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SUMMARY

The Southwest Delta is a dynamic area where three of the largest rivers in the
Netherlands flow outinfo the North Sea. The area is internationally famous forits natural
values, but nature and human interventions have difficulty co-existing. A healthy delta
can support functions that humans derive from the delta; therefore, knowledge of the
water system and morphology is essential for decision-making. This knowledge has
been scattered within the organization of Rijkswaterstaat due to organizational
changes and in-and outflow of employees. Therefore, Rijkswaterstaat wants to
organize a knowledge community for lake Grevelingen with all other knowledge
holding stakeholders in the areq, in order to bring all available knowledge together
and support future decision-making. This research is thus focused on how this
community can be organized. First, a theoretical base has been established. Several
approaches to ‘delta knowledge' are identified; how ‘knowledge management’
works has been researched; important aspects for knowledge accessing, sharing and
anchoring have been described and definitions of what a ‘knowledge community’ is
have been compared. After establishing this base, approaches were applied to the
case of lake Grevelingen. The most important result about defining delta knowledge
is applying the layer model. This established boundaries and relationships within this
knowledge theme. Secondly, the knowledge management cycle steps were applied
to Rijkswaterstaat which resulted in an analysis of the current knowledge management
situation. The important aspects for knowledge accessing, sharing and anchoring
were the base on which indicators were formulated and tested with key stakeholders.
This resulted in 9 indicators who represent the aspects key-stakeholders value the most
to measure. Finally, several characteristics derived from the theoretical framework
were applied to three different knowledge networks to identify success factors.
Additional interviews with key stakeholders gave insight in expectations, roles and most
suitable indicators throughout all results in this research. These results all fogether give
a clearinsight in how key-stakeholders want the community to look like, which aspects
need to be negotiated and how theory can support this vision. This is addressed in the
conclusion, discussion and recommendations of this research.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 SPATIAL CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM

The ‘Zuidwestelijke Delta’ is a
dynamic area where three
of the largest rivers of the
Netherlands flow out into the
sea (figure 1). It is an area
situated in the southwest of
the Netherlands and its
boundaries are determined
by the ‘Nieuwe Maas’; the
area ‘Biesbosch’; the
morphological tfransition of
sand fo clay in the subsoail

; [ e S| and the Dutch country
borders (Hocks et al., 2009).
e The blue area in figure 1

represents the ‘Grevelingen
Figure 1: Spatial overview of the 'Southwest Delta’ (red) and lake lake' section, which is the
Grevelingen (blue) (Hocks et al., 2009) area where the main focus

of this research lies on. The
Southwest Delta is nationally and internationally famous for its natural values, but
human intervention has been of great influence through its history. Bird species from
all over the world use this unique environment to forage, breed and rest. At the same
time, the Southwest Delta supports multiple human activities such as the shipping
industry, fourism and fishery. Humans conftributed to shaping the delta; hydraulic
structures such as the delta works have been created for protection against floods
and closed the open connection with the North Sea. Due to human and natural
alterations to the delta, the human interaction with the delta and the natural deltaic
character of the delta have difficulties co-existing. This caused a situation where the
tidal characteristics of the delta have been decreasing and the quality of flora and
fauna is declining. This results in high vulnerability of the ecosystems within the delta.
Furthermore, long-term developments decreased resilience for other threats, such as
climate change. However, awareness on the effects of human interventions and
human activities in the delta has been increasing. The study of water systems within
the Southwest Delta and its alteration by human activities is an ongoing process and
the focus has changed over the years. Not only water safety, but also fresh water
availability and estuarine dynamics became important subjects within the delta. The
realization that the declining natural qualities of the delta affects the sustainability of
human interventions and human activities has stressed the importance of investing in
the natural capital. A healthy delta can support the functions that humans derive from
the delta; therefore, knowledge of the water systems and morphology is essential in
decision making, spatial planning and in the formulation of spatial management
questions. (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017)




1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT

Knowledge on the Southwest Delta has been gathered by Rijkswaterstaat by assigning
subjects of research to institutes and consultancy firms. However, policies and
organizational changes caused lower levels of knowledge. Rikswaterstaat sees
knowledge as a valuable asset and recognizes the knowledge holding capacities of
many stakeholders in the Southwest Delta. Anyhow, knowledge sharing between
stakeholders is not organized in a structured way. Having an overview of knowledge
of the delta is important to understand natural and human dynamics, but it is also
important to understand the effects of future human interventions on the delta. To
secure knowledge on this part of the delta, Rijkswaterstaat proposes to work together
with stakeholders on establishing a ‘knowledge community’ so that delta knowledge
can be anchored, shared and accessed in one and the same way. In order to
establish a knowledge community for lake Grevelingen, the national department of
water, traffic and living environment (WVL) and regional Rijkswaterstaat Sea and Delta
(RWS Z&D) assigned this research project to gain more insight in how to organize this
forlake Grevelingen (Haas & Poortvliet, 2018).

1.3 OBJECTIVE OF THIS RESEARCH

This thesis research is carried out to provide several aspects: To give Rijkswaterstaat
more insight in the organization of a knowledge community for lake Grevelingen; to
give insight in important aspects of the process of creating a knowledge community;
to give insight in the current knowledge management structure of Rijkswaterstaat; to
understand key-stakeholder positions, opinions and coniribution fo important
indicators for the community; how delta knowledge can be defined and how delta
knowledge about water management of lake Grevelingen can be accessed, shared
and anchored by establishing a knowledge community. This research will be
documented in the form of a research report, resulting in an advice on organizing a
knowledge community for lake Grevelingen.

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND REPORT STRUCTURE

To organize a knowledge community on water management for lake Grevelingen,
the following research question has been formulated:

‘How can Rijkswaterstaat Zee and Delta organize the accessing, sharing and
anchoring of Delta knowledge on water management of lake Grevelingen in a
knowledge communitye’

To answer this research question, the main question is divided into sub-questions. Those
are:

1) Whatis Delta knowledge?
2) How is Delta knowledge on water management of lake Grevelingen currently
managed within Rijkswaterstaate



3) How can delta knowledge on water management of lake Grevelingen be
accessed, shared and anchored?
a. What are indicators of accessing knowledge?
b. What are indicators of sharing knowledge?
c. What are indicators of anchoring knowledge?

4) Which forms of a knowledge community exist and what are the roles and
preconditions for stakeholders?

This research report is structured by first addressing the theory behind sub-questions in
a theoretical framework in chapter 2. Furthermore, the method and approaches used
will be elaborated upon in chapter 3. Finally, those approaches will be applied, and
interview results will be presented to answer research questions in the result chapter
(chapter 4). In chapter 5, the discussion of this research will be presented. Finally, in
chapter 6, a conclusion and advice on organizing a knowledge community for lake
Grevelingen is given. In the appendixes, supporting results and intermediate results are
provided.



2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This theoretical framework gives insight in important subjects that are addressed in the
main- and sub-questions. This framework will look into the theory that lies behind those
subjects to create a deeper understanding and offer a theoretical basis to support the
results of this thesis research in chapter 4. An overview of relationships of all important
aspects of this chapteris given in figure 10.

2.1 DELTA KNOWLEDGE

To define delta knowledge forlake Grevelingen, the definitions of ‘delta’, ‘knowledge’
and suitable approaches need to be analyzed first.

i A 2.1.1 THE DELTA

According to Renkema (2017), a delta is the area
where river mouths are flowing outin the sea through
various branches. A broader description is also
provided: In a delta, a river flows through low lying
land towards the sea. Flow velocities are low and
sedimentation happens in the river, causing streams
to clog. This enhances the process of water finding
, 1 other ways towards the sea in smaller branches. Tidal
R effects are minimal and water in a delta is fresh of
~ nature. The branching of ariver happens often in the
i% delta-shaped figure ‘A’; thus, the name ‘Delta’

’ (figure 2) (Renkema, 2017).
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Figure 2: The Dutch delta
(Deltacommissie, 2008)

2.1.2 DEFINING KNOWLEDGE

The definition of knowledge in this research is based on the data-information-
knowledge pyramid, a tool used in knowledge management visible in figure 3 (Frost,
2018). According to Frost (2018), to understand knowledge, it is important to
understand what constitutes knowledge. The difficulty of explaining knowledge is
caused by its connection to two concepts: information and data. Knowledge is often
treated the same asinformation since it is seen as something that can be codified and
transmitted. According to the same source, knowledge is a fluid mix of framed
experiences, values, contextual information, expert insight and grounded intuition that
provides an environment for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and
information. According to Dalkir (2005), there are two types of knowledge: tacit and
explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is difficult to communicate and to put into words,
text or drawings. Explicit knowledge refers to content that has been captured in a
tangible form such as words, audio recordings or images. Tacit knowledge is inside
heads of ‘knowers’ while explicit knowledge is anchored in tangible or concrete
media.



