 
Netherlands on water and environment. In 1995, the Romanian Ministry of Environment and the 
Dutch Ministry of Public Works signed their first Memorandum of Understanding (MoU). This MoU 
was prolonged in 1999 (water boards became involved) and in 2003 (more attention for floods). 
Following Romania’s EU membership, the bilateral relation between both countries changed. Since 
2007, collaboration is based on a Letter of Intent and subsequent MoU between the Union of Water 
Boards and Romanian water authorities. Besides this, the Dutch government also decreased its 
financial bilateral assistance. In the period between 1996 and 2007, some projects were directly 
financed through the MoU or transformation programmes such as Matra (a programme that 
supported the process of social transformation in Eastern and Central Europe, 1996-2007). After its 
EU accession, Romania was no longer eligible for funding through most of these programmes. 
However, projects are still implemented through other programmes such as Partners for Water 
(supports innovative projects of the Dutch water sector abroad, 2000 – now) or government-to-
government (support foreign government and knowledge institutes, 2003- now) (RNE and EVD 
2009). One of the projects that were implemented with Matra support was the “Costuleni/Ciobarciu 
Wetland Project”. This project was implemented in collaboration between three Dutch organizations 
and the Romanian water authorities in the period 2003-2006 (Cornelissen, 2011a). The project 
involved two organizations who have also been involved in the case study: the Dutch Water Board 
Hunze & Aas (WB H&A) and the Regional Water Branch (RWB) of the Prut-Bârlad (PB) river basin.  
 
The case study project was initiated by WB H&A but brought about by a Romanian University 
student. While this student was doing an internship at WB H&A and another organization in the 
north of the Netherlands, the city of Tecuci (County of Galaţi, Romania) was affected by a 
devastating flood (September 2007). The student was normally living near the city of Tecuci and 
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therefore deeply impressed. She explained the situation to the international coordinator at WB H&A 
and also asked whether the water board could provide some assistance. Following some internal 
discussions, the water board decided to explore whether it could contribute to the reduction of 
flood risks in the area [I4; I13]. Only two months after the flood, Dutch and Romanian water 
authorities organized a conference in Romania1 . Two experts of WB H&A attended this conference 
and also explored the possibilities to set up a project. They visited the City of Tecuci where they 
witnessed the consequences of the flood and discussed a potential project with the water 
authorities. How the project preparations further developed is described in subsection 2.2.1.  

2.1.2 Physical context 

The majority of Romania (about 97%), including the project area, is located in the Danube River 
basin. The Danube extends over a length of 2860 km, of which 1075 km (the lower section and the 
delta section) is flowing through Romania. In recent years, various countries in the Danube River 
Basin were affected by serious floods. In Romania, floods have become an almost yearly recurring 
issue causing major damage to economic objects and a considerable number of casualties (i.e. a 
yearly average of 13 deathly casualties in the period 1969-2006). Floods usually result from high 
waters on the Danube (e.g. in 2006 and 2010), high waters on the interior rivers (e.g. 2005) or from a 
sudden rise of the water level in small rivers or stream (e.g. 2008). From a hydrographical point of 
view, the case study is located in the PB river basin between two major tributaries of the Danube, 
the Siret River and the Prut River (see Figure 3 and Figure 4).   

 

Figure 3 – Location of the Prut- Bârlad River Basin and the City of Tecuci in the Danube River Basin (adapted after Wong 
et al., 2007) 

The case study project was initiated following floods in and around the City of Tecuci (circa 43,000 
inhabitants)2 in September 2007. These floods were caused by a sudden rise of the water level in the 
Bârlad River and the Tecucel River. Bârlad River is with a length of circa 207 km the main tributary of 
the Siret River. Depending on the water level, the width of the river varies in the City of Tecuci 
between 8 and 20 m. In 1980, a former course of the river was channelled (Rates channel) to divert 

                                                           
1
 Conference organized by Dutch and Romanian water authorities to reflect on their collaboration during the 

past fifteen years and to discuss future collaboration, 13-14 November 2007, Sinaia, Romania.  
2
 Population figures in this section are from 2007 (Institutul National De Statistica 2007)  
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the watercourse in case of high water. The Tecucel River is a small tributary of the Bârlad River with 
a length of circa 25 km. Its channel has rather steep banks and buildings are located in the 
immediate vicinity of the river. The discharge of both rivers varies largely over the months and years. 
In this case, heavy rainfall (100-200 mm in 24 hours) caused a flash flood on the Tecucel: in five 
hours its water level rose from 182 cm to 807 cm (the danger level is around 500 cm). As about 80% 
of the built-up area is located in the low-lying Bârlad floodplain, the resulting inundations affected 
about 60% of the built-up area in Tecuci. At various locations, the inundation depth exceeded more 
than 1.5m. The heavy rainfall also contributed to floods along the Bârlad and the Rates channel. 
However, due to the larger size of this catchment this rivers’ peak flow came a few hours later. 
Besides this, a substantial part of the discharge could be diverted to the Rates channel. The negative 
consequences of the Tecucel river flood included 3 deathly casualties, affected over 1,000 private 
properties (of which 200 houses were destroyed) and caused major damage to about 120 streets 
and public utilities (including the networks for drinking water supply and wastewater). The economic 
damage was estimated at 6 million euro (Zaharia et al., 2008). The newspapers read that the flood 
also affected several neighbouring communities. In the commune of Buciumeni (circa 2,500 
inhabitants, located upstream the Tecucel river) about 75 houses were inundated. In the commune 
of Nicoreşti (circa 6,000 inhabitants) about 16 houses, 70 garages and cellars, and 6 wells were 
flooded (n.a., 2007b).     
 
A further analysis of this and other floods in the area shows that they often have a negative effect on 
drinking water and wastewater services. In 2007, about 65% of the inhabitants of Tecuci were 
connected to the drinking water network. The main source of drinking water is a well field located in 
the floodplains of the Siret River. This installation is prone to floods. In recent years, it was out of 
service for several weeks after it was inundated with more than 1m of water. On such occasions, 
drinking water has to be provided by an older well field that is located in the floodplains of the 
Bârlad River. In 2007, about 45% of the inhabitants of Tecuci were connected to the sewerage 
network. There is a partly separated system in place for storm water discharge with discharging 
points at the Tecucel River and the Bârlad River. However, there are several connections between 
the system for sanitary wastewater and the one for storm water. One of the issues during the 2007-
flood was that discharge points became inlet points through which river water was entering the 
sewerage network. Partly because of this, the sewerage system was filled for more than 60% with 
sediments [D1; O2].  

2.1.3 Administrative context 

Romania is a parliamentary republic with a directly elected President that has the power to appoint 
the Government. Public administration is structured following a three-tier system: national, county 
and local. The executive branch of the national government consists of a President, a Prime-Minister 
and a Council of Ministers. The President is elected every five years (last election was in December 
2009) and shares power with and appoints the Prime Minister. The legislative branch consists of a 
Senate and a Chamber of Deputies. Legislative elections are organized every four years (last election 
was in November 2008, the appointed government fell in October 2009, the current government 
was appointed in January 2010). Romania is divided into 41 counties (administrative divisions). The 
county council is elected directly by the county population and elects a President from its members 
(last elections in June 2008). At the county level there is also a representative of the national 
government, the Prefect. The duty of the Prefect is to oversee the administrative activities of the 
counties, communes, cities and towns. The Prefect is a high public servant with a non-political 
status. The County Council coordinates common interest projects and takes care of the operation of 
public services. At the local level, every city, town or commune has a Mayor and a Local Council. 
Both are elected directly by the population (last elections in June 2008) (Dragos and Neamtu, 2007). 
The case study area basically covers the Tecucel river basin (112 km2) and includes the municipalities 
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of Tecuci, Buciumeni and Nicoreşti. These municipalities are located in the County of Galaţi (circa 
615,000 inhabitants, 4466 km2) (Institutul National de Statistica, 2007) (see Figure 4).  

 

Figure 4 – Counties and major localities in the Prut-Bârlad river basin (left) and localities and main rivers in the Tecucel 
river basin (right) 

Besides the above-mentioned local authorities, the case study also involved actors of the sector for 
water resources management (who are responsible for the quality and quantity of groundwater and 
surface water) and actors of the sector for water services (who are responsible for the distribution 
and treatment of drinking water and wastewater). For both sectors, the design and development of 
strategies, policies, plans and research are within the responsibilities of the Ministry of Environment 
and Forestry (MEF)3. Within MEF, there are different branches for water resources management and 
for water services. Water resources management used to be coordinated by a State Secretary for 
Water. Mid-2010, this function was replaced by a (non-political) Authority for Floods and Water 
Management (AFWM) that is headed by the former State Secretary for Water. Operational tasks are 
delegated to the National Administration Romanian Waters (NARW). NARW is responsible for the 
administration, operation and maintenance of the quantity and quality of Romanian waters. It is 
divided into eleven Regional Water Branches (RWB)4. Each RWB operates through several 
operational units at the county level, so-called Water Management Systems (WMS). The case study 
area covers the Counties of Botoşani, Iaşi, Vaslui and Galaţi. In these counties, water is managed by 
RWB-PB. The head office of RWB-PB is located in the city of Iaşi (see Figure 4).  
  
While the case study was implemented, the governance structure for water services changed 
considerably. Since the 1990s until recently, water services were administered at the local level. 

                                                           
3
 Following the last elections (December 2009), the Ministry of Environment is called the Ministry of 

Environment and Forestry. Other (recent) names are the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable 
Development (2007-2008) and the Ministry of Environment and Water Management (2004-2007) 
4
 These branches used to be called Water Directorates (until the end 2009) 
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Infrastructure was under the ownership of local councils who could chose to delegate operational 
tasks or to manage it directly. In the first case, water services were delegated to a specialized 
commercial water company that operates according to a delegation contract. In the second case, 
water services are operated by a local administrative department, which is often also responsible for 
the delivery of other public services such as heating. As water services are lagging far behind 
European standards there is currently an urgent need to modernize and extend water and 
wastewater systems. As the local-oriented governance structure proved to be largely ineffective it 
was decided to initiate a regionalization process. This involves that local authorities are encouraged 
to set up an Intercommunity Development Association (IDA) at the county level and to delegate 
water services (through a delegation contract) to a certified Regional Operating Company (ROC) 
(Vinke-de Kruijf et al., 2009). When the project started, water services in Tecuci were delegated to a 
company called Termsal. Starting from April 2009, the Municipality of Tecuci delegated the 
management of water services to the newly established Public Directorate for Water Supply and 
Sanitation (n.a., 2010). Since the 1st of October 2010, this directorate was integrated into the 
regional operating company S.C. Apa-Canal S.A. Galaţi (AC-G) and has therefore become the Tecuci 
Department of AC-G. For consistency reasons, the organization that has been and is operating water 
services in Tecuci is referred to in this report as the Water Company of Tecuci.     
 
Water management is also influenced by several supra-national actors. Developments in both 
sectors are strongly influenced by the rules and legislation that were adopted by the European 
Commission. In addition, water resources management is also influenced by developments at the 
Danube River Basin level. An important actor within this context is the International Commission for 
the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) who coordinates the implementation of Danube River 
Basin Convention and the implementation of EU Directives at the Danube River Basin level. The 
ICPDR has several expert groups, including an Expert Group on Flood Protection (Website ICPDR).  

2.1.4 Policy context 

Since 2007, Romania is a member state of the European Union (EU). Despite a variety of pre-
accession programmes, Romania’s environmental infrastructure was and is still lagging considerably 
behind EU standards. How Romania plans to comply with European legislation for environment is 
described in the Sectoral Operational Programme (SOP) Environment 2007-20135. This SOP consists 
of six priority axes of which two are closely related to the objectives of the case study project. These 
are: priority axis 1 “extension and modernization of water and wastewater systems” and priority axis 
5 “implementation of adequate infrastructure of natural risk prevention in most vulnerable areas” 
(i.e. the reduction of flood risks and coastal erosion. The total budget of the SOP Environment (in the 
period between 2007 and 2013) is about 5.6 billion euro of which 4.5 billion is a grant of the EU 
(European Regional Development Funds and Cohesion Funds) and 1 billion has to be provided by 
Romanian authorities (co-financing). Circa 60% of the budget (3.3 billion euro) is available to regional 
operating companies for the modernization and extension of water services. Circa 6% of the budget 
(0.3 billion euro) is available to NARW for the reduction of flood risks and coastal erosion. Before 
these beneficiaries can apply for funds, they first need to prove that they are institutionally and 
financially viable organizations (MESD 2007b). 
 
Since 2010, water services in the City of Tecuci are managed by AC-G (see subsection 2.1.3). In order 
to become eligible for European funds, AC-G also had to formulate a regional strategy for the 
development of the water and wastewater sector for the period 2008-2037. An important first step 
in this was the development of a master plan. This plan identifies the investments that are needed in 

                                                           
5
 Within the context of Romania’s EU accession, Romania and the EU agreed upon a National Development 

Plan for the period 2007-2013. In order to realize this plan (with the support of EU funds) operational 
programmes in which priorities are defined for various sectors were drafted. EU funds, which cover about 80% 
of the investment costs, are available for dealing with the defined priorities.    
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order to comply with relevant EU directives and also prioritizes and plans various measures. The 
master plan for Galaţi County was developed within the context of an EU funded project (through 
the Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession, ISPA) which was launched in January 2007. 
The plan was to publish a first draft of the master plan in January 2009 and a final master plan in 
May 2009 so that MEF could approve it in June 2010. The preparation of the plan took longer than 
expected; a second draft appeared in September 2009 (IGIP and Grontmij-CarlBro, 2009). The final 
master plan was approved by MEF on the 1st of February 2010 (Website Apa Canal Galati, 2012). The 
general strategy that is outlined in this strategy is to give the highest priority to extension of the 
networks. This means that rehabilitation of the networks is given a lower priority. Priority 
investments for the Tecuci region focus on the connection of Matca (a small commune that is part of 
the Municipality of Tecuci) to the drinking water network, increase of the sewage connection rate 
and modernization of the wastewater treatment plans (Rotaru, 2010). 
 
Water management in the PB basin is strongly influenced by national and international policies. 
Relevant directives at the European level are the Water Framework Directive (WFD, 2000/60/EC) 
and the Flood Directive (FD, 2007/60/EC). The implementation of both directives is at the Danube 
river basin level coordinated by the ICPDR. The WFD aims at improving the quality of all waters in 
the EU in order to achieve a good status by 2015. For the WFD, a river basin management plans had 
to be developed for every river basin by the end of 2009. The EU FD became operational in 2007. It 
aims to reduce the adverse consequences of floods by providing a framework for the assessment 
and management of floods. Flood risk management plans need to be prepared by the end of 2015. 
Before the implementation of the FD, the reduction of flood risks was already high on the agenda in 
the Danube river basin. In December 2004, countries in the basin signed a joint “Flood Action 
Programme for the Danube river basin”. This programme includes the preparation of flood action 
plans for seventeen sub-river basins (published in December 2009). At the national level, the 
attention for flood risks especially increased following the 2005 floods. Shortly after these floods, 
the Government of Romania adopted a “National Plan for the Prevention, Protection and Mitigation 
of Floods” (Governmental Ordinance No. 1309/ 2005) and a short-term “National Strategy for Flood 
Risk Management” (Governmental Ordinance No. 1854/2005). This national strategy is in line with 
the ICPDR Flood Action Programme and serves as a framework for specific forthcoming actions and 
measures. It pays – among others – attention to sustainability (from a social, economic and 
ecological perspective), an integrated approach and public participation. The strategy also includes 
the development of flood risk plans for every river basin as required by the EU Flood Directive. These 
plans are developed by NARW. In August 2010, the Romanian government also approved a 
“National Strategy for Flood Risk Management on the Medium and Long term” (Governmental 
Decision 846/2010). This strategy was developed in cooperation with representatives of various 
Ministries during a period of two years. It is in line with the EU FD and concerns the medium and 
long term (2010-2035). 
 
As required by the EU, RWB-PB published a river basin management plan by the end of 2009. This 
plan includes some references to the reduction of flood risks but focuses on measures that aim at 
the reduction of pollution and hydro-morphological alterations (Directia Apelor Prut, 2009). In 2007, 
MEF and RWB-PB further decided to commission a separate project (financed through pre-accession 
funds) about the development of a master plan for flood risk management. A draft version of the 
master plan was finalized in June 2008 and a final version in 2009 (Romair and Hyder, 2009a). In 
addition, an executive summary of the master plan (including a feasibility study) was published in 
May 2009 (Romair and Hyder, 2009b). The master plan included a proposal for investments along 
the Tecucel River. In 2011, it appeared that this proposal was not given priority at the national level 
[M30].   
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2.2 Project objectives and plan 

2.2.1 Project preparations 

The basis for the project was laid after a visit of two WB-H&A experts to Romania and to the City of 
Tecuci. The initial idea was to develop a project proposal that would focus on flood risk reduction. 
However, after the visit of the experts, the international coordinator of WB H&A came up with the 
idea to also include drinking water and sanitation [I4; I12]. One of the reasons for broadening the 
project scope was the implementation of a National Administrative Agreement on the Water Chain 
[D2]. The specific objective of this agreement was to improve the collaboration between actors 
involved in the delivery of water services (n.a., 2007a). In Northern Netherlands, this agreement 
formed the basis for RioNoord, a non-profit organization for the operation of the sewerage network 
in Northern Netherlands. Following a preparation period, the organization was formally established 
by WB H&A, Water Company Groningen (WC-Gr) and another water board in 2010 (Website 
RioNoord, 2011). The project scope was also broadened for pragmatic reasons: a project that 
included sanitation would more easily create administrative support and fund-raising opportunities 
[I12]. WB H&A further decided to approach the Dutch Government Service for Land and Water 
Management (DLG) to develop and lead the project.  
 
In spring 2008, WB H&A had formed a project team and – in collaboration with this team – 
submitted a project idea to Partners for Water (a Dutch agency that funds joint innovative projects 
of the Dutch water sector). The idea was to formulate a project that would address problems in the 
domain of floods and water services (sanitation and drinking water problems). However, it was 
unclear how the project area could be delineated given the different scales at which floods versus 
water services are dealt with. It was further not clear which Romanian organization would be the 
commissioner of the project [PC1]. To make the project idea more concrete, the Dutch team went to 
Romania for an exploratory mission during which they discussed the project idea with various 
organizations. This mission started with a plenary meeting in Tecuci with mayors from the area, the 
local water company and the local/regional water authority. After this meeting, some members of 
the Dutch team further had an in-depth discussion about the problems in the project area. Other 
members of the team visited a department head of RWB-PB (Iaşi), the vice-president of the County 
Council of Galaţi, an environmental non-governmental organization (Galaţi) and the environmental 
protection agency (Galaţi). RWB-PB suggested to focus on the development of an integrated plan for 
the Tecucel basin as plans for flood risk reduction were in development. The County Council basically 
expressed its willingness to collaborate. The Dutch team also visited the Dutch embassy in Bucharest 
from which they received additional information about the regionalization of water services. All 
information that was gathered during the mission was used to specify various aspects of the project, 
including its objectives, organizational structure and expected results and spin-off [D1].  
 
In June 2008, the Dutch team submitted their project proposal to Partners for Water [D2]. After two 
months, Partners for Water informed the team that they had to postpone the evaluation of 
proposals due to legal issues [L1]. In October 2008, the project leader (and project manager) was 
informed that the project tender was aborted [email project leader, 7 October 2008]. WB H&A 
suggested approaching the Netherlands Water Board Bank (NWB) for funding [M1]. However, while 
Partners for Water covered up to 80% of the project costs, NWB only covered up to 50% of the 
project costs. This meant that the partner organizations had to cover the other 50% of the costs 
[email H&A, 10 October 2008]. Already by the end of November 2008, the consortium had its first 
meeting with a representative of NWB. The NWB reacted positively on the proposal [email project 
leader, 24 November 2008]. Following this, the proposal was elaborated further and financial 
resources were mobilized among the organizations involved to continue the project. In January 
2009, the NWB approved the project proposal and offered to finance the project partly. Following 
this, an additional organization became involved and each organization was asked to contribute an 
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equal share of the remaining project costs. In April 2009, the project team organized a meeting with 
high-level representatives of their organizations. Two organizations could not agree upon the plan as 
it was presented and asked for additional information [email project leader 16 April 2009]. In June 
2009, all organizations involved gave their commitment by signing the project agreement [M3]. In 
July 2009, the Dutch consortium started to discuss and prepare the first project mission. At that 
time, the project was expected to run from September 2009 until December 2010 [L3].  

2.2.2 Objectives and main activities 

This subsection introduces the objectives, activities and plans as they were initially planned. 
According to the project proposal, the project focused on the following three topics: water-related 
problems, NL-RO collaboration and knowledge. The specific objectives of the project were to [D4]: 
1. improve the water system and living conditions of the local population of the Tecucel river basin; 
2. develop a long-term co-operation amongst Dutch and Romanian organizations for the 

development and application of sustainable water management systems;  
3. develop, exchange and apply knowledge of the Romanian and Dutch partners in the water 

sector. 
 
The project proposal further read that the project aimed to deliver the following concrete products: 
(1) an integrated master plan (for flood protection, drinking water supply and sanitation) including 
no regret measures; (2) an overview of possibilities for financing follow-up projects that are 
identified in the master plan. The project also aimed to promote participation and commitment of 
the local community for integrated and sustainable water management. Issues that would be 
studied in more detail were: (1) possibilities for collaboration between various RO actors; (2) the 
feasibility of a (public-private) partnership between NL and RO organizations; and (3) the potential 
contribution of NL expertise to more integrated and participatory water management in Romania.  
 
For the implementation of the presented objectives, the project built upon two methods for 
participatory and integrated planning: (1) a phase model for participatory planning (developed by 
WB H&A) that is called ‘Water Carrier’ (Waterdrager); and (2) an interactive design method 
(developed by DLG) that is called ‘Sketch Match’ (Schetsschuit). Both approaches are based upon the 
idea that various stakeholders come together to discuss problems and potential solutions in their 
region. One of the specific characteristics of the Sketch Match is that it includes interactive design 
workshops in which landscape architects visualize (sketch) the ideas of stakeholders. 
 
The project was divided into the following four phases: (1) inventory; (2) strategy development; (3) 
planning; and (4) finalization. Each phase included one mission by the NL team to Romania and was 
planned to result in a concrete product (in the form of a plan or report). In the initial project 
proposal, each project phase was planned to take circa three months [D3]. In the later NWB version 
of the project proposal, the length of the project phases was extended to four months. The basis for 
the inventory phase was formed by the start-up documents (project proposal and work plan). The 
inventory phase itself was about defining the process (i.e. activities, stakeholders, project structure 
and communication) and the problem (i.e. current situation of the water system, opportunities and 
threats). This phase included a study visit to the Netherlands and was planned to result in a plan of 
action and an inventory document. The second (strategy development) phase was about creating a 
strategy, developing an evaluation framework and making strategic choices. This phase included the 
organization of an interactive design workshop with stakeholders and experts in Romania. This 
phase was to result in a strategy document. The third (planning) phase was about defining measures 
and follow-up projects (including possibilities for financing) and planned to result in a programme of 
measures. The information that was gathered during the first three phases would be integrated into 
a master plan for integrated water management in the Tecucel river basin. This phase also included 
the organization of a final seminar by Romanian counterparts [D3].  
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In the initial proposal, the project was planned to be implemented within one year [D2; D3; D4]. As 
this proposal was not accepted for funding, this plan had to be adjusted later. In the adjusted time 
plan, the project was planned to be implemented within a period of sixteen months (Sept. ’09 – Dec. 
’10) *D6+. The last mission eventually took place in April 2011 and the official end date was extended 
with six months (June ’10) *D22+. Various project activities were further implemented different as 
planned. The actual implementation of various project phases and related objectives are discussed 
in more detail subsection 2.3.3. 

2.2.3 Organizational structure 

The project was basically implemented by a Dutch project team (NL team) consisting of experts of six 
different organizations and a Romanian project team (RO team) consisting of experts of seven 
different organizations. In both countries, high representatives of various organizations were asked 
to form a committee in order to create necessary institutional or organizational commitment. During 
the project, three NL-RO work groups were established (one on fund-raising, one on drinking water 
and sanitation and one on floods). Each of these work groups consisted of one or multiple members 
of the NL team and of the RO team. However, the work groups never played an important role 
during the project. Tasks were rather divided in project team meetings. The NL team also had several 
ad-hoc work groups (for example, for the organization of the study visit or the formulation of no-
regret measures). The project also involved several other organizations, which were operating 
outside the formal project structure. An overview of the organizational structure is presented in 
Figure 5. The development of this organizational structure is elaborated in the remainder of this 
subsection.    

 

Figure 5 – Overview of the organizational structure and actors involved in the project 

DUTCH ACTORS INVOLVED    

The project was initiated by WB H&A, a water board that is responsible for the quality of quantity of 
surface water (including the treatment of wastewater) in the northeast of the Netherlands. They 
occasion of the project were the floods in Tecuci. An international coordinator and policy advisor 
was informed about the floods by a Romanian student who was at that time doing an internship at 
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WB H&A. After WB H&A’s board was informed about the floods, it decided that two experts (who 
would visit a conference in Romania) would visit Tecuci. Following this visit, it was decided to also 
involve other organizations that were active in the water sector in the North of the Netherlands. 
Within the context of the integration of water services in the Netherlands, WB H&A asked WC-Gr 
and the Department for Water and Sewerage of the Municipality of Groningen (M-Gr) to contribute 
to the project.  
 
In addition, three other organizations were invited to join the project: Dutch Government Service for 
Land and Water Management (DLG), Arcadis (an international company that delivers design, 
consultancy and engineering services) and Landustrie (a company that develops, produces and 
installs innovative sewage and waste water treatment systems). The involvement of DLG and Arcadis 
resulted from informal contacts between WB H&A and these organizations. DLG became involved 
after the exploratory mission, during which experts of WB H&A and of DLG met each other in a 
conference in Romania [I13]. WB H&A discovered that DLG North was having an international 
coordinator with extensive project experience in Romania and other countries in Eastern Europe. 
This was the main reason to ask him to elaborate and manage the project [I11; I12]. The Arcadis 
expert became involved after he discussed the project with a WB H&A expert at a reception [I10]. 
Arcadis was asked to join for its Romanian network. In recent years, its Design & Construct 
Department closely collaborated with TGH Iaşi (since 1997 partner organization of Arcadis Belgium) 
and were about to overtake Eurometudes in Bucharest [D2; I10; I11]. What also played a role was 
that: (1) WB H&A has the policy to outsource the – usually time-consuming – management of 
international projects so that it can focus on its core business; and (2) the three water organizations 
had limited contacts and experience in Romania [I12; I13]. The company Landustrie joined the 
project only after the Partner for Water proposal was rejected and the project team was looking for 
additional private companies. They were approached to join by WC-Gr and started to be involved 
from March 2009. Experts of each of these six organizations together formed a project team.  
 
From the beginning of the project, WB H&A also had the intention to reach an agreement in which 
the organizations involved would commit themselves to the realization of the project, define a vision 
for future cooperation and commit themselves to the raising of follow-up finances [D2]. For this 
purpose, a steering committee was established with the directors of various organizations. The 
steering group was not the commissioner of the project but mostly having a role in setting the 
boundary conditions. Other Dutch organizations that were involved included the NWB (financing 
50% of the project costs) and the University of Twente (evaluation and monitoring the project as 
part of a PhD research). The role of the University of Twente is also described in section 1.3. 

ROMANIAN ACTORS INVOLVED 

In the very first beginning of the project, WB H&A was especially in touch with the head of the 
Department of River Basin Management of RWB-PB, with which they implemented a project before. 
During the exploratory visit of WB-H&A, they further became acquainted with the Tecuci-based 
expert of an operational unit of RWB-PB (WMS-T) [I12; I13]. During the preparatory mission, the NL 
team became already acquainted with many other Romanian organizations. In Tecuci, they had a 
meeting with the mayor and vice-mayor of Tecuci, mayors of neighbouring communes, the Water 
Company of Tecuci (WC-T)6 and WMS-Galaţi. The NL team further discussed the problems in more 
detail with WC-T and WMS-T and had meetings at RWB-PB, WC-T, the County Council of Galaţi (CC-
G), the non-governmental organization (NGO) Eco-Counselling Centre Galaţi (ECC-G), Environmental 
Protection Agency Galaţi (EPA-G) and the Dutch embassy [D1]. On the basis of the experiences of 
this mission, the NL team prepared a project proposal. The proposal reads that the Municipality of 

                                                           
6
 Termsal (until April 2009), Public Directorate for Water Supply and Sanitation (D.P.A.A.C. Tecuci) (until 

October 2010) or Tecuci Department of Apa-Canal Galaţi (see subsection 2.1.3)   
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Tecuci (M-T) is the commissioner and main beneficiary of the project. Other beneficiaries were the 
water companies in Tecuci and in Galaţi (WC-T and AC-G), the regional water authority (RWB-PB), 
the County Council of Galaţi (CC-G) and its department of Regional Development and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The following organizations were planned to have a role as 
subcontractor: the NGO ECC-G and two consultancy companies (TGH Iaşi and Eurometudes 
Bucharest) which were in the process of being overtaken by Arcadis [D2]. This list of actors was in a 
later proposal (for NWB) reduced to the following organizations: M-T, CC-G, RWB-PB and WC-Gr 
[D4]. Each of these companies also prepared a letter of interest for the project [D3]. In addition to 
most of the above-mentioned actors, the first mission also involved an advisor of MEF and the 
editors of the Tecuci-based (weekly) newspaper and NGO Semnal (which also owns a storage 
reservoir in the project area) [O2]. 
 
During the preparatory mission and subsequent missions, there were two persons that were having 
a specific role in supporting the NL team: the Romanian student who did an internship at WB H&A 
and initiated the project and a junior consultant of TGH Iaşi (subsidiary of Arcadis). The intern of WB 
H&A was initially referred to as the representative of WB H&A or the local project coordinator. 
During the first missions, their role was mostly to gather various Romanian stakeholders, to 
communicate and to coordinate activities in Romania, to translate relevant documents and to 
contribute to the development of concrete products [D3]. The Romanian project structure was 
formed following the first mission. During this mission, NL and RO actors agreed to form a local 
(technically-oriented) project team and a (policy-oriented) consultative committee. In consultation 
with the mayor of Tecuci, an employee of the European Project Office of Tecuci was appointed as 
chairman of the RO team. The NL team further suggested also including the local project coordinator 
of WB H&A as project secretary and the junior consultant of TGH Iaşi for technical support [O2]. 
Local actors decided that the RO team should further include the general and the technical director 
of WC-T, the Tecuci-based expert of WMS-Galaţi, the mayor of the Municipality of Buciumeni (M-B) 
and a counsellor of the Municipality of Nicoreşti (M-N). Only the involvement of the mayor of 
Buciumeni led to some discussion as he was a politician rather than a technical expert. The mayor 
argued that he consulted his staff and that they all agreed that he should be involved. The 
suggestion to represent M-B by NGO Semnal was also discussed but rejected. In the opinion of the 
mayor, he was the best representative as he had knowledge about on-going projects and had a 
decision-making position [M5].  
 
As regards the consultative committee, the mayor of Tecuci suggested that such committee should 
consist of high-level representatives and offered to form it [O2]. The RO team decided, in 
consultation with the mayor of Tecuci, to invite the following representatives for this committee: the 
mayors of Tecuci, Buciumeni and Nicoreşti, the president of CC-G (replaced by the director of Public 
Works Department), the director of AP-C, the director of RWB-PB (replaced by the technical 
director) and the State Secretary for Water of MEF [M5; M6; M12]. The NL team decided that the 
consultative committee would also be seen as the commissioner of the project [M7].     
 
In addition to the above-mentioned actors, there were a few other organizations that contributed to 
the project. The study visit was also attended by the Head of the Economic Department of the 
Municipality of Galaţi (M-G) (which fulfils an important role in the regionalization process) [O3; I9]. 
Besides this, the project teams occasionally invited consultancy companies. The consultant who was 
involved in the development of the master plan for water services attended all meetings of the 
consultative committee and mission 2 [O4; M14; M20]. The NL team also approached a consultant 
from Bucharest (who is involved in many Dutch-Romanian collaboration projects) to participate in 
Mission 2 and to contribute to the development of a master plan [O4]. During mission 3B, there has 
also been contact with Eurometudes (a Bucharest-based company of Arcadis) about their potential 
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involvement [M26]. Except for TGH Iaşi, none of the consultants made substantial contributions to 
the project.   

2.3 Project implementation and follow-up 

This section presents the implementation of the project and follow-up activities. The first subsection 
discusses the communication between various actors during the project. Subsection 2.3.2 presents 
the course of all international visits. Subsection 2.3.3 elaborates the realization of the four project 
phases. The last subsection discusses the realization of additional project goals and follow-up.      

2.3.1 Communication 

As explained in the previous section, the project was implemented by a NL team and a RO team with 
the support of a NL steering group and a RO consultative committee. The communication within and 
between these groups is schematized in Table 2 (see also Annex A for an overview of letters and 
minutes of meetings).     

Table 2 – Communication within and between various project members/groups 

Group Main means of communication 

Within NL team - Group discussions during meetings in NL (since 2008, preferably monthly) 
and joint missions to Romania (circa 6) 

- Personal: discussions (face-to-face/email/phone), e.g. between DLG and WB 
H&A on project management, between WC-Gr, M-Gr (sometimes also WB 
H&A and Landustrie) on water services and between WB H&A, Arcadis 
(sometimes also DLG) on flood risks 

Within RO team - Group discussions during meetings in RO (since Oct. ’09, preferably every 
two weeks) and joint field visit to the Netherlands (Dec. ’09) 

NL team  
RO team 

- Face-to-face: 5 international visits that involve the NL team and local actors 
- Written (formal): exchange of letters (prepared by NL and RO project leader, 

translated by RO project secretary) and sharing of minutes (RO to NL team) 
- Personal: phone and email contact between NL project leader and RO 

project leader/secretary  
NL team  
NL steering 
group 

- Written (formal): letters from NL team (April 2009; Dec. 2010 and at the end 
of the project) 

- Meeting of NL steering group resulting in feedback to NL team (April 2009) 
Project teams 
 RO 
consultative 
committee (CC) 

- Face-to-face: Joint meeting (Feb. 2010: CC and RO team; June 2010: CC and 
NL and RO team) 

- Written (formal): Invitation letter (end 2009: RO team and CC) and update 
from NL team to RO CC (Feb. 2010) 

WITHIN THE NL TEAM AND THE RO TEAM 

One of the most important means of communication within the NL team was the project team 
meeting that was usually organized once a month (unless there were no agenda items) [M3]. 
Outside of these meetings, there was regular contact between WB H&A and the project leader on 
project management [I11; I13]. On some occasions there was also additional contact between some 
of the team members on certain parts of the project [I11]. WC-Gr and M-Gr were, for example, 
sometimes in touch to coordinate the water services component [I15]. For the study visit, the NL 
team also put together a small team [M3]. There were also separate meetings on follow-up projects 
in the flood risk domain (WB H&A, DLG, and Arcadis) and in the water services domain (WC-Gr, M-Gr 
and Landustrie) [M28]. An expert explained that there were several small working groups. One 
group was focusing more on policy, another group more on flood risk management and others more 
on water services. A fund-raising team was also established following study visit 1. The NL part of 
this group also met once [I11].  
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To avoid any misunderstandings, the team agreed to always include the project leader in their 
communication [M3]. In addition, there was regular contact between project team members by 
email, e.g. to communicate the agenda or minutes of meetings, to communicate the outcomes of 
meetings between WB H&A, DLG and NWB or to find dates for a new mission *researchers’ email 
archive]. On suggestion of the NL team, the RO team also decided to have regular (about two-
weekly) meetings [O3]. All members of the RO team valued their meetings, which were usually 
attended by all team members [I3; I4; I5; I6; I7]. Only the person who was giving technical support 
gradually became less involved; he only attended the meetings in the beginning. The underlying 
reason was that the person was hired as an external consultant and that his involvement was quite 
expensive and was not really necessary [I2; I4; I11]. 