Knowledge

Know-how, experience,
insight, understanding,
and contextualized information

Information

Data

Figure 3: Defining Knowledge (Frost, 2018).

2.1.3 SUITABLE APPROACHES TO DELTA KNOWLEDGE

According to Deltares (2011), the delta can be approached and analyzed in various
ways. The layer model (used for spatial planning) and the DPSIR model (originated
from environmental policy) can be seen as a generic basis to approach every delta.
Both will be explained in the following paragraph to give an indication on how these
approaches could define knowledge of the delta. A research conducted by Hagens
(2006) confirms that the layer model or ‘sandwich model’ is indeed popular in Dutch
spatial planning and it is also a working method to give insight in a complex
landscape. The layer approach or ‘sandwich model’ has 3 layers: A base layer
(physical environment); a network layer (infrastructure) and an occupation layer (use
of space) (figure 4). Itis stated that characteristics of this approach are the interaction
between the layers to conform with a redlistic situation and the time aspect of every
layer. Also, it is stated that layers form conditions for other layers; for example, the
quality of soil could set conditions for the developed network structure on top.
Therefore, this approach also has a steering function in spatial development and
emphasizes the interrelatedness between the spatial layers. According to this
research, information on the base layer is valid towards the limits of 100-500 years; on
the network layer 50-100 years and on the occupation layer 25-50 years (Hagens,
2006).

Figure 4: The layer approach; figure used for
a structural vision by municipality ‘Waalre’,
the Netherlands. (Gemeente Waalre, 2013)




Another research conducted in the Niger delta describes the DPSIR model in a delta
context as the following: The DPSIR model (Drivers — Pressure — State — Impact -
Response) is developed in the 1990's, by the Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development. The main purpose of this model is to select and organize indicators
and associated data in a way useful to decision makers and the public (Adekola &
Mitchell, 2011). Later, the model was expanded adding the addressing of drivers and
impacts, therefore also looking at behavioral actors that are at the base of pressures.
In this context, drivers are socio-economic and socio-cultural forces behind human
activities and also include environmental factors like climate change. Pressures are
defined as stresses that human activities put on the environment. The state defines the
condition of the environment. Impact states the consequences of the environmental
state for people, economy and ecosystem. Response stands for the response of
society to the environmental situation. The DPSIR model has been used for assessing
causes, consequences and responses to the environmental change in a holistic way
and for organizing information about the state of the environment (Adekola & Mitchell,
2011). However, there are downsides to this approach. It's adoption and use is sfill little
in third world countries. Also, causal relationships are overly simplistic and there is not
enough attention given to secondary effects and complicated external factors
(Adekola & Mitchell, 2011). Additionally, a research on applying DPSIR to sustainable
development furthermore states that the DPSIR framework cannot address the impact
of aggregated, informal responses on drivers and pressures related to environmental
problems and sustainability challenges. According to Carr et al. (2007), this issue
originates in the sftructure of the DPSIR framework through unexamined,
unacknowledged hierarchy of actors that this framework creates. The research
concludes that the DPSIR model is therefore not a new direction for development
within organizations but a reproduction of existing inequalities between stakeholders
within the approaches currently used. Through the DPSIR model, delta knowledge
could be defined with the framework of drivers, pressure, state, impact and response,
organizing information in a holistic way about the environmental state of the delta.

Brondizio et al. (2006) provides a review on several existing frameworks for analyzing
social-ecological systems to analyze delta regions on different scales. It states that the
DPSIR model is mainly focused on cause-effect processes between the environment
and humans, which is in agreement with the description of DPSIR by Mitchell & Adekola
(2011). Other examples of frameworks are focused on vulnerability and risks for
communities, floods, coastal adaptation, community-based multi-hazards,
agriculture, poverty and transport on deltaic surfaces. All these frameworks are mainly
SES frameworks (Social-ecological systems). Based on this analysis, the research has
formulated an approach that builds upon these conceptual frameworks and focuses
on institutional and governance analysis using Ostrom’s general SES framework (2009).
The eventual framework that is established is an infegrated and problem-oriented
framework where explicit attention is given to biophysical, social and ecological
connectivity in delta systems. It offers a geospatial and multi-temporal approach that
can be used to:

1. Define the boundaries of delta social-ecological systems
2. Define nested action situations in social ecological system or define
sustainability action situations (figure 5) (Brondizio et al., 2006).



In this framework, delta knowledge would be confined by spatial-temporal boundaries
and sustainability action situations in this area. The knowledge is connected to a
problem and the socio-demographic, ecological, material and climate-hydrological
interactions.

‘ Problem-Oriented Framework for Analyzing Deltas as SES
' v
(a) : (b)
Defining Boundaries Defining Nested Action
in Deltas SES 7| Situation in Delta SES
|
STEPS
b
Step 1: Define focal problem Step 4
.Stakeholder participation and co- l,
production

Step 2: Define relevant inter-
dependencies associated with the focal
problem (a)

Step 3:Define Socioecological System’s
boundaries of the focal problem (a)

Step 4: Define focal level of the action
situation (b)

Step 5: Define components and
elements of the action situation (b)
Analyze, refine, diagnose problem and
outcomes

Figure 5: A problem-oriented framework for defining and analyzing Deltas as coupled social-ecological
systems (SES): a) defining spatial-temporal boundaries and b) nested sustainability action situations.
(Brondizio et al., 2006)

A fourth and last approach to delta knowledge is developed by the Delta Alliance
where the layer model (sandwich model) and DPSIR model are combined. Here,
drivers and their effects are described with regard to the three layers (base layer,
network layer and occupation layer). A ‘delta score card’ gives insight the current
sifuation and expected developments in the future. By using the ‘Resilience and
Sustainability Index’, the sustainable development of the delta is evaluated. This
framework has been applied once to anotherresearch where 14 deltas were assessed
through this approach. However, the source states that a further study into the
application of this framework is needed (Deltaris, 2011). In this approach, delta
knowledge would be defined through the (environmental and human) drivers used
by the framework and the three spatial layers of the layer model.



2.2 KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

To determine how knowledge on lake Grevelingen is managed within Rikswaterstaat,
there needs to be an understanding of the components that make ‘knowledge
management’. In paragraph 2.1.2, tacit and explicit knowledge already have been
addressed. Resatch (z.d.) states additionally on tacit and explicit terminology that
technical approaches (explicit) have the inifial interest of organizations but every
knowledge management initiative also involves people and processes (tacit).

According to Geisler & Wickramasinghe (2015), in the context of organizations,
knowledge management is about capitalizing precious asset most valuable to every
organization (human skills, expertise and relationships) in a systemic fashion.
Companies do not only compete on the basis of product, service an operational
superiority, but also through enhanced management of their corporate memory and
intellectual assets; the managing of efficient flow and fransfer of knowledge across
the organization. Knowledge management for an organization therefore consists of
the ability to gain knowledge from its own experience and of others to apply that
knowledge and fulfill the mission of the organization. According to Mohapatra,
Agrawal, & Anurag (2016), any organization which takes up knowledge management
will undergo the process called the ‘Knowledge Management Cycle'. It shows
systematically how information is transformed into knowledge via a creation and
application process. However, there are no hard rules applied to this cycle. Therefore,
different knowledge management cycles like the Bukowitz and Williams Knowledge
Management Cycle are established (figure 8). Even though individual differences of
cycles, according to Dalkir (2005) there is always a general understanding and overlap
of terms identified. Also, Mohapatraet al. (2016) states that the steps of approaches
can be led back to the ‘core’ of the knowledge management cycle. The fradifional
knowledge management is based on the relationships in the business architecture
presented in figure 7. Based on this general structure of an organization, a general
knowledge management cycle is applied to transfer these relationships into a process,
as such is visible in figure 6.