BETWEEN THE NL TEAM AND THE RO TEAM 

The NL and the RO team were mostly in touch with each other during international visits. In total, 
there have been five international visits during which several members of the NL team met with 
their local counterparts. Their communication was always supported by translators. Most of the 
translation was done by the RO project secretary. Technical presentations and documents were, 
especially in the beginning of the process, translated by the RO technical support. During the last 
mission, the project team also hired an external translator [I2; I4; O6]. Apart from the international 
visits, there was little direct communication between the NL and the RO team. Communication 
between the teams was usually going via the NL project leader and the RO project secretary [I6; I11; 
I13; I14; I15]. One of the main reasons for this was the language barrier (most of the RO members 
did not speak English) [I5; I6; I11; I12; I13]. What also played a role is that the NL team wanted to 
avoid misunderstandings and double communication [M; I13]. The NL project leader and the RO 
project secretary were usually having weekly contact by phone or by email. The NL project leader 
contacted other RO team members regularly via email and letters (sent by email). On a few 
occasions, the NL project leader was also directly in touch with the RO project leader [I11]. The 
project leader did not have any direct contact with the TGH Iaşi expert. The contact with this expert 
was going through the NL expert of Arcadis who was having regular contact with him [I2; I10; I11]. In 
addition, there was direct contact between an expert of WB H&A and a department head of RWB-PB 
(who does speak English) [I1; I11; I12]. There has also been brief contact between an expert of DLG 
and the RO project leader within the context of the fund-raising team [I4]. To ease the contact 
between and within the NL and the RO team, the expert of Arcadis also established a project 
website7 [M3; M4]. The website contained a general part with some information about the project 
and protected part in which project members could add and view information. Uploaded documents 
were minutes of meetings, policy documents, pictures, programmes and reports of international 
visits. However, not all information was uploaded and the website was not used intensively.          

WITHIN AND WITH THE NL STEERING GROUP AND THE RO CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

To create organizational and institutional commitment for the project, a NL steering group and a RO 
consultative committee were established. The NL steering group was planned to be formally 
informed about the project by the project leader after every project phase (i.e. every four months) 
[M3]. In total, the project leader formally informed the steering group three times about the project. 
In March 2009, the steering group received a memo which informed them about the project scope, 
time plan and budget [D5]. This memo was used as input for the first steering group meeting (April 
2009). On request of the steering group, the project leader provided the steering group with 
additional information and asked them to sign an intention agreement [L3]. In December 2010, the 
project leader informed the steering group for the second time about the project progress (a four-
page letter) [L17]. During the last meeting, the NL team agreed that the project leader would 

                                                           
7
 See http://tecucelriverbasin.projecttoolkit.nl/default.aspx 
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prepare a short letter to communicate the project results with the steering group [O7]. The 
consultative committee was put together in the period between end 2009 and early 2010 [M5; M6; 
M11]. The NL team wrote to the consultative committee in February 2010, which was just before the 
first meeting of the committee between the RO team and the consultative committee [M14]. The 
second and last meeting of the consultative committee was in June 2010 (during the second mission) 
and involved both the RO team and the NL team [M20]. The RO project leader contacted also 
approached MEF and several other organizations about their participation in a fund-raising 
committee [O6].            

2.3.2 International visits 

As explained in subsection 2.1.1 and subsection 2.2.1, the project was initiated following an 
exploratory mission by two experts of WB H&A to Romania. After the NL team was formed, a 
preparatory mission took place during which the NL team gathered information about the problem 
and potential stakeholders. Following a period of preparations, the project officially started in 
September 2009. In total, there were six missions by members of the NL team to Romania (including 
three small missions). There were two study visits by Romanian representatives to the Netherlands 
(including one study visit by AC-G). Of these visits, four missions and one study visit were included in 
the project plan. An overview of all international visits is presented in Table 3. All visits were having a 
length of a few days (minimum one joint working day and maximum four joint working days). An 
overview of the organizations that were involved in each mission is presented in Annex B. 

Table 3 – Overview of visits to/from Romania and the Netherlands (missions and study visits) 

Visit Period Activities 

Exploratory 
mission 

Nov. ‘07 Exploration (WB H&A): meetings in Tecuci and RWB-PB (Iaşi) 

Preparatory 
mission 

May ‘08 Information gathering (NL team): plenary meeting (Tecuci) and 
small-scale meetings (RWB-PB, CC-G, ECC-G, EPA-G, NL embassy)  

Mission 1 Oct. ‘09 Define process and problem (NL team): plenary meetings (Tecuci), 
field visit and small-scale meetings (CC-G, AC-G, M-T) 

Study visit Nov/Dec. 
‘09 

Defining process and problem (RO team): plenary meetings 
(Groningen area), field visits and interactive design workshop (DLG) 

Mission 2.1 
(aborted) 

April ‘10 Strategy development (NL team): interactive design workshops 
(aborted due to flight travel problems) 

Mission 2.2  June ‘10  Update current situation (NL team): plenary meetings/workshops  
Mission 3A Sept/Oct. 

‘10 
Explore NL-RO collaboration flood risk (DLG, WB H&A, Arcadis: NL-
RO workshop on flood risk management (Galaţi) 

Mission 3B Oct. ‘10 Explore NL-RO collaboration water services (WC-Gr, M-Gr): 
meetings and field visit with AC-G (Galaţi)  

Study visit Nov. ‘10 Discuss NL-RO collaboration water services (AC-G): meetings with 
WC-Gr, M-Gr and WB H&A (Groningen area) 

Mission 4 Feb. ‘11 Discuss NL-RO collaboration flood risk and no regret measures  
(Arcadis): meeting at RWB-PB (Iaşi) 

Mission 5 April ‘11 Evaluate process and discuss future collaboration (NL team): 
meeting at AC-G (Galaţi) and a plenary evaluation meeting (Tecuci)  

MISSION 1 

For the first mission (12 – 16 Oct. ’08), five representatives of the NL team visited Tecuci and Galaţi 
to further define the process and water-related problems in the region. The project leader could not 
attend this mission due to illness and was replaced by a colleague of DLG. The mission started with a 
plenary session during which M-T provided more information about the 2007 floods, the NL team 
introduced the project (background, structure and plan) and RO participants introduced themselves. 
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After this, participants discussed potential success factors and obstacles and the project scope. On 
the second day, one part of the NL team visited the Tecucel river basin while another part of the NL 
team visits the CC-G and AC-G. Also, in consultation with the mayor of M-T, the NL team developed a 
proposal for a project structure. This structure was discussed and presented during a meeting on the 
third and last day of the mission. The meeting included a plenary and an interactive part. In smaller 
groups, participants were asked to what extent the mission met their expectations and what aspects 
required more attention. One of the points that was emphasized during the discussion was whether 
the project should be focusing on decoupling or connecting content (generation of substantive 
outcomes) and politics (formal decision-making) [O2]. 

STUDY VISIT 1 

For the first study visit (30 Nov. – 4 Dec. ’09), all eight members of the RO team and a representative 
of M-G visited the Netherlands. One of the objectives of the study visit was to make the RO team 
familiar with integrated water management as it is implemented in the Netherlands. Besides this, 
the study visit aimed to introduce the interactive design method, to assemble information, to 
prepare for a meeting of the consultative committee and to define a roadmap for the master plan 
[L5]. The first day of the study visit was organized by WB H&A. It started with several plenary 
presentations and a field visit to a pumping station and a sea-dike. Afterwards, a workshop was 
organized during which participants discussed the current situation and potential no regret 
measures in the Tecucel river basin, the establishment and role of three NL-RO working groups (on 
floods, drinking water/sanitation and fund-raising) and communication within and between various 
actors involved. The second day included visits to WC-Gr, a pumping station and the city hall of M-Gr 
and a workshop at DLG. During the workshop, landscape architects of DLG introduced the ‘Sketch 
Match’ methodology and facilitated a workshop in which the current situation, problems and 
opportunities were discussed and visualized on maps. The third day was dedicated to the topic of 
sanitation and included visits to the sewerage department of M-Gr, a wastewater collection system, 
a pumping station, Landustrie and a decentralized sanitation system (implemented by Landustrie). 
The day closed with a workshop in which the teams discussed the time plan for various project 
components and evaluated the study visit [D10; O3].  

MISSION 2 

After the study visit, both the NL and the RO team started to prepare for the second mission (19-23 
April ’10). This mission was planned to start with a field visit and bilateral talks on no regret 
measures. The second day would be dedicated to a series of interactive design workshops. On the 
third day, the roadmap of the master plan and no regret measures would be discussed in more 
detail and presented, together with the results of the interactive workshops. The interactive design 
workshop would be supervised by three landscape architects of DLG and involve members of the RO 
team and the NL team, two experts of AC-G and five other experts (architects and engineers of 
various organizations [L10; list of participants Sketch Match]. At the last moment, this mission had to 
be cancelled due to a volcano eruption which disrupted air traffic throughout Europe [email project 
leader, 20 April 2010]. For practical reasons, it was decided to postpone the interactive design 
workshops to another moment (after summer holidays) and to organize a smaller mission in June (to 
ensure the continuity of the project) [email project leader, 28 April 2010].  
 
The purpose of mission 2.2 (12-16 June ’10) was to discuss the project progress, the development of 
the master plan and no regret measures and to establish a new time plan [L11]. The mission started 
with a plenary meeting in which the NL and RO team discussed the progress of the project, the 
current situation in the Tecucel river basin and the status of existing master plans and feasibility 
studies. In a workshop, the NL and the RO team than discussed the desirable outcome of the project 
and the added value of Dutch expertise [O4]. The workshop resulted in seven ideas for potential 
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projects [D13]. On the second day, the NL team met with members of the consultative committee 
and representatives of consultancy companies [M20]. 

MISSION 3A AND MISSION 3B 

The third mission was planned to focus on the implementation of the interactive design method. 
This plan was later adjusted as the NL team decided to focus more on the implementation of 
measures for which it was not necessarily needed to apply the Sketch Match methodology [M22]. 
WB H&A confirmed that the change of the project scope (focus on the no regret measures instead of 
the master plan) was one of the main reasons to abandon this method [I12]. What also played a role 
was that the ‘momentum’ was gone *I11; I12+ and that not all members of the NL team supported 
the method [I11]. An adjusted mission was planned in September and postponed to October [email 
project leader, 26 August 2010]. Later, the mission was split up into two smaller missions: mission 3A 
on flood risk and mission 3B on water services [email project leader, 23 Sept. 2010].  
 
For mission 3A (28-30 Sept. 2011), experts of DLG, WB H&A and Arcadis attended a Dutch-Romanian 
workshop on flood risk management in Galaţi. This workshop was initiated by the Dutch embassy 
following high water of the Danube (which was especially threatening the City of Galaţi) and related 
flood events (at various locations upstream the City of Galaţi) in June/July 2010. The workshop was 
attended by various representatives of the Dutch water sector and by Romanian representatives of 
the NAFM of MEF, regional and local authorities of Galaţi (i.e. the Prefect, the County Council and 
the Local Council), regional water authorities (RWB-PB), AC-G and several other organizations. It 
started with an introduction of recent flood events, institutional changes and research activities. 
Following this, there was a discussion about problems in the region and possible solutions. On the 
second day, various actors presented their ideas for potential collaboration and discussed the 
potential for Dutch-Romanian projects [O5; D15]. During this mission, the NL team also became 
acquainted with the director of RWB-PB who was replaced in February 2011.  
 
For mission 3B (19-21 Oct. 2011), two experts of WC-Gr and one expert of M-Gr visited AC-G. The 
reason for visiting the water company in Galaţi (instead of in Tecuci) was that WC-T just merged with 
AC-G. Within this context, the NL team wanted to explore possibilities for further collaboration with 
the regional operator. Prior to their visit to Galaţi, the Dutch experts also visited the subsidiary of 
Arcadis in Bucharest. On the second day, the Dutch experts visited AC-G. The programme included 
several presentations (e.g. about on-going projects in Galaţi County and the management of water 
services in Groningen), a discussion on future collaboration and a short visit to the wastewater 
treatment plant in Galaţi City. The second day included a visit to the building site of a wastewater 
treatment plant and a meeting at M-G. It appeared that Romanian actors were not only interested 
to develop a collaboration in the water services domain but also in the development of a more 
general collaboration between the Municipalities of Galaţi and Groningen [D16; D17; M26]. 

STUDY VISIT 2 

Following mission 3B, AC-G decided to pay a study visit to Groningen (28-30 Nov. 2010). On the first 
day, the two representatives of AC-G visited WC-Gr and WB H&A (presentations by the Dutch and 
the Romanian experts) and two wastewater treatment plants. The second day was organized by the 
expert of M-Gr and included official meetings, field visits and technical discussions [D18]. Following 
mission 3A, there has been contact between RWB-PB and WB H&A about further collaboration on 
the implementation of specific measures [email WB H&A, 5 Nov. 2010]. Within this context, the 
expert involved of Arcadis paid a visit to RWB-PB (mission 4, 15 Feb. 2011). The purpose of this 
mission was to discuss a feasibility study for a flood storage reservoir8. The progress of this project 
idea was discussed in more detail [D20; D22]. An expert of WB H&A later also discussed this project 

                                                           
8
 Small basins for the temporary storage of water; also referred to as flood retention basins  
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idea in more detail with representatives of NARW (they met within the context of a technical 
workshop that was organized within the context of the Dutch-Romanian bilateral panel for water 
and coastal zone management in March 2011) [D22; I12; email RNWP, 7 March 2011]. 

MISSION 4 

Within the context of a visit to TGH Iaşi, an expert of Arcadis also visited RWB-PB (14 Feb. 2011). The 
objective of this mission was to discuss a project idea for a flood storage reservoir upstream Tecuci 
City with a head of RWB-PB [M29; D12; D21]. 

MISSION 5 

For the last and final mission (10-13 April 2011) experts of WB H&A, DLG and WC-Gr visited Galaţi 
and Tecuci. The objectives of this mission were: (1) to evaluate the project with local partners; and 
(2) to discuss future collaboration on water services. The mission started with a meeting at AC-G 
during which participants discuss a draft proposal for a Water Partnership between AC-G, WB H&A 
and WC-Gr and AC-G, WB H&A and WC-Gr present and discuss their organizations and organization 
and inter-organization structures. On the second day, the project was evaluated by the NL team, the 
RO team and two representatives of AC-G. The meeting started with presentations by the NL and the 
RO team about the outcomes of the previous day, the project as it was planned and the project as it 
was implemented (and has been changing). After that, all participants were asked to write down and 
to present the positive and negative aspects of the project. Some of the aspects that were 
mentioned (i.e. financing, NL and RO capabilities and the bottom-up and integrated approach) were 
discussed in more detail [L18; O6; D16]. 

2.3.3 Realization of objectives in various project phases  

The project objective was basically to present an integrated vision for solving water-related 
problems in the Tecucel river basin in a master plan [D7]. For the development of the master plan, 
the NL team made a ‘roadmap’ that consisted of four phases (see Figure 6). These phases were: 
inventory, strategy, planning and finalization. As explained in subsection 2.2.2, all phases were 
expected to have concrete results and a clear beginning and end. Reality was that not all results 
were realized and that phases were not consecutive but overlapping in time. This subsection 
therefore rather discusses what was done during the entire project to realize the goals of each 
phase. The realization of project goals is discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.   

INVENTORY PHASE: CURRENT SITUATION AND ACTION PLAN 

The inventory phase concerned the gathering of information about problems, policies and relevant 
stakeholders and the establishment of a plan of action. The basis for an analysis of the current 
situation was laid in 2008, when the NL team visited the project area for the first time. During this 
visit, the NL team gained more insight in the actual status and problems in the domains of drinking 
water, sanitation and floods. From a technical perspective, one of the main issues was that the 
systems were out-of-date. The main bottleneck towards solving these issues were a lack of financing 
(no allocation of national budget) and knowledge (technical and project management). The NL team 
also gained information about on-going policy developments. RWB-PB explained that it already 
finalized a plan for flood risk reduction in Tecuci region in 2006.  The NL team concluded that this 
plan could maybe be implemented through the master plan. For the entire river basin, RWB-PB was 
already developing a master plan for 2008-2013 and another plan on flood risk management. The NL 
team was also informed about developments in the water services sector. CC-G and the NL embassy 
explained that – within the context of EU directives – the WC-T was likely to be merged into a 
regional operating company. The NL team further concluded that most of the issues were also 
governance issues. Especially the division of responsibilities between government authorities at 
various layers was unclear. The NL team further concluded that there was a lack of a structured 



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     33       

information flow between various organizations. Various plans were developed at the local, the 
regional and the national level but there was no knowledge and capacity to implement these plans 
[D1].  

 

Figure 6 – Roadmap for the development of the master plan (including the four project phases) as presented during 
Study Visit 1, mission 2 and mission 4 (taken from a presentation of WB H&A, June 2010) 

The focus of mission 1 was on the process management, organizational and management issues of 
the project. In addition, the NL team also wanted to receive an update about recent developments. 
Among the specific topics to be discussed were therefore also relevant policy documents, reports 
and maps and the stakeholder analysis that was prepared by the NL team [D6]. New information 
about the current situation was gathered by the NL team in two groups. One group (an expert of WB 
H&A and of Arcadis) visited the area and was informed about existing water-related problems and 
about priorities and plans of M-N and M-B [O2; D8]. The NL team concluded afterwards that various 
localities had their own priorities for water services and flood risk reduction. There were many plans 
(e.g. for sanitation and flood storage reservoirs) but financing was often lacking [D12]. Another 
group (an expert of WC-Gr and an expert of DLG who replaced the project leader) visited CC-G and 
AC-G and was informed about regional policy developments [O2; D8]. This group was informed by 
the president of CC-G that the county council just finalized a draft version of a master plan that 
includes all major rivers in the county. As the plan had not yet been approved, it could not share the 
plan with the NL team. The group also met with the new9 director of AC-G who explained that AC-G 
just finalized a master plan for water services and was in the process of developing feasibility studies 
[O2]. The master plan of AC-G was given to one of the NL experts during mission 1. It was also 
shared with other team members through the project website on the 29th of October 2009 [own 
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 Local newspapers read that he was appointed in February 2009  



 

34                                                                                     ‘Integrated Water Management for the Tecucel River Basin’ 

observations]. However, the results of the meetings in Galaţi were not integrated into the mission 
report [D1] and were also not explicitly discussed within the NL team. The main reason for this was 
probably that the experts who went to Galaţi did not attend the next meeting of the NL team [M7]. 
 
Following mission 1, the NL team asked the RO team to gather additional relevant information. The 
NL team was especially interested in gaining information about local, regional and national policy 
and up to date maps of the region [M9]. During the study visit, the RO team reported that it met 
four times. During these meetings, the RO team discussed the management plan of RWB-PB, the 
technical report of a rehabilitation project for the Tecucel River, the urban plan of Buciumeni, the 
state of bridges in Tecuci and the map of Galaţi County. It further received the following 
information: a hydrographical map of the Bârlad River, an overview of the projects that were 
planned in Tecuci, an urban plan of Nicoreşti, the state of bridges in Nicoreşti and the state of the 
sewerage network in Nicoreşti *presentation by RO team, 1 Dec. ‘09]. The NL and RO team agreed 
that the RO team would finalize the search for information by the end of January [O3; D10]. In the 
following period, the NL team received map, policy documents and reports. In a meeting, it decided 
that the maps would be analysed by DLG experts. It further concluded that to understand provided 
policy documents and reports was beyond the capacity of the NL team. Therefore the NL team 
preferred that the RO team would present these documents during mission 2 [M13]. However, when 
the NL team was preparing for mission 2.2 and gained more insight in the content of a typical 
Romanian master plan, it discovered that it needed to gain a better understanding of available 
master plans. It therefore asked the RO team to inform them about the existence, focus and status 
of master plans for water services and for flood risk management [L12]. The RO team replied that a 
master plan for water services existed and was given to a NL expert during mission 1 and that a 
master plan for flood risk management also existed [L13]. On the basis of this information, the NL 
team concluded that master plans for both sectors were prepared according to EU guidelines and 
approved at the national and at the European level and formed the basis for feasibility studies that 
were still at a developmental stage [L14]. At the beginning of mission 2.2, the NL team and the RO 
team conclude that the first phase of the project has been finalized [O4]. In a separate report about 
mission 2.2, the NL team stated that they recently became aware of many new developments of 
which it was unclear how they would influence the project. The objectives of mission 2.2 were 
therefore to gain information about recent developments of policies and plans and how the project 
could connect to these developments. This resulted in an overview of the current situation for flood 
risk management, drinking water and sanitation [D13].       

STRATEGY PHASE: IDENTIFICATION OF MEASURES 

The second phase was about developing a strategy (i.e. identifying measures that could be 
integrated into the master plan) on the basis of an interactive design process. The identification of 
measures closely relates to the main purpose of the project, which was to develop a master plan for 
integrated water management, including no regret measures [D3; D6]. The NL team defined such 
measures as water projects that can be implemented relatively easy, contribute to the desired water 
system and are not working against the master plan. The underlying purpose of these measures is to 
deliver concrete results and to create commitment among stakeholders [D7]. After visiting the area 
(mission 1), the NL team concluded that plans were already developed in various municipalities and 
that these plans could form a basis for the formulation of no regret measures [D12].  
 
During the study visit, the NL team and the RO team discussed potential no regret measures for the 
first time. Already on the first day, the RO team presented two ideas for no regret measures: (1) 
rehabilitation and extension of the network for pluvial and wastewater in Tecuci; and (2) the 
rehabilitation of the network for drinking water in Tecuci *presentation by RO team, 1 Dec. ‘09+. In 
another workshop, potential measures were discussed in more detail. The RO team especially 
mentioned measures related to modernization/extension of water services network, flood storage 



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     35       

reservoirs and reforestation [D10; O3]. The initial plan was to identify more solutions during an 
interactive design workshop in Romania. Such a workshop would pay attention to: (1) the 
identification of (environmental) problems; and (2) the formulation of solutions for these problems. 
Both activities are done in groups. To prepare for such workshop, DLG already organized a small 
workshop during the study visit. The workshop resulted in solutions that were similar to the ones 
mentioned before and in other solutions such as the restoration of vineyards to prevent erosion and 
to reduce poverty [D10; O3]. During the study visit, the project was still in a diverging phase (i.e. 
exploring and widening of the problem scope). Therefore measures were not yet discussed in detail 
[D10; O3]. 
 
In March 2010, the NL team decided to establish a separate work group (with WB H&A, WC-Gr, M-Gr 
and Landustrie) for the further development of no regret measures [M15]. This group identified 
various small-scale measures for flood risk reduction (six), drinking water supply (four) and sewage 
network (two). An overview of the proposed measures is provided in Annex C. Examples of measures 
were: change the ploughing direction (parallel instead of perpendicular to the height lines of the 
terrain), clean small streams and rivers and send a Romanian trainee to the Netherlands to learn 
about sewage inspection and maintenance plans [M17]. The NL team decided that the measures 
should be prioritized by Romanian counterparts and planned to discuss the measures in more detail 
during the next mission (mission 2.1) [M18]. The no regret measures were also central in mission 2.2 
(which replaced mission 2.1). The NL team stated that it was necessary to gain more clarity about 
the meaning of no regret measures. Further, there was a need to inventory together with the RO 
team which measures could be realized and how much it would take to realize them [M19]. During 
mission 2.2, desirable measures were discussed in more detail in a workshop with the RO team and a 
meeting with the consultative committee. Priority was given by the RO team to: rehabilitation (and 
extension) of the networks for drinking water, sewerage and pluvial water in Tecuci, drinking water 
supply in Nicoreşti, construction on a non-permanent reservoir in Nicoreşti and Buciumeni and flow 
regulation of the Tecucel river in Buciumeni. Before local authorities could submit proposals for the 
financing of these projects, a feasibility study had to be prepared for each project before. All 
mentioned project ideas did not yet have priority in one of the existing master plans [D13]. 
 
Circa two weeks after mission 2.2, the NL team was informed by the RO project secretary that Galaţi 
City faced an extremely high risk of flooding [email 29 June 2010]. In response to this, the team 
decided to focus on developing measures that could be implemented on the short-term. The 
restoration of the main water course in Tecuci City and the restoration of dikes along the Bârlad 
River were mentioned as possible solutions. The NL team further decided to send their list of 
potential no regret measures (developed in March 2010) for feedback to the RO team [M22]. The RO 
team replied that they subscribed the importance of most measures but did not have the finances to 
implement them. They also wondered how a measure like ‘change of ploughing direction’ could be 
realized by public authorities as the land is privately owned. They also suggested additional 
measures that were similar to the ones mentioned during mission 2.2 such as the separation of 
fluvial from domestic wastewater, regulation of the river flow, construction of a small flood storage 
reservoir and rehabilitation of the networks for drinking water and sewage [D14] (see also Annex C).  
 
After mission 2.2, the NL team decided to further explore the realization of three to four no-regret 
measures [D23]. An expert of WB H&A contacted RWB-PB about flood risk measures. He explained 
that the NL team still wanted to contribute to flood risk measures and decided to widen their scope. 
He further explained that the main reasons behind this decision were the occurrence of new floods 
and the awareness that implementation of measures in the Tecucel River Basin were not feasible on 
the short term. The NL team was therefore looking for a flood risk project (e.g. on the development 
and maintenance of dikes and dams or the restoration of wetlands) to which it could contribute 
[email WB H&A, 20 Sept. 2010]. On the basis of discussions with the director of RWB-PB during 
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mission 3B and the master plan, the WB H&A expert concluded that five measures were planned for 
the entire river basin in the period 2010-2013. None of these measures were planned in the Tecucel 
river basin. WB H&A was especially interested to contribute with its expertise to the design of flood 
storage reservoirs [D15]. A WB H&A expert informed RWB-PB that WB H&A was very interested in 
developing a knowledge sharing project on flood storage reservoirs, decision support system or 
irrigation and land use planning [email 8 Oct. ‘10+. RWB-PB reacted that all these projects were 
already part of an on-going application for European funds and proposed focusing on the realization 
of a temporary storage reservoir upstream Tecuci *email 20 Oct. ‘10+. The WB H&A expert discussed 
the suggested project idea with other members of the NL team. The NL team decided to further 
elaborate this idea *emails 1 Nov. ’10 and 5 Nov. ‘10+. Towards the end of the project, WB H&A again 
approached RWB-PB with the question whether there were other possibilities for exchanging 
knowledge. RWB-PB promised to get back to this but never did [I12]. As opportunities for other 
projects came up in other parts of Romania, WB H&A decided not to insist upon further 
collaboration on flood risk measures [I12]. RWB-PB explained after the project that it – together with 
WB H&A – continued to look for potential projects. However, the focus changed towards projects 
outside the Tecucel river basin that integrate flood risk management with river restoration [I1].        
 
Measures for drinking water and wastewater were also explored further. In August 2010, the NL 
team develop a project idea for a wastewater project (more details are given in the next paragraphs) 
[D16]. The NL team also discussed the list of no-regret measures with AC-G during mission 3B [M25]. 
The director of AC-G was especially interested in measures for rehabilitating the networks for 
drinking water and wastewater (including the separation of domestic and pluvial water) in Tecuci. 
For this measure, a pre-feasibility had already been prepared. However, financing was not available 
as the project was beyond the scope of the master plan. The director promised to send the NL team 
a translated version of the pre-feasibility study [M25; M26]. The NL team decided that experts of M-
Gr, WC-Gr and Landustrie would analyse the feasibility study and explore which no-regret measures 
could be derived from this study [M28]. The secretary of the RO team sent a solution study which 
still had to be elaborated in a feasibility study. Experts of M-Gr and WC-Gr did not see how they 
could contribute something to the solution study or the further elaboration of the feasibility study 
[M29]. They did not have any further contact about the study and decided to focus instead on the 
elaboration of a Water Partnership [M30].   

PLANNING PHASE: PROGRAMME OF MEASURES 

The third phase was about the development of a programme of measures. It was not only about the 
identification of measures but also about creating support and commitment and identification of 
financing possibilities [D3]. Already during study visit 1, a fund-raising team was formed with NL and 
RO experts [O3]. After the study visit, the leader of the fund-raising team (who was also chairman of 
the RO team) already made a start with exploring potential sources of financing and identified the 
SOP Environment as a programme through which funding could be arranged [M11]. However, it 
appeared to be very difficult to arrange finances. After mission 2, the RO team concluded that local 
authorities could maybe finance up to 20% of the costs of a feasibility study and further investments. 
It had low expectations about potential support from national authorities given the poor economic 
situation of Romania [M21]. After mission 2, an expert of DLG and of WB H&A also agreed to further 
discuss the possibilities for financing [M22]. Later, it was decided that WB H&A would take the lead 
in fund-raising [M23].     
 
In the period between mission 2 and the end of the project, the NL team explored the possibilities 
for financing the design and execution of two measures. These were: (1) a separate network for 
domestic water and pluvial water in Tecuci; and (2) a flood storage reservoir for the Tecucel river 
upstream Tecuci [D23]. The first measure was seen as highly important by the RO team 
(representing the local level). However, it was not having priority at the regional level and therefore 
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not included as investment in the master plan for water services [O4; D13]. The expectation of the 
WC-T experts was that the project could contribute to the solving of one or multiple technical 
problems in the drinking water and wastewater network that were not included in the master plan. 
They especially hoped and expected that the project would result in a feasibility study that could be 
used as a basis for an application for EU funds [I5; I6]. The second measure was raised by RWB-PB 
*email 20 Oct. ‘10+. The RO team gave priority to non-permanent storage reservoirs in the rural areas 
of Buciumeni or Nicoreşti *D14]. The mayor of Buciumeni afterwards mentioned that he still gave 
priority to the flow regulation of the Tecucel River and a storage reservoir in Buciumeni. He 
explained that the Ministry of Environment already expressed the intention to regulate the Tecucel 
River but did not take any further actions [I3]. 
 
For the implementation of the first measure, the NL team considered to submit a proposal to a 
tender of Partners for Water that was announced in July 2010. Partners for water invited the Dutch 
water sector to submit their project ideas until mid-August so that they could be tested. Final project 
proposals could be submitted until mid-September (Partners voor Water, 2010). The NL team 
prepared a project idea for improving the drinking water and wastewater system in Tecuci. The 
project would especially focus on analysing the current situation and enlarging the knowledge base 
of Romanian actors. The project idea was submitted by DLG in collaboration with the other five 
members of the NL team. The project was expected to benefit M-T, WC-T, AC-G and RWB-PB [D16]. 
After the project idea was submitted the NL team had a meeting during which they discussed the 
division of tasks. Arcadis offered to take care of project management and Landustrie was willing to 
deliver substantive input. However, none of the organizations could act as main applicant. It was 
therefore decided to drop the project idea [M23]. What also played a role was that the project idea 
was, according to Partners for Water, not innovative and therefore not in line with the criteria [D23]. 
One expert later explained that he tried to make the proposal more innovative. However, this also 
made the proposal less integrated and therefore not acceptable for the other partners [I14]. 
 
In October 2010, RWB-PB suggested that the NL team could contribute to the implementation of a 
storage reservoir upstream Tecuci for which a feasibility study already existed *email, 20 Oct. ‘10+. It 
also sent maps (see Figure 7) with potential locations for a storage reservoir *email, end of Oct. ‘10+. 
The NL team was positive about the project idea *email, 5 Nov. ‘10+ and also discussed the idea with 
representatives of NWB. NWB was positive about financing such a project but also underlined that 
its funds were specifically meant for water boards; any other organization should prove that its 
expertise is of added value. NWB also suggested considering the involvement of another Dutch 
water board. The NL team agreed that WB H&A, DLG and Arcadis would develop the project idea 
further [M27]. In January 2011, experts of WB H&A were informed during two meetings about an 
upcoming Partners for Water tender. During these meetings, they also discussed the project idea 
with a project officer of Partners for Water who expressed that it was a promising idea. The NL team 
decided that DLG, WB H&A and Arcadis would take the lead in developing the idea further. This 
included decisions about the division of roles, the involvement of additional organizations, the size 
of the project and the funding agency (i.e. NWB and/or Partners for Water) [M27].      
 
In February 2011, WB H&A prepared a short description of a project on knowledge exchange for the 
development of a storage reservoir. Expertise for such project was expected to be provided by 
Arcadis (project management), WB H&A (technical and process knowledge) and DLG (interactive 
planning method) [D20]. An Arcadis expert also discussed the project idea with a head of RWB-PB in 
a face-to-face meeting in Iaşi (mission 4). During the meeting, the Arcadis expert was informed 
about the feasibility study (including a detailed budget). The head of RWB-PB further explained that 
she expected the project to be approved soon by the Ministry of Environment. After this, the project 
could be submitted for European funds *D21+. The budget for the projects’ detailed design and 
implementation was estimated around €3.3 million. This raised the question what kind of financial 
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support could be requested from Partners for Water. The NL team decided to explore this further 
and also to verify the commitment among Romanian counterparts [M29]. In March 2011, an expert 
of WB H&A discussed the project idea with several high-level directors of NARW who were in the 
Netherlands to participate in a technical workshop on flood risk management. Besides that there 
was little interest at the national level for the project, it also appeared that there was no budget for 
the project [M30]. The underlying problem was that the project did not have priority [I12]. RWB-PB 
later explained that there are many project ideas. As the Tecucel river basin is a relatively small area, 
other projects were given priority [I1]. 

  

Figure 7 – Two potential solutions for a storage reservoir upstream Tecuci. Variant 1 (on the left) is located more 
upstream than variant 2 (on the right) and includes the flow regulation of the Tecucel River over a length of 5 km (scale 
1:25000) 

FINALIZATION PHASE: COMPOSITION OF THE MASTER PLAN 

The fourth phase was about the composition and communication of the final version of the master 
plan. The master plan would describe how to implement a sustainable water system and pay 
attention to flood risk management, drinking water and wastewater. Such plan would especially 
provide insights into the technical, political, organizational and financial possibilities to realize water 
projects in the river basin in an integrated and participatory manner. It would include various 
components: no regret measures, a list of workshop participants, suggestions for collaboration 
structures, a pilot study on a public private partnership and an overview of potential financing of 
follow-up projects [D1]. Prior to mission 1, RO stakeholders received additional information about 
the project and the development of the master plan. The NL team explained that the aim of such 
plan was to create an integral vision on the solving of water-related problems. The NL team further 
emphasized that they also needed input from Romanian experts in the development of the plan. In 
their opinion, the master plan should be a co-production of Dutch and Romanian experts. This is also 
the reason that the NL team suggested to form a RO team. This team was expected to give active 
support, advice and input for the plan. The NL team further communicated that the NL project 
leader would be responsible for the overall development and production of the plan and that it 
would be available in English and in Romanian [D6; D7]. 
 
During mission 1, these ideas about an integrated master plan were also presented to RO 
stakeholders. M-T reacted that it was indeed important to have a master plan but that the project 
would be more successful if projects would also be implemented. Projects are only implementable 
once a feasibility study has been carried out. M-T therefore suggested including also a few feasibility 
studies in the master plan. The representative of MEF reacted that this request was impolite as 
these studies do not serve the purpose of the project [O2]. The representative of the NL embassy 
later explained that the underlying problem was that the NL team was having a very different 
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understanding of a feasibility study than the RO representatives. The NL team committed itself to 
the realization of a feasibility study without knowing that this typically involves tens of pages with 
technicalities and analyses [interview 27 April 2011]. A WC-Gr expert was shown a master plan 
during one of his visits to WC-T. WC-T also asked him whether it would be possible to receive 
support in developing feasibility studies. The expert of WC-Gr reacted that it may be an idea to invite 
some employees of WC-T at WC-Gr so that they can learn how to develop such technical 
specifications [O2]. The same expert explained to the NL team that a feasibility study refers to 
specific construction documents with some explanation and forms a basis for a subsidy application 
[M7]. The master plan was also discussed in more detail during study visit 1. A WB H&A expert than 
explained the master plan in terms of seven building blocks (see Figure 8). The discussion afterwards 
was especially focusing on potential measures and the collection of information [O3].  