Assess
Knowledge Capture & Knowledge Sharing &
creation Dissemination
Knowledge Acquisition & Contextualize

Application

Update



The general knowledge management cycle presented in figure 6 can be explained
into six steps:

1. Knowledge capturing;

2. Assess when fransition of knowledge capturing to knowledge sharing is
made to ensure validity of knowledge;

3. Knowledge sharing within the organization

4. Contextualization of knowledge: Process in which the key attributes of the

content are identified to match the need of the target users;

Use of knowledge;

Knowledge update (useful and relevant; best practices and learned

lessons).

(Mohapatra, Agrawal, & Anurag, 2016)

o o

In paragraph 4.2, these six steps will be discussed in the context of Delta knowledge
on water management of lake Grevelingen within Rijkswaterstaat.

Asses~

Get
People / \ /
Use

]

Technolo Process
ay < > Learn ——> Contribute or: Divest
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2.3 KNOWLEDGE ACCESSING, SHARING AND ANCHORING

As explained in paragraph 2.2, there are various aspects that are included in
knowledge management. The focus in the main question lies on the aspects of
knowledge access, sharing and anchoring. The coming paragraphs give insightin how
to define these terms. Furthermore, theory on the development of indicators for these
aspects and applicable to communities is provided.

2.3.1 IMPORTANT ASPECTS FOR KNOWLEDGE ACCESS

According to Shaver (2007), the importance of access to knowledge for human
development is increasingly recognized by international development agencies,
national policy makers, academic researchers and non-government organizations. I
is also mentioned that there is uncertainty about how knowledge accessing should be
put to practice since there is little theoretical literature that defines what ‘access to
knowledge' is and how to improve it Furthermore, there is mentioned that the ease or
difficulty to gain access to existing knowledge is an important determinant of how
quickly improvements in the knowledge stock will franslate into the adoption of



superior techniques. There is argued that this is because existing knowledge is an input
to the production of new knowledge, so access costs also impact the rate of further
innovation. Another point made is that equity is important in accessing knowledge; no
one should be excluded from sharing in the benefits of advances in human
knowledge. A last point made is about the tools used to tap intfo the pool of
knowledge; it should have a big group of users to harbor much knowledge
(knowledge base) (Shaver, 2007). A second source states that access to critical
knowledge when and were needed causes organizations to accelerate operational
processes and avoid mistakes. Also is stated that the mentality of an organization
inhibit a belief of keeping knowledge to oneself. This constrains efforts to make
knowledge accessible to everyone who can contribute to it or use it. Furthermore, it is
stated that knowledge flows best when people trust each other and that will
overcome resistance to share experiences (Janus, 2016)

2.3.2 IMPORTANT ASPECTS FOR KNOWLEDGE SHARING

According to FSNNetwork, TOPS, en USaid (z.d.). measuring changes in relation to
knowledge sharing is difficult due to the intangible nature of knowledge. However, it
is argued that there are aspects that can be measured to give an indication. First, the
existence of knowledge objects (captured knowledge) can be measured. Secondly,
the existence of tools to manage, use and broker knowledge can be measured.
Finally, perceptions of the success of knowledge activities can be measured. Frost
(2018) states that important aspects of knowledge sharing are the ‘push’ or ‘pull’. Pull
means that knowledge investigated actively (seeking out experts, collaborating,
library search) while push indicates the process of knowledge thatis ‘pushed’ onto the
user (newsletters, e-mails). Therefore, knowledge sharing depends on the habit and
willingness to seek out and/or be receptive to knowledge resources. According to this
source, explicit knowledge sharing is determined by articulation, awareness, access,
guidance and completeness. It also is emphasized that IT tools have proved to be
extremely useful by providing aid to carry out many of the aspects mentioned above.
Tacit knowledge sharing on the other hand requires socialization. According to Frost
(2017), important factors are:

1. Informal networks that involves day-to-day interaction between people within
work environments

2. Informal networks span functions and hierarchies and therefore are not
structured like a firm would be. As a result, monitoring and identification is
difficult

3. Means for communication are important to support these networks and
facilitate unstructured, unmonitored discussions. These means provide means
for individuals to foster informal networks and trade tacit knowledge

4. Knowledge management structures need to understand ‘the value of chaos’;
the value of unstructured work practices that encourage experimentation and
social interaction. In a chaotic environment, individuals are given the change
to solve problems creatively and tap into and evolve social networks (also often
used in innovation management) (Frost, 2017).

In IT terms, codification of tacit knowledge is difficult and results often in knowledge
loss. Therefore, it is more important for experts to express what they know rather than
how they know it. The main role of knowledge management hereby is that experts
can be found so that tacit knowledge can be passed on through practice, mentoring



and networking. To establish this, knowledge managers must understand the types of
knowledge that exist in communities so that knowledge can be located, translated
and integrated in other communities. The focus for successful sharing of tacit
knowledge is on social interaction, problem solving, mentoring and teaching, and IT
systems must be used to support these processes through having the role of an expert
finder (locate the source of tacit knowledge) having the he role of supporting
socialization of tacit knowledge (supporting varied forms of communication to help
tacit knowledge sharing. Examples are note attachments, documents or video
conferencing) and having the role of supporting tacit knowledge externalization (for
example discussion forums). (Frost, 2017)

Finally, according to UNDP (2003), partnerships contribute to sharing of information,
learning and accessing specialist expertise and experience but also reduce
duplication of efforts. There is argued that there are a number of critical components
in information sharing to make a partnership successful. Those are, among others:
Transparency on each partner’s expectation from the partnership, responsibilities and
roles clearly defined and mutual trust and commitment.

2.3.3 IMPORTANT ASPECTS FOR KNOWLEDGE ANCHORING

Dalkir (2018) argues that new knowledge is often created through the integration of
knowledge from different sources (to solve a problem or to develop a new product).
Knowledge is therefore stored in an organizational storage system (or organizational
memory). Storage consists of adding new knowledge to existing knowledge. A
storage cycle can be identified. It begins with the storage process; knowledge does
not exist in a vacuum since there is almost always organizational knowledge that
already exists, although it might not be complete. Knowledge can be retfrieved from
an explicit storage (databases, report, so forth) but also from people (tacit
knowledge). Therefore, knowledge storage also involves being able to identify
knowledge that is needed, that it exists, searching for it, finding it and assessing if it is
relevant, accurate, useful and up to date. Summarized, stored knowledge undergoes
an assessment whether or not the knowledge is worthwhile. After finding useful
knowledge, it undergoes a transition before it is reused: ‘transformation’. This means
that knowledge is changed by documenting previously undocumented knowledge,
refining it, adding new metadata and updating the knowledge (Dalkir, 2017).
However, environments and time changes before it is reused again and therefore the
usefulness of knowledge might decrease over time. Therefore, knowledge needs to
be documented in a cycle (Dalkir, 2017). Figure 9 represents such a cycle in which the
assessment and updating is visible and of which storage is a part of. (Dalkir, 2017)

According to Bertino, Khan, Sandhu, & Thuraisingham (2006), when experts leave an
organization or company, it is important to capture their knowledge and practices so
that the corporation or organization does not lose valuable information acquired
through years of work. Therefore, one of the challenges in knowledge management is
maintaining security. This can be done through many technologies like data mining,
multimedia, collaboration and the web. Additionally, it is stated that these systems all
contribute towards securing knowledge management practices. According to
Bertino, Khan, Sandhu, & Thuraisingham (2006), intranet is such a tool and promotes
knowledge management so that employees can learn, get corporate information
and find the expertise in the corporation.



According to Chouikha (2016), knowledge storage consists of gathering and
preserving knowledge acquired or created by an organization. It also involves
preventing the loss of knowledge due to forgetting, furnover or incorrect identification
of relevant knowledge. In an organization, it is stored in an organizational memory
whereas the individual stores it in their own memory. This process leads to
accumulation of knowledge and can be contained in documents, incorporated in
tasks or materialized in the experience of individual members of a community or
professional group. Therefore, the nature of activities and routines of the individual of
a group are crucial for knowledge to be stored. New activities can take place on the
basis of the knowledge already acquired, thus stressing the importance of knowledge
storage. Tools for knowledge storage are:

Electronic dashboards

Knowledge warehouses
Databases

Electronic data management tools

rOd -

These tools have the role of supporting individual and organizational memory and
provide access to inter-group knowledge (Chouikha, 2016).

In figure 10, allimportant aspects of knowledge accessing, sharing and anchoring are
related in a conceptual model.

2.3.4 INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT

According to Dluhy & Swartz (2006), the amount of community indicator projects have
been exploding past years. However, most of them are bottom-up projects which
means that those communities do not use a common structure or template, and
therefore the purpose and focus of communities vary considerably. An important
aspect of formulating indicators that community projects mention is that they are
developed together with stakeholders. It is also mentioned that because of the
diversity in purpose makes it hard to compare indicators and analyze elements that
lead to success. According to Dluhy & Swartz (2006), a definition of an indicator is:

‘A measurement that reflects the status of some social, economic or environmental
system over time. Generally, an indicator focuses on a small, manageable, tangible
and telling piece of a system to give people a sense of a bigger picture’ (Dluhy &
Swartz, 2006)

Communities have values and indicators should represent those values. Furthermore,
an ideological framework of the future helps identifying how the community is doing
and what interventions are needed to improve the community’s progress towards
shared goals. An ideology gives focus for what is important to measure; however,
theory (the ‘background’ of the indicator) gives the base on which indicators can be
translated into policy interventions in order to connect knowledge to action. A theory
could therefore be a next step if there is identified that an intervention is needed.
Furthermore, indicators must stand up to scrutiny so that they cannot easily be
discredited. Finally, it must be able to connect indicators to a budget or a planning;
For example, if illiteracy rates are measured and benchmarked, the government can
use those outcomes for influencing budget allocation. The HealthCOMpass, an
interactive platform and database that provides high-quality tools and program
examples, has published a how-to guide for developing indicators. A method that can



be used to develop high-quality indicators is the SMART method. According to The
HealthCOMpass (z.d.), first needs to be identified what to measure before applying
the SMART method, in the form of ‘inputs’, ‘oufputs’ and ‘outcomes’. The type of
indicator determines which of the three steps are needed. There are two types of
indicators defined: the process indicator and the performance indicator. A process
indicator consists of inputs and outputs. It provides information about the scope and
quality of activities implemented. They are also called ‘monitoring indicators’. The
performance indicator focuses on outcomes and are used to measure changes in
progress when working towards results. Those are called ‘evaluation indicators’.

2.4 DEFINING ‘KNOWLEDGE COMMUNITY'

This paragraph elaborates on how the term ‘knowledge community’ can be
interpreted. According to Andriesse (2005), a knowledge sharing community takes
place in two frameworks; the knowledge management theory and the social learning
theory, which focusses on knowledge sharing and apprenticeship in informal
communities of more or less co-located professionals. According to HZ University of
Applied Sciences (2016), the social theory of a sustainable and learning society is
about the process of cooperative learning and progress in societal challenges, for
example ‘circular economy’. The social theory can be summarized as the ongoing
process of dialogue about societal questions in order to know and value each other’s
goals and recognize possibilities. Through organizing an ongoing dialogue that is
stimulating, helps carrying out initiatives, projects, movements, cooperative learning
from processes and creating frameworks for new initiatives, a sustainable process is
created in which there is learned from each other’'s expertise and ‘we-they’ shifts
towards ‘by us’ (figure 9).

Furthermore, according to Andriesse (2005), the idea of communities as breeding
grounds for sharing experiences and solving problems has the interest of companies
that are looking for systemic ways of strengthening its most important assets (the
knowledge embedded in their employees). The value of Communities of Practice
(which refers to the earlier mentioned knowledge sharing community) is recognized
by knowledge managers that previously focused on the development of ITinformation
systems (Andriesse, 2005). However, it is also stated that that the term ‘CoP’ has led to
confusion since there are many definitions what the term includes. Also, typologies are
not identical and therefore own concepts are often handled. An example of such a
term is ‘knowledge community’ (Andriesse, 2005). According to McDonald (2015)
Communities of Practice (CoP) have emerged as an influential concept to foster
individual and group knowledge within a system. It has three fundaments: a ‘domain’
of activity or knowledge that creates a sense of common identity; the ‘community’
who are the members who care about that domain and finally the shared ‘practice’
developed by community members. Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder (2002) state that
CoP’s are groups of people who share a concern, set of problems, or passion about a
topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on
an ongoing basis. According to Gill (2013), a knowledge community is defined as a
collaboration between various actors in the knowledge chain. Actors include
producers, interlocutors and users of knowledge. The knowledge chain contains tacit
knowledge, experiential knowledge and scientific knowledge.

According to Huysman & de Wit (2002), the concept of a CoP stems from learning
theories, not business theories. This was often used by scientists, but the concept was



quickly adopted in the field of business because of the positive connotation the word
‘community’ offers. The word inspires people to think about alternative ways of
organizing instead of the rigid, impersonal and hierarchical way of organizing
(Huysman & De Wit, 2002). Furthermore, within communities, collaborative forms of
working and learning coincide with each other. It is stated that from this perspective
collective learning is an unavoidable aspect of participating in community life
(Huysman & De Wit, 2002). Finally, Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder (2002) state several
arguments on the purpose of a CoP. Communities don't necessarily work together
every day, but they meet because they find value in their interactions. During the fime
spent together, there is an exchange in information, insight and advice in order to
solve problems. Also, situations, aspirations and needs are discussed. Such a
community therefore aims for pondering common issues, ideas and act as sounding
boards. They can develop tools, standards, manuals or other documents, or they
develop a facit understanding that they share. Above all, they accumulate
knowledge and they become informally bound by the value that they find in learning
together; therefore, the value of a community is not in its functioning as a tool but also
in personal satisfaction of knowing colleagues who understand each other’s
perspectives and of belonging to an interesting group of people. Over time, a unique
perspective, body of common knowledge, practices and approaches Is developed
as well as personal relationships and established ways of interacting. (Wenger,
McDermott, & Snyder, 2002)
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Figure 10: Conceptual framework that provides an overview of all important aspects and relationships mentioned in chapter 2.
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3 METHODOLOGY

For this exploratory and qualitative research, results of earlier conducted desk research
and qualitative interviews will form the main approaches used to gather qualitative
data and answer all research questions.

3.1 DESK RESEARCH

Out of the theoretical framework (chapter 2) have appeared several approaches
who further on are applied in chapter 4 (results) in order to answer the research
questions. The main approaches that have been explained and that will be used are:

1. The Layer Model due to its good review and popularity in the Dutch spatial planning;
therefore, a certain level of understanding and familiarity by the key-stakeholders of
this research could already be present. This approach will be used to define delta
knowledge.

2. The Knowledge Management Cycle, whose é-step approach will be applied to the
knowledge management system of Rijkswaterstaat to locate water management
knowledge.

3. The theory on important aspects, stakeholder ideology, in- and outputs or outcomes
and the SMART-method. This theory will be used to formulate indicators before testing
them in interviews with key-stakeholders.

4. The 11 characteristics of a knowledge community derived from the theoretical
framework.

3.2 ORAL SOURCES

Additional information has been gathered through semi-structured qualitative
interviews with key-stakeholders. Contact persons for these interviews have been
supplied by Rikswaterstaat Zee and Delta. The interviews have been recorded and
saved on an USB-stick, and summarized per question in Dutch in appendixes 3, 4 and
5. The number of respondents resulted out of the stakeholder analysis; there was aimed
for 6 to 10 interviews. Due fo fime constraints, only key-stakeholders were approached
for interviews. By identifying the key-stakeholders through a desk research based
stakeholder analysis and combining several interviews it resulted in a total number of
8 conducted interviews. Unfortunately, the province of Zuid-Holland and the
municipality of Goeree-overflakkee did not respond and were not interviewed. The
Interview questions have been developed based on the theoretical framework and
research questions by identifying which further information would contribute and
support answering the research questions or provide context to the theorefical
findings. Question 9 and 10 clearly rely on the theoretical framework and are
formulated based on indicator theory and the important aspects for knowledge
accessing, sharing and anchoring. They were scored and analyzed by key-
stakeholders according to the approach resulting out of the theoretical framework.
The interview results can be found in appendixes 3, 4 and 5. It also has to be noted
that during an interview, the respondent of the ministry of LNV has expressed not to



see a task for their organization in establishing this community; therefore, results of this
interview are only used in paragraph 4.3.1. Other results of this interview are considered
irelevant for the rest of the research. Finally, other oral resources used in this research
are conversations with colleagues of Rijkswaterstaat Zee and Delta: Herman Haas and
Thijs Poortvliet.