 

Figure 8 – Initial building blocks for the content of the master plan (based on a presentation of WB H&A, 1 Dec. ’09)  

In March 2010, the NL team decided to prepare an action plan for the process of the interactive 
design workshop and the master plan [M15]. Experts of WB H&A, DLG and Arcadis prepared a table 
of contents for the plan: (1) introduction; (2) description of project area; (3) policy; (4) responsible 
organizations and collaboration; (5) opportunities and challenges; (6) strategy plan; (7) measure 
plan; and (8) implementation plan. The NL team agreed that no-regret measures are important for 
gaining support for future measures. However, attention should also be given to the simultaneous 
development of feasibility studies and fund-raising. A question that was raised was whether the 
contents were in line with Romanian or European guidelines so that the plan could also form the 
basis for subsidy applications. The NL team decided to verify this with a Romanian consultant and 
other experts. Another question that was raised was whether the RO team had the capacity to write 
the master plan or that external support was needed [M18]. The further development of the master 
plan was therefore a point of special attention during mission 2.2 [M19]. Prior to the mission, the NL 
team received additional information from BDG (a Bucharest-based consultancy) about the 
preparation of a master plan and feasibility studies for the water and wastewater sector [L12]. 
Experts of WB H&A and Arcadis suggested following the table of contents as presented in the guide 
for master plans of MEF. The guide reads that a master plan is a strategic long-term planning tool 
that typically includes the following chapters: (1) introduction; (2) analysis of current situation; (3) 
projections (future); (4) national objectives and country targets; (5) option analysis; (6) county 
strategy; (7) long term investment plan; (8) financial and economic analysis; (9) affordability; (10) 
priority infrastructure investment programme; and (11) action plan for project implementation 
(MESD 2007a). On the basis of the provided information, the NL team concluded that it wanted to 
prepare a master plan that was in line with Romanian and European guidelines. However, this may 
also involve a work load that the project could not handle [email project leader, 28 May 2010]. The 
expert of BDG responded to this email that there would be a need to reconsider the scope of the 
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master plans given that a master plan for water services (county level) and for flood risks (river basin 
level) existed already [email, 31 May 2010].  
 
At the beginning of mission 2.2, the NL team had many questions about master plans, feasibility 
studies and the relation between them. During the mission, several presentations were given by 
Romanian counterparts about existing plans and studies. The chairman of the RO team presented 
the investments in the Tecucel river basin that were based on a feasibility study of 2006. After the 
2007 floods, local authorities realized that additional measures were needed (among others to 
protect Buciumeni). A consultant that was working for AC-G presented the master plan for water 
services and explained that additional works in Tecuci were necessary but not having priority (at the 
regional level). After these presentations, the project leader explained that the initial goal of the 
project was to develop a master plan. However, this goal was based on a Dutch definition of a 
master plan. He therefore proposed to discuss what would be desirable outcomes of the project. 
The RO team was especially interested in a feasibility study, a technical design or an application for 
funds [O4]. During a meeting of the consultative committee, RWB-PB also presented the overall 
master plan for the PB basin (period 2009-2013) and explained that the existing feasibility study for 
the Tecucel River Basin was undertaken in 2006 (following 2005 floods). After the 2007 floods, it was 
concluded that additional measures were required in order to protect the population of the river 
basin against flooding. A further investigation for measures in the Tecucel River Basin is planned for 
the period after 2013 [M20]. Following the mission, both teams concluded that it would not make 
sense to develop an additional master plan [D13; M21].  

 

Figure 9 – Overview of existing plans and studies as prepared by the NL team following mission 2.2 [D13]   

After mission 2.2, the RO team expressed in a meeting that the development of an additional 
integrated master plan within the context of the SOP Environment would not help them. The reason 
was that various Romanian organizations already developed (in parallel to the project) two master 
plans within the context of the SOP environment. However, these master plans do not include the 
important and urgent problems in the project area. Therefore, the RO team suggested developing an 
Integrated Action Plan that applies an integrated approach to the formulation of short term 
measures that are not included in existing master plans [M21]. In their report of the mission, the NL 
team made an overview of the current status and meaning of master plans, feasibility studies and 
projects (see Figure 9). It concluded that in the Netherlands a master plan refers to an extensive 
project description including a strategic vision on an area. In Romania, master plans are prepared 
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according to European guidelines. This implies that they concern a larger area and include detailed 
information about geo-physical, geographical, technical and financial aspects. Master plans form the 
basis for feasibility studies. These are studies in which the environmental effects and the costs and 
benefits of an investment are elaborated for a smaller area. They also include a prioritization of 
various investments and form the basis for the implementation of a project [D13]. 

2.3.4 Additional results and follow-up activities 

The previous section discussed the realization of objectives that were part of one of the project 
phases. However, the project also had more general objectives such as studying possibilities for 
further collaboration between RO and NL organizations. This section therefore highlights the results 
that were realized apart from the project phases. The most concrete result was the development of 
a Water Partnership (WP). This subsection therefore first discusses the development and state of 
this WP. It than elaborates additional results or follow-up activities that were realized.       

WATER PARTNERSHIP (WP) 

During the first preparatory mission (May 2008), the NL team already mentioned that a partnership 
between WC-T and the Dutch partners could help WC-T to become a more commercial company 
[D1]. In March 2009, the NL team sent a letter to the steering group, in which it mentioned that a 
partnership between the Netherlands and Romania was seen as a potential development [D5]. At 
the RO side there was also a wish to engage in a long-term development. The major of Tecuci 
announced during the first mission that he hoped that the project would be a first step in their 
cooperation [O2]. In reaction to mission 2.2, the RO team underlined that it was very interested in 
creating a long term partnership with the NL team [M21]. Initially, there was especially an interest at 
WC-Gr to organize an internship for employees of WC-T at WC-Gr. Its expert suggested to invite WC-
T experts for technical training and to develop part of the feasibility study at WC-Gr [O2; PC2]. In the 
beginning of 2010, he also prepared a proposal for an internship [M14; M15]. This proposal was later 
taken included into the list of potential no-regret measures [D14]. 
 
After mission 2.2, the NL team decided that it may be a good idea to also explore possible 
collaboration with AC-G [M22]. Reasons to visit AC-G (mission 3B) were to explore possibilities for 
collaboration and to verify the enthusiasm and motivation of the director of AC-G for such 
collaboration [M25]. The mission specifically aimed to explore whether a follow-up was desirable 
and feasible (considering the finalization of the project at the end of 2010). If yes, the question was 
whether follow-up activities should focus on Tecuci or a larger area (considering the overtaking of 
WC-T by AC-G). WC-Gr was especially interested in exploring whether AC-G could be a serious 
partner in a Water Partnership (WP). M-Gr and WC-Gr concluded that continuation of the activities 
in Tecuci was indeed desirable and feasible and that the exchange of knowledge and experiences 
was of added value if organized more through AC-G. Topics to be included in a WP were: exchange 
of employees (and therefore knowledge), exchange of knowledge and experiences at various levels 
or on-the-job training. AC-G itself was especially interested in collaboration on rehabilitation of the 
networks in Tecuci, sludge management and twinning between M-G and M-Gr [D17]. In conclusion, 
there was an interest in developing a Dutch-Romanian partnership on water but also a diplomatic 
interest in developing a broader collaboration between M-G with M-Gr. The director of AC-G 
proposed to pay a visit to M-Gr to further discuss future collaboration [M26; D18].  
 
During the mission, the NL team expressed that it was not in their power to decide upon a twinning 
agreement but would inform M-Gr [D18; M26]. However, the director of AC-G had high expectations 
of this. Before he visited the Netherlands, he contacted the NL embassy to review a draft agreement 
for twinning between M-G and M-Gr and explained that the organizations already passed the 
preparation phase and were about to discuss a concrete proposal [interview NL embassy, 27 April 
2011]. Only a few months later, the NL team was informed that the director had been disappointed 
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about the results of his visit as far as it concerned twinning between M-G and M-Gr [M30]. During 
the study visit, the NL team agreed with the director of AC-G that he would send input for the WP, 
which he never did [M29]. The NL team further agreed that WC-Gr would take the lead in 
elaborating a WP further [M27; M29]. Even though AC-G did not deliver any input until March 2010, 
WC-Gr still wanted to work out the WP. WB H&A was also willing to participate in a WP on 
knowledge exchange. Whether M-Gr would be involved was initially unclear [M29]. At the end of 
March 2010, it expressed that it was not willing to participate in WP. At that time, WC-Gr already 
elaborated a draft proposal for a WP [M30]. 
 
In April 2011, the NL team visited AC-G to discuss a draft proposal for a WP. This WP defined various 
possibilities for collaboration with a focus on arrangement of internships and the provision of 
support of second opinions by employees of WC-Gr and WB H&A [draft water partnership as 
discussed on 12 April ‘11+. The director of AC-G responded that he liked this kind of collaboration 
considering that AC-G faces many investments. After a short discussion, they agreed that the NL 
partners could pay for expenses in the Netherlands while AC-G could cover the travelling costs and 
pocket money of their own employees and the costs of translation and local transportation in 
Romania. They further agreed that the WP would be for a period of three years and focus on 
technical, financial and management aspects in the domains of drinking water, wastewater and 
management. The WP would also include an annex with a list of concrete collaboration topics. The 
WP would be developed during the next three months so that it could be signed on a special 
occasion in June 2011 [O6].  
 
In the end, the development and signing of the WP takes longer than expected. Mid-July 2011, two 
experts of WC-Gr and two experts of WB H&A went for a one-day visit to Galaţi to discuss a shortlist 
of activities [O7]. Another topic that was discussed was the wish of WB H&A to give the RO project 
secretary a role in the WP [I13]. The shortlist that was created covered various topics and addressed, 
for example, technical issues (e.g. the completion of a waste water treatment plant and the 
implementation of a control system for this plant), asset management and customer relations. 
During this meeting, the director of AC-G expressed that he could not pay for the further 
involvement of the RO project secretary in the WP. There was also no need to involve her as his own 
secretary could also take care of translation and other arrangements [I15; email WB H&A, 25 August 
‘11+. On the 29th of September 2011, WC-Gr, WB H&A, AC-G and CC-G signed the WP (Vos, 2011).   
 
The WP was by most of the actors involved seen as one of the most concrete outcome of the 
project. However, the experts had mixed opinions about the WP. WB H&A had confidence in the 
collaboration as it was more demand-driven, involved collaboration between experts and does not 
involve giving money [I13]. WC-Gr was very positive about the collaboration and underlined that AC-
G really wanted to gain knowledge in order to improve their methods of working [I12]. The RO 
project secretary expected that it would be more successful than the previous project as it focuses 
on one topic and a few organizations [I4]. AC-G shared this view, it explained that the WP would 
probably be more successful than the project itself as it focuses on one topic and is based on clear 
proposals [I8]. NL experts that were not participating in the WP had more reservations about its 
success. One mentioned that he had the feeling that the WP was only supported by one person at 
the RO side and doubted the concrete outcomes [I14]. Another expert mentioned that collaboration 
between various NL partners was often difficult and was afraid that this would also affect the WP 
[I11]. Not all members of the RO team were satisfied with the WP as outcome. The mayor of M-B 
stated that Galaţi now took the project away the local project team and would have preferred a WP 
with local partners [I3]. The M-G appeared not even to be aware of the WP [I9]. 
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OTHER RESULTS AND ACTIVITIES 

At the end of June, the NL team was informed by the project secretary that Galati was in danger of 
being flooded *email 29 June ‘10+. The NL team understood that agricultural land in the project area 
was also flooded. As explained before, this resulted in new efforts to develop a joint project on flood 
risk reduction. It also made WB H&A decide to reserve € 10,000 for emergency assistance. The 
money would be deposited to the project secretary so that she could use it for emergency 
assistance. The other members of the NL team were also asked to contribute [M22] but the 
researcher did not verify whether they did. The project secretary confirmed that she received 
money, which she used to support flood victims in a neighboring county (Tulcea) by providing basic 
needs [PC4].    
 
One of the ‘open ends’ of the project was to further develop a joint project on flood risk 
management. An expert of WB H&A and a manager of RWB-PB exchanged several emails about this. 
After the project, a WB H&A expert explained that at the end of the project he asked RWB-PB to 
come with suggestions for a knowledge exchange project. RWB-PB never came with concrete 
possibilities for this and the WB H&A expert decided to let it be. What also played a role in this 
decision was that he was asked to participate in a project tender with Arcadis in the South of 
Romania [I12]. After the project, a manager of RWB-PB explained that it – together with WB H&A – 
continued to look for potential projects. However, the focus changed towards projects outside the 
Tecucel river basin that integrate flood risk management with river restoration [I1].         
 
During the evaluation session and during the interviews, it further appeared that the RO team 
actively applied several lessons learnt during the project. Several members of the RO team 
emphasized that they especially liked the interactive design workshop and consider using the 
method in their daily work. The counselor of M-N explained that he used the method to find the 
best solution to a problem [O6]. The mayor of M-B mentioned that he considers using the method 
for a controversial river restoration project [I3]. A WC-T expert told experts of M-T about the 
method and tried to use it for the planning of infrastructure projects. He explained that organized a 
meeting in which representatives of various companies and the municipality discussed necessary  
underground works (e.g. related to gas, water, phone or electricity). The purpose of the meeting was 
to combine works and the meeting had good results [I6]. The discussions during the project also 
contributed to the further development of a solution study (paid for by WC-T) for the separation of 
storm water and sewage water [I5; I6]. Members of the RO team also mentioned that the project 
provided them with new ideas about potential solutions, team work, project management, 
collaboration and the importance of exchanging information [I2-I7]. Chapter 3 pays more attention 
to these intangible outcomes.      
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3 Dynamic interaction between actors involved 
This chapter presents the dynamic interaction between actors involved. It elaborates the 
motivations, cognitions and resources of actors involved and also pays attention to developments in 
the relational domain. The first section analyses what drives the actions of actors involved with a 
focus on reasons for participation. The second section focuses on what actors believe to be true 
about the problem, potential solutions and the project itself. The third section presents the 
resources that were contributed by and attributed to various actors. The fourth section describes 
the existence and development of relations between actors. Special attention is paid to the 
development of these factors over time as a result of the interactive process.  

3.1 Motivations: reasons for participation 

Motivations refer to what drives the actions of various actors involved. We distinguish between the 
following sources of motivations: personal and organizational objectives and values (related to 
process and/or content); external pressure (civic duty or financial, social or political reasons); and 
self-effectiveness assessment (capacity to contribute to or possibility to increase this capacity). 

3.1.1 Dutch team 

WATER BOARD HUNZE & AA’S 

The project was initiated by one of the Netherlands’ twenty-five regional water authorities: WB 
H&A. This regional water authority is responsible for safety (flood protection) and for clean and 
sufficient water (e.g. wastewater treatment and regulation of the water level) in the Northeast of 
the Netherlands. In recent years, international collaboration has become an important objective for 
water boards in the Netherlands. In 2008, more than two-third of the Dutch water boards was active 
in Eastern Europe (compared to 50% in 2002) and almost 90% was active outside Europe (compared 
to 40% in 2002). Two developments that contributed to this increase are: (1) the ‘Agreement of 
Schokland’ (2007) which states that water boards will contribute to the realization of the Millennium 
Development Goal on drinking water and sanitation; and (2) the International Year of Sanitation 
(2008). Within this context, the Assembly of all Dutch Water Boards agreed in December 2009 to 
stimulate the existing involvement of committed water boards in international development 
projects that fit with organizational goals (n.a., 2011b). According to the director of the Union of 
Water Boards, the main motivations of the water boards to be involved in international water 
projects are social responsibility, being an attractive employer and to exchange knowledge10. 
Sources of motivation are thus a combination of external pressure (civic duty), own objectives 
(attract employees) and self-effectiveness assessment (able to bring and to gain knowledge).  
 
The organizational policy of WB H&A on international collaboration is inspired by the presented 
developments and this project fitted well with this policy [I12; I13]. In recent years, WB H&A has 
been involved in two types of international projects: EU-funded projects (focusing on knowledge 
exchange) and projects in less developed countries (initiated for altruistic reasons). Motivations for 
international collaboration include: knowledge development, financial benefits (in case of EU-funded 
projects), corporate social responsibility (developing countries) and implementation of national 
agreements and policies (i.e. the Agreement of Schokland, the Dutch National Water Plan 2009-2015 
and the Vision of the Union of Water Boards). Important starting-points for international 
collaboration are that projects: relate to core activities; concern the provision of knowledge;  are 
demand-driven; relate to existing projects; executed in collaboration with (regional) partners; are led 
by other (more experienced) organizations; and contribute to the realization of the Millennium 
Development Goals (Website WB H&A, 2011).  
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Among the specific reasons of WB H&A to initiate and to participate in this project were previous 
(positive) collaboration experiences in Romania and the topic  (i.e. flood protection is among the 
core business of the water board and drinking water and sanitation are part of the millennium 
development goals). Additional reasons for being involved in such projects include ‘being an 
attractive employer’ and strengthening the contact with other organizations in the region [I13]. 
Personally, one of the experts also just enjoyed being involved in international projects and hoped to 
do something significant in less developed countries [I12]. Another important reason for initiating 
this project was that the employees of WB H&A were personally touched by the story of their intern 
about the floods in Romania [I12]. One WB H&A expert explained that his willingness to contribute 
to the reduction of flood risks especially increased after witnessing the devastating effects of the 
flood in Tecuci: everything collapsed literally and figuratively, inhabitants were desperate [I12]. 
Another WB H&A expert explained that her personal relation with the intern also played a role and 
that her willingness to contribute especially increased after visiting the interns’ house *I13+. Concrete 
objectives of two of the experts involved were thus to realize a concrete reduction of flood risks 
[I12] and also to improve the situation of their former intern [I13]. 
 
Experts of WB H&A stated that their positive motivation was sometimes damaged; they sometimes 
had the impression that they (the Dutch partners) were more motivated than their counterparts (the 
Romanian partners) [I12; I13]. They were further disappointed about the outcomes. One expert 
mentioned that the NL team had the intention to create a safe situation but did not succeed. Besides 
this, they also failed to improve the situation of their former intern. Given the project results, WB 
H&A would not initiate a comparable project again. This WB H&A expert was still satisfied about the 
process as they did learn a lot from this project. They were also motivated to continue working on 
the partnership and confident about it as this was having a totally different scope [I13]. The other 
expert involved was disappointed about the process and the content. Although he would still be 
motivated to contribute to any integrated project on flood risk reduction, he is not willing to be the 
initiator of such project. This closely relates to the lack of support that he perceived at the regional 
and the national level of NARW [I12]. A manager of RWB-PB also noticed this disappointment. She 
mentioned that the WB H&A expert was probably disappointed about the project results as he 
hoped to elaborate a concrete project but discovered that the area was not having priority [I1]. With 
hindsight, WB H&A really wanted to realize something concrete, to reduce flood risks. This goal was 
not very realistic. Although it is important to have ambition, goals should also be attainable [I12]. In 
conclusion, the experts of WB H&A were for personal reasons highly motivated to contribute to the 
reduction of flood risks. The scope of the project also fitted well with their organizational goals. This 
positive motivation gradually diminished due to negative project experiences. Therefore they are not 
planning to develop new initiatives but they are still willing to participate in projects (or 
partnerships) that are initiated by the Romanian counterparts.       

DIENST LANDELIJK GEBIED 

The project was managed by DLG, which is an agency of the Ministry of Economic Affairs, 
Agriculture, and Innovation. Its organizational goal is to translate abstract rural policies into concrete 
projects. Most of their activities are in the Netherlands, but they are also involved in international 
projects in the field of ‘sustainable integrated rural development’ with the aim to “share and learn 
from each other’s experience” (DLG, 2010). Among the reasons of DLG to participate in the project 
were improving their collaboration with WC-Gr [O2] and with WB H&A [I11]. A positive self-
effectiveness assessment was also mentioned as source of motivation: as organization, DLG 
perceived that it is good at having the lead in the development and implementation of projects, 
including international projects [I11]. This assessment was confirmed by WB H&A, which explained 
that this expertise was an important reason to involve DLG [I13]. Whether this believe is justified is 
questionable according to an expert involved. He experienced that there is often a gap between the 
desire and the ability to be involved in international projects, which is not motivating [I11]. The 
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appointment of the project leader was initiated by WB H&A. The project leader mentioned that the 
development of international projects is part of his position as international coordinator. That he 
also fulfilled the role of project leader was no deliberate choice but resulted from the fact that there 
was no other person at DLG North with relevant expertise. The involvement of DLG North was a 
rather obvious choice as it was, like WB H&A, located in the Northern part of the Netherlands. As 
regards the scope of the project, the DLG expert mentioned that he has more interest for land 
projects than water projects and that he also did not really have experience with international water 
projects. What made the project of interest was first of all its focus on integration within the water 
sector (rather than the usual focus of DLG on the integration of land and water). The DLG expert 
further perceived it as a challenge to manage the collaboration between a wide variety of (Dutch) 
organizations. This positive motivation towards the project was dented by several factors that made 
that the project leader could not always perform as desired. These factors were a combination of 
personal well-being (the project leader has been ill for quite some time in 2009/2010) and a lack of 
resources (there were insufficient hours available for project management and other tasks and there 
was a lack of organizational support and knowledge on financial management) [I11].  

WATER COMPANY GRONINGEN 

WC-Gr is a company for the delivery of drinking water in the Province of Groningen. All shares of 
WC-Gr are owned by various municipalities in Groningen. WC-Gr participates in other companies 
that deliver industry water (North Water), laboratory services (Water Laboratory North) and 
sewerage services (RioNoord) and collaborates with various organizations for innovation and 
knowledge development (Wetsus, Energy Valley and Sensor Universe), international collaboration 
(Aqua for All) and environmental interest groups (Het Groninger Landschap). WC-Gr recently decided 
to establish a separate company for international collaboration. It yearly reserves about 0.5% of its 
turnover (circa € 25,000) for this (Website Waterbedrijf Groningen, 2011a). The motivation of WC-Gr 
to invest in international collaboration is to contribute to the realization of the Millennium 
Development Goals [O3]. In 2007, WC-G also signed the ‘Agreement of Schokland’ in which it 
committed itself to allocate 0.5% of its turnover to these goals. WC-Gr aims to contribute to these 
goals through Partnerships with other Water Operators (preferably in Eastern Europe), participation 
in knowledge centres for knowledge transfer, product development and collaboration in various 
initiatives (Website Waterbedrijf Groningen, 2011b). More recently, WC-Gr also agreed with the 
Association of Dutch Drinking water Companies (Vewin) – alongside other water companies – to 
allocate 1% of its turnover to collaboration with developing countries and Eastern European 
(transition) countries. Within this context, WC-Gr plans to allocate circa € 50,000 to international 
collaboration in 2011 [I15]. Vewin explains that the new Drinking Water Act (in force since the 1st of 
July 2011) allows water companies to reserve up to 1% of their turnover for international 
development activities. Within this context, the number of international activities of the water 
companies has been increasing. Water companies participate in EU-funded projects and developed 
Water Operator Partnerships that aim at long-term collaboration and knowledge transfer (n.a., 
2011a). The above-mentioned agreement with Vewin is the most important reason to participate in 
international projects. Other additional reasons are, for example, to make a good impression, to 
provide employees with international opportunities and corporate social responsibility. The expert 
involved did not have any specific personal reasons to participate in international projects (it is just 
part of his function) and has his doubts about whether WC-Gr should be involved in such projects. 
From an organizational perspective, the benefits of the project were very limited (i.e. you need to 
search for the results) and do not justify the involvement of WC-Gr. At the same time, the expert 
also noted that he enjoyed the collaboration (with the Romanian counterparts and with the NL 
team) and is happy that the project continues. In these follow-up activities, the expert himself was 
not planning to be involved for personal reasons. The development of the partnership was really 
something this expert was looking for. In his opinion, it was clear from the beginning that a regional 
water company would be formed and he therefore insisted to also involve AC-G. It was not easy to 
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gain support for this idea as other experts felt that they could not explain it to local actors [I15]. With 
hindsight, another expert explained that this expert was already focusing from the beginning on the 
development of a twinning relation and that this was probably a more realistic goal [I12].  

MUNICIPALITY OF GRONINGEN 

Since 2008, Dutch municipalities are not only responsible for the collection and transportation of 
wastewater but also for the discharge of rainwater and the management of groundwater (Dienst 
RO/EZ, 2009). The project involved one of the employees of the Sewerage Department, which is a 
small unit (circa 12 employees) of the Department for Spatial Planning and Economic Affairs [O3]. In 
2008, M-Gr developed a new policy framework for international collaboration that concentrates on 
helping others (international collaboration for altruistic reasons), learning (exchange and transfer of 
knowledge) and trade (economic reasons). An important means to realize these goals are twinning 
relations with other countries of which M-Gr was having sixteen in 2008. Special attention is given to 
twinning relations with cities that are located along the Northern Development Axis that runs 
between Amsterdam and St. Petersburg (n.a., 2008). This specific project was not having much 
organizational support of M-Gr. According to the WC-Gr expert, the representative of M-Gr 
expressed during the first meeting of the Steering group that the project plan was unclear and that 
M-Gr was not sure whether it was willing to contribute to the project [I15]. The M-Gr eventually 
gave its commitment to the project but was not willing to participate in the proposed Water 
Partnership. It also did not allow its expert to participate in the last project mission [M30]. As WC-Gr 
wanted the M-Gr expert to stay involved it offered to cover the travel expenses of this mission if the 
expert would participate in his own time. This did not happen eventually as the M-Gr expert was 
having other (personal) commitments in NL. As WB H&A and WC-Gr wanted M-Gr to be involved in 
the Water Partnership, they still continued their lobby efforts towards the end of the project [O7].    

ARCADIS 

Arcadis is an international consultancy company that provides consultancy, design, engineering and 
management services in the fields of infrastructure, water, environment and buildings (Website 
Arcadis, 2011). The expert of Arcadis (North Netherlands) became involved after he was informed 
about the project by an expert of WB H&A during a reception. At that moment, the expert of Arcadis 
already collaborated with TGH Iaşi as head of the Design & Construction Unit. What also played a 
role is that Arcadis was about to overtake a company in Bucharest [I10]. It is also within this context 
that the NL team visited Arcadis in Bucharest during the preparatory mission [D1] and during mission 
3B [M26]. The Arcadis expert expected that these subsidiaries of Arcadis could support the NL team 
with local knowledge [I10]. From an organizational perspective, Romania was – especially around the 
period that the project started – seen as an emerging market. Arcadis was already familiar with the 
country within the context of outsourcing and hoped to increase its position through the 
implementation of EU-funded projects. Besides that Romania was an interesting country, water was 
also an emerging topic within Arcadis (its water division had just grown as a result of takeovers) 
[I10]. Arcadis’ interest for the Romanian market was confirmed by the participation of the head of 
Arcadis’ group for knowledge and policy advice of the water division in the Dutch-Romanian 
workshop on flood risk management (mission 3A). The purpose of this visit was really to identify 
interesting contacts and business opportunities [D15]. By being involved in the project, Arcadis 
aimed to gain more knowledge on how it could operate at the Romanian market [I11].  
 
This positive self-effective assessment diminished during the project. One source of change was that 
Arcadis discovered that it could provide less local knowledge than expected. The expertise of Arcadis 
was – especially in Iaşi – less than suggested and the office in Bucharest was not very interested to 
participate in a project that was not well-paid for [I11]. The representatives of WC-Gr and M-Gr also  
concluded following mission 3B that the subsidiary of Arcadis in Bucharest could not really 
contribute something as its experts were mostly active in the Bucharest region and did not have any 
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relevant experience in Galaţi County [M26]. What further changed the positive motivation of the 
organization was that the expected explosion of EU-funded projects stayed away. Arcadis in Iaşi is 
now especially growing in terms of outsourcing but EU-projects are still awaited [I10]. The 
motivation of the Arcadis expert also changed as a result of the interactive process. He explained 
that he was very positive minded after mission 1. Even though he had insufficient insights in the 
motivations of the Romanian experts (i.e. sources and magnitude) and whether they would act upon 
their word, he still noticed that his hope for good cooperation was converted into trust [PC2]. This 
positive motivation slightly diminished after study visit 1. He expected that Romanian experts would 
be better prepared but they were mostly absorbing [I10]. His motivation diminished further when it 
appeared that there were already master plans. His interest in the project disappeared when no 
regret measures also appeared to be unfeasible [O7].  
 
The project has nevertheless been interesting for the expert of Arcadis as head of their office in the 
Northeast of the Netherlands as many of the partners in the NL team are potential clients. It was of 
added value to develop personal relations with people at key positions. Besides this, the Arcadis 
expert also personally enjoyed being involved in an international project [I10]. In another 
conversation, the expert noted that his personal motivation is mainly to get to know persons in 
Romania, to develop a network. The reason that he put an effort in ‘selling the project’ within his 
own organization once Partners for Water withdrew was that he did not want ‘to be a spoilsport’ 
[PC2]. The commercial interests of Arcadis (and of Landustrie) were also acknowledged by other 
members of the NL team: they were said to be especially interested in business opportunities [I15].   

LANDUSTRIE 

The other commercial company was Landustrie, which is implementing and developing systems for 
the transport and treatment of domestic and industrial wastewater. The company has an extensive 
international partner network with representatives in, for example, Poland and Croatia but not in 
Romania (Website Landustrie, 2011). According to the Landustrie expert, participation in this project 
was seen by Landustrie as an opportunity to strengthen its position by developing its network so 
that it can use this in the future. This was especially possible due to the involvement of 
governmental organizations, to which these countries are more accessible than to commercial 
companies. Like Arcadis, Landustrie also expects that there will be many EU-funded investments in 
Romania on the medium-term. Its expert further noted that Landustrie has little chance of 
participating in regular tender-specifications as the pricing of its services is not competitive. What 
also plays a role is that Landustrie is a small-sized company. In this project, it could benefit also from 
its collaboration with Arcadis (among the three largest consultancy companies in Europe) [I14].     

3.1.2 Romanian team and other stakeholders 

MUNICIPALITY OF TECUCI 

Already during the preparatory mission it became clear that solving water-related problems was an 
important source of motivation for various Romanian actors involved. The NL team concluded that 
the RO team was especially searching for financing, expertise (technical and project management) 
and ways to improve their collaboration [D1]. The mayor of M-T confirmed this during the first 
mission. He explained that he first and foremost hoped that the project would contribute to water 
management in Tecuci. He further emphasized the usual lack of a strategic vision and the need for 
an integrated approach. He had a very positive assessment of the project (the NL team well 
understood the information that was provided) and Dutch expertise (NL experts have extensive 
experience in water management and are therefore very welcome in Romania) [O2]. In the meeting 
of the consultative committee, he emphasized that he hoped to realize feasibility studies on the 
basis of the master plan in order to access structural funds [M14]. We did not interview the mayor 
and therefore have no concrete data about any changes in the mayors’ motivation. We observed, 
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however, that he gradually become less involved. In mission 1, he was really involved [O2]. He was 
also involved in composing and inviting the consultative committee [M6] and chaired its first 
meeting [M14]. In mission 2, he arrived late and left in about twenty minutes and also did not attend 
the meeting of the consultative committee [O3; M20]. He did also not show up at the last mission 
[O6]. This makes it likely that the mayor gradually lost his interest in the project.       
 
The expert of M-T especially emphasized the need for concrete solutions. He stated that the 
development of a master plan was important but that the project would be truly successful if one of 
the proposed projects would be implemented. He was therefore especially interested in the 
development of a few feasibility studies [O2]. In an interview, he confirmed that a feasibility study 
was a first step towards the application of external funds. He further explained that his own 
participation was based on a decision of the mayor. The project was also interesting as it contributed 
to the exchange of knowledge and to the realization of the organizational goals of M-T (i.e. the 
project objectives were largely overlapping with the objectives of M-T) [I7]. One of the managers of 
RWB-PB confirmed that the solving of flood-related problems is having high priority for M-T (much 
higher than for RWB-PB) as it is their own population who is potentially affected [I1]. Within this 
context, it is also understandable that RWB-PB put M-T forward as project commissioner [D1]. The 
motivation of the chairman did not really change over time even though project objectives changed. 
What he regretted most was that the project took longer than expected. However, he still hoped 
that solutions that were proposed during the project would be implemented on the short or the long 
term [I7].     

WATER COMPANY OF TECUCI AND GALAŢI 

The main reason for the experts of WC-T to participate in this project was to improve the 
management and delivery of water services. During mission 1, a WC-T expert explained that their 
company was facing many changes. Within this context, he hoped that the NL team could help to 
structure their plans and that this would contribute to an improved water system. He had high 
expectations of the project; he mentioned that the NL team could maybe even contribute to the 
development of a drinking water network at locations in which there was none in place. He further 
added that he, in the capacity of local expert, could contribute in-depth knowledge of the problems, 
needs and potential solutions for the area [O2]. The study visit was also motivating for the WC-T 
experts. During the preparations for this visit, they were looking forward to witness how drinking 
water and sanitation is organized in the Netherlands [M5]. One expert had an active role in posing 
technical questions during the study visit, which confirmed that he was very eager to learn [O3]. 
After study visit 1, the WC-T expert even stated that – within the context of the master plan – WC-T 
hoped to continue working with the NL experts on two feasibility studies and investments. He 
further mentioned that the integrated approach made the project very interesting [M14]. This shows 
that WC-T experts really perceived the project as a means to realize necessary investments (which 
are part of their organizational goals) and also believed that it could contribute to the project 
(positive self-effectiveness assessment).  
 
The realization of organizational as well as personal objectives and the possibility to learn new things 
were also mentioned in interviews. A WC-T expert explained that the project was very interesting for 
him as a person as well as for his organization. The underlying reason was that they could learn 
about the NL team, which was more advanced in technical terms and in organizational terms (i.e. 
different approach and working methods). He emphasized that he enjoyed the collaboration with 
the other RO partners and that he learnt a lot from the NL team about project management [I5; O6]. 
Another WC-T expert mentioned that the integrated approach – which was very new – made the 
project very interesting. He further noted that the project scope fitted very well with the problems 
their organization is facing (especially problems with the discharge of rainwater) [I6]. The experts 
were also positive about the project afterwards. They explained that they learnt a lot during the 
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technical visits about nice potential solutions [O3; I6]. Both experts, however, regretted that the 
project did not result in a concrete feasibility study as they were expecting [I5; I6]. A WC-T expert 
mentioned that it therefore felt like the project was not finalized. In his opinion, the WP was a 
positive development: it was a new project phase in which the RO team would also play a role [I5]. 
The other WC-T expert was also positive about the project as it helped to find practical solutions to 
pressing problems, more specific to identify financing [I6].  
 
In the preparation phase of the project, the water companies of Tecuci and Galaţi were still 
functioning as separate organizations. It was, however, already expected that AC-G would become 
the new regional operating company. Within this context, AC-G was seen as one of the project 
partners. In a letter of interest, AC-G also expressed its willingness to participate in the project [D3]. 
During the first mission, a representative of AC-G (currently in the position of Coordinator of 
Investments) confirmed that AC-G would like to collaborate with the NL team [O2]. During the 
project itself, the involvement of AC-G was limited and only increased towards the end of the project 
after WC-T was integrated into AC-G. An AC-G expert, who was involved in the first beginning and at 
the end of the project, explained that she was willing to participate but that there was no need and 
that no contribution was requested from her. Her expectations of the project were similar to the 
expectations of experts of WC-T. She also expected that the project would result in a feasibility study 
and the identification of new funding sources for the realization of such study. She further expected 
that the WP will be more successful as it focuses on one topic and will be based on clear proposals 
[I8]. During the last mission (when the WP was discussed), it appeared that the motivation of AC-G 
to participate in the WP is especially rooted in a willingness to learn. The director of AC-G explained 
that AC-G is facing many investments but lacks experience in this. As the Netherlands is further 
developed, NL experts could teach them how to deal with these investments. Another expert of AC-
G explained that the relation between the NL and RO was similar to the relation between a doctor 
and a patient. Due to a lack of knowledge, RO experts are unable to identify their own problems. He 
therefore suggested that the NL team would develop a questionnaire to analyse the problems at AC-
G [O6]. Both remarks confirm that experts of AC-G had a negative self-effectiveness assessment but 
expected that this could improve through collaboration with NL experts.     

WATER AUTHORITY OF THE PRUT-BARLAD BRANCH 

RWB-PB is responsible for the management of the water quality and the water quantity in the entire 
Prut-Bârlad river basin. During the past ten years, it implemented various projects in collaboration 
with Dutch experts. One of the managers of RWB-PB explained that its branch is motivated to 
participate in such projects as it provides them with new ideas. She explained that her first visit to 
the Netherlands was really an experience as everything was so different. She also observed that the 
European policies on flood risk management have been changing and that the newly introduced 
concepts are very similar to the concepts that were already implemented in the Netherlands. As 
regards this specific project, she was interested in the project as it concerned the implementation of 
an innovative idea (i.e. integration of flooding, drinking water and sanitation). At the same time, she 
also chose to limit her own involvement and to put their local representative forward [I1]. A WB 
H&A expert explained that he was surprised about the role of the manager of RWB-PB. In his 
opinion, the NL team received the master plan for flood risk management rather late. If this manager 
was attending one of the missions, it was usually for a short period. He further explained that it was 
often difficult to get her involved, that she took little initiative and did not seem to support the 
project idea. She also promised to get back to one of his last emails, which she did not [I12]. RWB-PB 
confirmed that the area of Tecuci was indeed not having priority. One of its managers explained that 
the flood-related problems in the Tecucel river basin had been addressed already in previous 
studies. Tecucel river basin is only a small area in the master plan (which concerns the entire river 
basin) and other areas are having a higher priority [I1]. This could be one of the reasons that RWB-PB 
was not very motivated to be involved. The manager of RWB-PB, however, explained that her 
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limited involvement was mostly related to the project scope. In her opinion the project was mostly 
about stakeholder involvement and the development of collaboration at the local level [I1].  
 
The local representative of RWB-PB was very enthusiastic about the project. His main source of 
motivation was to gain new knowledge in the technical domain. Before the study visit, he expressed 
that he was looking forward to observe the construction of dikes, maintenance processes and flood 
prevention plans [M5]. At the end of the visit, he mentioned that he highly valued Dutch knowledge 
and would have liked to have seen even more aspects of water management in the Netherlands 
[O3]. During the evaluation session, he expressed that the project was a very positive experience. 
There was a good cooperation between various actors involved and he learnt a lot [O6]. The project 
itself was motivating for the manager of RWB-PB. She explained that it improved contacts with other 
institutions, which makes it easier to solve problems in the future. She further explained that the 
collaboration is likely to continue with another project which will also pay attention to 
environmental aspects. And although they were not able to mobilize finances yet, they continue 
looking for other sources of funding [I1]. This shows that even though the project had no concrete 
outcomes, RWB-PB experts were still satisfied about the collaboration and also expected it to 
continue somehow. 

MUNICIPALITIES OF BUCIUMENI AND NICOREŞTI  

Besides the M-T, the project team also involved representatives of M-B and M-N. M-B was 
represented during the project by its mayor. Initially, there has been some discussion about whether 
the mayor was indeed the right person to participate in the RO team [O2]. The mayor explained that 
the other potential candidate (a person responsible for investments and project development) was 
occupied with other projects. The mayor himself would therefore be the best representative as he 
manages most projects and has knowledge about water-related problems and plans [M5]. According 
to the mayor he was especially interested to participate in the project as he wanted to “to realize 
something concrete”. He was especially hoping for the flow regulation of the Tecucel River in his 
municipality (like it had been done in Tecuci). Besides this, he also wanted to realize a flood storage 
reservoir. Both measures were priorities of the mayor but not having priority at the national level 
and therefore lacking finances [I3]. Whether floods were indeed having priority is questionable. In a 
field visit, the mayor stated that flood prevention was the first priority and improvement of the 
systems for drinking water and wastewater the second priority of M-B. However, he also explained 
that floods were not causing problems in M-B but in the downstream area (several small 
communities and M-T) [O2]. Other motivations probably also played a role. In an interview, the 
mayor also explained that that he personally benefitted especially from the study visit. During the 
visit, he witnessed what could be done, which changed his vision on what is possible in Romania. He 
further explained that he would have liked to further collaborate with Dutch experts. He mentioned 
that he wanted to execute a feasibility in collaboration with Dutch experts since they have a very 
high level of expertise. He further explained that he experienced difficulties in his cooperation with 
NARW and would like to work around them. In general, he was positive about the project as he 
learnt a lot but he also had the feeling that AC-G took the project away from the local level through 
the WP. He was also disappointed about the limited involvement of national and regional actors [I3]. 
This highlights that especially the mayors’ interaction with other RO actors was also a source of 
demotivation.      
 
M-N was represented in the RO team by a local counsellor who is responsible for the development 
of project proposals. During a field visit, he explained that the priorities in M-N were to improve the 
sewage system, to extend the drinking water system and to improve roads. Floods are also a 
recurring problem in M-N. The reason that floods were not having priority is that it is not a daily 
problem (like drinking water) and that the costs of flood reduction measures are beyond the 
resources of the M-N [O2]. As regards the study visit, he was especially looking for possibilities to 
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exchange knowledge and looking for future collaboration in follow-up projects [M5]. He especially 
valued the use of the interactive design method as a new (more efficient) way of working. He also 
applied the method in his municipality to identify the best solution [O6].    

OTHER ACTORS INVOLVED 

In addition to the above mentioned organizations, the project team also involved a project secretary 
and technical support. The project secretary explained that her motivation to participate was rooted 
in her desire to do something about floods. What also played a role was that she had been in the 
Netherlands before and liked to continue her collaboration [I4]. The motivation of the technical 
assistant (TGH Iaşi expert) was mostly rooted in his desire to work in the domains of water 
management and environmental engineering and to work in a project team. What also played a role 
was that he studied and lived in Belgium [I2].  
 
Another actor that has been involved in the project was M-G through its economic director. This 
representative of M-G participated in various meetings of the RO team and in the study visit. She 
explained that involvement of M-G related to its key role in the regionalization process [I9]. The 
project was especially a learning experience to her. She valued, for example, the efficiency of the 
sanitation department of M-Gr and the tax system in the Netherlands [O3]. At the end of the 
project, there has also been contact between the NL team and the city manager of M-G about the 
possibility of developing a cooperative agreement (twinning) between M-G and M-Gr. The reasoning 
behind this was that M-G is the main shareholder of AC-G. It would imply that both cities could 
collaborate in the domain of water management and also in other domains [D18]. What was also 
emphasized were the similarities between both cities and regions and the activities of various Dutch 
companies (i.e. Damen Shipyards and others) in Galaţi. Within this context, M-G was looking for 
ways to strengthen the economic relations between both regions [D17]. 
 
At the beginning of the project, two NGOs were also involved. NGO Semnal was especially interested 
to participate in order to restore a reservoir, which was owned by the NGO. NGO ECC-G stated that 
it was especially interested to advice on public participation and the involvement of communities. It 
further emphasized that it could contribute with its extensive knowledge and experience in river 
basin management and environmental projects [O2].  

3.1.3 Reflection on motivations and changes in motivations 

Although all actors involved had an interest in water management, their motivations varied largely. 
One expert summarized the different motivations of the NL team as follows: while the motivation of 
public organizations was of ideological nature (e.g. contribute to the realization of the Millennium 
Development Goal on water and sanitation), Arcadis and Landustrie were just interested in business 
opportunities (e.g. experience and network in Romania) [I15]. Experts also had a common source of 
motivation, which was the strengthening of a professional network in the North of the Netherlands. 
Initially, several experts were convinced that their organization could really contribute to the 
project. WB H&A experts expected to contribute with their expertise to flood risk reduction and 
Arcadis expected to provide also local knowledge. Other experts were already more sceptical from 
the beginning. A DLG expert believed that he could personally contribute to the project but doubted 
the general expertise of his organization in this domain. A WC-G expert also personally had his 
doubts about the involvement of his organization. He was still pleased about the continuation of the 
project but did not intent to personally stay involved. The interaction with Romanian counterparts 
initially motivated the actors involved. This motivation gradually diminished. The changes in 
motivation as described by the Arcadis expert was shared especially by experts of WB H&A. Many of 
the other experts had more moderate expectations. This probably also explains why the lack of 
progress was less demotivating for these experts. The only expert who was rather satisfied was WC-
Gr, who pushed from the beginning for collaboration with AC-G. Although others were initially 
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sceptical, WB H&A was eventually willing to support this goal. The project goal (supported by all 
organizations) and this follow-up goal (supported by two organizations) were the only joint 
motivating goals developed by Dutch actors involved. In this sense, the project has not been a very 
productive learning process.  
 
Various Romanian actors also had different sources of motivation. WC-T and M-T had a clear interest 
in the solving of water-related problems in Tecuci. For M-B and M-N and also for RWB-PB, the 
solving of water-related problems was also of interest but had less priority. A common source of 
motivation of the RO team was to gain new knowledge and insights. Even though the project did not 
have any concrete benefits and took longer than expected, most experts were still positive as it 
provided them with new solutions, insights and perspectives. Experts of WC-T and M-T experienced 
or expected also other benefits. They mentioned, for example, that the project helped finding 
solutions, resulted in a partnership in which they could play a role and would have benefits in due 
time. A WC-T expert further mentioned that the project formed a basis for an increased 
collaboration with M-T. Besides that they jointly applied for EU funds, the organizations now also 
started to combine expertise and works [I6]. The manager of RWB-PB expected to implement 
another joint project with WB H&A sometime in the future. Besides these examples, Romanian 
actors did not mention that they were motivated to continue working with each other.  
 
What stands out when analysing the motivations of the Dutch and the Romanian actors is that 
especially Dutch actors perceived their collaboration with Romanian actors as demotivating. They 
even started to wonder sometime whether Romanian partners actually wanted to collaborate. At 
the same time, Romanian actors emphasized that the team was very enthusiastic, committed, willing 
and involved [I4; I7]. The most likely explanation is that they had other ideas about the role of both 
players: Dutch actors expected Romanian actors to be more proactive while they were rather 
passive and awaiting. We further elaborate on these relational experiences in section 3.4. 

3.2 Cognitions: what actors believe to be true 

Cognition refers to the knowledge an actor holds to be true. Cognitions may concern a broad variety 
of topics, we limit ourselves to cognitions regarding: the nature, meaning and urgency of the 
problem at stake, the expected and generated directions for solutions and the adopted approaches 
and methods. We further pay specific attention to the perceptions of actors about the relevance and 
potential of the project in dealing with the problem situation (achievements) and to lessons learnt. 

3.2.1 Dutch team 

CENTRAL PROBLEM AND PROJECT FOCUS  

The occasion of the project were the causes and consequences of the 2007-flood. The NL team 
observed that this flood did not only affect inhabitants but also polluted wells (drinking water) and 
the sanitation system. It therefore concluded that flood problems could only be solved through an 
integrated approach. At the same time, the NL team also emphasized that each of the domains was 
having its own issues: a low payment rate and connection rate for drinking water and compliance 
with EU standards, regular floods and a low level of trust in the water authorities, the establishment 
of a regional water operator and other issues. This led the NL team to the conclusion that there was 
a need to integrate various existing plans in order to develop and implement a master plan for a 
sustainable water system [D3]. This central focus was abandoned following mission 2. The NL team 
concluded that there was no need for another master plan. The elaboration of feasibility studies – 
which were desired by the RO team – were beyond the project scope. The NL team therefore 
decided to focus more on fundraising, creating connections and knowledge exchange [D13]. It 
further concluded that the added value of the NL team was rather in assisting their RO counterparts 
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in creating the necessary conditions for the realization of no regret measures than in providing 
technical solutions [M22].  
The project leader confirmed the initial problem framing. He explained that flooding was the central 
problem, which was having negative impacts on the population and on the systems for drinking 
water and sanitation [I11]. Other members of the NL team framed the central problem slightly 
different. WB H&A confirmed that the project was a response to the 2007-floods [I12; I13] and 
therefore especially about safety [I13]. In the opinion of a WB H&A expert, the actual project did not 
really address any of the technical issues. It was rather about how to approach such problem, how to 
collaborate and how to raise funds [I12]. This opinion was shared by the expert of Arcadis. In his 
opinion, the project was especially about raising awareness about the integrated approach. More 
specific, to create connections between various actors so that they become aware of each other’s 
role [I10]. The experts of WC-Gr and Landustrie perceived the project rather as a technical challenge. 
According to the WC-Gr expert, the project was about developing plans for improved flood 
protection and developing plans for drinking water and sanitation (in order to raise the service level) 
[I15]. The Landustrie expert framed the project as a ‘post-war reconstruction’ project. In his opinion, 
the project was about using Dutch knowledge to support the construction of a drinking water and 
wastewater system [I14].  
 
Various experts emphasized that the project was about realizing something concrete. The Arcadis 
expert emphasized from the start that the project should not only focus on the development of a 
master plan but also result in something concrete. He was disappointed that the project did not 
result in anything concrete and did not really do anything for the people in the area [I10]. This view 
was shared by the Landustrie expert. In his opinion, the project was about the development of plans 
at the management level and on the implementation of no regret measures in small-scale projects 
(something concrete that also creates support for the plans) [I14]. In the first mission, the Arcadis 
expert therefore also emphasized that the focus of the project was more on the technical process of 
problem solving than on gaining political support. The WC-Gr expert later added that he hoped that 
the RO team can work out technical details and that politics only becomes important for fund-raising 
[O2]. 

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS 

In the project proposal, the NL team emphasized that one of the project goals was the formulation 
of no-regret measures such as the placement of wastewater purification filters at individual 
households or the restoration of flood storage reservoirs in the Tecucel river basin [D2; D4]. 
Potential no-regret measures were further developed by the NL team in March 2010 (see Annex C). 
Many of these measures resulted (partly) from observations by a WB H&A expert and an Arcadis 
expert at the field visit during mission 1 [O2].  
 
There were a few NL experts with very concrete ideas about potential solutions who were also part 
of the team that formulated potential no regret measures. A WB H&A expert was especially looking 
for the implementation of upstream measures. He explained that such measures are very popular in 
the Netherlands but not (yet) in Romania. One of his favourite examples was to change the 
ploughing direction from vertical into horizontal. In his opinion, the effects of upstream measures 
(like a change of ploughing direction or reforestation) are still underestimated in Romania. He 
argued that retention of water has many advantages like a reduction of floods, droughts and 
sedimentation of the sewerage network. He would like to implement a pilot with upstream 
measures to prove these effects. In his perception, upstream measures are part of the management 
plan of the Prut river basin but not implemented yet in Romania [I12]. The WC-G expert especially 
promoted a visit of RO experts to the Netherlands so that they could witness how problems are 
handled in the Netherlands [PC2]. He later proposed to organize an internship for a young expert of 
WC-T to WC-Gr [O4; M10]. This proposal is later integrated into the list of no regret measures [M15; 
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D14]. He further explained that the project aimed to contribute to the development of flood risk 
management plans and to find technical solutions for improving the service level of water services 
[I15]. The Landustrie expert also had concrete ideas about potential solutions. According to the 
Landustrie expert, there was especially a need for decentralized solutions (like the decentralized 
solutions for wastewater treatment that were developed by Landustrie). He argued that all kind of 
decentralized solutions are possible and that the degree of decentralization could be adjusted to the 
specific context [I14]. The NL team eventually agreed to focus on two measures: one for drinking 
water and sanitation [D16] and one for flood risk management [D20]. For both ideas, the project 
teams developed an idea. However, they could not reach an agreement about who would take the 
lead in the further development of the first idea [M23].  

RELEVANT ACTORS AND PROJECT STRUCTURE 

The NL team and steering group were both formed in the preparation phase of the project. At that 
moment, the NL team did not have any concrete ideas for an organizational structure in Romania. In 
the proposal, the NL team only distinguished between RO partners and other stakeholders [D3]. In 
the information that was disseminated before the first mission, the NL team emphasized the need to 
appoint a project principal and the need to organize the communication and cooperation at the RO 
side. One of the options was to create a structure (a working group or steering committee) of 
different stakeholders who can meet regularly [D6]. 
 
The establishment of a RO project team and a consultative committee was by most experts seen as a 
positive development. The Arcadis expert observed that during the first meeting various actors with 
a role in water management had to introduce themselves to each other. This is completely different 
in NL where various actors know each other [I11]. A WB H&A expert explained that various actors 
became aware of each other and developed a good collaboration [I12]. The WC-Gr mentioned the an 
integrated team was necessary as there was no existing structure and people did not know each 
other. It was a good move to form a RO team. Besides that they did not know each other before, it 
was also useful for the development of the master plan [I15]. The project leader explained that he 
had no idea how the NL team could solve the issues in the area. The formation of a RO team and a 
consultative committee was therefore a positive development [I11]. One of the things the project 
leader regretted was that no NGO was involved in the team. He usually strives for this to guarantee 
openness and transparency [PC3]. The formation of the RO team was also an uncertain process. The 
Arcadis expert explained that it was initially unclear to the NL team who would become their 
counterpart. The NL team was hoping for a mixed team but unsure which actor could be the 
chairman of such a team. The M-T appeared to be a chairman that was accepted by all actors 
involved [I11] 
 
About the role of the consultative committee, the NL team was less positive. The WC-Gr explained 
that the combination of a project team and a steering group was very valuable in the Netherlands as 
it helped to involve decision-makers. A similar structure was therefore also implemented in 
Romania. Whether it was as successful in Romania was unclear to him [I15]. WB H&A mentioned 
that the consultative committee was never well established. The idea was that the RO team would 
provide input to this committee but the NL team really had to work on this. One of the reasons to 
form the committee was to create a connection between the local and the regional/national level. 
However, the establishment of this committee did not have the intended effect [I13]. The project 
leader mentioned that there should maybe have been more communication between the NL team 
and the consultative committee [I11].  
 
As regards the involvement of various actors, the project leader explained that the project was 
rather bottom-up than top-down. Actors at key positions are maybe busy but do have direct access 
to financial means. The project was too local-oriented and too little top-down [I11]. An expert of WB 
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H&A shared this opinion: he learnt that projects should start at the national level [I12]. Another WB 
H&A expert confirmed that the project was meant to be a local project and remained a locally 
oriented project. She doubted, however, whether closer involvement of regional or national actors 
would have made a difference [I13]. In the opinion of the Landustrie expert, the problem was rather 
that the NL team paid too little attention to the development of no regret measures in the project 
area but focused too much on the abstract level [I14]. Several experts were also unsure whether the 
right actors had been involved [I14; I15]. One mentioned that as the persons were selected by RO 
actors, they were probably also the best persons [I15].   

INTEGRATED APPROACH 

One of the characteristics of the project was that it integrated the solving of various water-related 
problems. The project proposal read that this integrated approach was unique and challenging but 
also obvious given the interrelatedness of floods, drinking water and sanitation problems [D2]. The 
importance of this aspect was confirmed by various actors and emphasized during the entire project. 
The project leader mentioned that integration within the water sector was an important and 
interesting characteristic of the project [I11]. The Arcadis expert explained that the development of 
an integrated master plan was really what the project was about to him. In his opinion, the concept 
of integration goes beyond technical integration. It also involves that actors develop an 
understanding of each other’s roles. We developed such understanding in the Netherlands and 
wanted to transfer this to Romania [I10]. In the period before and during mission 2, Dutch experts 
started to realize that master plans were already existing and to develop a better understanding of 
the meaning of a master plan in Romania. It decided to abandon the idea of developing an 
integrated master plan [O3; D13].     
 
After the project, various experts expressed their doubts about the effectiveness of the integrated 
approach. The project leader explained that the integrated approach helped to gain new insights in 
the problems but maybe also formed an obstacle. This especially applies to the integration of water 
services with flood risk management. He therefore doubted whether he would recommend such an 
integrated approach again [O6]. The Landustrie expert was also uncertain whether he would 
recommend an integrated approach. In his opinion, it remained unclear whether the integrated 
approach made the project more or less effective. The project also did not provide any proof to 
abandon this idea [I14]. A WB H&A expert mentioned that the integrated approach was not as 
effective as expected. In his opinion, some coordination between actors is always necessary. 
However, there is no need to develop an entire project for this. He would therefore not choose it 
again as central focus of a project. In the same interview, he also explained that the integrated 
approach also helped to improve the situation. Local actors really started to collaborate and to 
search for each other [I12]. Another WB H&A expert explained that the integrated approach was 
well chosen. However, the project itself never became really integrated. What was realized is that 
actors that were new to each other were brought together. She further observed that the drinking 
water and sanitation issues were not really addressed in the project. She also noticed that in practice 
drinking water and sanitation are often integrated but that flood risk management is dealt with 
separately [I13]. The WC-Gr expert shared this opinion. He explained that drinking water and 
sanitation should be dealt with simultaneously. Floods also need to be taken into account in as far as 
they affect the urban water system. In his opinion, there is rather a need to integrate urban water 
management issues. However, it does make less sense to integrate water services and the 
development of flood storage reservoirs in rural areas [I15]. The Arcadis expert highlighted that the 
NL team has been able to develop an understanding of each other’s roles. However, the NL team has 
never been able to make a real connection with the RO team [I10]. This form of integration was 
probably more important to him than finding integrated solutions. The project leader mentioned 
that this expert preferred to deal with various issues in a pragmatic way rather than forcing an 
integrated approach [I11].   
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INTERACTIVE PLANNING METHOD 

Another characteristic of the project was the active involvement of local actors. One of the plans was 
to implement an interactive design workshop (Sketch Match), which would help actors with 
diverging objectives and expectations to arrive at joint solutions [D2]. The NL team expected that the 
integrated planning method would have many advantages. It would create new opportunities (which 
could not be created through a sector approach), enhance coordination between actors, create 
commitment and mobilize new resources [D6]. The method was applied at small-scale during study 
visit 1. At the evaluation of this study visit, a DLG expert mentioned that the workshop had been 
very successful. A WB H&A expert mentioned that he especially enjoyed the enthusiasm of the RO 
team during this workshop [O3]. This expert later explained that during that workshop, the teams 
were closest to addressing the problems at stake. He also had the impression that this event gave 
the RO team new energy [I12]. The Landustrie expert confirmed that this was one of the only 
moments that the RO team was really enthusiastic and full of energy [I14]. The WC-Gr expert also 
observed that the RO team enjoyed the method. However, the method was not really goal-oriented 
in his opinion. This is also why he tried to discourage other partners from any further application of 
the method [I15].         
 
Prior to the planned application of the method in Romania, experts expected that the method could 
be well implemented. However, it would be difficult to also turn the resulting plans into actions 
[M10]. Another concern was whether it would be possible to pay equal attention to all three water-
related topics [M13]. Eventually, the NL team decided to cancel the application of the method in 
Romania. Interviews with various experts showed that the discovery of new information and the 
divergence of opinions were important reasons to cancel the method. In the opinion of the project 
leader, the experiences of another Dutch-Romanian project showed that the method has several 
advantages. It results in a concrete product and also combines energy and creates a momentum. He 
was therefore initially a proponent of the method. However, the method was also disputed. When 
the design workshops had to be postponed and new information was gathered, the willingness to 
implement the method faded. Given the dissension in the project team, the project leader was after 
the initial cancellation no longer looking for implementation of the method. In his opinion, a small-
scale design workshop would still have been a possible option. That other actors were not convinced 
about the method was understandable given the considerable amount of resources and time it 
would have required [I11]. An expert of WB H&A mentioned that during the small-scale Sketch 
Match, In his opinion, the cancellation of the method was mostly related to the discovery of new 
information about existing master plans. After that, the momentum for a Sketch Match just faded. 
At that moment, the energy of participants to achieve something had also disappeared. He could 
understand that not all experts supported the method. The focus would probably have been on 
flood risk management. This sector can also benefit more from such an approach than the water 
services sector [I12]. According to the Landustrie expert, the method could have been highly 
beneficial. It was not completely clear to him why the method was never applied in Romania. What 
played a role was that the NL team had more insight in existing studies and plans. However, the idea 
was still to use the Sketch Match to develop integrated solutions and to use the results as a basis for 
feasibility studies [I14]. The WC-Gr expert explained that he was initially interested in the method 
and curious how it would be applied. However, he never supported the method and tried to stop its 
application after the small-scale workshop. In his opinion, the method could be useful in the domain 
of spatial planning if multiple solutions are possible. In the water services sector, there is usually only 
a choice between a few technical solutions. In this context, any expert could also understand directly 
what was needed and is the method unproductive and redundant. He would therefore never 
recommend the method for the water services sector [I15].  
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ACHIEVEMENTS AND LESSONS LEARNT 

All members of the NL team had mixed feelings about the overall process and its results. In the 
opinion of the project leader, the entire project was an exploration for follow-up activities. The NL 
team was able to show its added value, created linkages between RO actors and established an 
organization structure so that they could collaborate. This resulted in a concrete outcome: two 
Dutch organizations enter into a three-year collaboration with Romanian partners. Whether this 
follow-up will be success is to be seen given the difficulty to collaborate in the Netherlands [I11]. A 
WB H&A expert was not satisfied at all with the process or the outcomes. There were several 
reasons that the project was less successful than hoped for: the integrated approach was not very 
beneficial, the lack of the direct contact with the Romanian team, the cancellation of the Sketch 
Match (which reduced the potential to share substantive ideas) and the little interaction about the 
problems in general [I12]. Another WB H&A expert was especially dissatisfied with the substantive 
achievements of the project: we did not achieve our goal, which was to create a safe situation by 
efficient and inexpensive means. The project was still partly successful as the project team learnt a 
great deal, for example, about the importance of communication and language and about the 
differences between the Netherlands and Romania (i.e. the relative importance of hierarchy and the 
process in Romania). The project also contributed to the development of new relations in the 
Netherlands and being a good employer. The integrated approach did not work out to well but still 
brought people together [I13]. The Landustrie expert was mainly disappointed in the attitude of the 
Romanian partners, i.e. the focus on problems instead of joining forces to solve these problems. 
Even though the team failed to contribute to the implementation of the no regret measures, he is 
still positive about the project itself. Although there were many things that could have been 
improved, it provided a great opportunity to learn [I6]. The WC-Gr expert explained that the master 
plan was not realized but the project still generated results. It brought various actors together, it 
raised the attention for the area at the regional and the national level and the study visits to the 
Netherlands changed the perspectives of actors. In addition, the project was prolonged through a 
WP, which is a desirable outcome as it involves regional actors with decision-making power [I15]. 
The Arcadis expert was especially disappointed that the project did not improve the situation and 
living conditions of the inhabitants. There was clearly a need for improve the situation and our goal 
was to develop not only a master plan but also to really do something about the problems in the 
area. However, the team failed to achieve a concrete result. The project still had personal benefits: 
he gained a better understanding of how to implement projects in the Netherlands (i.e. the Dutch 
bottom-up approach was not effective because of the lack of national support). The project also 
contributed to the development of social networks at the NL side and at the RO side, generated a 
team spirit and enthusiasm and provide the NL team with the opportunity to show how problems 
are dealt with in the Netherlands [I10].      
 
The above shows that the experts involved all learnt a great deal. We asked experts after mission 1 
and after project completion what they learnt about. In mission 1, experts especially learnt in the 
area of process and policy network. A WB H&A expert that he gained insights in power relations but 
also acknowledged that he probably understood less than half of it. A DLG expert shared this 
opinion. She explained that she learnt how to bring various actors together and about the relative 
importance of and the power relations between actors. She gained more insight in how to deal with 
this as NL team but also acknowledged that the network was much more complex as she had 
expected. The interests and responsibilities of various actors were still unclear to her. Another DLG 
expert also learnt about the policy network and how Romanian actors collaborate with each other. 
She also became more aware of the similarities (e.g. the importance of interactive working methods) 
and the differences (e.g. how to deal with differences in competence and language). The Arcadis 
expert learnt how to approach issues in Romania and had the impression that the NL team could 
achieve a lot with its way of working. He further realized that a flexible approach is highly important 
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given the lack of knowledge about the Romanian policy network and how to deal with things. He 
observed, for example, that Romanian actors were reserved in plenary sessions but were rather 
open and direct in personal communication. Like the other experts, he did not have the impression 
that he gained insights in the sources of motivations. The WC-Gr expert learnt about the network 
and also about the capacity of Romanian experts. After viewing a master plan and the state of the 
water services network, he realized that experts have limited experience in applying their 
knowledge. They are able to maintain the existing network but have difficulties in designing a new 
network. He therefore realized that the NL team maybe had to lower its expectations [PC2].      
 
In interviews after project completion, experts emphasized learning in other areas. One of the topics 
they learnt about was the importance of involving higher-level authorities. The project leader 
explained that he learnt that bottom-up and top-down approaches need to be combined. It was not 
that the NL was not aware of the need for such approach, they rather did not know how to organize 
it [I11]. An expert of WB H&A learnt that hierarchy and the process are relatively important and that 
a strictly bottom-up approach does not work [I13]. The Arcadis expert shared the opinion that the 
Dutch tendency to adopt a bottom-up approach is not effective in Romanian if this involves a lack of 
national support. Projects should be formulated only after promising ideas that have a chance of 
being subsidized have been identified [I10]. Another WB H&A expert also learnt especially that 
decisions are taken at the national level. This implies that project initiatives should start at the 
national level and need to be based on national priorities and opportunities. During the project, he 
would also interact more with actors at the regional and the national level in order to create a better 
connection with national programmes [I12].  
 
Another topic, experts learnt about was how to organize interaction and communication. The 
project leader explained that communication could have been improved by organizing more, smaller 
missions. This would also for more flexibility [I10]. The Landustrie expert learnt that the project 
should have been embedded more at the local level. This requires a person who spends more time 
in the area itself. This helps to develop relations and also to mobilize people. Especially for the 
development of no regret measures, the NL team should have spent more time in the project area 
[I14]. A WB H&A expert would also have preferred more direct contact. The teams were now often 
bound in their communication by the large group meetings [I12]. Another WB H&A expert 
mentioned that the importance of communication and language was one of the lessons learnt. In 
her opinion, the team should have questioned more the meaning of given answers [I13]. The project 
leader also highlighted the importance of asking very specific questions about the actual meaning or 
status of documents or projects [I11].  
 
Some topics were only mentioned by one expert. The project leader, for example, also learnt about 
how mutual interdependencies among Dutch actors can influence international projects. It may have 
been beneficial to have a separate meeting at the beginning of the project  [I11]. A WB H&A expert 
learnt to focus on feasible goals. He explained that ambitions are good but it would have been 
better, for example, to focus just on twinning activities [I13]. Another expert noticed that process-
oriented approach did not fit very well with his more pragmatic character [I15]. A similar observation 
was made by other experts, who noticed that the NL team contained many practical persons who 
had maybe too little sense of politics [I10] or that persons were in favour of a pragmatic rather than 
an integrated approach [I11].   

3.2.2 Romanian team and other stakeholders 

CENTRAL PROBLEM AND PROJECT FOCUS  

Various RO actors were having diverging cognitions about what the project should be taken into 
account. From the beginning, the manager of RWB-PB plead for focusing on the Tecucel river basin 
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and the involvement of a small number of municipalities. Other actors did not contest this but 
emphasized the importance of regional and national policy developments [D1]. In mission 1, the 
WMS-T also emphasized that it was important that plans would fit with existing plans [O2]. At the 
end of the project, he was rather critical about the actual project focus. In his opinion, the project 
did not focus on the entire Tecucel river basin but on Tecuci [O6]. In the opinion of the director of M-
G the project scope was and could be larger. She mentioned that it addressed flood problems and 
drinking water and wastewater problems of AC-G (i.e. at the regional level). She further stated that it 
would be beneficial if the project would not focus on the Tecucel river basin but also include the 
Danube River in Galaţi *I9+.  
 
Various RO actors also had diverging opinions about what should be the project objective. During 
mission 1, the chairman of the RO team emphasized that the development of a master plan was 
indeed important. However, the project would be more successful if some of the plans would also be 
implemented. Within this context, it would be beneficial to develop a few feasibility studies (which 
are needed as a basis for financing). The representative of MEF reacted that this request was rather 
impolite as the development of a feasibility study was really something else [O2]. On the basis of 
new insights in the problem environment, the project objective was again discussed in mission 2 
[O3]. These discussions led the RO team to the conclusion that an integrated master plan was not of 
added value. Instead of this, it proposed to develop an integrated action plan focusing on no regret 
measures. It further proposed to prepare a road map for financing [M21].    
 
After the project, it appeared that key experts had different cognitions about the project focus. The 
project secretary stated that the project was about flooding and how floods affected the drinking 
water and sewerage system [I4]. The expert of M-T explained that the NL team focused from the 
beginning on flood problems and the modernization of the drinking water and sewerage networks in 
Tecuci [I7]. A WC-T expert explained that the project addressed problems in various domains 
including pluvial water, sewage and floods [I6]. The other WC-T expert explained that technical 
problems were central like the outdated network, leakages, high energy consumption, 
sedimentation of the sewerage network, inference of storm water and rain water discharge and the 
limited capacity of the wastewater treatment plant [I5]. In the opinion of the major of M-B, the 
project was about finding ways to realize regularization of the Tecucel river and the construction of a 
flood storage reservoir. In his opinion, a feasibility study for such reservoir would be an important 
first step [I3; O6]. The WMS-T expert, however, explained that regularization studies are never 
prepared for such a small area but only at the river basin level [O6]. The manager of RWB-PB 
mentioned that the project was especially about improved collaboration between actors of various 
domains than about the technical issues in each of these domains. In her opinion, the project did not 
have to find solutions for flood problems in the Tecucel river basin as plans were already existing. At 
the river basin level, other areas are currently just having a higher priority than the area around 
Tecuci. At the same time, she also noted that the reduction of floods was of course still having 
priority for M-T as the population of Tecuci is potentially affected [I1]. The mayor of M-T indeed 
mentioned the need to do something about floods but also emphasized the need for an integrated 
approach [O2]. During mission 1, a representative of CC-G also emphasized that there is a need to do 
something about floods as it is always unknown when they will occur again [O2].           

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS 

In a field visit during mission 1, Romanian actors especially highlighted the possibility to create flood 
storage reservoirs. One of the Romanian experts explained that reservoirs are not yet existing in the 
area but that there have been plans to create a reservoir. However, when land owners heard about 
this plan, they raised the price of their land which made the construction of the reservoir too 
expensive. NGO Semnal also showed a reservoir, which they owned. The reservoir was empty and 
one dike was broken to prevent floods in 1991. The NGO would like the reservoir to be restored and 
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enlarged. The NGO believed that the reservoir was big enough to prevent flooding. However, RWB-
PB considered the construction of another larger reservoir more downstream [O2].  
 