3.3 TRANSPARENCY

The approaches described in this chapter to come to results are applied in various
ways. Applying the Layer Model resulted in conducting an area analysis using the
base, network and occupation layer of lake Grevelingen and gather information via
desk research (appendix 1), Next, results were discussed in paragraph 4.1 and
boundaries and relationships were recognized. By looking at the layers together, it
increased the understanding of the effect of intervention in each of those layers. The
second approach mentioned was the 6 steps of the knowledge management cycle.
This approach is applied by using the knowledge and information tools that employees
of Rijkswaterstaat use in practice, looking into guidelines for using these tools and
discussing these findings with an employee that has worked in this organization for
more than 15 years. This process has been repeated per step of the knowledge
management cycle as is visible in paragraph 4.2 and appendix 6. The third approach
mentioned is the indicator development approach. A step-by-step description about
how these indicators are developed is given in chapter 4.3 supported by appendix 5.
broadly, this approach is derived from the theoretical framework, combining with the
‘important aspects for knowledge accessing, sharing and anchoring’ that also
resulted from the theoretical framework. After establishing this approach, indicators
were incorporated info the interviews and tested according to this approach to come
to the final results presented in paragraph 4.3. In paragraph 3.2, there is already
described on which basis the other interview questions are developed and how key-
stakeholders were selected for interviews (appendix 2, 4 and 5). Finally, the last
approach mentioned are 11 characteristics which are main characteristics derived
from the theoretical framework through comparing community definitions. These 11
characteristics have been applied in an analysis through comparing 3 different
knowledge networks who are researched by desk research (appendix 7 and
paragraph 4.4). Additionally, summarized interview results give insight in community
member roles and what should characterize the knowledge community of |lake
Grevelingen (paragraph 4.4).



4 RESULTS

This chapter presents the research results that have been gathered in addition to the
theoretical framework presented in chapter 2. By combining the defined knowledge
and approaches in the theoretical framework, research questions are answered in
chronological order and results are presented applied to lake Grevelingen.

4.1 WHAT IS DELTA KNOWLEDGE?

In paragraph 2.1, an understanding of ‘delta’ and ‘knowledge’ is given and several
approaches to define delta knowledge are discussed. To answer what delta
knowledge is, the layer model is applied to lake Grevelingen. This approach is chosen
because of its popularity in Dutch spatial planning and therefore the familiarity and
understanding of this approach towards key-stakeholders (see appendix 2 for the full
stakeholder analysis). The application of this approach has resulted in a multi-layer
area analysis which can be found in appendix 1 and which defines ‘delta knowledge’
forlake Grevelingen. the results of this analysis will now be discussed. The first result that
appeared out of this analysis are the subjects addressed per layer. The base layer
includes vegetation and habitat structures, organic and inorganic processes,
morphology and ecosystem functioning and fauna. The network layer includes
hydraulic structures such as dams, sluices and bridges. The occupation layer includes
recreation and tourism, independent small-scale business, fishery, aquaculture and
navigation. It could be stated that ‘delta knowledge’ of lake Grevelingen consists of
these subjects. When looking at lake Grevelingen per layer, boundaries can be
defined; within this analysis, only subjects with direct influence on a layer are taken
into account. For example, there is a clear relationship between the hydraulic network
structures and lake Grevelingen, but roads are not taken into account. Furthermore, it
also appears out of the analysis which subjects are defining delta knowledge. For
example, in the occupation layer, ‘navigation’ is less relevant than tourism and
recreation, since there is no commercial shipping in lake Grevelingen and the tourism
and recreation sector is major. Therefore, the layer approach helps define delta
knowledge by giving focus on the most important aspects of lake Grevelingen. Other
than indicating boundaries and relevant subjects, the layer approach also resulted
into crossover relationships. There is a clear relationship between the ecological state
of the lake (base layer) and the human interventions done (network layer) the past
years. Other relationships that can be identified is the ecological state of the lake and
the use of natural resources (occupation layer) such as fishery and the recreational
value of the lake (diving tourism). It also became clear that the way of managing the
lake is very determining to habitat structures and the overall state of the lake,
influencing all three layers. Identifying these relationships between the layers supports
integral and system thinking by looking at all layers as a whole, and also supports
identifying ‘knowledge gaps’ and accompanying integral questions. However, one
downside to this approach is that it depends on the explicit knowledge available
about the area. Therefore, this approach would be most efficient if a group of experts
would cooperate in applying this approach to an area and evaluate the subjects that
are included in the analysis.

4.2 HOW IS DELTA KNOWLEDGE ON WATER MANAGEMENT OF LAKE
GREVELINGEN CURRENTLY MANAGED WITHIN RIJKSWATERSTAAT?




In paragraph 2.2, the meaning of knowledge management is discussed and it was
stated that all knowledge management approaches can be lead back to a general
knowledge management cycle (figure 6). To answer this sub-question, the steps of this
knowledge management cycle are applied on the knowledge management system
of Rijkswaterstaat. The analysis of those steps can be found in appendix é; the results
of applying these steps will be highlighted in the coming paragraphs.

4.2.1 STEP 1: KNOWLEDGE CAPTURING

At one hand, there is found that Rijkswaterstaat recognizes the need for internal
expertise as an organization and at employee level. The realization that to be able to
mobilize knowledge quickly in order to react fast and adequate can also be found in
the fact that the environment and working field of Rijkswaterstaat is changing and this
makes formulating a knowledge strategy complicated (Rijkswaterstaat 2017).
Helpdesk Water (z.d.), also mentions that there are difficulties with finding the right
knowledge within Rijkswaterstaat. As is described in appendix 6, the knowledge
management tools provided for employees to guide captured knowledge are not
functioning well and are outdated. According to Paulus (2018), employees therefore
collect explicit and tacit knowledge scattered over the organization and store it
themselves. There is no insight in an organized capturing process other than
knowledge purchasing, or who is responsible for this process. It therefore can be stated
about the current situation that capturing knowledge is inefficient since there is no
overview of the already captured knowledge and this might also form an obstacle for
efficient knowledge purchasing.

4.2.2 STEP 2: KNOWLEDGE TRANSITION AND 3: INTERNAL KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Step two and three are combined because knowledge sharing seems to be strongly
related to transitioning valid knowledge as is explained in appendix 6. It is recognized
by Rijkswaterstaat in ‘Kenniskoers 2020" that knowledge sharing is a difficult process
(Rijkswaterstaat 2017) and considered as a challenge. However, Rijkswaterstaat
cannot be an expert in every field and therefore cooperation is regarded as
important. In practice, employees share knowledge in an explicit way but to gain
access they rely on their formal and informal networks (Poortvliet, 2018). Employees
are also frusted with judging the validity of gained knowledge. ‘Kenniskoers 2020’ also
indicates that these knowledge management tasks are the responsibility of the
employees (Rijkswaterstaat 2017). This suggests that even though it recognized that
important knowledge is diminishing, the responsibility of knowledge sharing and
ensuring it to be anchored is not the responsibility of the organization. Contrasting, the
same source states that ‘high risk knowledge' should always be available
(Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). It therefore can be stated that knowledge sharing is not
synergized between departments or organizational parts and it is not seen as a
responsibility of the organization.



4.2.3 STEP 4: KNOWLEDGE CONTEXTUALIZATION AND 5: USE OF KNOWLEDGE

Step 4 and 5 are combined because knowledge is directly related to the tasks that
Rijkswaterstaat carries out and therefore to the needs of the organization. Kenniskoers
2020 implies that there is focused on future knowledge needs and that the scafttering
for knowledge is clearly recognized as a problem for future developments (and
therefore innovative tasks) (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). Rijkswaterstaat also wants to
become a ‘learning organization’ (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). Using knowledge for
innovation is mainly visible within projects, for example in ‘Kennis- en
Innovatieprogramma Markermeer Wadden' which resulted in resulted in financial and
environmental benefits. According to Poortvliet (2018), knowledge is indeed used for
innovative tasks. However, innovation is not carried out in an efficient way because
the access to captured knowledge (as is described in step 1) is difficult. He also
mentions the short-term character of knowledge that conftributes to innovation: after
combining internal and import knowledge and putting this info a project, it is often
unknown where this knowledge is and what lessons learned are after finishing a
project. Sharing and anchoring this and making it accessible depends again on
people within the project (Poortvliet, 2018). It seems to be a short-term process of
externally obtained knowledge which is left in the hands of employees. This poses the
risk of making this information difficult to access or lost.

4.2.4 STEP 6: KNOWLEDGE UPDATE (USEFUL AND RELEVANT; BEST PRACTICES
AND LEARNED LESSONS)

Out of paragraph 4.2.1 already appeared that the knowledge offered at corporate
intranet is not up-to-date nor complete. Employees do anchor ‘usable’ knowledge
applicable to their tasks in their own systems. According to Poortvliet (2018), most of
the knowledge the acquires via a formal or informal network is up-to-date but that
there is no overview on how different projects, programs and tasks are related. Per
knowledge field (for example water management), one person is responsible for
keeping this oversight in a knowledge field. Thijs Poortvliet states that in his experience,
such individuals unfortunately also do not have the overview of the relationships
between projects and programs and how publications and results out of these
activities are related. Missing this overview can make knowledge less useful. Poortvliet
(2018) finally states that that lessons learned and best practices are only shared in large
projects such as ‘Room for the River'. It therefore can be said that it cannot be frusted
that knowledge is up-to-date since it is relying on the judgment of an employee it's
network.

4.2.5 ASSESSING KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AT RIJKSWATERSTAAT

According to the knowledge management cycle, knowledge management is
insufficient for most steps that are applied to Rijkswaterstaat. It is visible that
Rijkswaterstaat is aware of the knowledge management problem and also identified
the need for knowledge. However, existing tools such as the knowledge tree are not
working sufficiently. In practice, knowledge management is sfill very dependent on
the individual and informal or formal networks of employees. Therefore, a complete
knowledge base on lake Grevelingen was impossible to locate via the knowledge
management system and tools that Rijkswaterstaat has put in place.
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4.3 HOW CAN DELTA KNOWLEDGE ON WATER MANAGEMENT OF LAKE
GREVELINGEN BE ACCESSED, SHARED AND ANCHORED BY
STAKEHOLDERS®

A forcefield analysis based on interviews with key-stakeholders is discussed. The full
stakeholder analysis including an inventory of all stakeholders around lake
Grevelingen can be found in appendix 2. Secondly, an ideology and indicators are
set up based on the theory of chapter 3 and based on the input of key-stakeholders
through the conducted interviews. Together, the results presented in these paragraphs
will give an indication on how stakeholders see their roles in this process, how they
judge their internal delta knowledge and how the accessing, sharing and anchoring
can be measured best by scoring the formulated indicators.

4.3.1 FORCEFIELD ANALYSIS

Key-stakeholders are interviewed and a forcefield analysis is established based on
interview questions one, two and three about delta knowledge and question 22 about
stakeholderroles (figure 11).in table 1, key-stakeholders are listed and knowledge that
they claim to have is described shortly. It is visible that there is an interesting mix of
perspective; not only nature and ecology, but also economic and policy knowledge
ismentioned. In figure 11, the ‘forcefield’ of stakeholders s visible, showing an overview
about which role the key stakeholders are willing to take in the knowledge community
for lake Grevelingen and how much applicable knowledge these stakeholders claim
to have. When comparing this with the full stakeholder analysis in appendix 2, not alll
stakeholders that were identified as key stakeholders want to play an active role or
have similar ‘delta knowledge' compared to others. However, a shift can still be made
in this forcefield. Interviews with the two water authorities and the municipality have
proven that if the focus of the community is broadened and covers more topics than
only lake Grevelingen, they would be interested in playing an active role. Other
reasons for not wanting an active role is the scale; the ministry of LNV is interested in
projects on a national scale and therefore does not want to be involved as an active
party. On the other hand, this does not have to be an obstacle for others; municipality
Schouwen-Duiveland stated that they are looking increasingly over their
management boundaries and are cooperating with others, for example in a ‘living
lab’ structure. Other reasons are levels and kinds of knowledge. HZ University of
Applied Sciences is more focused on tacit knowledge development that includes
educating students in a broad sense, which is not specifically applied to lake
Grevelingen. Another example is the ministry of LNV who assign topics of research to
WRM.
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STAKEHOLDER

Waterschap Scheldestromen

Waterschap Hollandse Delta

Deltares

NIDZ and Wageningen Marine Research [WRM)

HZ University of Applied Sciences

Ministry ol LNV [Land boww, Natuur,
Voedselkwaliteit)
Municipality Schouwen-Dulveland

Staatshosheheer

Province of Zealamd

Rijkswaterstaat Zee an Delta

DELTA KNOWLEDGE

Explicit and t@cit kKnowledge on water levels, waler
satety, hydraulic strucbures and maintenance In
management anza

Explicit and facit Kknowledge on water levels, hydraulic
structures and mainterance In management area

Knowledge aof the natural system f{abiotic), hydraulic
structures and the stakeholder environment. Often
conducting effect studies

knowledae on water guality, water system and

ecclogy, monitoring and data  collection. Often
conducting research on water management related
questions

Broad knowhedge about climabe adaptation,

aquaculture and decision making (practical network
and occupation layer related knowladga)

Mo internal knawledge; assigns research o WHEM

about  the
Grevelingan: Mature

environmental  permits,

recreaticnal development
Management related knowledge of nature, landscape,
recreaticn and cuwltural histary of lake Grevelingen up
untll 1,5 meters depth

lake
policy,
interventions  and

development of
conservaton
spatial

Knowledge

Mainly economy, but 2also water safety, health,
recreation, towrism, enargy and fishery

Knowledge on water guality, the water system,
marine ecoclogy, water management

table 1: Delta knowledge of key stakeholders based on interviews (appendixes 3 and 4)

Much relevant knowledge

Deltares:
Active and shaping role

NIOZ and WRM:
Central and guiding role

Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta:
Active and involved role

Staatsbosbeheer:
Intensive if needed

Municipality Schouwen-Duiveland:
Facilitating /involved role

Active role

HZ University of Applied Sciences:
Active and positive role

Province of Zeeland: Moderately active role

Waterschap Hollandse Delta:
Limited role; information supplier

Waterschap Scheldestromen:
Limited role; possible growth

Limited role

Ministry of LNV: User role

Little relevant knowledge

Figure 11: Forcefield analysis with levels of delta knowledge and indicated roles resulting from

interviews are presented



4.3.2 FORMULATING INDICATORS IN A COMMUNITY CONTEXT

When applying the theory presented in paragraph 2.3 on formulating indicators on this
research, it becomes evident that developing indicators and an ideology are relying
both on theory and on the input of stakeholders. Also, the described ‘intervention’ can
be regarded as a next step since it is connected to intervening in an already running
(knowledge) system and therefore falls beyond the scope of this research. This also
applies to indicators combined with a planning or budget since none is established
yet. The process of formulating indicators can now be divided into development steps:

1. Formulate indicators based on the most important aspects of the theory and
divide them into process (monitoring) indicators and performance (evaluation)
indicators (tables in appendix 5)

2. Formulate an ideology of the knowledge community with key stakeholders
through interviews to establish common goals (paragraph 4.3.3)

3. Discuss the formulated indicators of appendix 5 with key stakeholders through
interviews and identify:

qa) Priority indicators

b) Inputs, Outputs and Outcomes for knowledge accessing, knowledge sharing
and knowledge anchoring indicators

c) Additional indicators formulated by key-stakeholders (paragraphs 4.3.4 — 4.3.7)
4. Apply SMART method to make indicators Specific, Measurable, Attainable,
Relevant and Time-bound (appendix 5)

4.3.3 STAKEHOLDER IDEOLOGY

This ideology is based on the results of interview question 6, 7 and 8 which are about
the main goal, future vision and pros and cons of a knowledge community. Based on
similarities in interview results, this shared ideology is formulated. The main goal for most
of the key stakeholders is centered around ‘effectivity’ in various context. The
community should be more effective in fime and money spent to anchor, access and
share knowledge. On the other hand, it should also be more effective in providing an
overview to easier ‘know’ past decisions, what knowledge is available and what is
missing, referring to an effective knowledge base. A third goal is focused on the future;
the community should have along-term focus and address ‘what do we want or need
to know?¢’ Another goal is referring to the social aspect of the community. There is the
need to easily discuss and advice about topics with experts and translate into a real-
life situation in an integral manner. A final goal mentioned by HZ University of Applied
Sciences is that the community should have an educational function. This could
contribute to ‘effectivity’; students can contribute to locating and creating
knowledge. There is also a shared vision on the community; summarized, it should be
an independent community in which organizations are included rather than
individuals. Furthermore, the community should be easy accessible, and it should be
easy fo find and contact the people you need. On the other hand, it also should not
only be a ‘library’ or a ‘talking group’; it is stated that the community has to have a
goal. Various stakeholders have mentioned a shared agenda as a tool to formulate
goals o work fowards and to ensure continuity of the community. Also, it is mentioned
that the community should work out of an integral perspective and looking at the
system as a whole, but that experts are also needed who are able to support policy
makers in applying the knowledge in new policy making. Staatsbosbeheer suggested
that the ‘core’ of the community should consist of policy makers, implementers and
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spatial managers, and that less involved parties can ask the critical questions and
share their view on how the ecosystem should function in a healthy way. Finally, on
the negative and positive sides of the community, there is stated by almost all key-
stakeholders that it takes a fime investment and not all have ‘space’ to do so. Also,
the ‘talking group’ and ‘library’ aspects should be balanced. Finally, expert
knowledge and integral knowledge should be balanced to avoid a shallow
knowledge base. On the positive side, there is also mentioned that time is earned back
on a long-term basis and that co-creation between parties increases overall support
for all parties and transboundary thinking. A final positive remark on the community is
that it has the potential o combine activities of parties and that you can get further
together.