In the first meeting of the RO team, several existing projects and plans were identified that could be 
included in the master plan. This included: rehabilitation and extension of the network for water 
services in Tecuci, consolidation of an existing reservoir, regulation of a river, reforestation of a 
valley and the construction of one or two flood storage reservoir [M5]. During the interactive design 
workshop (study visit 1), several new ideas for potential solutions were identified such as the 
restoration of vineyards to create income and to prevent erosion, the adjustment of ploughing 
practices and the construction of additional wells for drinking water [O3]. However, during a 
meeting of the consultative committee (mission 2), the RO team highlighted similar measures as 
they identified at the beginning of the project. It proposed feasibility studies for rehabilitation of the 
sewage network, rehabilitation of sewage discharge points along the river and the construction of 
two upstream non-permanent reservoirs (Buciumeni and Nicoreşti area). It further proposed to 
rehabilitate the network for water services in parts of Tecuci and to regulate the Tecucel river 
upstream [M20]. Following mission 2, the RO team came with a list of seven measures that were 
having high priority and needed to be supported by a feasibility study [D13]. Similar measures were 
also highlighted in response to the measures proposed by the NL team (see annex C). As a result of 
their diverging interest, the RO team never reached an actual an agreement about what measure 
should have priority. M-B, for example, stated that he was really hoping for regularization of the 
Tecucel river and also for the creation of a water storage reservoir. His cognition that these solutions 
should have the highest priority did not change as a result of the interactive process [I3]. On the 
other hand, a WC-T expert explained that other experts came with several ideas to slow down the 
river discharge and regretted that these measures were not implemented. At the same time, he was 
pleased that the project helped to solve one of the problems his organization was facing, which was 
the financing of a study on separation of pluvial and sewage water [I6].  
 
Some experts also mentioned that they identified new potential solutions during the project. The 
mayor of M-B learnt during the study visit about meandering of a river to ‘slow down’ the discharge. 
He believed that it good be a good solution. However, as regards the Tecucel river there was firstly a 
need to regulate the river. After that, something could be done with meandering. In his opinion, 
meandering was less important in Romania (where natural meanders still exist) than in the 
Netherlands (where all rivers are controlled) [I3]. A WC-T expert mentioned that they were 
stimulated by the NL team to find new solutions. One of the resulting ideas was to construct a 
separate system for pluvial water and sewage water in a certain district. During study visit 1, he was 
further impressed by the solutions that were used in the Netherlands. Examples included the pumps, 
customer relations, the billing process and the modern solutions for wastewater (e.g. use of 
wastewater for irrigation, use of sludge or the transformation of waste into energy). He also learnt 
about monitoring software and alternative methods for the treatment of drinking water [I6]. The 
director of M-G had a similar experience during study visit 1. She also learnt about the way in which 
tariffs calculated and about the re-use of wastewater [I9]. An expert of AC-G also stated that she 
learnt during the project about new technologies that could potentially be applied in Romania too 
[I8].   

RELEVANT ACTORS AND PROJECT STRUCTURE 

Local actors were involved through the RO team. When the RO team was just formed, the project 
secretary asked whether it would be beneficial to also have a representative of AC-G in the team. An 
expert of WC-T stated that this was not necessary as the project would focus on the Tecucel river 
basin. He further emphasized that the regional company was not yet formed, which meant that WC-
T still had decision-making power. In addition, he had a good cooperation with a representative of 
AC-G so that it would be no problem to gain direct access to information [M5]. The technical 
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assistant mentioned that the involvement of local stakeholders was one of the strengths of the 
project. The involvement of local authorities and mayors helped to identify the real problems in the 
area. This approach is more effective than just using statistics or other information of the national 
level [I2]. The mayor of M-B argued that the actual involvement of the local population may have 
varied. He personally informed the population of M-B but was not sure whether M-T did the same. 
He further noted that being involved was nice but also took time [I3]. The chairman explained that 
the project was an integrated part of the strategic development plan of M-T. Within this context, M-
T spoke with local inhabitants about the project. Local media was also invited and he believed that 
the local weekly newspaper Semnal also published on the project. A WC-T expert stated that the 
local level has been sufficiently involved. The mayor of M-T was also continuously involved in the 
project through the chairman [I5]. The technical assistant was less positive about the role of the 
mayor of M-T. In his opinion, it did not always make a good impression that the mayor was just 
thanking the NL team for coming and then left for other appointments [I8]. The project secretary 
had two critical remarks about the project organization. In her opinion, the project organization 
gradually became more complex as new organizations, new expertise and new persons became 
involved at the NL and the RO side. She further noted that that it would have been better if all 
members of the RO team would have had concrete responsibilities [I4].  
 
As regards the involvement of the regional and the national level, the project secretary explained 
that collaboration between local, regional and national authorities has always been very difficult in 
Romania. In this project, the consultative committee was established in order to get actors at the 
various governance levels involved. The hope was that this committee would be functional and 
contribute to the generation of concrete results. The chairman put an effort in involving a 
representative of MEF but did not succeed. The underlying problem was that the situation in the 
Tecucel river basin was not having priority at the national level. Actors at the regional level were 
enthusiastic and participated in the project but were also unable to create a connection between the 
local and the national level [I4]. The chairman mentioned that it would be easy to blame MEF for its 
lack of involvement but that this probably had legitimate reasons. The regional level (County 
Council) was not a member of the RO team but participated as guest in the consultative committee. 
The role of this committee was mostly to be informed about the project [I7]. The technical assistant 
mentioned that it was a pity that the State Secretary of MEF did not attend any meeting. This would 
have shown to the NL team that the project was taken seriously [I8]. The mayor of M-B stated that 
the national level was insufficiently involved. In his opinion, MEF was only represented by a person 
of no importance or influence but never by a person with decision-making power, like the State 
Secretary [I3]. The expert of M-G stated that at the regional level the water authority and the county 
council were involved. The participation of the national level through MEF was less intense [I9]. In 
the opinion of a WC-T expert, decision-makers of MEF and also of the County Council have not been 
involved. This was not the fault of the RO team. These actors were invited but just did not attend 
[I5]. Another WC-T expert mentioned during the evaluation meeting that he was disappointed about 
the little involvement of several RO authorities. Of particular importance was the involvement of 
MEF as they have access to financed. He was disappointed that MEF was only represented during 
mission 1 [O6]. However, he and several persons also doubted whether the closer involvement of 
the national level would have made a difference [I6; I7; I8]. The representative of MEF who attended 
mission 1 explained that she was not informed about the project by MEF but by the project secretary 
during a previous Dutch-Romanian project. She also mentioned that she liked to be informed in the 
project. When a NL expert mentioned that he hoped that the role of politicians in the project would 
be limited to financing, she reacted fiercely that it was not fair to ask for funds while excluding 
politicians from the process [O2].    
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INTEGRATED APPROACH 

Various Romanian actors had different opinions about the integrated approach. At the beginning of 
the project, the major of M-T stated that an integrated approach and a strategic vision was needed 
in order to deal with water-related issues [O2]. The manager of RWB-PB was also a proponent of a 
project that would integrate flood risk management, drinking water and wastewater [D1]. She later 
explained that the integrated approach made the project especially interesting for RWB-PB. She 
added that it was the first project that integrated floods with water supply and sanitation, which was 
very new [I1]. The technical director of RWB-PB also shared that it was the first time that such an 
integrated approach was implemented in Romania [M14]. The project secretary shared the opinion 
that the integrated approach was very new. She also valued that WB H&A came with the idea to 
integrate flood risk management with drinking water and sewerage. That this did not result in an 
integrated master plan was not necessarily negative given the fact that there were already several 
master plans. She further emphasized that actors at various levels usually have problems to 
collaborate in Romania. It was therefore surprising to see that the integrated approach made that 
actors who were normally working separately were now willing to collaborate [I4]. An expert of WC-
T was very positive about the approach. He appreciated that the integration of three water-related 
topics and hoped that it would sustain [I5]. He explained that various actors would normally work on 
their own projects. In this joint project, various actors learnt to discuss things together. Through the 
project, he discovered that a project can be more successful if it integrates various sectors [O6]. In 
his opinion, it would also still make sense to develop a master plan in which existing master plans – 
which are not integrated – would be integrated [I5]. The director of M-G shared the opinion that it 
was good that the three topics were integrated as they cannot be discussed separately [I9]. 
 
However, several experts also stated that they would not recommend an integrated approach again. 
The project secretary, who valued the integrated approach, also mentioned that the approach was 
difficult and that she would prefer to concentrate on smaller projects with a clear focus [I4]. The 
mayor of M-B mentioned that it was positive and negative at the same time. One of the negative 
aspects was that no aspect of the project was finished. It may have been better if the project would 
have focused just on one topic. Another negative aspect was that there was less chance for single 
actors to realize something concrete due to the involvement of others. It may have been better if 
just a few actors prepared a proposal (e.g. for RWB-PB) in collaboration with the NL team [I3]. The 
chairman highlighted another issues, which was that national funding programmes are not 
integrated but separated [I7]. An expert of AC-G stated that the integrated approach was not very 
effective in Romania. The reason was that there are no funds for integrated goals as funds are 
allocated to different organizations. She noted that public organizations in Romania are in this sense 
probably organized differently than in the Netherlands. She argued that flood risks are managed at 
the river basin level. They require large investments that need to be approved by MEF and do not 
include local authorities. For water services, other financial resources are available but not at the 
local or the regional level [I8; O6]. An expert of WC-T shared the opinion that the problem was that 
different authorities are responsible for the various domains that were involved [O6].   
 
During the evaluation meeting, there was also some discussion about what the integrated approach 
actually involved. A WC-T expert stated that the project was integrated as the NL team and the RO 
team were both made up of persons with expertise in different domains. In the opinion of the WMS-
T expert, the integrated approach was poorly implemented. It would have been an integrated 
project if the whole river basin was included. The project was, however, too much focusing on Tecuci 
and paid too little attention to M-B and M-N [O6].    
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INTERACTIVE PLANNING METHOD 

The interactive planning method was introduced during mission 1. A representative of ECC-G, who 
attended a previous Sketch Match in Romania, shared her experiences with the method of working. 
A representative of MEF, who attended the same previous Sketch Match, explained that the method 
is a very good way to involve local stakeholders [O2]. The RO team was also very positive about the 
small-scale application of the method during study visit 1. The project secretary explained that it was 
one of the success factors of the project [I4]. The expert of M-N mentioned that he liked this method 
for its efficiency and that it is also useful in other domains [O6]. The mayor of M-B also liked the 
method very much. He was planning to use it as a means to convince persons about certain plans 
[I3]. The director of M-G also explicitly mentioned the method as one of the things that she liked in 
the project [I9]. An expert of WC-T especially developed new insights through his participation in the 
small-scale workshop. In his opinion, it is a good method that can be used, for example, to identify 
whether it is possible to combine underground works in a certain street [I6]. The other WC-T also 
mentioned the method as one of the things that he learnt during the project [I9].     
 
When the RO team was preparing for the application of the method in Romania, it expected that it 
would be applied in a similar way as was done during the study visit. However, it observed that the 
plan was to work in three separate groups (floods, water services in rural areas and water services in 
urban areas). This surprised the RO team, as it expected to have mixed working groups in which the 
topics would be addressed in an integrated manner (as was done in the Netherlands), and was seen 
as a new challenge [M16]. Afterwards, several experts mentioned that they regretted that the 
method was not implemented in Romania as planned. At the project evaluation, the expert of WMS-
T stated that he regretted that the method was never applied in RO [O6]. The project secretary 
shared that she was disappointed that the method was never applied in RO. She believed that the 
method could have been a success and would create surprising results [I4].  

ACHIEVEMENTS AND LESSONS LEARNT 

RO actors had different opinions about the overall process and outcomes. The manager of RWB-PB 
stated that she was satisfied as the project improved the communication between institutions and 
created new relations. She was convinced that this will lead to better cooperation [I1]. The expert of 
TGH Iaşi had a similar opinion. He highlighted that even though nothing was implemented, it has still 
been a good project as Dutch and Romanian actors have been working together to find solutions. In 
his opinion, Romanians are usually less open-minded than Dutchmen but became more open-
minded through their collaboration with the NL team [I2]. The expert of WMS-T had a similar 
opinion about the project. He argued that the project did not have any negative aspects. The 
collaboration was very good and he learnt a lot [O6]. The mayor of M-B was also satisfied about the 
project as he learnt something. At the same time, he regretted that the project did not contribute to 
the regulation of the Tecucel River nor reduce flood risks. He further regretted that the project was 
taken away by AC-G from the local level [I3]. However, he also mentioned during the evaluation that 
the signing of the WP was one of the positive aspects of the project [O6]. Both experts of WC-T 
subscribed that it was positive that the project led to the WP [O6; I5]. A WC-T expert stated that he 
learnt from the project and appreciated the collaboration. However, he was less satisfied with the 
outcomes. In his opinion, it felt like the project had no real result and that it was not yet finalized 
[I5]. Another WC-T expert was satisfied with the project but regretted that they did not realize any 
feasibility study. He explained that there were just discussions but no concrete results [I6].  
 
The project secretary was also satisfied about the project but regretted that the RO team was rather 
passive. In her opinion, it would have been beneficial if the RO team had more initiative, suggestions 
and direct communication with the NL team [I4]. A WC-T shared this opinion. In his opinion, the RO 
team could have had a closer communication with the RO team [I5]. The chairman especially 
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regretted that the project took much longer than planned. He was, however, very pleased with the 
commitment and involvement of the members of the NL team and the RO team [I7]. These points 
were also emphasized by a WC-T expert during the evaluation (mission 5). He stated that the RO 
team was enthusiastic but also had difficulties to keep up with on-going developments (e.g. when 
the team was setting objectives for the master plans, other actors finalized their master plans 
already). He learnt from this that it was better to act on the short-term and to be very practical. The 
chairman shared the opinion that it was preferable to focus on small, short-term (pilot) projects. An 
expert of AC-G also mentioned that the project objectives should have been more specific [O6].         

3.2.3 Reflection on cognitions and changes in cognitions 

Central problem in the project was initially floods. Central in the project was solving these floods 
through an integrated approach. While integration was initially formulated as a technical necessity, 
the approach was also chosen for pragmatic reasons and as a means to improve collaboration. The 
chosen focus was eventually abandoned. Instead of developing an integrated master plan, the NL 
team agreed to focus on no regret measures. Several experts mentioned that there was a 
considerable gap between the intended project scope – solving concrete technical problems – and 
the actual project scope – approaches to problem solving and collaboration. Experts had diverse 
ideas about the actual solutions to these technical problems but arrived at an agreement on what 
measures to focus. Although all experts initially supported the idea of establishing a local project 
team and a consultative committee, they later doubted the effectiveness of the consultative 
committee. Some argued that the project has been too much bottom-up, some that there was too 
little attention for the project area and others doubted whether it would have made a difference at 
all. Experts’ cognitions about the integrated approach also changed over time. The approach was 
initially supported by the entire NL team. With hindsight, several experts doubted whether to 
recommend such approach again, others emphasized that the approach was well chosen as it 
brought actors together but was poorly implemented. Another aspect of the project, the interactive 
planning method, was initially also supported by all experts. However, some were much more 
convinced about the added value of the approach than others. This also explains why only a few 
regretted that it was never implemented in Romania. The presented examples show that actors’ 
cognitions clearly changed as a result of the interactive process. These changes closely relate to 
substantial and relational learning. As a result of their interaction with Romanian actors, they gained 
new insights in existing problems, policies and plans and also in the Romanian policy network. 
Learning processes contributed to the emergence of new shared cognitions about the need to shift 
the project focus (i.e. focus on two no regret measures instead of a master plan) and about the 
limited effectiveness of the chosen approach. However, it did not contribute to the development of 
shared insights about what approach would be effective and what not.  
 
Romanian actors had diverging cognitions about the boundary conditions and scope of the project. 
Some persons perceived the project as being local-oriented while others emphasized the need to 
make a connection with other levels. For some the project was about finding technical solutions in 
one or multiple domains, while for others it was rather about collaboration. The overall objective 
was supported by the RO team. However, the team also pointed out that the project would be more 
successful if it would also result in feasibility studies. They also agreed that there was a need to 
adjust the project plan but proposed to focus on the development of an integrated action plan. They 
learnt about new solutions and agreed upon a list of priority measures. What was more difficult was 
to also reach an agreement about what measures should have priority. The overall project structure 
that was proposed by the NL team was not contested by any of the RO team members. The RO team 
acknowledged that this structure was less effective than hoped for and that the regional and 
national level were not really involved. However, there is also no indication that actors learnt how to 
involve relevant actors in a more effective manner. As regards the integrated approach, which was 
initially supported, actors were more critical. Some actors remained positive about the approach as 
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it brought actors together, whereas others learnt that it was not effective as it complicates the 
allocation of funds. There was also some discussion about what the approach involved. About the 
interactive planning method, the RO team was unanimously positive. As regards the overall 
achievements of the project, some actors were very positive and others more critical. The analysis of 
the cognitive changes highlights that RO actors learnt in substantive and relational areas. They 
arrived at shared cognitions about the main problems in the area but were not able to also reach an 
agreement on how to prioritize and handle these problems.        

3.3 Resources: capacity to act and sources of power 

Resources provide actors with the capacity to act and may – in a relational setting – be used as 
sources of control (power). Resources become visible through: involvement (human resources), 
knowledge (information and expertise), funding (financial resources) and power to get things done 
(institutional resources in the form of roles and responsibilities). In our description, we distinguish 
between available and contributed resources and between attributed resources. The resources that 
are attributed to an actor by others is an indication of power.  

3.3.1 Dutch team 

The financial resources needed to implement the project were provided and mobilized by the NL 
team. The project costs were initially estimated to be around € 300,000 (53% direct costs, i.e. 
travelling, project management and interactive design workshops; 47% indirect costs, i.e. hours 
spent on the project) and later adjusted downwards to € 213,000. The direct costs were partly 
covered by NWB (€ 60, 000) and further divided equally among the organizations involved [D5]. The 
actual direct and indirect costs were slightly lower. The contribution of NWB remained about the 
same but project partners contributed about € 25,000 less in cash and about € 13,000 less in kind 
[O7]. Each of the organizations was involved with one or multiple experts. An overview of the types 
of expertise that could be provided by the participating organizations is presented in Table 4 [D5]. 
An overview of the participation of various organizations during the international missions and visits 
is presented in Annex B. All NL organizations were also represented by a director or higher-level 
manager in the steering group. The contribution of this steering group was very limited and is 
therefore not discussed separately.   

Table 4 – Overview of the expertise of the organizations that were represented in the NL team [D5] 

 Project 
Management 

Flood risk Drinking 
water 

Sanitation Market Interactive 
process 

DLG  X     X 
WB H&A  X  X  X 
Arcadis  X  X X  
WC-Gr   X    
M-Gr    X   
Landustrie    X   

 
The RO actors were generally impressed by the commitment and expertise of the NL team. The 
project secretary said she was very satisfied about the extraordinary support of the NL team. 
However, she also explained that other RO actors were maybe expecting more from the NL team 
such as the realization of feasibility studies [I4]. Another RO actor explained that the added value of 
the NL team was mostly their technical expertise, which could have been used for the regulation of 
the Tecucel River. In his perception, the NL team could also have contributed with expertise in 
applying for EU funds [I3]. Another actor also perceived that the NL team had experience with the 
financing of projects. They were further the ones who implemented the project. She further 
emphasized that many of the methods and technologies that she witnessed during study visit 1 
could be very useful in Romania [I9]. Another RO actor shared this opinion. He explained that the NL 
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team presented how the systems for water services were functioning in the Netherlands. This 
provided the RO actors with a perspective on what can be achieved [I7]. Some experts idolized the 
expertise of the NL team even more. One expert explained that the NL team came with its expertise 
and experiences and that all new aspects in the project were contributed by the NL team. He was 
really impressed by the expertise he witnessed in various domains during study visit 1. In his opinion, 
especially WB H&A and WC-Gr played a special role in the project. In comparison with the NL team, 
the RO team provided the problems while the NL team came with solutions [I6]. The latter opinion 
was shared by an expert of AC-G who explained that the NL team was like a doctor in the sense that 
it could help RO actors in diagnosing their problems [O6]. The above shows that all RO actors highly 
valued the contributions, and especially the expertise, of the NL team.  
 
Members of the NL team perceived that the added value of their involvement was only partial 
substantial and rather related to the generation of new energy and networks. The Arcadis expert 
mentioned that the NL team was able to show how things are done in the Netherlands and that 
networks and enthusiasm were created [I11]. Another expert observed that the NL involvement 
generated a dynamic atmosphere and energy to get things done in Romania [I15]. A WB H&A expert 
noted that the content was not really discussed and that the Dutch presence was opening doors also 
for RO actors. He had the impression that especially during the Sketch Match, the radiated energy of 
the NL team was also transferred to the RO team [I12]. This was confirmed by another expert who 
recognized that the RO team became very enthusiastic during the small-scale Sketch Match in the 
Netherlands [I14]. The remainder of this section presents the involvement and expertise that was 
actually contributed, the development of new resources and how contributions were valued by 
other members of the NL team.   

DIENST LANDELIJK GEBIED (DLG) 

DLG was involved for its expertise in project management and interactive processes. For the 
development and management of the project, DLG North participated with its coordinator for 
international affairs. This coordinator was responsible for the development of international projects 
and for the distribution of these projects in the organization (especially to find an adequate project 
manager). He explained that when he became involved in the development of the project, he did not 
directly also want to become project manager. However, there are very few experts at DLG North 
who can manage international projects. Besides this, he personally had extensive experience with 
the development and management of projects in Romania and other Eastern European countries. He 
explained that these previous experiences were useful. It meant that he was used to develop 
communication structures and able to deal with multiple languages and translation. The project, 
however, also differed from previous projects. The project content was rather new to him as he was 
used to work mostly on land-related projects. He explained that other DLG colleagues were usually 
much more involved in water-related projects. Besides this, previous projects were usually more 
flexible and had a larger budget. He was also not used being the manager of a project that involved a 
commissioner (WB H&A) and a contractor (DLG) [I11].  
 
Together with another DLG expert, the project leader put a huge effort in the development of the 
project proposal [I11]. DLG was also responsible for the technical and financial management of the 
project [M3]. The project leader explained that the financial project management was rather 
challenging. The budget did not allow for any administrative support, which meant that the project 
leader himself had to take care of all financial administration. This was challenging also as DLG North 
had little experience with the financial administration of subsidized projects. About the financial 
management of the project, the project leader had regular contact with a financial manager of WB 
H&A [I11]. The project   also played a key role in all internal and external communication. It was 
agreed upon that all communication would go via the project leader to prevent any 
misunderstandings. This implied, among others, that the project leader would be copied into all 
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internal project communication and that communication with the steering group would only go via 
the project leader. The project leader was also the chairman of the NL team [M3]. The project leader 
attended most of the project missions and visits (except for mission 3B and 4 and study visit 2, which 
were small-scale). Due to illness, he could also not participate in mission 1. During this mission, he 
was replaced by a Department Head of DLG North, who did not have any international project 
experience [PC2]. As regards the replacement of the project leader during mission 1, one of the 
other NL experts mentioned that he initially had doubts about this but that the interim project 
leader did a great job [I10].   
 
The project leader was praised by the other members of the NL team for his international 
experience. One member of the NL team noted that he was the only person with ‘real’ international 
experience [I10]. Other members stated that the project leader knew the Romanian context,  the 
institutional setting, knew how to deal with Romanian organizations [I12], communicated well with 
the RO team and did a good job in Romania [I13], had valuable knowledge and international 
experience, had a better understanding (than the others) of the Romanian culture and assisted the 
NL team with that knowledge and played a very good role during meetings in Romania [I15]. During 
the project, there was also some discussion about the role of the project leader. Experts were critical 
about the functioning of the project leader in the Netherlands. A WB H&A expert explained that the 
project leader was responsible for both the process and the content. Nearly all tasks were executed 
by the project leader. He really became the project leader instead of the project coordinator. 
However, these tasks were far too much for single person [I13]. Another WB H&A expert explained 
that one of the team members had the opinion that the project leader was hired and could 
therefore be commissioned to execute tasks. He and other members, however, realized that the 
project leader could never undertake all tasks for the number of hours he was paid for. They felt that 
the project leader needed support and could not be left alone but that problems should be solved as 
a team [I12]. Another member shared the opinion that all actual work was done by the project 
leader. The contribution of all other partners was very limited. The members of the NL team 
attended meetings but were hardly involved in the execution of concrete actions. There was no 
direct communication between the NL team and the RO team. Only the project leader had direct 
contact with a RO contact person. In his opinion, the execution of actions was beyond the task of the 
project leader, he should have coordinated instead of executed actions [I14]. There was also a 
member who emphasized that DLG was hired to manage the project and was the only actor who 
was paid for its activities. This raised expectations. Although this expert respected the project leader 
for what he achieved in Romania, he was not satisfied about how the project managed chaired the 
meetings. In his opinion, the meetings took too much time and had too little result. Therefore, it 
would have been better if the project leader would have been a regular member of the project team 
instead of the project leader [I15]. Another member confirmed that the meetings could have been 
chaired more rigorous [I12]. Someone added that combining the role of project manager and 
chairman was sometimes difficult. It would have been better if these roles would have been 
separated. This was dealt with in the project by handing the chairing of the meeting to the Arcadis, if 
necessary [I13]. 
 
What made the project a valuable experience for the project leader was that he learnt about the 
implementation of projects in Romania, such as the need to combine a bottom-up and top-down 
approach and for regular small-scale missions. He also learnt about the collaboration at the NL side, 
such as the need to share expectations and objectives at the beginning and the complex relations 
between various Dutch organizations in the water sector [I11]. The interim project leader – who was 
only involved in mission 1 – especially realized that it is important to take time for individuals and to 
be aware of the use of interactive methods (like it is in the Netherlands). When working in another 
context, it is further important not to assume anything but to verify how things are related and 
whether basic facilities are present [PC2].  
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DLG also participated in the project with a subsidy advisor. This expert was officially involved for 
financial advice [I11]. She had expertise in financing, process management and project assistance 
[D3] and participated in the preparatory mission and in mission 1 [D1; O1; O3]. She also contributed 
to the project proposal [I11], was the project secretary of the NL team [M3], participated in the 
working group on fund-raising [O3] and played a role in preparing the master plan [M15; M18]. In 
the course of 2010, she went on pregnancy leave. From that moment onwards, a trainee of WB H&A 
overtook partly the activities of this expert. The reason of this overtaking was that DLG requested for 
additional support as the organization spent much more time on the project as planned [I11]. After 
mission 1, this DLG expert especially learnt about actor network in Romania, i.e. which actors are 
important, their mutual relations and how to gather actors. This made her also realize that the actor 
network is much more complex than she expected. During the field visit she further learnt about the 
problems in the area [PC2].    
 
DLG also contributed expertise in interactive planning methods. It was involved with an expert in 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and several landscape architects (or spatial designers). Before 
study visit 1, DLG mentioned that its GIS expert could clarify what data were needed to prepare a 
good map. It was further agreed that a meeting would be organized between a landscape architect 
of DLG and several members of the NL team [M7]. It is unclear whether such meeting indeed took 
place. During the small-scale design workshop (study visit 1), DLG was represented by three 
landscape architects and one GIS expert [O3]. In order to prepare for the Sketch Match, there has 
been one meeting with a landscape architect and the entire NL team (February 2010) [M13] and 
another meeting with the same landscape architect and two members of the NL team to discuss the 
programme [M15]. During the first meeting, there was some discussion about the number of the 
landscape architects that would be involved [M13]. The involvement of three landscape architects 
was desirable but only two experts were budgeted for. The project leader therefore proposed that 
he would have the role of process manager. However, in the opinion of others these roles could not 
be combined [I11]. Eventually, it was decided that all three landscape architects that were involved 
during study visit 1 would also participate in mission 2.1 [email, 15 April 2010]. This mission had to 
be postponed and the Sketch Match was abandoned.     

WATER BOARD HUNZE AND AA’S (WB H&A) 

WB H&A was the formal commissioner of the project. Its coordinator for international affairs played 
a key role in the development of the project. She explained that WB H&A was the applicant and 
commissioner of the project. It did not want to also manage the project as this was beyond its core 
business [I13]. This WB H&A expert participated in study visit 1, mission 5 [O3; O6] and in most 
project team meetings. She was also the contact person for the project manager [I11], approached 
NWB about financing possibilities [M2] and managed contract for collaboration among the NL team 
[M9; M10; M13]. The project leader explained that he regularly contacted this WB H&A expert to 
discuss the project. Another WB H&A expert explained that  this person of WB H&A has really been 
the instigator (in a positive sense) of the project. She did a good job in gaining support at the 
executive board and the management board of WB H&A. She also played a major role in the 
organization of study visit 1 and took care of writing tasks and reporting to NWB. She also managed 
to mobilize additional capacity by gaining support for involving a trainee of WB H&A’s international 
department [I12]. This trainee became involved during the preparation period of study visit 1. She 
made all organizational arrangements for the study visit [M7; O3]. Later, she also started making 
minutes of meetings and contributing to the preparations for missions and to the mission and 
project reports. She attended mission 5, during which she also gave a presentation about the project 
[O6].      
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WB H&A has further been involved with three substantive experts. The exploratory mission involved 
two experts on flood risk management (a hydrologist and a civil engineer) [I12; I13; D3]. The civil 
engineer of WB H&A also participated in the preparatory mission and in parts of study visit 1 [D1; 
O3]. He further participated – especially during the first half of the project – in most project team 
meetings and was involved the development of no-regret measures [M17]. The project manager 
explained that this expert of WN H&A was initially very much involved but gradually became less 
involved. The hydrologist of WB H&A especially contributed to the flood risk management 
component of the project [I11]. He participated in most of the missions (except for mission 3B, 4 and 
5), in study visit 1 and in most project team meetings. He was further involved in the preparations of 
study visit 1 (he was responsible for the programme) [M3; M7], contributed to the development of a 
master plan [M15; M18], was involved in answering questions of the RO team [M18] and played a 
key role in the development of no-regret measures on flood risk management [M28; emails WB H&A 
and RWB-PB]. The expert himself explained that he had very little international experience. He 
participated in a few Interreg projects (typically involving several European countries). However, 
these projects were very different as it concerned a collaboration with similar countries (e.g. in 
terms of cultural and economic context). This expert was especially interested to contribute 
knowledge on upstream measures as a means to reduce flood risks. However, during the project he 
could contribute little of his substantive expertise on flood risk management. He tried to explain 
some of the steps to be taken during some presentations in Romania. Also during mission 3A, he 
could explain that end-of pipe measures are inadequate and need to be supplemented with 
upstream retention measures. He further added that he was able to show many things during study 
visit 1. Also during the small-scale Sketch Match and in bilateral talks with the local and regional 
representative of RWB-PB he could sometimes transfer some of the Dutch knowledge of 
experiences. He would have had preferred more opportunities to share knowledge during bilateral 
conversations with experts of RWB-PB [I12]. Other members of the NL team valued the contribution 
of this expert. One mentioned that this WB H&A expert had little international experience but was 
not afraid to participate [I10]. Besides this, an expert in sanitation was involved. He participated in 
several project team meetings and was involved in the development of no-regret measures [M3; 
M7; M10; M15; M18; M19; M22]. His participation was limited as his expertise was overlapping with 
the expert of M-Gr [I11].    
 
As a result of the project, the two key experts of WB H&A (international coordinator and hydrologist) 
learnt a great deal about how to implement projects in Romania. After mission 1, one expert 
mentioned that he especially learnt about actor networks and processes. With hindsight, he would 
pay more attention to individual expectations and ambitions. He further highlighted the importance 
of writing down your own observations and to discuss and share these observations within the NL 
team [PC2]. After the project, he explained that he especially learnt that decisions in Romania are 
taken at the national level. Although the presence of the NL team created new opportunities, the 
team was not able to mobilize funds. He realized that when initiating a project it is of crucial 
importance to verify which ideas are eligible for funding. He further mentioned that meetings were 
too large-scale, that the integrated approach was less effective than hoped for and that it may be a 
better idea to focus on more realistic goals, such as twinning [I12]. The other WB H&A expert 
especially learnt that the process is more important than content in Romania. Given the importance 
of hierarchical relations, it does not make sense to adopt a bottom-up approach. She further realized 
that the NL team was too soft and unclear and should have been more demanding in asking 
questions about the meaning of information that was shared. In any other international project, she 
would pay more attention to communication and language issues. She further the improvement of 
relations with important NL actors as an important outcome of the project [I13].    
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ARCADIS 

Arcadis participated (in the Netherlands) with its Head of the Design and Construct Department. This 
expert is responsible for all designs made by Arcadis in the Netherlands. Within this context, he was 
regularly travelling to TGH Iaşi. He was further travelling regularly as a member of the Management 
Board of a foundation who holds the majority of the Arcadis shares. However, he had no experience 
with the implementation of international projects [I10]. He attended most project team meetings 
and participated in the preparatory mission, mission 1, study visit 1 and paid a separate visit to RWB-
PB (mission 4). He further coordinated the implementation of the project website [M3], coordinated 
the gathering of information before study visit 1, organized  a workshop during study visit 1 [M7], 
contributed to the development of the master plan [M15] and to the further development of the 
non-regret measure for flood risk management [M28]. He also brought the NL team in contact with 
an Arcadis organization in Bucharest [D1; M25] and coordinated all contact with the technical 
assistant of TGH Iaşi [I11]. In mission 3A, Arcadis also participated with its Head of the Department 
of Knowledge and Policy in Water Management [O5]. The other Arcadis expert explained that it was 
a deliberate decision to position this expert in the process. One of the reasons for involving this 
expert was his experience in implementing water projects in Eastern Europe. What also played a role 
was that the Arcadis expert who was involved from the beginning had lost his interest in the project 
towards the end of the project [I10]. The Arcadis expert that became involved is more likely to be 
also involved in future projects in Romania. Hence, his involvement was a strategic decision that 
would strengthen the position of Arcadis.             
 
The Arcadis expert who was most involved explained that he could personally not contribute any 
substantive expertise but could mobilize colleagues for such expertise. His own expertise was rather 
related to the management and organizational aspects of the project. He also tried to improve the 
collaboration within the NL team using these skills [I10]. Other members of the NL team confirmed 
that the Arcadis expert had knowledge of process management [I11], a good leader, good at 
collaborating with others [I12] and took responsibilities [I12; I13]. He also took sometimes the role of 
chairman during meetings [I13]. Experts also mentioned that he expressed their feelings very well 
[I12; I13]. As regards the local knowledge provided by Arcadis, the Arcadis expert himself stated that 
this may have been less than expected [I12]. Another expert also stated that it was strange that the 
project did not benefit more from Arcadis’ sister company *I14+. Another expert, however, 
mentioned that the Arcadis expert was good at contacts in Romania [I12]. The involvement of the 
TGH Iaşi expert has also been problematic as the costs were beyond the estimated budget *M13]. 
The project leader explained that this was difficult to manage as all contact with TGH Iaşi also went 
via the Arcadis expert. In his opinion, the Arcadis expert could have dealt with this issue in a better 
way [I11].  
 
As a result of the project, the Arcadis expert gained a much better understanding how to approach 
projects in countries like Romania. He especially realized that a project should start with the 
identification of feasible ideas (i.e. ideas that are likely to be funded) and needs to be approved at 
the national level. He further emphasized that the project involved many interesting actors both at 
the NL side and the RO side. Especially the development of personal relations with NL experts 
strengthened the position of Arcadis in the North of the Netherlands [I10].    

WATER COMPANY GRONINGEN (WC-GR) 

WC-Gr participated with its Manager of Strategic Projects. The expert explained that his contribution 
was especially that he raised the attention for involving decision-makers in the project, had a critical 
attitude and contributed to discussions on how to implement the project. He also participated in a 
working group for drinking water and sanitation. He further wrote everything in the project that was 
related to drinking water and sanitation. He had some international project experience. A long time 
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ago, he had been involved in a project in Indonesia. More recently, he had been involved in the 
development of a collaboration project in Bosnia and Herzegovina [I15]. Besides that he attended 
most project team meetings, he also participated in most missions (except for mission 3A and 
mission 4). He further organized parts of both study visits [D19; O3], made a proposal for an 
internship at WC-Gr [M10; M13] and was involved in the development of no-regret measures [M15; 
M19; M22]. He was also member of the working group on drinking water and sanitation. This group 
did not really produce something but rather made an inventory of the existing and the desired 
situation [I15]. He especially played a key role in the further development of the WP. He contacted 
the director of AC-G to organize mission 3B [M22] and developed a draft agreement [M30]. In study 
visit 1, the international coordinator and the director of WC-Gr were also present [O3]. The 
international coordinator also participated in mission 3B [D17]. After the project, the Manager of 
Strategic Projects handed all activities in Romania (related to the further implementation of the WP) 
over to this international coordinator [I15]. A member of the NL team explained that it was not 
always clear what the WC-Gr expert could or wanted to contribute to the project [I10] and that he 
was not a good communicator [I13; I11]. The WC-Gr expert seemed to have more managerial 
expertise than substantive expertise and it was unclear why he did not involve a colleague with 
substantive knowledge [I11]. Experts further mentioned that he did not directly contribute to the 
project [I13] but did a lot for the WP [I10].  
 
In mission 1, the WC-Gr expert especially gained new insights in the capacity – or rather the limited 
capacity – of the RO actors. It made him realize that he should not have too high expectations of the 
process [PC2]. In an interview, he confirmed this view on the capacity of RO actors. He further 
explained that he did not learn general lessons but realized that the process-oriented approach of 
the project did not really fit his character [I15].  

MUNICIPALITY OF GRONINGEN (M-GR) 

M-Gr participated with an expert of the Department for Water and Sewerage. The expert was 
involved to provide expertise on sanitation and sewage systems [D3]. M-Gr participated in three 
missions to Romania and also organized part of study visit 1 and study visit 2. He also contributed to 
the development of the no-regret measures [M17]. Initially, the M-Gr expert participated in most 
project team meetings. At the RO side, especially M-G was very interested to cooperate with M-Gr in 
various domains [D17;D18]. In March 2011, M-Gr already reconsidered its participation. A director of 
M-Gr left the actual decision about the involvement of the expert involved to the team manager. He 
did not support the expert in participating in missions or in follow-up actions [M30; O5]. The NL 
team wanted the M-Gr expert to stay involved and to participate in mission 5. When WC-Gr offered 
to cover any expenses, the M-Gr had the intention to take leave in order to join the mission. In the 
end, he was still not able to join the mission because of other obligations [O7]. In the project itself, 
the M-Gr expert also cooperated mostly with the WC-Gr expert. These experts formed together the 
working group on drinking water and sanitation. They were also regularly in touch about proposals 
or texts that had to be written. The actual writing was done of WC-Gr as the M-Gr did not want or 
was not able to write [I15]. Some members of the NL team mentioned that the role of M-Gr was not 
very active. One mentioned that this expert did not really produce something [I13]. According to 
another, the expert was mainly involved to have a representative of M-Gr [I11]. Other members 
emphasized the skills of this expert. One highlighted that this expert was technically very skilled and 
a pragmatic person [I10]. Another mentioned that the expert was very nice to work with because of 
his social skills as well as his knowledge. He often came with practical examples [I12].  

LANDUSTRIE 

Landustrie participated in the project with a project manager. This expert participated in most of the 
project team meetings, participated in parts of study visit 1 and planned to participate in mission 
2.1. In the end, he did not participate in any mission. One time he could not participate and the 
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other times his participation was not directly of added value [I14]. He organized a part of the study 
visit [O3] and contributed to the development of the no regret measures [M15; M17; M22], the 
preparations of mission 2.1 [M15; M18] and the further development of a project idea for Partners 
for Water [M28; M29]. The expert had been involved in a project in Ukraine before. This experience 
was useful as there were many similarities with Romania. He also participated in a mission of the 
Dutch water sector to Romania and used this knowledge, for example, to bring the project leader in 
contact with a Bucharest-based consultant. He further knew something about financial management 
and also emphasized this aspect during the project. He was also critical about existing information. 
With hindsight, he stated that he would have liked to contribute more to the project but that the 
current project structure and scope was not fit for that [I14]. The project leader also recognized that 
Landustrie may not have fitted very well in the project. The expert of Landustrie was mostly 
interested in practical applications, which was not the scope of the project. When the NL team 
initiated a new Partners for Water proposal, it became clear that he was good at developing ideas 
into a proposal [I11]. Another person highlighted that the Landustrie was direct and recognized, for 
example, the importance of fundraising already in an early stage [I12]. The participation of 
Landustrie was mostly rooted in its desire to strengthen its network in Romania and in the 
Netherlands. The project contributed to this. The experts involved also learnt about process 
management and project organization and realized the crucial importance of embedding the project 
at the local level [I14].       

3.3.2 Romanian experts and stakeholders 

This subsection elaborates on the resources that were contributed by and attributed to actors of the 
RO team and other actors involved and changes in these resources. The RO team was formed 
following mission 1. Most of the RO team members participated in all missions that involved a visit 
of Tecuci (i.e. mission 1, mission 2.2 and mission 5). Some of them were also involved in the 
exploratory or the preparatory mission. In general, most of the RO team members were satisfied 
about the contributions made by the other team members. They emphasized that each partner 
contributed with materials, documents and technical) information about its own activities or domain 
[I3; I6; I7]. The chairman especially underlined the involvement, enthusiasm and commitment of all 
partners involved [I7]. The project secretary personally had a very good cooperation with the RO 
team. The RO team could, however, have taken more initiative and could have made better use of 
the possibilities to communicate directly with the NL team (e.g. by using the translation possibilities 
that were offered by the secretary) [I4]. This opinion was shared by many members of the NL team, 
who argued that the RO team was passive and awaiting [I12; I13; I14; I15]. As regards the expertise 
of the RO team, one of the NL experts noted that the RO team had local knowledge but was lacking 
knowledge on regional and national policy processes [I12]. One added to this that Romania is not a 
developing country in terms of technical knowledge. One of the problems was their lack of passion 
and vision to get things done. Besides this, they were having difficulties to apply knowledge [I15]. He 
gained this insight especially after mission 1. In this mission, he learnt that Romanian experts are 
educated but lack the skills to apply their knowledge. He further realized that patience was needed 
to achieve real results [PC2]. Another NL expert confirmed that the RO team had technical 
knowledge but difficulties to apply that knowledge. In addition, they were lacking knowledge of the 
English language. They further contributed little to the overall process. Another problem was that 
the RO team provided a lot of information but that it was lacking focus. It also took relatively long 
(several weeks) to receive an answer to a question [I13]. Another expert observed that the RO team 
was focusing on problems instead of on solutions and had difficulties in realizing projects [I14].  

MUNICIPALITY OF TECUCI 

M-T participated in the consultative committee with its mayor and in the RO team with an expert of 
its Office of European Funding Programmes. This project was not the first international project for 
M-T. It already participated before in various partnerships and benefited from foreign funds. Most of 
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these collaborative projects were culturally oriented. This project was in this sense a special one [I7]. 
The mayor of M-T welcomed the NL team at the beginning of the preparatory mission, mission 1 and 
mission 2.2. Besides this, he participated in the two meetings of the consultative committee and was 
involved in several small-scale meetings. During mission 1, he had a separate meeting with 
representatives of the NL team about the formation of a technical team and a consultative 
committee. He put forward an expert of the European Funds department as chairman of the RO 
technical team [O2]. In October 2009, he had a meeting with the chairman and the project secretary 
of the RO team about the role and constellation of the consultative committee [M6]. The NL 
mentioned that the mayor of M-T had a constructive role. He really showed his commitment to the 
project through his statement at the beginning of the project and by providing a room to the RO 
team [I12]. Another person mentioned that he had considerable knowledge of the English language 
and would have been the ideal chairman of the RO team [I10]. A supporting member of the RO team 
was less positive about the contribution of the mayor, who was welcoming the NL team but left 
everything else to a civil servant [I2].        
 
During the preparatory mission, M-T was also represented by its vice mayor [D1]. During mission 1, 
three other civil servants of M-T also participated (including  person of cadastre and acquisition). The 
mayor initially proposed to involve civil servants of three departments of M-T in the RO team: water 
services, investments and European funds. Following a discussion with the NL team, he proposed to 
involve the European funds expert as chairman [O2]. The chairman of the RO team was involved in 
mission 1, mission 2.2, mission 5 and study visit 1. He explained that he gathered information about 
national funding programmes. His role was mostly to collect and select relevant information, which 
was by the project secretary sent to the NL team [I7]. He attended and chaired all meetings of the 
RO team. He also prepared an invitation letter for the consultative committee and contacted the 
institutions who did not reply. He further gathered basic information about the on-going projects 
policy developments in the Tecucel river basin [M8; M11]. As member of the working group on 
fundraising, he gathered information about the SOP ENV and contacted a person of the NL embassy 
to join the working group [M11]. According to the project secretary, the communication within the 
working group was not very good. The chairman and a DLG expert both identified some possibilities 
for funding and had brief contact by email [I4]. The chairman also communicated several times with 
the project leader by email and through letters (which were prepared in cooperation with an 
translated by the project secretary) [I11; I4].   
 
As regards the resources of M-T, other members of the RO team noted that M-T also played an 
important role in the study on the separation of rainwater and sewage water. Besides that M-T was 
involved in the development of the study, it will also cover the costs for the implementation of a 
separate system [I6]. Another person mentioned that M-T provided the NL team with information 
upon request, arranged locations for meetings and technical means (e.g. beamer) [I4]. One person, 
however, also argued that it was shame that flipcharts and markers could not be arranged by M-T 
and had to be paid for by the NL team [I2]. The NL team was further critical about the expertise of 
the chairman. One person argued that he was not an ideal candidate due to his limited knowledge of 
the English language [I10]. Another person noted that he did not really qualify as a good chairman 
[I11]. However, a WC-T expert mentioned that M-T has been very important in the project and that 
the chairman participated very well in the project [I6]. The project also increased the capacity of the 
chairman. Especially during the study visit, he gained new insights about the sketch match method 
and about organizational aspects including how to organize a project team, the importance of team 
work and exchanging information. He personally used these insights to better organize his work, to 
collaborate more with other departments and to work more in teams [I7].  



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     75       

WATER COMPANY TECUCI 

A WC-T expert explained that WC-T was involved to provide technical knowledge on drinking water 
and sanitation [I6]. The organization participated with its director and an expert in sanitation. The 
reason for involving the director of WC-T was that he was responsible for the development and 
maintenance of the drinking water and sanitation networks in Tecuci and (said to) decide upon the 
measures to be included in the master plan. He was further responsible for the development of 
investment plans and of technical solutions, which had to be approved by M-T. He also had technical 
knowledge of the drinking water system [M5]. The expert mentioned that he was mainly interested 
in information technology, which was his own field of expertise. He used  to work as expert in an 
institute for irrigation systems where he also contributed to automatization. In 2005, he started 
working for WC-T where he also hopes to automatize processes [I6]. When WC-T was integrated into 
AC-G, this expert became the director of Tecuci department of AC-G [O6]. The expert had no 
international project experience. He could understand the English language but did not speak it [I6]. 
The other WC-T expert was an expert in sanitation [M5]. He had been working for the public 
department of M-T for more than thirty years. Since 2000, he has been working for in the water 
services domain. Before that, he used to work in various domains (e.g. central heating and urban 
transport). After WC-T was integrated into AC-G, this expert became the head of the wastewater 
treatment plant of Tecuci. He contributed to the formulation of the problems, came up with ideas 
for solutions, provided documents and maps and formulated steps to follow for the RO team [I5]. In 
addition to the above-mentioned experts, other experts of WC-T were also involved in the project 
[I6]. The project secretary confirmed that there was contact between the supporting expert and a 
person of Cadastre about maps [I4]. 
 
WC-T did not only participate in the project but also contributed knowledge, information and 
documents. In the preparatory mission and in mission 1, it explained the main issues in the domains 
of drinking water and wastewater [D1]. In the first meeting of the RO team, the director of WC-T 
explained that he ordered software for digital GIS-based maps and plans to take these maps to study 
visit 1 [M5]. During a meeting in January, a WC-T expert mentioned that digital maps with cadastral 
data were available for all three participating municipalities. The integration of the drinking water 
system in Tecuci into these maps was in progress [M11]. WC-T also provided information about the 
current situation of the water system, a map of the flood defence plan and information about the 
location and dimensions of bridges [M8]. WC-T further provided the location for meetings of the RO 
team. It also provided information and documents, such as, the regional master plan [I4]. According 
to the chairman, WC-T has been one of the most important RO partners in the project [I7]. According 
to the technical support expert, the WC-T experts had good knowledge about existing problems but 
were lacking insights in the mobilization of financing [I2]. WC-T further played an important role in 
the study on the separation of pluvial and wastewater. It developed a plan for the separation [I6] 
and also allocated some finances available for the study from the local budget [M20]. 
 
The project contributed to an increased capacity of WC-T to solve local problems. An expert 
explained that WC-T was aware that the pluvial and wastewater was collected in one system. As a 
result of their interactions with NL experts about existing problems they discovered new solutions, 
such as the separation of pluvial and wastewater. As a result, WC-T now plans to construct in a 
certain area a new wastewater network and to use the old system for the discharge of pluvial water. 
The solution study that was developed in interaction with NL experts is currently used in an 
application for EU funds. The expert also successfully applied the insights that he gained about 
interactive design methods in a discussion with various actors about the possibilities to combine 
works in a certain street. At the beginning of the project, they had the impression that they could 
not solve problems due to a lack of finances. In the project, they were able to identify practical 
solutions to existing problems. The project resulted also in new ideas about the treatment and usage 
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of wastewater, the production of drinking water (chlorine free) and software. These ideas could be 
implemented in future projects [I6]. The other expert confirmed that new insights gained in 
interaction with NL experts were used for the development of the solution study on the separation 
of pluvial and wastewater. He further gained new insights in organization and project management 
and used these insights to adopt a more communicative and participatory management style [I5].   

MUNICIPALITIES OF BUCIUMENI AND NICORESTI 

M-B was represented in the RO team and the consultative committee by the mayor. M-N was 
represented in the RO team by a local counsellor and in the consultative committee by the mayor. 
The mayor of M-B proposed himself as representative as he had decision-making power, was the 
manager of most projects in M-B and had knowledge of existing plans in M-B. The mayor was also 
member of the consultative committee. The representative of M-N was responsible for investments, 
public acquisitions and project management [M5]. In mission 1, both members of the RO team 
already played an active role during the field visit. The counsellor of M-N gave an introduction about 
the village itself, the policy priorities and water-related problems and projects. The counsellor could 
also provide a map of the area (scale 1:25,000). The mayor of M-B also introduced the priorities of 
his municipalities and the main water-related problems and projects. He also presented a map of the 
area (1:5,000 dated 1999) and explained that a new plan was expected shortly [O2]. In the RO team, 
M-B shared the general urban plan of M-B, which included the locations for potential flood 
measures and other proposed measures [M8]. The mayor confirmed that he contributed 
information in the form of maps and project proposals and information about an on-going drinking 
water and sewage project. It was the first international project in which the mayor participated [I3]. 
M-N shared existing project plans for flood prevention, drinking water and sanitation. The 
representatives of M-B and M-N were also asked to also provide land use maps of the area [M8]. It is 
unclear whether they actually did. The other members of the RO team mentioned that M-B and M-N 
contributed information about their problems and came with proposals [I4]. Reforestation was one 
of the solutions they put forward. These proposals were in an intention phase and were not 
developed further [I6]. The representative of M-N further explained that the experience with the 
application of the interactive design workshop increased the problem-solving capacity of M-N. He 
applied the approach in the community, which helped to find the best solution [O6]. The mayor of 
M-B explained that the project changed his vision on what is possible in Romania [I3] but he did 
report any concrete increase of resources.  

APELE ROMANE 

RWB-PB was represented in the RO team by a local representative of its operational unit for Galaţi 
County. The hydrologist of WMS-T was seen as an expert in flood protection, dike maintenance and 
flood risk measures [M5] and participating in the working group on floods [O3]. He was involved in 
guiding the NL team during the exploratory mission and during the field visit of mission 1 [I12; O2]. 
During the field visit, he provided information about the on-going construction works along the 
Tecucel River and the 2007-flood and also about several issues in the area, such as the narrow cross-
sections of the bridges and erosion [O2]. He could not participate in mission 2.2 but was involved in 
mission 5. Following mission 1, the WMS-T expert already asked the office of WMS in Galaţi for maps 
about the project area [M5]. In the RO team, he came with various maps, including a simulation of 
the a flood in the Bârlad River Basin, a hydrographical map of Galaţi County, a map with areas 
affected by erosion in the project area, a map of floods in Tecuci, a map with water levels of the 
Tecucel River and GIS-based maps of the Tecucel River Basin and of Tecuci. He was asked to also 
provide flood risk maps of the Tecucel River and information about the master plan for flood 
protection [M8]. He also noted that a feasibility study for flood risk reduction in the Tecucel River 
Basin already existed [M11]. The project secretary noted that the expert was very much involved but 
lacked decision-making power. He was responsible for operational water management (e.g. dikes, 
water levels and maintenance) and could therefore only push for measures [I6]. The TGH Iaşi expert 
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valued the WMS-T expert for his engineering skills, practical knowledge and in-depth knowledge 
about the problems in the area [I2].   
 
The head office of RWB-PB was mostly involved through its head of the River Basin Management 
Department. She was involved in the exploratory and preparatory missions, mission 1, mission 5 and 
participated in a RO team meeting (Feb. 2010) and in the second meeting of the consultative 
committee (June 2010). In mission 1, she shared that she had more than ten years of experience in 
cooperating with Dutch experts. She met some members of the NL team during a conference in 
which the project idea was developed. She further explained that RWB-PB already prepared a flood 
management plan for the Prut River Basin, which she could share with the project team, and could 
provide data [O2]. She presented the master plan for flood management for 2009-2013 in the 
consultative committee meeting [M20]. She further discussed possible follow-up projects first by 
email with a WB H&A expert and later in a meeting with the Arcadis expert [email WB H&A, 5 Nov. 
2011; D21]. In an interview, she relativized her contribution by saying that she was less involved 
than their local expert. This expert informed her about the project progress but she did not have any 
contact with other RO team members outside the meetings she attended. Her contribution 
consisted of participation in several meetings and the provision of information about the master 
plan for flood management. She was also involved in the project preparation phase: exchanged 
ideas with the NL team, commented on the project proposal and provided the team with 
information about floods in the project area. She did not expect being involved more closely also 
since she knew that the flood risk problems in the area were studied already. The department head 
also tried to mobilize financial resources of the SOP ENV for a follow-up project in the domain of 
flood protection. The problem was that there are many project ideas whereas each branch can only 
apply for a limited number of projects. At the national level, the project idea was not having priority. 
She therefore now tries to identify other funds that pays attention also to environmental protection 
[I1]. Most of the RO experts did not explicitly mention the role of RWB-PB. Only an expert of WC-T 
recognized that RWB-PB came with the technical studies for the implementation of a polder near 
Buciumeni and also tried to mobilize funds at the national level [I6].  
 
In addition to the above-mentioned persons, the technical director and the general director of RWB-
PB (replaced in Feb. 2011) were also involved in the project. The technical director of RWB-PB 
participated in the first meeting of the consultative committee. In this meeting, he assured the 
teams that he was willing to give all necessary support [M14]. In mission 3A, the director of RWB-PB 
gave a presentation of the 2010 floods in the Prut basin [O5].  
 
The project provided the local representative of RWB-PB with many new insights [O6]. The 
department head did not gain new insights since she had been collaborating with NL experts for a 
considerable period of time. The project was still beneficial for RWB-PB. The integrated approach 
was new and interesting for future projects. The project also improved the communication and 
relations with other organizations which will improve future collaboration [I1]. 

SUPPORTIVE MEMBERS OF THE ROMANIAN PROJECT TEAM 

The RO team involved a project secretary and a technical assistant who both had a supportive role. 
In the project plan, the project secretary was referred to as local representative of WB H&A and 
involved in project coordination. The technical assistant of TGH Iaşi was planned to give advice and 
support in the development of a master plan and programme of measures. Together, they were 
expected to bring together various RO stakeholders, to communicate and to coordinate the activities 
of RO stakeholders, to translate RO documentation and to contribute to the development of 
relevant products [D3]. It was also communicated with RO actors that the project secretary was 
available to support and assist at the local level [D6].  
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The project secretary played an important role both in the preparatory phase and in the 
implementation phase. In 2007, she did an internship at WB H&A (within the context of her bachelor 
in political sciences) and raised the attention for the floods in Tecuci among employees and the 
management board. On the basis of her story, WB H&A decided to develop a project proposal [I4; 
I12; I13]. After she returned to Romania, she visited the mayor of Tecuci to inform him that WB H&A 
was willing to initiate a joint project. To support this message, she also showed him a video of the 
meeting in which this decision was taken. She had the impression that the mayor was sceptical – he 
agreed but was not enthusiastic – as she was just a regular citizen (without any power). In the 
exploratory and the preparatory meetings, she was involved for translation. The project secretary 
explained that her role was to coordinate, i.e. to establish contacts between various actors and to 
function as contact person. She coordinated the project activities in cooperation with the NL and RO 
partners, maintained the communication between the RO partners and between the NL and the RO 
partners and translated documents. She did not contribute to the actual development of the project 
proposal or propose any solution [I4]. Some of the concrete contributions of the project secretary 
were, for example, to take minutes of meetings of the RO team and the consultative committee and 
during some visits [e.g. M5; M14; M21; D11; D18], to translate and communicate letters and 
questions between the NL and the RO team [M5; I11; M12], to approach external actors about 
relevant information (e.g. NGO Semnal for a map of the storage reservoir and AC-G for plans, 
documents and maps about the Tecuci water services system) [M8]. The project especially increased 
the project management skills of this expert. She explained that as a result of her collaboration with 
the project leader, she learnt a lot about project planning and management. She had theoretical 
knowledge on this but little practical experience. She can apply these new insights in other projects 
she is involved in for her daily work [I4].    
 
The technical assistant participated in the preparatory mission, mission 1, the study visit, mission 2, 
meetings of the RO team and of the consultative committee. Because of his four-year education in 
Belgium, he was used to the Belgium and Dutch way of working and aware of the importance of 
stakeholder involvement as promoted by the European Commission. However, he had no specific 
project experience. His actual role in this project was not very clear. He was firstly involved for 
translation but this role was largely taken over by the project secretary and by an external translator. 
His role in the RO team was to collect, to translate and (if necessary) to verify and to correct RO 
information and to send it to the NL team [I2]. Documents show that he further gave a presentation 
in the first meeting of the consultative committee about the expertise of TGH Iaşi [M14], translated 
of technical documents, coordinated the gathering of technical information [M8], sent a formal 
request to RWB-PB to obtain additional GIS-based maps [M11] and was involved in the development 
of a communication plan [M12]. This expert also learnt especially about how to plan a project and 
how to prepare for project meetings. The project also gave him the opportunity to apply some of his 
theoretical knowledge on stakeholder involvement [I2].    
 
The NL leader stated that the involvement of the project secretary was very good. She was able to 
influence the chairman of the RO team, which led to regular meetings [I10]. The WB H&A expert 
even argued that the RO team only became functional because of the efforts of the project 
secretary. The consultative committee never started to function well since both members of the 
supporting team were also not in the position to influence this [I13]. About the role of the technical 
assistant, the Arcadis expert noted that the project secretary was involved to support the project 
leader. For the translation of technical details, the TGH Iaşi expert with an educational background in 
water management was more suitable than the project secretary with an educational background in 
political sciences. The technical assistant was familiar with European concepts, such as integrated 
water management, and also with the Romanian context. He was well educated in Belgium but had 
little experience. His involvement gradually reduced, which also related to the project budget. He 
could have contributed to the development of technical plans but the project never got to that point 
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[I11]. The project leader was rather critical about the contribution of the technical assistant in 
proportion to the costs of his involvement. Arcadis calculated a senior tariff for him while he was still 
a junior. In the opinion of the project leader, the contribution of the expert was not in line with the 
tariff that was paid for him. As there was also no possibility to involve him directly (not via TGH Iaşi), 
the project leader decided that he had to become less involved [I11].     

OTHER ACTORS IN THE POLICY NETWORK 

In addition to the members of the RO team, several other actors contributed to the project. In the 
preparation phase, the NL team was informed about policy developments and networks by CC-G, 
NGO ECC-G, EPA-G and the NL embassy [D1]. ECC-G, CC-G and the NL embassy also participated in 
one or more plenary activities in mission 1. During these activities they especially provided 
background information about policy developments [O2]. The Arcadis expert explicitly mentioned 
the role of the expert of ECC-G. She had an understanding of Dutch and Romanian actors and was 
able to build bridges between them. She also took the initiative to explain the meaning of what was 
said in English or in Romanian. By doing so, she translated between us [I10]. In mission 1, the NGO 
Semnal was also actively involved. It informed the NL team about problems in the area, an existing 
flood storage reservoir and its own newspaper. An advisor of MEF also participated in this mission 
[O2]. The further involvement of these actors in the project was limited. The State Secretary of MEF 
was member of the consultative committee but did not attend the meetings. CC-G was also 
represented in the consultative committee and participated in the second meeting but did not 
contribute [M14; M20]. The NL embassy was also not directly involved in any project activities but 
was approached by AC-G for advise on potential twinning between M-G and M-Gr [interview, 27th of 
April 2011]. The project leader would have liked NGO Semnal to be involved in the RO team. In his 
experience, the involvement of an NGO is of added value as it enhances transparency and openness 
[PC3]. The RO team also discussed in its first meeting whether M-B could be represented by NGO 
Semnal. The mayor of M-B discussed this internally and with the NGO but did not support this idea 
as the NGO had no decision-making capacity [M5]. The reason that the involvement of the NGO was 
considered was that it owned a potential flood storage reservoir in the project area. It could further 
contribute to the dissemination of the project results as it owned a newspaper with regional 
coverage [O2].     
 
Several other actors were involved in the further development of the project. Study visit 1 was 
attended by the RO team and by the economic director of M-G [O3]. The reason that this director 
participated in the study visit was that she played a key role in the regionalization process. She was, 
among others, responsible for the arrangement of co-finances of M-G for the application of EU funds 
and proposed a tariff for water services. Her role in the regionalization process was the main reason 
that she also participated in several meetings of the RO team in Spring 2010. She was also present in 
a meeting at M-G in small-scale mission 3B. Her contribution to the project was mostly her 
participation. She further looked for financial resources to co-finance a potential EU funded project. 
She had some international project experience but not in this field [I9]. In the study visit, she came 
with some suggestions for fundraising. The chairman of the RO team proposed that she would be 
member of the fundraising work group [O3]. As a result of her participation in the study visit, she 
gained new knowledge and insights. She was especially impressed by the small number of 
employees in several companies and by the tax system [O3]. She explained that she already used the 
newly acquired financial insights in the development of a new tariff system for water services. She 
further mentioned that she gained new insights about technical solutions (e.g. the use of 
wastewater for various purposes) and that these solutions could also be useful in the Romanian 
context [I9]. 
 
During the project, AC-G became increasingly involved. In mission 1, AC-G was represented in two 
plenary meetings with its head of the investment department and in the second meeting also with 
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another expert. Two representatives of the NL team also visited the director of AC-G. All 
representatives of AC-G emphasized the importance of establishing a regional operating company. 
The director also informed the NL team about the scope and progress of the master plan for water 
services [O2]. In the study visit, AC-G was indirectly represented by M-G [O3]. In the first meeting of 
the consultative committee, AC-G was represented by its director and its project implementation 
department. The meeting was also attended by an external consultant who played a key role in the 
development of the master plan [M14]. This consultant also participated in mission 2 and presented 
the master plan for water services in a plenary meeting [O4]. The consultant was also present in the 
second meeting of the consultative committee. This meeting was also attended by an engineer of 
another consultancy company who worked in close collaboration with the other consultant. At the 
end of the meeting, WC-T and the latter consultant agree to support WC-T – in collaboration with 
the NL team – in the development of a feasibility study on the wastewater system. In the meeting, 
AC-G is represented by its head of the investment department who emphasized the importance of 
the regionalization process and that AC-G is willing to support follow-up activities [M20]. In mission 
3B and study visit 2, AC-G discussed potential follow-up activities in more detail with the NL team 
[D17; D18; D19]. Prior to study visit 2, AC-G also elaborated a twinning proposal and contacted the 
NL embassy [interview, 27th of April 2011]. The expenses of study visit 2 were covered by AC-G [I4]. 
In the final mission, AC-G played a key role in discussions about the water partnership [D22; O6]. For 
AC-G the partnership was especially a way to increase its knowledge. At the same time, it could also 
contribute financial resources that would cover the expenses of NL experts in Romania and could 
give some financial support to experts visiting the Netherlands. Many experts of AC-G have limited 
knowledge of the English language but translation can be provided in Romania and the director 
promised to include at least two English speaking persons in trips to the Netherlands [O6]. The head 
of the investment department explained in an interview that her contribution to the project was 
limited. She participated in the beginning and at the end of the project. There was no request for 
any real contribution from her side during the project. She added that she also did not gain new 
knowledge as she did not participate in the study visit. As organization, AC-G gained new insights 
during the project related to the application of new technologies and to organization and 
management [I8].     
 
In addition to the above-mentioned organizations, two other consultants contributed to the project. 
In April 2010, the Landustrie expert approached a Bucharest-based consultancy company (BDG) to 
gain more information about the guidelines for a Romanian or a European master plan [M18]. An 
expert of this company provided the NL team with guideline for a master plan and additional 
background information [email WB H&A, 20 May 2010; email project leader 28 May 2010]. The 
company has extensive experience in Dutch-Romanian cooperation in various domains, including 
water and environment [interview BDG, 29 October 2009]. The company was also involved in the 
development of a survey of the Romanian and Bulgarian market for the Dutch water sector (BDG, 
2008). One of its experts also participated in mission 2 in which she helped to analyse and structure 
information about financing sources and the desired outcomes of the RO team [O6]. She was also 
present in the second meeting of the consultative committee [M20].  
 
As regards the capacity of other actors to raise financial resources, the project secretary explained 
that local actors probably expected that the regional and the national level would have more fund-
raising capacity [I4]. In line with this, an expert of AC-G mentioned that the RO team probably 
expected that it would be able to implement a master plan with co-financing of the regional level 
(CC-G) [I8]. The chairman, however, explained that they did not look at regional funds but 
concentrated on national funds. The problem was that the funds of the national government were 
limited due to the economic crisis. The RO team could also not apply for EU funds as these funds are 
only available to the regional water companies or to larger regions and larger projects [I7]. What 
played a role is that flood problems are especially a priority to local actors [I1; I4]. The project 
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secretary believed that floods problems are only solvable once the problems are at the national 
agenda. In her opinion, the regional level was enthusiastic and involved but also lacked the 
institutional resources to create the necessary connection between the local and the national level 
[I4]. Several members of the RO team also doubted whether closer involvement of national actors 
would have made a difference. The chairman did not think so [I7] and a WC-T expert mentioned that 
it was not necessary although it may have accelerated the process [I6].     

3.3.3 Reflection on resources and changes in resources 

Most of the resources in this project were contributed by members of the NL team and the RO team. 
The NL team consisted of a wide variety of organizations who all contributed financial resources and 
expertise in a certain area. The involvement of experts and the division of roles was dealt with in a 
flexible manner. As expertise was sometimes overlapping, some experts – e.g. the sanitation expert 
of WB H&A – became gradually less involved. When experts were not available or no longer 
available, they were replaced by another expert (e.g. the project leader was temporarily replaced by 
an interim project leader and a DLG expert was replaced by a WB H&A trainee). And as financial 
expertise was limited at DLG, the project leader turned to financial managers of WB H&A. An 
analysis of the role of experts involved revealed that all key members of the NL team made 
substantial contributions to the project but that most work was done by the project leader. Several 
experts were also dissatisfied about their own contribution, i.e. they could contribute less than 
hoped for. The expertise that was contributed by others was appreciated by other members but 
there were also some critical remarks. The role of the project leader was especially contested. In the 
opinion of one expert, he was the only person who was paid for his activities and should have done a 
better job. In the opinion of others he did much more than he was paid for and should have 
delegated more to the other team members. Critical remarks were also made about the actual 
contributions of the Romanian sister companies of Arcadis, WC-Gr and M-Gr. The RO team was very 
positive about the role and the knowledge of the NL experts.  
 
The RO team also consisted of a wide variety of organizations. While members of the NL team were 
rather critical about the contributions made by RO counterparts, the RO experts appreciated each 
other’s contributions. An analysis of the resources that were contributed by various experts 
highlighted that members of the RO team were most involved and contributed most information. 
However, the experts involved did not have access to financial resources and were having limited 
knowledge of the policy network. This knowledge was mostly provided by actors at the regional or at 
the national level, such as AC-G, CC-G, ECC-G, NL embassy and external consultants. A remarkable 
development was that although the input of two NGOs was appreciated by NL experts, they were 
only involved at the start of the project. Another remarkable development is that regional actors and 
external consultants gradually started to be more dominant. What played a role in the latter was 
that local RO actors appeared to lack insights in the wider policy network and did not have access to 
financial resources. In addition, direct communication between the NL team and the RO team was 
hardly possible, which made the resources of RO actors of less value.      
 
It is likely that resources increase as a result of the interactive process. NL experts especially noticed 
that the project increased their capacity to implement projects in Romania or in similar countries 
(i.e. they gained a better insight in how to start and implement such projects) as well as in the 
Netherlands (i.e. they developed their social network and gained a better understanding of the 
network). At the RO side, the project especially increased the capacity of experts in managing 
projects or organizations and in dealing with (multi-actor) problem situations. Experts learnt about 
technical solutions and also about how to collaborate with others. Some of this new knowledge was 
also used to deal with problems. Experts reported that they already used the interactive design 
method and technical insights in the further development and implementation of a solution study. In 
addition, experts were also able to mobilize financial resources for this. RO actors further 
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emphasized that their increased capacity especially resulted from their visit to the Netherlands and 
their direct interaction with NL experts. Within the context of the project, experts also started to 
pool resources. The members of the NL team complemented each other’s expertise and financial 
resources. Members of the RO team especially started to share information with each other. 
According to the project secretary, this was rather unusual in the Romanian context. Nevertheless, 
there were some actors that already started pooling resources before. For example, M-N, M-B and 
another neighbouring community already collaborated in an IDA [O2]. Another example of pooling 
resources was the integration of WC-T into AC-G. M-B was one of the few communities in the area 
who expressed its interest to join the regional company [O6]. A WC-T expert also mentioned that 
they only recently started to apply for a joint project with M-T and that both organizations need to 
combine expertise [I6]. Whether this increased awareness of mutual dependencies was a result of 
the project or external developments is questionable. It is most likely to be a combination of both.        

3.4 Relations: existence and development 

This section analyses developments in the relational domain. It is based on the recognition that 
repeated interactions affect the basis of trust. The first subsection describes the existing relations 
between various actors involved. The second subsection elaborates on how actors experienced their 
collaboration in the project. The last section summarized the relational experiences of various actors 
involved.  

3.4.1 Existing relations 

DUTCH ACTORS 

At the start of the project, WB H&A, WC-Gr and M-Gr were developing a formal structure for 
collaboration with each other within the context of RioNoord (see subsection 2.2.3). Most of the 
members of the NL team were personally not familiar with each other. The most intense relations 
were between WB H&A and M-Gr. Within the context of his position of sanitation expert, the M-Gr 
expert was often in contact with experts of the Department of Clean Water [I13]. The expert of 
Landustrie was familiar with a sanitation expert of WB H&A [I14] and the expert of Arcadis with a 
Civil Engineering expert of WB H&A [I10]. These experts of WB H&A were, however, only involved to 
a very limited extent in the project. The experts involved of DLG and WB H&A were personally not 
familiar with each other. A DLG expert explained that DLG and WB H&A are together in several 
administrative commissions but are not used to collaborate with each other [I11]. A WB H&A expert 
explained that both organizations do collaborate on land-related projects in which DLG is fulfilling 
the role of project manager [I13]. The expert of WC-Gr was sometimes in touch with the managing 
director of WB H&A but not familiar with the experts that were involved in this project. C-Gr further 
collaborated with Arcadis before (both experts were not familiar with each other). The director of 
Landustrie was familiar with the expert of WC-Gr [I15] and also knew employees of WB H&A. The 
Landustrie mentioned that he also knew about the WC-Gr expert [I14]. Most of the experts involved 
were familiar with the organizations involved but had no joint collaboration experience or 
knowledge about the specific experts involved.  