4.3.4 SCORING INDICATOR RESULTS

Out of interview questions 9 and 10, results appeared (appendix 5). Interviewees were
first asked to arrange all indicators that were based on theory (appendix 5) according
to priority. After that, desired input/output and outcomes were described for the 3
indicators of highest priority. Outcomes of interview questions 9 and 10 were assessed
as followed: First, there was looked at all indicators which were scored as first, second
or third priority the most by stakeholders in questions 9 and 10. Secondly, in case of a
similar amount of scores, there is looked at how they were rated in priority as is asked
in question 8 (highest priority indicator has been given the value 1, second priority
indicator has been given the value 2, third priority indicator has been given the value
3). In this case, the indicator with the lowest sum result has been chosen in the top-3.
For question 10, which also included descriptions of in- and output / outcomes, the
results are summarized in appendix 5. This question is often not filled in as is explained;
therefore, a general description will be provided of the results because it sometimes
lead to diffuse or incomplete answers. Question 10 also is important input for the
SMART-Forms; The SMART-forms of top-3 priority indicators can also be found in
appendix 5. Question 11 about additional indicators is not taken into account since
almost none of the respondents filled in additional indicators.

4.3.5 WHAT ARE INDICATORS FOR KNOWLEDGE ACCESSING?

According to interview results, the most-voted and highest prioritized indicators of
table 1.2 (appendix 5) are:

1. Important aspects ‘Effort to access’ and ‘Access to critical knowledge’: ‘Time
spent by community members on accessing critical knowledge' (monitoring
indicator)

2. Important aspect ‘Effort to provide access’: ‘Percentage community members
providing knowledge to facilitate contribution and usage by other community
members’ (evaluation indicator)

3. Important aspect ‘Mentality’: ‘Level of resistance to provide knowledge input
in the form of experiences, knowledge and/or information when asked by
community member’ (monitoring indicator)

4.3.6 WHAT ARE INDICATORS FOR KNOWLEDGE SHARING<
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According to interview results, the most-voted and highest prioritized indicators of
table 1.3 (appendix 5) are:

1.

2.

Important aspect ‘Awareness’: ‘Feeling of encouragement to use existing
explicit and tacit knowledge within the community’ (monitoring indicator)
Important  aspects ‘Guidance’ and ‘mentorship’: ‘The feeling of
approachability of other community members when in need of advice’
(monitoring indicator)

Important aspects ‘Captured knowledge' and ‘Completeness’ : ‘The amount
of explicit captured knowledge that contributes to the completeness of the
existing knowledge base within the community’ (evaluation indicator)

4.3.7 WHAT ARE INDICATORS FOR KNOWLEDGE ANCHORING?

According to interview results, the most-voted and highest prioritized indicators of
table 1.4 (appendix 5) are:

1.

Important aspect ‘Needed knowledge': ‘Feeling of community members that
the knowledge storage method used supports the search process for needed
knowledge (monitoring indicator)

Important aspect ‘Activities supported by knowledge’: ‘Amount of times in
which knowledge of the communities’ storage is used and resulted in new
knowledge that is stored back into the system’ (Evaluation indicator)
Important  aspects ‘Knowledge storage purpose’ and ‘Integratfion of
knowledge’': ‘Percentage of all knowledge derived from different sources
stored in a logical manner for the members of the community’ (evaluation
indicator)
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4.4 WHICH FORMS OF A KNOWLEDGE COMMUNITY EXIST AND WHAT
ARE THE ROLES AND PRECONDITIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS?

it can be stated that CoP’s are an important knowledge management trend for
Rijkswaterstaat; several CoP’s have been created of which an overview is recently
published on Rijkswaterstaat corporate intranet. Rijkswaterstaat also published a
manual for the outline of a CoP; it is argued that knowledge communities are
regarded as a version of a CoP according to Rijkswaterstaat. Additionally, the
comparison of definitions of a CoP and a Knowledge Community in paragraph 2.4
made clear that communities can be very different. Therefore, it has to be keptin mind
what Andriesse (2005) stated: Typologies are not identical and own concepts are
often handled. However, 11 characteristics can be identified on which a CoP or
knowledge community relies, based on the theoretical findings:

Knowledge management theory

Social learning theory

Own concept or design of a CoP or knowledge community

Fundamental aspects ‘Domain’, ‘Community’ and ‘Practice’

Participants share a concern, set of problems or passion about a topic

Participants deepen their knowledge by interaction on an ongoing basis

Actors include producers, users and interlocutors of knowledge

Collaboration in communities leads to collective learning

Participants meet because there is value in interactions

0. Participants become bound by the value that they recognize in each other
1. Tacit knowledge, experiential knowledge and scientific knowledge (in this
research, the terms handled are ‘tacit knowledge' and ‘explicit knowledge’)

TSN LON -

To identify these characteristics in practice, three different existing knowledge
networks are explored in appendix 7 and several characteristics are recognizable.

4.4.1 WHAT ARE PRECONDITIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS?

To formulate preconditions of stakeholders, the results of questions 12 to 21 and
question 4 and 5 of the interviews of key stakeholders are compared in the following
paragraphs. This further defines the roles which are already broadly described in
paragraph 4.3 and the accompanying forcefield analysis.

EXPECTATIONS

The water authorities state to keep it simple and to establish a knowledge base first in
order to grow. Deltares, NIOZ and WRM find it important that the community is open,
willing to share, objective and neutral but also not project initiating. Deltares also
mentions establishing a shared agenda. The HZ University of applied sciences mentions
that all knowledge should be on the table and that an educational aspect would be
of additional value; this aspect might lead to a debate about the position the
community should take towards project initiation when compared with the
expectations of Deltares, NIOZ and WRM. The municipality of Schouwen-Duiveland
focuses on not only on knowledge, but also on learning, understanding the area and
translating academic knowledge into an applicable form. This might be a step
towards the ‘growth’ that the water authorities have mentioned. Staatsbosbeheer
also expects to create a knowledge base first; then think about and develop the
needed knowledge; next, developing a shared agenda and finally establishing an
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adyvising function. Finally, the province of Zeeland warns for the negative expectations
of the community; a long-term and up-to-date character should be ensured.

DESIRED RESULTS

In addition to the mentioned expectations, the water authorities mention that a
knowledge base should be established at the end of the year due to the
developments in lake Grevelingen. Furthermore, Deltares, NIOZ and WRM mention
that the community should result in more efficiency in fime or money spent on
knowledge. Rijkswaterstaat is also in line with this statement, adding that it also should
be an improvement of the current knowledge system. Other desired results are
providing questions and fransparent student participation with which practical
knowledge can be developed for the working field and educational purposes states
HZ University of applied Sciences. Also, a shared research agenda as a guiding tool is
mentioned again. This in line with what the municipality of Schouwen-Duiveland
stated: the community should result in translating academic information into concrete
information. Staatsbosbeheer is also in line with this, arguing that well-argued
(scientfific) results should be understandable for non-academic readers and support a
shared vision and (policy) advice per waterbody. Finally, the province of Zeeland
states that the community should result in available data that can be used on the
short-term and that knowledge should follow the plants of the government so that it is
known which knowledge is needed.