ROMANIAN ACTORS 

The Dutch team had the impression that most of the RO actors involved were not yet familiar with 
each other. In mission 1, the Arcadis expert observed that various RO organizations were distributed 
in groups among the room. They also had to introduce oneself to another [I10]. In mission 2.2, the 
NL team observed that representatives of NARW and AC-G were not yet familiar with each other and 
had to be introduced to each other. This also led to NL team to the conclusion that ‘bringing various 
RO organizations together’ was one of the added values of project *D13+.  
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Interviews revealed that at the local level, most actors already knew each other but did not 
collaborate before. The mayor of M-B explained that the persons in the RO team were familiar with 
each other and communicated before but never implemented any joint project [I3]. The former 
director of WC-T explained that he had been collaborating with NARW and M-T before but less with 
M-B and M-N. However, they only recently started to also collaborate for the development of EU-
funded projects [I6]. The expert of M-T explained that collaboration was limited to occasions on 
which approval was needed [I7]. According to the expert of WC-G, there was already some 
collaboration between them and the other organizations [I8]. Collaboration was especially strong 
between M-G and AC-G as the infrastructure of AC-G belongs to M-G. M-G also collaborated 
occasionally with M-T [I9]. The counsellor of M-N explained that it already had a good cooperation 
with the operational unit of RWB-PB in Galaţi and also established an intercommunal development 
association with Buciumeni [O2]. The representative of RWB-PB explained that they were in contact 
with the WC-T and AC-G but did not implement a joint project before [I1].   

DUTCH AND ROMANIAN ACTORS 

Within the context of a Wetland Restoration project (2003-2006), WB H&A and RWB-PB were 
already familiar with each other. The international coordinator of WN H&A mentioned that it had an 
excellent collaboration with RWB-PB (in the person of the Head of the Department for River Basin 
Management) during this project [I13]. The person of RWB-PB who was involved in this project 
confirmed that she was already familiar with some experts of WB H&A. She further explained that 
she collaborated already with Dutch experts since 1998. She is also still in contact with some of the 
experts that have been involved. These relations were, however, not the reason that she became 
involved in this project; this was rather related to her role in the development of a plan for flood risk 
management [I1]. The WB H&A with which she collaborated in this project only became familiar with 
her during his first exploratory visit [I12]. For most of the other Dutch organizations, this project was 
their first project in Romania. The main exception is DLG North, which has been involved in various 
rural development or land-related projects in Romania [I11].        

3.4.2 Collaboration experience and developments 

DUTCH ACTORS 

Most members of the NL team had positive relational experiences. The project leader especially had 
a good cooperation with WB H&A. He had good contacts with various experts of WB H&A. One of 
them supported in budgeting, another in managing the project and another in case of conflicts 
within the project team. With the Arcadis expert, collaboration was usually easy since both experts 
often had similar opinions. However, they also had an argument about a declaration. The 
cooperation with WC-Gr was more difficult. They had conflicts, for example, about due to 
divergence of opinions about the role of a project leader. The expert was also said to be too brief in 
his communication and showing little appreciation for the work done by other members [I11]. The 
WC-Gr confirmed that he had regular conflicts with the project leader, which had a negative effect 
on their mutual understanding and relation. However, the overall cooperation in the NL team was 
good [I15]. Other members also observed that there were tensions between both experts [I13; 14; 
I10]. The Arcadis experts observed that the number and diversity of organizations involved made the 
project interesting. However, the large differences between the commercial and the public 
organizations made it also difficult to reach an agreement [I10]. The project leader explained that – 
especially compared to the RO team – the collaboration within the NL team was far from natural. 
Political and administrative relations appeared to exert an influence also on international 
collaboration. He therefore doubted whether parties would be able to better collaborate in the 
future partnership [I11].   
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According to actors involved, there were sufficient possibilities for interaction. The project team was 
meeting on a regular basis and during the missions there was also sufficient time to exchange ideas 
[I12]. There was certainly sufficient contact between the commissioner and the project leader and 
probably also between the other team members [I13]. The establishment of small-scale work groups 
also led to contact between various organizations outside the regular contact moments [I11]. There 
was, for example, regular contact between WC-Gr and M-Gr about the drinking water and 
wastewater component [I15]. An expert of Arcadis and WB H&A worked together in the 
development of a master plan [I10]. Other experts had a separate meeting on the no regret 
measures [M17]   
 
The development of personal relations was seen by many actors as an important benefit of the 
project. The Arcadis expert explained that the members of the NL team are well-positioned at 
potential clients. Through the project, he developed (new) personal relations with persons at M-Gr, 
WC-Gr and WB H&A. The development of such regional social network is of high importance to 
Arcadis [I10]. The WC-Gr expert explained that the close collaboration in NL was an important aspect 
of the project. He can now easily contact, for example, Arcadis. WC-Gr already had a close 
collaboration with WB H&A and M-Gr. However, through the project he became acquainted with 
new persons in these organizations [I15].  

ROMANIAN ACTORS 

Members of the RO team stated that the project offered sufficient opportunities for interaction and 
that they had very positive relational experiences. Experts of WC-T mentioned that the team 
communicated on a regular basis and had meetings [I6], was very enthusiastic [O6] and that the 
cooperation was very good. The meetings were always a pleasure and led to friendships with the 
other team members. The development of relationships and that actors involved continue to 
communicate were seen as good project results [I5]. One of them also mentioned that they expect 
to collaborate more intense with M-T in the future, for example, by preparing joint proposals and 
combining works [I6]. The chairman confirmed the positive collaboration experience. He stated that 
all members were always participating in meetings and underlined their involvement, enthusiasm 
and commitment. Although not everybody contributed at the same level, they all had a good 
contribution [I7]. Another team member also stated that the cooperation in the RO team was very 
good [I3]. The project secretary mentioned that the members were always very proactive when she 
contacted them. They supported and trusted her and were answering my questions, did suggestions 
and helped in the organization of missions. Only with the TGH Iaşi expert, the communication 
stopped after some time when his participation was not necessary [I4]. The expert himself did not 
play an active role in contacting the team or visit Tecuci. He only contacted the WMS-T expert about 
another matter [I2]. The project secretary was rather surprised that organizations who were 
normally working separately were now willing to collaborate. She initially expected that the 
cooperation would only involve WB H&A, M-T and RWB-PB. With the involvement of additional 
partners, the project became also more complicated. It became, for example, more difficult to 
organize a meeting. However, all organizations were very willing to cooperate [I4].   
 
The local representative of RWB-PB also highlighted that the cooperation was very good [O6]. The 
regional representative, who was less involved, stated that the project really improved the 
cooperation and communication between various Romanian institutions and created new 
relationships. She explained that institutions that normally never met, were meeting and discussing 
the problems and exchanging information. She is convinced that the establishment of better 
contacts will lead to better cooperation between institutions and ease the solving of water-related 
problems [I1]. The mayor of M-B was less satisfied with his cooperation beyond the project team. 
For the solving of local flood problems, they are highly dependent on the approval of NARW. In his 



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     85       

opinion, the realization of measures would be easier if the cooperation with NARW would be 
improved. The county council could, for example, provide co-funding to the local council [I3].  

DUTCH AND ROMANIAN ACTORS 

In the opinion of the NL team, there was little direct contact between the NL team and the RO team. 
One of the exceptions was the direct contact between WB H&A and RWB-PB. The expert of WB H&A 
explained that he had bilateral contacts with the local expert of WMS-T and with the department 
head of RWB-PB but would have preferred to have more of such direct contact. In his opinion, it 
would have been good if the RWB-PB representative would have been more involved in various 
visits. Her involvement was limited and she took little initiative. In their last email contact, she 
promised to get back to the WB H&A expert about one of the ideas for follow-up but she did not 
react anymore. He decided not to push for any future cooperation [I12]. The other WB H&A expert 
stated that they would only react upon a specific request of WB H&A [I13]. The RWB-PB expert 
explained that her limited involvement was a deliberate choice and related to the project scope. She 
was aware of the disappointment of the WB H&A expert and still hoped that they would be able to 
identify a joint project. In her perception, WB H&A would still like to implement a joint project [I1]. 
The project secretary also noticed that there was also brief email contact within the fundraising 
group [I4]. Besides this, the Arcadis expert was having direct contact with the technical assistant. 
This cooperation was good according to the Arcadis expert [I10]. For the project leader, the 
construction was less satisfactory, he had to approach the Arcadis expert in order to manage the 
involvement of the technical assistant [I11]. The project leader had some direct contact with the RO 
chairman but communication about the project content was usually going through the project 
secretary. The communication and collaboration between the NL project leader and the RO project 
secretary was very good. They contacted each other at least once a week by email or by phone [I11]. 
 
Most of the communication with the RO team was going via the project leader through emails and 
letters [I11; I15]. Members of the NL team praised the communication skills of the project leader but 
also mentioned that he was sometimes maybe too careful [I15]. An expert noted that the mutual 
communication was rather formal and channelized [I14]. The NL team was also critical about the role 
of the RO team. One argued that the leaders of the NL team and of the RO team should normally act 
as one. The leader of the NL team put a lot of energy in this but a proactive attitude of the RO team 
remained lacking [I10]. Another expert stated that communication was rather one-sided: from the 
Netherlands to Romania [I15]. The desired situation was that RO expert were approaching the NL 
team with questions, while the actual situation was that the RO team was reactive and awaiting 
[I14]. As explained in the subsection on changes in motivations, the collaboration was also 
experienced differently at various points in time. As the Arcadis expert explained, he was very 
positive after mission 1: his hope for good cooperation was converted into trust [PC2]. During the 
study visit, he became less positive as Romanian experts were mostly absorbing while he had 
expected them to be more prepared [I10]. He became more negative about  the collaboration when 
it appeared that there were already master plans. When the no regret measures also appeared to be 
unfeasible, he lost his interest in the project [O7]. WB H&A experts recognized this experience: their 
positive and negative experiences also alternated [I12; I13].   
 
A member of the NL team perceived the cooperation with the RO team as rather difficult and argued 
that there was an almost continuous lack of understanding [I10]. Another expert was surprised that 
the local contact persons never mentioned the existence of a regional master plan for water 
services. The reason was probably that they were also not involved in the development of the plan 
[I15]. Some experts mentioned that language barriers also certainly played a role [I11; I12]. The lack 
of direct communication was a problem also because it decreased the tempo of meetings and 
discussions. Cultural differences also played a role in the sense that it meant that persons were 
withholding things in order to be polite [I12]. Another expert relativized the language barrier by 
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arguing that technical experts need little words as they can also easily point things. At the same 
time, he also noticed that direct contact with the RO team was hardly possible due to their limited 
knowledge of the English language [I15]. In a discussion about the WP, he stated that language is an 
important aspect of the WP. Communication should be in English and employees who want to visit 
NL should learn to speak English. This made the director of AC-G promise that each visiting team 
would consist of at least two English-speaking persons [O6]. A WB H&A expert mentioned that she 
was initially startled when the WC-Gr expert demanded to only involve English-speaking employees 
in the WP but then realized that he was right about it [I13]. Language was not the only issue. What 
also played a role was that communication was usually taking place in rather large groups. One-to-
one communication would have been preferable [I12]. Another expert noticed that it may have been 
beneficial if NL experts would have spent more time in Romania or vice versa [I14].  
 
The RO project secretary confirmed that she was the one who was communicating on behalf of the 
RO team with the project leader or with other members of the NL team. Her role was to facilitate 
the cooperation. She coordinated activities, maintained the communication between both teams 
and translated documents. In the cooperation, the NL team was leading. The RO team received 
programmes, was consulted and answered questions. The RO team came with little ideas and 
suggestions. However, she also doubted if it would have made a difference. When she was coming 
with suggestions, she got the feeling that the NL team already made up their mind [I4]. RO actors 
also confirmed that their lack of the English language complicated direct communication [I5; I6. 
Despite that there was good translation, this limited direct cooperation [I5]. One of the 
consequences was that the RO team could not communicate their own initiative and were therefore 
mainly answering [I4]. Other experts relativized the language barrier. One noted that direct 
communication was still possible during the missions [I6]. The chairman also experienced no 
communication problems and stated that the teams had a good communication. There were 
common meetings, the RO team communicated minutes of meetings, there was contact when 
preparing for missions and also additional contact by email [I7]. Persons also noted that the project 
would have benefited from closer cooperation with the NL team [I5] and that it was a pity that there 
was no meeting between the NL steering group and the RO consultative committee [I4]. The project 
secretary also observed several misunderstandings in communication. It was, for example, unclear 
to her why the NL team was not aware of the regional master plan for water services, especially 
since it was already at the project website. There was also misunderstanding between WB H&A and 
RWP-PB. WB H&A was not aware that the feasibility study it wanted to elaborate already existed for 
a longer time [I4]. This misunderstanding also appeared from interviews with experts of RWB-PB and 
WB H&A (see also section 3.1). In the opinion of the project secretary, more communication would 
have prevented misunderstandings in both cases. Another example of a misunderstanding was the 
realization of a twinning relation between M-Gr and M-G. In her opinion, this misunderstanding was 
rooted in contextual differences, such as that the M-G has relatively more power (e.g. it owns AC-G) 
than M-G [I4].  
 
For none of the NL actors, the collaboration experiences formed a direct occasion to continue their 
collaboration with one of the members of the RO team. It was, however, for WC-Gr and WB H&A a 
basis for future collaboration with AC-G (see 2.3.4). WB H&A expected to be involved in another 
project with Arcadis but did not expect any follow-up in the flood risk management domain in the PB 
basin [I12; I13]. It would give advice in case of a concrete request for support of RWB-PB. However, 
they do not intend to collaborate as intensely as they did in this project [I13]. Others did not yet 
foresee future collaboration in the project or in Romania [I14; I10; I11; M30]. The department head 
of RWB-PB explained that they were still looking – in collaboration with WB H&A – for potential 
projects [I1]. The project secretary was also still hoping for some follow-up in the domain of flood 
risk management but sceptical about it [I4]. Most of the RO actors would also like to be involved in 
any future collaboration. The chairman mentioned also that he would like to continue collaboration 
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with the NL team in the development of a feasibility study [I7]. M-B would have liked to continue the 
collaboration with the NL partners and regretted that collaboration shifted to the regional level [I3]. 
Experts of WC-T were more positive about the WP. One expert mentioned that he expected the RO 
team to be involved in the WP although they are not the ones deciding upon this [I5].    

3.4.3 Reflection on relations and changes in relations 

At the start of the project, the members of the NL team were familiar with the other organizations. 
However, most experts did not know each other personally and had not been involved in a joint 
project with one of the other organizations before. The interactive process contributed to the 
development of personal relations, which were seen by experts involved as a factor that would ease 
future collaboration. Several actors, however, also observed that collaboration was not natural and 
that diverging interests and complex relations had an influence on the international collaboration. 
Most of the RO team members were familiar with each other but did not really collaborate before. 
The NL team had the impression that most RO actors had to introduce themselves to each other but 
this was not the case. Only actors that were not active at the local level (e.g. RWB-PB, AC-G and M-
G) were probably not familiar with each other. The development of relations between these actors 
was mentioned as an important outcome of the project that would also ease problem solving in the 
future. Local actors all emphasized the good collaboration at the local level. The project secretary 
perceived this as a remarkable outcome since it was not natural for various actors to collaborate. 
Whether this collaboration also forms a basis for future collaboration remains questionable. None of 
the actors involved mentioned it would be. 
 
As regards relations between NL and RO actors, there were only collaboration experiences between 
WB H&A and RWB-PB. Most of the RO actors did not participate in an international project before 
and only a few NL team members had some international experience (see also section 3.3). The 
direct collaboration between the teams was limited due to differences in language. What also played 
a role is that communication was rather formal, that the NL team spent little time in Romania and 
that meetings were often rather large-scale. Only the project leader and the project secretary had 
rather intense and good communication with each other. The communication between Arcadis and 
TGH Iaşi was also good but less satisfactory for the project leader. In the evaluation meeting, both 
teams still mentioned that the good cooperation between the NL team and the RO team was one of 
the success factors of the project [O6]. In interviews it appeared that the NL team actually perceived 
the collaboration with the RO team as rather difficult and as a collaboration that was characterized 
by misunderstandings. Some RO actors also perceived that the collaboration would have benefited 
from more direct communication but perceived it as less problematic. That the teams had another 
cognition of their collaboration is also reflected in their expectations of future collaboration. None of 
the NL experts was interested to continue collaboration with local actors. They either wanted to 
continue collaboration at the regional level or in another area or did not foresee any future 
collaboration. WC-Gr mentioned that one of the success factors of the project was that the NL team 
did not stay in Tecuci but also contacted persons in Galaţi *I15+. RO actors were interested to 
continue future collaboration but especially local actors had limited perspective on future 
involvement.              
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4 Project evaluation 
This chapter presents an evaluation of the case study using the framework presented in section 1.4. 
Section 4.1 evaluates the project using six process criteria. Section 4.2 evaluates the project using 
four immediate outcome criteria. The last section reflects on the realization of ultimate goals.    

4.1 Assessment of process criteria 

4.1.1 Stakeholder involvement 

The focus of this project was on sustainable water management in the Tecucel river basin. Although 
all inhabitants of the area were potentially affected by the topic, the project mostly involved local 
and regional authorities. In addition, the NGOs Semnal and ECC-G were involved in the beginning of 
the project (mission 1). NGO Semnal is closely connected to a regional weekly newspaper “Ziarul 
Semnal”. This newspaper covers an area that is about four times larger than the Tecucel River Basin. 
The editor of the newspaper offered the NL team to publish about the project. The profits that are 
made with the newspaper is invested in the NGO. The NGO is active in Tecuci and twenty nearby 
communities and working on children education and environmental issues. The NGO also owns an 
area that was used for water storage.  [O2]. According to the chairman of the RO team, there has 
been a publication in “Ziarul Semnal” about the project [I7]. We could not verify this as we could not 
find this article online. The other NGO involved, ECC-G, is an environmental interest group and was 
involved in the initial stage of the project [D1; O2]. The plan was further to involve local stakeholders 
with expertise in specific domains in the interactive design workshops. Most of the selected experts 
had a background in engineering and were involved in the development of existing projects, plans or 
maps [M16]. As the interactive design workshops were cancelled, these persons were not involved 
in the project. As a result, the interests of local inhabitants were especially represented by the 
members of the RO team, who were also representing an authority.     
 
Although local inhabitants were not consulted or actively involved, they were to some extent 
informed about the project. The mayor of M-B explained that the degree to which local inhabitants 
were informed depends on the members of the RO team. Personally, he  informed relevant persons 
in M-B [I3]. The chairman of the RO team explained that local inhabitants were not directly involved. 
However, since the project was an integrated part of the strategic development plan of M-T, the 
local population was informed about these plans. Local media also participated in meetings [I7]. 
Regional actors consider that the local level was sufficiently involved through the members of the 
RO team *I1; I9+. The local newspapers of Galaţi and Tecuci reported about the project within the 
context of the plans to separate rainwater and sewage water11. The newspaper of Galaţi further 
reported about a possible twinning relation with M-Gr12 and about the collaboration of AC-G with  
NL organizations13. In conclusion, stakeholder involvement was very limited. Media provided 
stakeholders with some information about the project but stakeholders were not having 
opportunities to influence decision-making about sustainable water management through the 
project.   

4.1.2 Institutional embedding 

One of the main conclusions of the project was that the local-oriented approach of the project was 
not very effective. The final report reads that the limited involvement of decision-makers affected 
the timely collection of adequate information and that for the implementation of this kind of 
projects it is crucial to first consult high level decision-makers (MEF). The latter is especially 

                                                           
11

 Publications on the websites of ProTecuci.ro, ViataLibere.ro and Tecuci.eu (7 December 2010) 
12

 Publication in ViataLibere.ro (30 November 2010) 
13

 Publications in ViataLiebere.ro (23 June 2011; 19 July 2011) 



 

Application of Dutch expertise in Romanian water projects                                     89       

important in order to develop a proposal that is eligible for funding [D23]. In the development of the 
project proposal, there was some contact with regional authorities including the County Council 
(vice-president), RWB-PB (water) and EPA-G (environment). There was also a meeting with mayors 
of the municipalities in the area and WC-T. The NL team further consulted an advisor of the NL 
embassy. There was no contact with national authorities [D1]. Once the project started, a counsellor 
of MEF and an advisor of the NL embassy were invited to participate in mission 1. The mayors of M-T 
and M-B participated in some of the activities and there was also a separate meeting with the mayor 
of M-T [O2]. Following this mission, the chairman and secretary had another meeting with the mayor 
of M-T. In this meeting, the mayor proposed to invite the following representatives for the 
consultative committee: the mayors of the three municipalities, the president of the County Council, 
the director of RWB-PB and the (former) State Secretary of MEF14 (who is a good friend of the 
mayor) [M6]. Except for MEF and the County Council, the RO team soon received positive answers 
from all organizations. The chairman made several phone calls to these organizations to receive a 
confirmation [M11]. The actual composition of the consultative committee was slightly different as 
planned: the director of RWB-PB was replaced by its technical director and the president of the 
County Council was replaced by its technical director of the Infrastructure Department of County 
Council Galaţi. Furthermore, the general director of AC-G was also invited as member of the 
committee [M14]. Except for MEF and the County Council, all invited persons attended the first 
meeting. The State Secretary of MEF contacted the mayor of M-T just before the first meeting to 
inform him that he had to stay in Bucharest to take care of other urgent matters. The County Council 
did not inform the team about its absence before the meeting [M14]. Only afterwards, the RO team 
was informed that the representative retired on the day before the meeting [M16]. At the second 
meeting of the consultative committee, MEF and also the mayor of M-T were absent [M20]. In 
mission 2, the mayor was also only present for less than half an hour [O4]. The mayor did not attend 
the final mission [O6].  
 
With hindsight, members of the NL team concluded that the project was too local-oriented and 
therefore had no access to financial resources and to institutional resources (decision-making 
power) [I11]. Another expert noted that he realized that decisions are taken at the national level and 
projects should therefore start in Bucharest [I12]. The consultative committee was meant to 
enhance the regional embedding of the project but did not have the desired effect [I13]. At the same 
time, some also noted that it probably would not have made any difference as no policy is not 
implemented in Romania [I13], that no actor has decision-making power as there is always a higher 
level [I14] and that also the high-level decision-makers of NARW were not able or willing to mobilize 
resources for the project [I12]. Members of the RO team especially emphasized the lack of 
involvement of the national and – to a lesser extent – the regional level. As regards the involvement 
of MEF, the chairman did not want to blame anyone and argued that it probably did not make any 
difference. In his perception, the regional level were rather guests than members of the team [I7]. 
The secretary explained that the consultative committee was established for the purpose of 
involving actors at various levels. However, while the project was a local priority, it did not have any 
national priority. Hence, the attempts of the chairman to involve MEF were unsuccessful. Regional 
actors were involved, participated and enthusiastic but also lacked the institutional resources to 
create the necessary connection between the local and the national level [I4]. An expert of WC-T 
noted that the national level was not directly involved. Although it was not necessary that they were 
involved more closely, it could have accelerated developments in the project [I6]. Another expert of 
WC-T argued that the involvement of MEF and also of the County Council was insufficient. Although 
they were invited, they did not attend the meetings. The mayor of M-T was informed about the 
project by the chairman [I5]. The mayor of M-B mentioned that the national level was not enough 
involved. MEF was only involved with a low level civil servant but never represented by someone 
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 The position of State Secretary was in August 2010 changed into the position of Head of MEF’s newly 
established AFWM (Authority for Floods and Water Management) 
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with decision-making power [I3]. The technical assistant especially regretted that the State Secretary 
of MEF did not come to Tecuci. His attendance would also have shown to the NL team that the 
project was taken seriously. The limited attendance of the mayor of M-T did also not leave a good 
impression [I2]. At the same time, Romanian actors also emphasized the importance of involving the 
local level for practical reasons (it is easier to gather local actors) [I1] and also for substantive 
reasons (local actors know the real problems) [I2]. Furthermore, activation of national actors for the 
solving of local problems appeared to be unfeasible [I4]. 

4.1.3 Integration of context-specific knowledge 

The integration of the general knowledge of Dutch experts with the context-specific knowledge of 
the Romanian experts and stakeholders developed rather different than expected (see also section 
2.3.3). The project started with a general framework that was based on Dutch knowledge of general 
concepts and methods associated with integrated water management, interactive design, 
participatory planning and the like. In the inventory phase, this general knowledge base would be 
complemented with specific knowledge about the current situation and existing policies and plans 
[D3]. Knowledge was indeed exchanged in mission 1 (especially during the field visit and in small-
scale meetings) [O2] and in the study visit (especially during workshops [O3]. The RO team also 
shared information by email. Although these activities created more insight in the problems and 
potential solutions, they did not contribute to the integration of knowledge associated with existing 
policies and plans. Only when the NL team prepared Mission 2.2 and during also during this mission, 
the NL team gained a better understanding of the current situation [D13]. Integration of context-
specific knowledge was also planned to play an important role in the strategy phase. In this phase, 
the NL team would organize an interactive design workshop in which knowledge of experts and 
stakeholders would be used in the development of measures [D3]. The planned integration of 
knowledge did not take place as the Sketch Match was never implemented. In this phase, knowledge 
was mostly integrated through the exchange of a list with potential no regret measures [D14] and 
emails between WB H&A and RWB-PB. In the planning phase, the knowledge base would be 
complemented with information about financing possibilities [D3]. There has been very little contact 
between experts of the working group for fundraising [I4]. Romanian financing possibilities were 
especially discussed for the implementation of a no regret measure on flood risk management in a 
small-scale mission (mission 4) and in a meeting between WB H&A and high-level decision-makers of 
NARW. The finalization phase was about the actual preparation of the master plan [D3]. Context-
specific knowledge about the contents of a master plan and about existing master plans was 
especially provided by a Bucharest-based consultancy company [emails WB H&A, 20 May 2012 and 
BDG, 31 May 2010]. 
 
Various members of the NL team explained that the integration of context-specific knowledge was 
challenging. An expert of WB H&A explained that the NL team received information but could not 
understand it. The main issue was that provided information lacked focus (an English summary 
would suffice) and explanation [I13]. Another WB H&A expert explained that the teams never really 
started to discuss the content. Only during the interactive design workshop, substantive discussions 
started. The possibilities to share knowledge were also limited due to the large set-up of meetings. 
Bilateral meetings and in the interactive design workshop offered the best possibilities for 
knowledge transfer [I12]. According to the Arcadis expert, Dutch knowledge and Romanian 
information was especially integrated in a presentation at the end of mission 1. He expected that in 
study visit 1, the RO team would bring additional relevant information. This was not the case and the 
NL team was left with many questions. The expert did not understand that while the NL team had so 
many discussions with the RO team, it only became aware that master plans were existing before 
mission 2.2 [I10]. The Landustrie expert explained that only context-specific information only started 
reaching the NL team after he contacted the Bucharest-based consultancy company [I14]. 
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Members of the RO team explained that each member contributed context-specific information [I2]. 
This included technical knowledge on the water system [I6], information about problems in the area 
[I3; I2; I5], the existing situation [I5], existing projects and project proposals [I3] and documents and 
maps [I5; I3]. Others were having a role in collecting [I2; I6], translating [I4] and also in verifying and 
clarifying information [I2]. The impression of the RO team was that they effectively provided the NL 
team with the context-specific information it asked for [I4; I6]. The secretary did also not understand 
that the NL team claimed not to have received the regional master plan for water services as it was 
on the project website since mission 1 [I4].   

4.1.4 Mutual understanding in communication 

The development of a mutual understanding about the project scope and content appeared to be 
difficult in this project. These difficulties were related to the diverse socio-cultural backgrounds and 
professional/organizational backgrounds of various actors involved. Various actors involved 
observed that there were misunderstandings between Dutch and Romanian actors. This especially 
concerned the meaning of the master plan. In its final report, the NL team mentioned that it only 
find out about the existence of master plans for flood risk management and water services in June 
2010. It was surprised that the RO team did not mention them in previous meetings [D23]. In our 
opinion, it is rather surprising that the NL team was not aware of these plans. In the preparatory 
mission and in mission 1, a manager of RWB-PB mentioned the existence and development of 
(master) plans for flood risk management and offered to share these plans. In these missions, 
Romanian actors also explained that WC-T would be integrated into a regional company and that a 
master plan was in preparation [D1; O2]. Following the preparatory mission, the NL team also 
mentioned the development of these plans in its main findings [D1]. Following mission 1, the master 
plan for water services was also put on the project website [own observations]. A WB H&A expert 
explained that he was aware of the plan but was never informed about the content and only 
received it when it was almost finished [I12]. However, RWB-PB offered to share the plans, so why 
did he (or someone else) not explicitly ask for it? Our impression is that, at that time, both Dutch and 
Romanian actors perceived that the project idea was still valid as the master plans were not 
integrated and did not address local priorities [O2]. Only in May/June 2010, the NL team realized 
that Romanians had another interpretation of the concept ‘master plan’. While a master plan refers 
in a Dutch context to a strategic plan and vision for an area, it refers in a Romanian context to an in-
depth analysis of the current situation and a list of priority measures. This document than forms a 
basis for a feasibility study [D13]. In mission 1, RO actors mentioned that the execution of a 
feasibility study was seen as an important outcome and a precondition for accessing finances. At 
least one NL expert was aware that a feasibility study was about technical specifications [O2]. 
Whether the NL team understood the actual meaning of a feasibility study is questionable. The 
advisor of the NL embassy observed that the NL team had another understanding of such studies as 
the RO team. She had the impression that the NL team was willing to prepare one without knowing 
that it involves tens of pages with technical details and specifications [interview, 27th of April 2011]. 
It is likely that a lack of direct interaction – because of the physical distance and differences in native 
language – between experts contributed to these misunderstandings. Experts especially 
communicated during missions when translation was available. Reactions of NL experts reveal that 
especially meetings in small-scale settings and field visits contributed to mutual understanding but 
that many meetings were rather large-scale. Outside the missions, communication went via the 
Dutch project secretary and the Romanian project manager who were not experts in water 
management (see subsection 3.4.2 and section 3.3). The NL team further concluded that they should 
be more proactive in asking for clarification [D23].    
 
There were also misunderstandings between the NL team and RWB-PB. Interviews with WB H&A 
and RWB-PB revealed that WB H&A would have preferred if the manager of RWB-PB would have 
been more involved. In his opinion, she took little initiative and it was difficult to get her involved, 
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which gave him the impression that she was not interested [I12]. The manager of RWB-PB explained 
that it was a deliberate choice to limit her involvement and to put forward a local representative. 
The reason for this was that the project was focusing on stakeholder involvement and local 
collaboration [I1]. There was also confusion about the development of a no regret measure for flood 
risk management [D23]. The WB H&A expert expected that there would be chances to mobilize 
Romanian funds for the measure but had to conclude that the list of priorities was already fixed 
[I12]. The RWB-PB explained that she also hoped that the measure would be implemented and could 
imagine the disappointment of the WB H&A expert [I1]. In the interview, she gave the impression 
that she was also not aware that the list was already fixed.     
 
Although misunderstandings especially occurred between the NL team and RO actors, there was 
probably also a lack of understanding among the NL team and among RO actors. We have the 
impression that local actors were aware of regional policies and plans but did not oversee the 
importance and effects of these plans. In the field visit, the WMS-T expert mentioned existing plans 
and ideas but could also not indicate whether they would be implemented [O2]. In the evaluation 
meeting, the chairman and a WC-T expert mentioned that external developments overwhelmed the 
RO team. While the teams were still setting the objectives of the master plan, plans were already 
realized by other actors [O6]. At the NL side, there were maybe not clear misunderstandings but 
actors had diverse backgrounds and preferences. This diversity was reflected in various aspects of 
the project: scepticism versus adherence to the interactive design method, commercial versus public 
interests, a strategic and integrated versus a pragmatic approach and a democratic process versus 
leadership. As a result, mutual understanding in communication was not straight forward. Although 
this did not cause stagnation of the process, it affected the relations between some experts (see 
subsection 3.4.2). Although we cannot prove that the complex and sometimes troublesome relations 
between Dutch experts affected the project outcomes, we have reasons to believe it did. How to 
explain otherwise that some experts were aware of existing master plans since October 2009 while 
others only became aware of it in May 2010? And, what else explains that the interactive design 
method was not implemented (reducing stakeholder involvement and concrete outcomes) than the 
disagreement among experts about the added value of the interactive design method? So, although 
project team members only noted that the diverse constellation of the project team made it more 
difficult to arrive at a joint motivating goal, we suspect that it also – at least partly – explains why the 
team had difficulties to understand the Romanian situation and made major adjustments to the 
initial project design.  

4.1.5 Pro-active diffusion strategy 

The project plan contained several diffusion activities. The interactive design workshops and other 
activities were planned to disseminate knowledge in order to create support among thirty local 
stakeholders. Knowledge about the application of the interactive workshop method were planned to 
be disseminated among five representatives of NGOs and sister companies of Arcadis. The NL team 
further planned to disseminate the project results (i.e. related to the application of participatory and 
integrated approaches, solving local problems, international collaboration, public private 
partnerships and financing programmes) and the applied method by organizing a final seminar and a 
final report. Other follow-up and spin-off activities that were mentioned in the project plan focused 
on the NL team and the Romanian authorities that were involved [D3]. Many elements of the 
proposed diffusion strategy were rather vague: it did not specify the target group or include any 
concrete ideas for applying the project results at a similar or larger scale. Only the interactive design 
method was planned to be implemented in a rather early stage of the project and therefore an 
example of pro-active diffusion. 
 
The implementation of the diffusion strategy was rather weak. The interactive design method was 
never applied in Romania and no final seminar and final report were prepared. Instead of organizing 
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a final seminar, the project was concluded with an evaluation meeting for which only the RO team 
was invited [O6]. The final report that was prepared for NWB was only available in Dutch and not 
shared with other actors [D23]. Probably, the organization of the small-scale design workshop in the 
Netherlands was one of the most successful diffusion activities. Experts of M-N and WC-T mentioned 
that they successfully applied the method in dealing with another problem [O6; I6]. In addition, the 
project received considerable attention in professional magazines in the Netherlands (e.g. Partners 
for Water, Union of Water Boards and DLG) [D12]. As the publications were not available online, we 
could not verify their actual publication.   

4.1.6 Adaptive management 

The initial project plan was part of a Partners for Water proposal, which was based on two missions 
(Nov. 2007 and May 2008) and submitted in June 2008. At that time, Partners for Water could not 
fund any proposal. Hence, the initial plan (which remained largely unchanged except for changes in 
the time plan) was submitted to NWB. As the NL team also had to mobilize additional funds among 
their own organizations, the project could only start in September 2009 (see also subsection 2.2.1). 
When the project started, its wider and institutional context changed considerably. What played a 
role was that the regionalization process led to the integration of WC-T into AC-G (2010) (see also 
subsection 2.1.3). The most prominent change was that new master plans were drafted for flood risk 
management (draft in 2008, final version in 2009) and for water services (draft in 2009, final version 
in 2010) (see also subsection 2.1.4). In response to these new insights, the NL team decided to 
abandon the idea of developing a master plan and to focus on the development of no regret 
measures that were not yet included in existing master plans [D23]. Within this context, the NL team 
also decided to omit the implementation of the interactive design method [M22].  
 
The above shows that the project was clearly adapted to new insights and changing circumstances 
and conditions. Whether all adaptations were necessary remains questionable. At least two 
Romanian experts explicitly mentioned that they were disappointed that the method was not 
applied in Romania [I4; O6]. Several Dutch experts also believed that the method would have been 
of added value [I11; I4; I12]. However, experts also started to realize that the method may be less 
beneficial for the water services sector [I12; I15]. Although most of the actors involved argued  
supported that the local-oriented and integrated approach was of added value but less productive as 
hoped for, some also argued that it would still be of added value to look for ways to integrate ideas 
of existing master plans (see section 3.2). The main issue here is that adaptations were made while 
the project was already halfway and were not productive. Whether earlier and different adaptations 
would have been more successful remains questionable.      

4.2 Assessment of immediate outcomes  

4.2.1 Motivating goal 

The project started with an objective that was formulated by the NL team, i.e. to develop an 
integrated master plan including no-regret measures. An analysis of the motivations of the NL team 
showed that although various organizations were having different reasons to participate in the 
project, all of them were motivated to contribute to the realization of this goal. This was also 
confirmed by the fact that all organizations mobilized financial resources to implement the project. 
Interaction with Romanian actors initially enhanced their motivation. This motivation later faded as 
a result of several developments. An analysis of the changes in motivations, cognitions and 
resources revealed that: (1) negative relational experiences with the RO team were a source of 
demotivation; (2) new knowledge and insights in the substantive domain (e.g. the meaning and 
existence of master plans) and in the relational domain (e.g. the distribution of resources) made the 
NL team doubt the feasibility of the formulated goal. This led to the formulation of a new goal, 
which involved the further development of two no regret measures. When it appeared to be 
unfeasible to mobilize resources for this, the motivation of most NL actors became very low. It made 
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the NL team eventually realize that their chosen bottom-up and integrated approach was less 
effective than hoped for. For WC-Gr, these developments did not affect their motivation to continue 
collaboration at the regional level in the form of a WP. Although it failed to raise the support of M-Gr 
for this, WB H&A decided to join the WC-Gr in the realization of this goal. 
 
The project was supported by RO counterparts as they perceived it as a way to improve their water 
management system, to learn/gain new ideas or to collaborate with NL actors. However, an analysis 
of their cognitions also revealed doubts about the goal itself. Local actors especially emphasized that 
in order to realize something concrete it was important to also develop feasibility studies. This was 
probably also the reason that the RO team soon came with several concrete measures, which they 
wanted to realize. Although the decision of the NL team to focus on two local-oriented measures 
was supported by RO team, some also blamed the project for focusing too much on Tecuci and 
regretted that the NL team abandoned the idea of developing an integrated master plan. In the 
opinion of others, it was a positive development as the integrated approach was not very effective in 
Romania. Although the project only had a concrete outcome for AC-G, most actors were still positive 
about the project. Local actors all perceived their collaboration with the NL team as  a positive 
relational experience. They were motivated to continue their collaboration with NL experts as they 
gained many new insights in various domains and increased their organization, management and 
problem-solving capacity. The collaboration with other RO actors was also mainly positive although 
actors were less positive about the role of MEF and CC-G. It made most actors positive about future 
collaboration with the actors who had been involved (except for the mayor of M-B who was critical 
about the role of AC-G and RWB-PB). In particular WC-T mentioned that the project contributed to 
the closer collaboration with M-T in various domains. None of the other actors mentioned the 
development of a joint motivating goal with other RO or NL actors (except for AC-G who will 
continue to collaborate with WB H&A and WC-Gr).     

4.2.2 Negotiated knowledge 

The development of a knowledge base that was agreed upon by various relevant actors appeared to 
be challenging. The project plan, as it was formulated by the NL team, was agreed upon by the entire 
Dutch team and Romanian actors did not contest it. Whether all Romanian actors also agreed upon 
the plan is questionable: some argued the project should be local-oriented, others stated that it 
should pay sufficient attention to local and regional developments and the chairman highlighted that 
the project would be more successful if it would also include the development of feasibility studies. 
One of first steps in the project was to gain more insights in the actual problem situation and 
relevant policy developments. Various actors had pieces of this knowledge but the integration of this 
knowledge into a joint knowledge base took much longer than expected (about nine instead of four 
months). All knowledge that was available was structured and discussed in mission 2. The project 
leader than raised the question what should – given this knowledge – be the desirable outcome of 
the project [O3]. An important outcome of these discussions was that both teams stated that there 
was no need to develop another master plan. The RO team specifically proposed to develop an 
integrated action plan instead [D13; M21]. The NL team discussed how to continue and decided, 
among others, to contact the RO team and other relevant actors about the list of potential no regret 
measures, to contact AC-G about further collaboration and to abstain from application of the Sketch 
Match [M22]. Also following discussions with RWB-PB and AC-G, the NL team eventually decided to 
select two measures that were on the list of measures that was developed in collaboration with the 
RO team [D14; D23]. The selection of measures, the choice for closer collaboration with regional 
actors and the cancellation of the sketch match were all decisions of the NL team. They were based 
on a shared knowledge base but decisions about how to implement and continue the project were 
not agreed upon by all actors involved. Various actors had diverse ideas about the need to 
completely abandon the integrated master plan, which measures should be elaborated further, the 
value of the Sketch Match, who should be involved and what should be integrated. In other words, 
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the teams never really arrived at an agreed upon knowledge base about the few most pressing 
problems in the area and how to deal with them.  

4.2.3 Mobilization of resources 

First of all, resources were mobilized for the realization of the project itself. Financial resources were 
initially asked for at Partners for Water, which could not support any project at that time. The NL 
team subsequently submitted the same proposal in a different form to NWB, which could finance up 
to 50% of the project costs. For the mobilization of the remaining financial resources, the NL team 
had to mobilize institutional resources, which was done by forming a steering group with high-level 
representatives of the NL organizations. After being informed about the project and receiving 
additional information, the steering group members agreed to cover an equal share of the remaining 
project costs. The NL team also mobilized human resources (i.e. participate in a visit or meeting) and 
knowledge resources. Most knowledge was contributed by members of the NL team – although 
some also reported to have asked for support – and concerned the water system, the interactive 
process or the project itself. Which organization provided what knowledge was dealt with in a 
flexible manner. The first step at the Romanian side was to raise support at relevant organizations 
for participation in the project. The project secretary played a role in this by asking the mayor of M-T 
for his support. Additional institutional resources were raised by means of establishing a consultative 
committee. The idea for such committee came from the NL team but was elaborated by the RO 
team and the mayor of M-T. Most of the actors involved were not satisfied about the functioning of 
the consultative committee. At the same time, especially Romanian actors doubted whether it 
would have made a difference for the mobilization of financial resources. With hindsight, several NL 
experts also stated that the actual problem was that the project did not start with exploring which 
ideas would be feasible. The RO team played a key role in mobilizing relevant information but was 
not very successful in this in the opinion of the NL team. An analysis of the contributions by other 
actors (e.g. NGOs, regional authorities and consultants) showed that they often had a better view on 
relevant policy developments. However, they were either only involved at the beginning of the 
project or became only involved towards the end of the project.   
 
A further analysis of the mobilization of resources reveals that after the initial struggle for raising 
financial resources, there were difficulties in mobilizing all information that was needed to further 
develop the project idea. After relevant information had been collected, shared and discussed, the 
teams decided to shift the project scope. Towards the end of the project, both teams started to 
realize that the adopted approach was inadequate for the mobilization of resources for problem-
solving. The project eventually contributed to the mobilization of resources for a solution study of 
WC-T and M-T (the project generated new knowledge, which led to the mobilization of finances, and 
improved collaboration) and to the mobilization of resources for a WP between AC-G, WC –Gr and 
WB H&A. 

4.2.4 Positive relational experiences 

Most of the key actors did not collaborate with one of the other experts before. In this sense, they 
had no specific willingness to trust or distrust one of the other actors. At the Dutch side, there were 
regular opportunities for interaction and most actors – there were a few exceptions – had positive 
relational experiences. Several Dutch experts mentioned the development of personal relations with 
other Dutch organizations as one of the benefits of the project. Members of the RO team also 
interacted on a regular basis and were all very positive about their collaboration. Some of the local 
and regional actors mentioned that this would have positive effects on future collaboration. Dutch 
and Romanian actors especially interacted with each other in missions. Direct communication was 
perceived as difficult by several experts due to language barriers and the limited number of direct 
contact moments. Outside the missions, there was especially contact between the project leader 
and the project secretary (and sometimes with the chairman) and between experts of Arcadis and 
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TGG Iaşi. This collaboration was a positive relational experience for experts involved. Towards the 
end of the project, there was also contact between WB H&A and RWB-PB. This was less positive. For 
Dutch experts, the relational experience with the Romanian team was mostly negative. They were 
awaiting and reactive instead of proactive. Romanian actors would like to continue collaboration but 
local actors mentioned that they had little influence on this. 

4.3 Realization of ultimate outcomes 

4.3.1 Problem-solving 

One of the ultimate project goals was to improve the water system and the living conditions of the 
population of the Tecucel River Basin [D4]. The project itself was expected to contribute to the 
realization of this goal by developing an integrated master plan for water management including no 
regret measures. The project itself did not include any budget for the implementation of such 
measures but was expected to result in an overview of possibilities for the financing of identified 
follow-up projects [D2; D3; D4]. In other words, the project was seen as a stepping stone towards 
the realization of changed environmental conditions. In response to new insights, the NL team 
abandoned the idea of developing a master plan and decided to focus instead on the further 
development of no regret measures. As explained in subsection 2.3.3, none of the explored no 
regret measures appeared to be viable. This implies that the project did not contribute directly to 
the solving of water-related problems.  
 
The project is expected to contribute indirectly to the solving of water-related problems in Romania. 
One of the concrete benefits was that it helped to identify a solution for the separation of rainwater 
and sewage water. A WC-T expert explained that the project led to a better understanding of water-
related problems and helped to solve the problem at a technical level. The next step is to develop a 
feasibility study and to apply in collaboration with M-T for cohesion funds. He explained that the 
project made them realize that they have to combine expertise [I6]. Several other actors also 
reported that they learnt about new solutions that can be of added value in the Romanian context. 
An outcome of the small-scale interactive design workshop in the Netherlands was that actors 
discovered a new method to deal with multi-actor problem situations. Two experts (M-N and WC-T) 
mentioned that they already applied the method. Others just mentioned that the workshop was a 
great learning experience. Experts also mentioned that they gained – and sometimes also already 
applied – new knowledge about project and organization management and insights in the added 
value of collaboration. A representative of RWB-PB mentioned that the improved cooperation with 
other Romanian organizations makes it easier to solve problems [I1]. The project also formed the 
stepping stone for the WP, which concentrates on increasing the technical qualities of Romanian 
actors to improve the delivery and management of water services [I15]. All Romanian actors who 
had been involved in the project stated that the project increased their own knowledge and insights 
or the knowledge and insights of others. In this sense, the project potentially contributes to the 
solving of water-related-problems in Romania. Besides this, Dutch experts also learnt about how to 
be more effective in international projects. Benefits were further expected for the solving of 
problems in the Netherlands itself.    

4.3.2 Follow-up projects 

The generation of follow-up projects was one of the explicit goals of the project. The project plan 
read that the project was planned to result in a long-term Dutch-Romanian cooperation [D4]. The 
main follow-up project that was realized is the WP. Most of the actors involved perceive that one of 
the success factors of the project was that it was a stepping stone to such partnership. One of the 
drawbacks of the WP is that it does not involve the RO team and will have limited benefits for the 
project area. In the first discussions about the WP, the NL team proposed that Tecuci would have a 
special role in the WP so that it would be possible to create tangible results in Tecuci. The director of 
AC-G supported this idea and suggested that Tecuci could be considered as a pilot [O6]. However, in 
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further discussions about the WP the director appeared to be more focused on Galaţi and Tecuci 
was not really mentioned [I15]. Especially the mayor of M-B was discontented that the WP was not 
focusing on the regional instead of the local level. In his opinion, the regional water company took 
the project from the local actors [I3]. WB H&A participated in the WP but regretted that the project 
secretary could not fulfil a role in it [I13; email 25 August 2011]. In addition, only two of the NL 
organizations were involved in the WP. As it was a partnership between public organizations there 
was no space for the commercial organizations (i.e. Arcadis and Landustrie). The other public 
organizations had no interest to be involved. Another follow-up action was the emergency 
assistance given to an area close to Galaţi after the 2010 floods. Whether this can be seen as a 
follow-up action is questionable; the relation between WB H&A and the project secretary may 
anyway have led to this action. Other follow-up activities are not to be expected on the short-term.                     
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5 Conclusions and recommendations 
This chapter presents our main conclusions and recommendations. Section 5.1 presents our main 
findings regarding the three central research topics and related questions (see section 1.1). Section 
5.2 presents recommendations on how the effectiveness of this and other Dutch-funded 
international water projects could be improved.   

5.1 Conclusions 

This section starts with our main conclusions regarding the project context, course and outcomes 
and the interaction between project and context. Subsection 5.1.2 presents our findings related to 
the characteristics of actors involved and how they changed as a result of their interaction. The last 
subsection draws conclusions upon the effectiveness of the presented case study. 

5.1.1 Project and context 

This case study highlights the importance of context in international collaboration projects. It was 
initiated within the context of the 2007 floods along the Tecucel river basin. However, it was soon 
decided to broaden the project scope to also include the water services sector. This decision was not 
only taken for substantive reasons but also within the context of the need to improve collaboration 
between various water organizations in the Netherlands and the commitment of water boards and 
water companies to the realization of the Millennium Development Goal on drinking water and 
sanitation (a project that includes water services was expected to gain more support). By changing 
the scope, the structural context of the project became more complex. As explained in section 2.1, 
Romania is a country in transition and only recently became a member state of the EU. Since 2007, 
many reforms are implemented in order to bring environmental infrastructure in line with EU 
standards. As a result, the administrative set-up and policies for flood risk management and water 
services have become rather dynamic. These developments had a large influence on the project 
development as none of the actors involved fully understood how these developments would 
interact with the project objective. Only halfway, the NL team started to understand the actual 
meaning of a Romanian master plan and became aware that regional actors just finalized the 
development of a master plan for flood risk management and a master plan for water services. The 
existence of these master plans was hardly a surprise to the RO team but they also had not foreseen 
how these master plans would interfere with the project. In the opinion of local actors, the exercise 
of developing an integrated master plan was still of added value as it enhanced collaboration and 
would complement existing master plans which were not integrated. Besides this, many of the local 
priorities were not yet part of existing master plans. What all actors only started to realize in a later 
stage of the project was that measures that were not included in existing master plans were not 
financeable. The reason was that local actors lack the financial resources to solve local problems and 
that a solution that was excluded from a master plan was not having regional and national priority. 
 
The above confirms that one of the main challenges in international knowledge transfer projects is 
to implement a project with and within existing governance structures (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., 2012). 
Dutch experts came with the idea to develop an integrated master plan but had no insight in the 
meaning of such master plan in the Romanian context. What certainly played a role in this project 
was that only the project leader had extensive experience with project implementation in Romania. 
However, he had hardly any experience with projects in the water management domain and could 
not participate in the first mission. In this mission, it became clear that master plans were existing 
but this information was not shared and reflected upon in the NL team. The NL team collaborated 
most closely with local actors who appeared to have limited knowledge of relevant policy 
developments. Actors who were working at the regional or the national level were aware of these 
developments and informed the NL team about it. However, these actors were less engaged in the 
overall process. The case study further highlights how difficult it can be for experts of different 
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countries – and thus contexts – to arrive at a mutual understanding in communication. The potential 
for direct communication was limited due to language barriers and distance (limiting the interaction 
moments). There was no lack of the possibility to translate documents and conversations but this did 
not mean that experts also really understood each other.  
 
The external policy developments also created new opportunities for cooperation. Following the 
integration of WC-T into AC-G, WC-Gr explored the possibility to develop a partnership with AC-G. 
Shortly after the project, AC-G, WC-Gr and WB H&A signed a WP which forms a basis for future 
collaboration. There were two other events that affected the project. A volcano eruption that 
disrupted air traffic throughout Europe led to cancellation of mission 2, which would focus on the 
application of the Sketch Match. It was decided to replace the mission by another mission and to 
implement the interactive design method in a later mission. However, new insights eventually led to 
the decision to cancel the application of the Sketch Match. Floods and flood threats in Galaţi region 
urged the NL team to look for flood risk projects that could be implemented on the short-term. This 
event had an influence on the selection of no-regret measures. Although both incidents had some 
influence on the project course, it were rather new insights in on-going policy developments that led 
to adjustment of the project. Although key actors were – at least partly – aware of these 
developments, they still came as a surprise since actors did not realize how these developments 
interfered with the project.      

5.1.2 Actor characteristics and learning 

To better understand the process and its outcomes, we analysed motivations, cognitions, resources 
and relations between actors and how they changed as a result of the interactive process. The 
analysis of the characteristics of key actors confirms that interactive processes tend to involve actors 
with diverging motivations, cognitions and resources. Dutch experts were interested in developing 
relations with each other and had commercial or altruistic reasons for participation. In addition to 
personal and organizational objectives, some experts also enjoyed being involved in an international 
project or believed that they could contribute something. Romanian actors were interested to learn 
from Dutch experts and some of them hoped to solve concrete problems. The project plan was 
mostly based on Dutch cognitions: it was formulated by Dutch experts on the basis of information 
that was gathered during two visits and based on Dutch methods and ways of working. Romanian 
actors did not contest the project as it was proposed by the NL team although some of them came 
with suggestions to make it more concrete. Resources for the project were contributed by both 
Dutch and Romanian actors. Financial resources were contributed by Dutch actors. For context-
specific knowledge and to get things done, they needed support in Romania. At the beginning of the 
project, input of various actors was gathered by the NL team. Once the RO team and the 
consultative committee was formed, they became the most important sources of information and 
support. When they appeared to be unable to mobilize the required resources, other actors were 
asked for input again. 
 
In the period between the start (September 2009) and the end of the project (June 2011), several 
international visits were organized. In addition, both teams were meeting on a regular basis. Outside 
the visits, most interaction between the NL and the RO team went via the project leader and the 
project secretary in the form of emails, phone calls and letters. As a result of their interaction, key 
actors gained new knowledge, insights and qualities in the areas of content (substantive learning) 
and process (relational learning). Dutch experts gained more insight in the problems in the project 
area and a better understanding of policy developments and the policy network and how to deal 
with this. Romanian experts were already aware of the main problems and especially discovered 
new solutions and ways of working. They also became more aware of policy developments and the 
policy network. All key actors involved reported individual learning processes. The learning process 
was sometimes constructive and sometimes destructive. For example, the project made the NL team 
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realize that local actors had limited resources, that master plans were existing and that selected no 
regret measures were not viable. These changes in cognitions had a negative impact on their 
motivations. At the same time, these experiences also increased their capacity to implement and 
manage similar projects. The impact on the RO team was more positive. The RO team gained new 
ideas how to solve problems, which had a positive impact on their motivation and increased their 
capacity to deal with multi-actor problem situations in the future. These learning processes also 
affected the capacity of key actors to jointly perform a common task. Cognitions of key actors about 
the existing situation converged. This led to the shared insight that there was no need to develop an 
integrated master plan. In this period, actors also explicitly reflected on their relative strengths. The 
RO team concluded that the added value of the NL team was in the development of an integrated 
action plan that would focus on the further development of solutions for urgent local problems (they 
prepared a list of seven). The NL team concluded that its added value was in creating conditions for 
the development of solutions (rather than in providing technical solutions) and eventually decided to 
focus on two. It further decided to engage more actors, which also indicates that it had little trust in 
further cooperation with the (local) RO team. The RO team on the other hand had trust in the 
expertise of the NL team and regretted that the project did not form a pathway for future 
cooperation at the local level. This shows that the project contributed to learning at the individual 
level and at the collective level. The collective learning process, however, did not form a pathway for 
further cooperation between both project teams and was in this sense rather destructive.      

5.1.3 Effectiveness of the project 

The projects’ effectiveness was evaluated through an assessment of the process, immediate 
outcomes and ultimate outcomes. The process started with engaging regional and local authorities 
and NGOs and local stakeholders were planned to become involved. The actual process especially 
engaged local authorities. If stakeholders were informed, it was via the participating organizations 
and local media. Regional and national authorities were planned to be engaged through the 
consultative committee. This structure was less effective than hoped for. The project teams had to 
conclude that local problems were not solvable by local actors and had no priority at the regional or 
at the national level. Several Dutch experts concluded that it may have been better to start the 
project at the national level. The local-oriented approach also affected the integration of context-
specific knowledge. Local actors could provide information about local problems and plans but had 
little insight in regional and national developments and plans. What also played a role in this was 
that the NL team and the RO team had difficulties in developing a mutual understanding in 
communication. With hindsight, actors noticed several misunderstandings between the NL team and 
RO actors. However, the relatively late discovery of certain information was probably also caused by 
a lack of interaction and reflection within the NL team. Diffusion activities were part of the project 
plan but not very concrete. As a result of project adjustments, most of the activities were not 
implemented. The project was certainly managed in an adaptive manner,  however, adaptations 
were made in a relatively late project stage and not very productive.  
 
The interactive process initially enhanced the motivation of key actors to jointly implement the 
project. Although it took longer than expected, actors also developed a negotiated knowledge base 
about the current situation and concluded that there was no need to develop a master plan. The NL 
team developed another motivating goal (develop two no regret measures) but this was rather their 
own than a joint goal. It further started to realize more and more that the adopted local-oriented 
approach was not effective in mobilizing resources. The negative collaboration experience (also due 
to language barriers) was another reason that they became less motivated to continue their 
collaboration with the local team. As a result, the project did not result in a joint motivation, 
negotiated knowledge, resources or mutual trust that would form a basis for joint action. The lack of 
immediate outcomes also explains why the project is not expected to contribute directly to problem-
solving or follow-up projects at the local level. What is important to mention is that the project did 
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contribute to the increased capacity of various actors to deal with multi-actor problems to manage 
projects and organizations and the like. The project was also a stepping stone for a partnership 
between two Dutch and one regional actor.  

5.2 Recommendations 

On the basis of the case study analysis, we developed three project-specific recommendations that 
may have benefited the implementation of the presented project. For additional recommendations, 
we refer to previous case study reports (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2009b, Vinke-de Kruijf, 2011b, Vinke-de 
Kruijf, 2011a). The first specific recommendation relates to the setting of an achievable project goal. 
The goal of this project was rather ambitious: it wanted to develop an integrated master plan and 
also wanted to develop no regret measures. When this goal appeared to be unfeasible, the NL team 
decided to focus on raising support for no regret measures. But why would Dutch experts be able to 
create the conditions for solving urgent problems if Romanian actors never managed to do so? 
Although the Dutch team realized that the issues were probably rather governance than technical 
problems, they did not fully acknowledge that governance problems are not solvable in a single 
project. The case study shows that international projects are especially strong means for transferring 
ideas and methods and for the integration of knowledge and actor networks. In this sense, not all 
adaptations that were made to the project were necessary. The Sketch Match, for example, could 
have enhanced such outcomes (Vinke-de Kruijf, 2011b). Our first recommendation is therefore to 
focus on knowledge transfer and integrating goals rather than on problem-solving. If there is a need 
to adapt goals, this is done preferably in an early stage and not at the cost of knowledge transfer 
goals.  
 
The second recommendation relates to the development of mutual understanding. In the case 
study, language barriers were annoying but bridgeable by translation. What was more problematic 
was the limited involvement of actors with so-called interactional knowledge. These are persons 
who could translate meanings between Dutch and Romanian actors because they have some 
knowledge of various areas and contexts (Vinke-de Kruijf et al., 2011). Actors who could have done 
so were, for example, the NGO ECC-G or the Bucharest based consultant BDG. Another problem was 
that international visits had limited quality and quantity. We agree with other actors involved that 
more and smaller missions may have been more beneficial. Especially since direct and personal 
interaction between actors, for example in joint working groups, is of crucial importance to develop 
trust and mutual understandings (Nonaka, 1994, Koskinen et al., 2003). As understanding results 
from reflection, we expect that the project would have benefited from additional reflection. 
Relatively little attention was paid to the exchange of mission results and the reflection on what 
knowledge was there and what was still required. True experts can reflect while they are in action 
but reflection usually benefits greatly from face-to-face dialogue with others (Schon, 1983, 
Stenmark, 2002). Our second recommendation is therefore to create sufficient opportunities for 
face-to-face interaction and reflection and to involve actors with interactional knowledge.  
 
The third recommendation relates to the embedding and diffusion of the project. Literature shows 
that in order to have a policy impact, it is important to engage relevant institutional actors (including 
civil servants, executives and politicians) (Edelenbos et al., 2008). In the Romanian context, this 
implies that actors of the national, regional and local level should somehow be involved. We would 
like to add to this that the more actors are engaged, the greater the chance that knowledge that was 
created in a project is spread beyond the project area (Vreugdenhil, 2010). Our recommendation is 
therefore to ensure adequate involvement of actors who have a crucial role in current or follow-up 
actions and to spread as much information about the project as possible.  
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Annex A – Overview of case study data 

PROJECT DOCUMENTATION  

No. Document name Date of document 

D1 Report preparatory mission (annex 1 progress report) May ‘08 
D2 Partners for Water proposal (in Dutch) 13 June ‘08 
D3 Project work plan and time plan  18 June ‘08 
D4 Netherlands Water Board Bank proposal 1 March ‘09 
D5 Project memo (prepared for meeting Steering Committee, 2 April ’09) 25 March ‘09 
D6 Documents shared with RO partners: introduction letter, project 

preparation, project planning and project summary (annex 3-6 progress 
report) 

28 Aug. ‘09 

D7 Documents shared with RO partners: introduction letter, project 
preparation, draft mission programme, stakeholder overview (annex 7-10 
progress report)  

21 Sept. ‘09 

D8 Programme and reports mission 1 (annex 11 progress report) Oct. ‘09 
D9 Report mission 1 (prepared by RO project secretary) 22 Oct. ‘09 
D10 Report study visit (based on observations of the researcher, attached as 

annex 13 to progress report 1) 
Dec. ‘09 

D11 Report study visit (prepared by RO team) 25 Jan. ‘10 
D12 Progress report phase 1 (May 2008 – March 2010) Sept. ‘10 
D13 Report mission 2 and overview of actions and project ideas (prepared by 

DLG, attached as annex 1 and 2 final report) 
June ‘10 

D14 Overview of no regret measures (annex 2 to final report NWB) July ‘10 
D15 Reports of mission 3A (prepared by Arcadis, WB H&A and DLG, partly 

attached as annex 3 to final report NWB) 
Sept. ‘10 

D16 Project idea form Partners for Water  Aug. ‘10 
D17 Reports of mission 3B (an extended NL version and an EN version, partly 

attached as annex 4 to final report; prepared by WB-G) 
Oct. ‘10 

D18 Report of mission 3B (prepared by RO project secretary) Oct. ‘10 
D19 Programme of study visit (prepared by M-Gr, WC-Gr, WB H&A) Nov. ‘10 
D20 Project idea reservoir (prepared by WB H&A, annex 5 final report NWB) Feb. 11 
D21 Report mission 4 (prepared by Arcadis, annex 5 final report NWB) Feb. ‘11 
D22 Report mission 5 (prepared by DLG and WB H&A, annex 6 final report 

NWB) 
April ‘11 

D23 Final report NWB (Sept. 2009 – June 2011) Sept. ‘11 

LETTERS EXCHANGED BETWEEN PARTNERS INVOLVED 

No. Sent by/to Date of letter 

L1 Partners for Water to NL team 5 Sept. ‘08 
L2 NL team to RO partners (in email form)  9 March ‘09 
L3 NL team to NL Partners (Steering Committee) 9 April ‘09 
L4 NL team to RO partners (in email form) 17 June ‘09 
L5 NL team to RO team (invitation study visit) Nov. ‘09 
L6 NL team to RO team 14 Jan. ‘10 
L7 NL team to RO consultative committee 24 Feb. ‘10 
L8 NL team to RO team 24 Feb. ‘10 
L9 NL team to RO team 8 April ‘10 
L10 NL team to RO team (about mission 2A) 15 April ‘10 
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No. Sent by/to Date of letter 

L11 NL team to RO team (about mission 2B) 12 May ‘10 
L12 NL team to RO team (questions related to mission 2) 28 May ‘10 
L13 RO team to NL team (answers to questions related to mission 2) 1 June ‘10 
L14 NL team to RO team 7 June ‘10 
L15 RO team to NL team 7 June ‘10 
L16 NL team to Apa Canal 20 Sept. ‘10 
L17 NL team to NL Steering Committee 20 Dec. ‘10 
L18 NL team to RO team (about final mission) 5 April ‘11 

MINUTES OF PROJECT TEAM MEETINGS 

No. Type of document Date of meeting 

M1 Minutes NL team 14 Oct ‘08 
M2 Minutes NL team 25 Feb ‘09 
M3 Agenda and minutes NL team 2 July ‘09 
M4 Minutes NL team 17 Aug. ‘09 
M5 Minutes RO team 26 Oct. ‘09 
M6 Minutes meeting with Mayor Tecuci 28 Oct. ‘09 
M7 Minutes NL team 30 Oct. ‘09 
M8 Minutes RO team 4 Nov. ‘09 
M9 Minutes NL team 11 Nov. ‘09 
M10 Minutes NL team 13 Jan. ‘10 
M11 Minutes RO team 22 Jan. ‘10 
M12 Minutes RO team 5 Feb. ‘10 
M13 Agenda and minutes NL team 10 Feb. ‘10 
M14 Minutes meeting RO consultative committee 26 Feb. ‘10 
M15 Agenda and minutes NL team 3 March ‘10 
M16 Minutes RO team 12 March ‘10 
M17 Minutes meeting NL team on no regret measures 19 March ‘10 
M18 Agenda and minutes NL team 6 April ‘10 
M19 Agenda and minutes NL team 11 May ‘10 
M20 Minutes meeting RO consultative committee 11 June ‘11 
M21 Minutes RO team 14 June ‘11 
M22 Agenda and minutes NL team 30 June ‘10 
M23 Agenda and minutes NL team 25 Aug. ‘10 
M24 Agenda and minutes NL team 3 Sept. ‘10 
M25 Agenda and minutes NL team 15 Oct. ‘10 
M26 Agenda and minutes NL team 2 Nov. ‘10 
M27 Agenda and minutes NL team 15 Dec. ‘10 
M28 Agenda and minutes NL team 26 Jan. ‘11 
M29 Agenda and minutes NL team 2 March ‘11 
M30 Agenda and minutes NL team 29 March ‘11 

OBSERVATION REPORTS 

No. Activity Date Location 

O1 Preparatory mission: meeting in Bucharest 16 May ‘08  
O2 Mission 1: plenary meetings and field trip 13-15 Oct. ‘09 Tecuci 
O3 Study visit to the Netherlands: plenary 

meetings and field visits 
1-4 Dec. ‘09 Groningen 

O4 Mission 2: Plenary meeting on project 10 June ‘10 Tecuci 
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No. Activity Date Location 

scope 
O5 Mission 3A: meeting between Dutch and 

Romanian experts/policy-makers on flood 
risk management 

29-30 Sept. ‘10 Galaţi 

O6 Mission 5: plenary meetings on follow-up 
and evaluation 

12-13 April ‘11 Galaţi and Tecuci 

O7 Meeting NL team: evaluation of the project 14 July ‘11 Groningen 

INTERVIEWS 

Once the project was finished, the author conducted interviews with 9 members of the project 
team. The purpose of these interviews was to understand how the members perceived the project. 
All interviews were semi-structured and in depth, with a length varying from 90 to 150 minutes. The 
interviews with Dutch respondents were in Dutch and with Romanian respondents in English. Draft 
versions of all interview reports were send to interviewees for review.   
 

Int. 
No. 

Organization Function/role Place and date 

I1 RWB-PB Department Head Iaşi, 21 June ‘11  
I2 TGH  Junior Consultant/Technical Assistance Iaşi, 21 June ‘11 
I3 M-B Mayor/member RO team Tecuci, 22 June ‘11 
I4 WB H&A Advisor/project secretary Tecuci, 22 June ‘11 
I5 Apa Canal Head wastewater treatment plant Tecuci/member 

RO team 
Tecuci, 22 June ‘11 

I6 Apa Canal Director Department Tecuci/member RO team Tecuci, 22 June ‘11 
I7 M-T Advisor for European Funds/chairman RO team Tecuci, 22 June ‘11 
I8 AC-G Project Implementation Unit Galaţi, 23 June ‘11 
I9 M-G Economic director Galaţi, 23 June ‘11 
I10 Arcadis Department head/member NL team Groningen, 14 July ‘11 
I11 DLG Project manager and chairman NL team Groningen, 14 July ‘11 
I12 WB H&A Hydrologist/member NL team Veendam, 15 July ‘11 
I13 WB H&A Staff member/member NL team Veendam, 15 July ‘11 
I14 Landustrie Project leader/member NL team Sneek, 27 July ‘11 
I15 WC-Gr Manager Strategic Projects/member NL team Groningen, 27 July ‘11 

ADDITIONAL PERSONAL COMMUNICATION 

No. Type and scope of personal communication Date 

PC1 Phone call and face-to-face meeting with project leader about the 
start-up of the project 

31 March ’08; 15 April 
‘08 

PC2 Small interviews with NL project team members following the first 
mission about lessons learnt 

16 Oct. ‘09 

PC3 Meeting with the project leader about project progress  6 Nov. ‘09 
PC4 Phone call with project secretary about project progress 7 Sept. ‘10 
PC5 Phone call with project leader about project progress 22 March ‘11 
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Annex B – Participation in project activities 
Tabel B.1 – Participation of the NL team, the RO team the local coordinators (LC) and others in project activities (the figure is an indication of the number of representatives involved, X 
indicates that the number is unknown) 

Activity NL team RO team Other RO stakeholders 

 DLG H&A WC-Gr M-Gr Arca 
dis 

Land 
ustrie 

LC M-T WC-T WMS-T M-B M-N RWB- 
Prut 

AC-G Others 

Mission ‘07  2        1   1   

Mission ‘08 2 1 1 1 1  2 2 1 1 X X 1  CC-G, ECC-G, EPA-G, NL Embassy 

Mission 1 2 1 1  1  2 5 2 1 1 1 2  MEF, Semnal, ECC-G, NL embassy 

Study Visit 1 > 8 > 5 > 3 > 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1   M-G 

Mission 2 1 1 1 1   2 2 2  1 1   Consultants, Cons. Comm. 

Mission 3A 1 1   1          MEF, CC-G, M-G, and others 

Mission 3B   2 1   1  1     3 M-G 

Study Visit 2  X X X          2  

Mission 4     1         1  

Mission 5 1 2 1    1 1 2 1 1 1  8  
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Annex C – Overview of no regret measures 
The table below presents an overview of the no-regret measures that were developed by the NL 
team in March 2010 (left column) and send to the RO team for a reaction in July 2010 (right column) 
[D14]. 
 

Dutch proposals Romanian reaction and additional proposals 

Flood risk management: 
Change the ploughing direction (from 
horizontal to vertical) 

Beyond the capacity of the NL and the RO team 
due to private ownership of land 

Drainage of the gulleys Necessary and partly feasible, lack of material 
Build an overflow wall in the storm water 
sewerage network 

Necessary 

 Rehabilitation of sewerage network. Feasibility 
study in place, need for co-financing 

 Regularization of the Tecucel River in Nicoreşti  
and Buciumeni 

 Construction of a non-permanent flood storage 
reservoir in Nicoreşti  and Buciumeni 

Internship regarding sewerage inspection and 
maintenance at a Dutch company 

Good and useful measure 
 

 Need for material for video inspection as part of 
the new maintenance plan. 

Restore the functionality of retention basins  
Remove vegetation from quays Need for financing and materials 

Drinking water: 
Solve problems with privately owned wells  
Construction of a dike around low-lying pump 
lift station 

Feasible, need for financing 

Specification of existing networks  
Adjust meaintenance plan for networks Useful and necessary. Need for materials 
 Automated measuring of water consumption 
 Reduction of leakages through rehabilitation 

Sewerage: 
Replacement of storage tanks by septic tanks Beyond the capacity of the NL and the RO team 

due to private ownership and expensive 
Treatment of effluent of septic tanks through 
reed lands 

 

 