BENEFITS, INTERESTS AND REQUIREMENTS TO JOIN

Only the water authorities do not see their interest reflected in the community due to
their spatial management boundaries, but this could increase if big changes in the
water system happen. The other interviewees recognize their interests in this
community but time, maintenance, money, communication of knowledge and
efficiency remain important. This also reflects in the requirements these stakeholders
pose. For both the water authorities, the amount of fime and money is determining,
even though the willingness is there. Deltares mentions that it must lead to a higher
efficiency. NIOZ and WRM add that support out of the government is important.
According to Rijkswaterstaat, time spent is important but can be overcome if the
community is a convincing instrument. Also, financial contribution of all stakeholders is
mentioned. HZ University of Applied Sciences also mentions efficiency and effectivity:
Time is not a problem, as long if there is a goal and fransparency in developments.
Staatsbosbeheer also mentions that means such as time and money is important but
that they are willing to conftribute. The province of Zeeland also states that capacity
and money is available, if the community proves to be effective. The municipality of
Schouwen-Duiveland states that time and money is there, as long if the community
can be connected to the strategic vision of the municipality. All parties recognize the
additional value of the community, which often is explained in the form of efficient
knowledge management, easy accessibility of knowledge and information and the
translation of this knowledge into a solution, advice or other applicable form. Also,
almost all interviewees argue that the community would fit their interests. In the context
of time and money spent, it should also be noficed that question 4 of the interview
shows that most of the interviewees describe knowledge accessing, sharing and
anchoring negatively within own organizations.

ONE FACILITATOR OR FACILITATING THE COMMUNITY TOGETHER
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In the previous paragraph, most of the stakeholders agreed on that the community
would fit within interests. Answers of stakeholders about neutral cooperation are also
in line; there is an agreement on that knowledge should be objective and shared in a
neutral way by all involved organizations. However, it is also mentioned that this has a
boundary; when knowledge is applied, interests will start to play a role. Furthermore,
almost all stakeholders prefer having one facilitator but with the side note that
neutrality is important and has to be safeguarded and there needs to be something
to ‘push’, ‘pull’ and ensure continuity of the community.

‘BRINGING' AND ‘GETTING'

In the context of what to get out of the community, multiple stakeholders have
mentioned efficiency related aspects such as efficient accessibility and availability of
knowledge. Also, being informed, an overview of knowledge and knowing which
questions exist are something to ‘get’. Furthermore, several aspects are mentioned
that are connected to social interaction. Combined publications, answers on
questions and learning goals, creating a shared agenda and interpreting knowledge
are main ones. Therefore, there can be a division made in knowledge management
related topics: ‘What we know'; and social theory topics: ‘What we can do together’.
In the context of bringing, this is also recognizable: knowledge is in general often
mentioned, but HZ University of Applied sciences mentions also the willingness to help
facilitate in the ‘pushing’ and ‘pulling’ of the community through the Delta Platform.
The Municipality of Schouwen-Duiveland also mentions to bring in a network and the
ability to indicate which knowledge is where on which level within their management
boundaries. Another aspect mentioned is ‘experience’.

4.4.3 DISCUSSED TOOLS

There are several tools mentioned and discussed in throughout interviews with key-
stakeholders. The first one is to use ‘Delta Platform’ as facilitator; however, interviewees
have varying experiences with this organization. However, out of the interviews also
appears that a community facilitator and neutrality are both important; this suggests
the need for an independent and neutral facilitator. Furthermore, the ‘Delta Expertise
Wiki' is discussed; this is an online website based on a Wikipedia template created by
HZ University of Applied Sciences in order to store knowledge and connect it through
using a conceptual map (figure 12) (DeltaExpertise, z.d.). Throughout the inferviews, it
was noticeable that a tool is needed to support different levels of knowledge; terms
such as ‘academic knowledge’, ‘practical knowledge’, ‘interpretation’ and ‘non-
academic reader’ are mentioned and the potential of this tool is recognized by HZ
University of Applied sciences itself and other stakeholders. Another consideration is
that both Rijkswaterstaat and Deltares mentioned to use the Delta Expertise Wiki
already; however, a unified method o use this tool has yet to be discussed among
stakeholders. A last tool that has been mentfioned by several stakeholders is a shared
agenda in the context of establishing a purpose, investments and combined activities.
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Figure 12: Conceptual
map of the Delta
Expertise Wiki, showing
all connections
between topics of
knowledge on lake
Grevelingen published
on the wiki.
(DeltaExpertise, z.d.)
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5 DISCUSSION

Delta knowledge is analyzed via the ‘layer model’ approach. At one hand, it is logical
to use this approach since its popularity and familiarity in Dutch spatial planning,
therefore ensuring a level of understanding. At the other hand, this approach only
works if the person that carries it out has an integral view and therefore recognizes
relationships and connections between the layers, thus, not looking at a system per
individual layer. This is a necessity to understand the effect of human intervention in
the area of lake Grevelingen. The layer method also depends on accessible and
available knowledge and can be restricted in this way. However, for lake Grevelingen,
the layer model has resulted positively as is described in the results (chapter 4).

Another debatable aspect is the knowledge management cycle. Without any insight
provided by an employee of Rijkswaterstaat, the result of this analysis would be
shallower. Also, due to time constraints, this analysis could be more in-depth by getting
to know the knowledge management system better and identifying the source of
issues. However, the knowledge management cycle has proven itself useful to identify
the main constraints and difficulties in the knowledge management system of
Rijkswaterstaat and gives a general overview of the situation.

Furthermore, the stakeholder analysis has provided insight intfo the social-economic
playfield of lake Grevelingen and key-stakeholders could be identified. Interviews
have helped a lot in establishing a force field analysis and identifying internal
knowledge. For a shared ideology, stakeholder interviews also contributed in a major
way. However, in formulating the indicators, the interviews might have been a less
successful method. At one hand, it became clear which aspects are important for
key-stakeholders. On the other hand, pre-formulating them on a complex theoretical
background also caused confusion and questions. Therefore, pre-formulating specific
indicators might have been one step too for key-stakeholders to evaluate. The same
applies to the input or output/outcome question (?). Another approach could have
been to identify important aspects with stakeholders and formulate indicators based
on these findings.

Finally, on the organization of the knowledge community itself, three different
knowledge networks were compared. At one hand, the differences and various ways
of achieving success while matching with various community characteristics were
useful insights. At the other hand, to have an in-depth analysis, it might be a better
approach to talk to people in these communities. Unfortunately, due fo time
constraints, this wasn't an opftion in this research, but this possibility could be explored
further in anotherresearch. However, the interviews again contributed in a major way
to how the community of lake Grevelingen should look like and an in-depth
community comparison was not needed to give an indication on how this community
should be organized. Also, various tools were discussed and these tools can be more
deepened out to define suitable tools.
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 CONCLUSION

1) What is Delta knowledge¢

Delta knowledge is confined to the subjects described in the layer analysis (appendix
5). The analysis includes the most important aspects connected to the water system
of lake Grevelingen. Out of the analysis, it can be concluded that most of the scientfific
explicit knowledge is found on the base layer; less on the occupation and network
layer. It can also be concluded that relationships between layers, described subjects
and indicating relevance of subjects are of importance in order to understand the
broad picture of delta knowledge of lake Grevelingen. In these aspects, the layer
model has been successful for this research in establishing an understanding of ‘delta
knowledge’.

2) How is Delta knowledge on water management of lake Grevelingen currently
managed within Rijkswaterstaate

It can be concluded according to the applied 6 steps of the knowledge management
cycle that delta knowledge is not well-organized within Rijkswaterstaat. Out of the 6-
step-analysis mainly appeared that the tools that are offered to employees are not-
up-to date nor functioning as described; employees are left on their own in search of
knowledge, capturing knowledge or anchoring knowledge and finally it can be
concluded that Rikswaterstaat does have a guiding document in knowledge
management, but nothing has changed yet in practice. This is despite several sources
that have stated the need to find knowledge quickly and accessible, and that
Rijkswaterstaat seems to recognize the problem in their own strategy. No concrete
implementations are found on improvements of the current tools and knowledge
management system yet; however, it has to be taken into account that these 6 steps
of the knowledge management cycle could be researched more in-depth than is
done in the time frame of this research.

3) How can delta knowledge on water management of lake Grevelingen be
accessed, shared and anchored?

It can be concluded that there are many important aspects for knowledge accessing,
sharing and anchoring and that there is some overlap since these processes area all
connected as is visible in figure 10. The formulated indicators based on these
theoretical findings were judged by key-stakeholders and there can be concluded
that these final 9 measurable aspects are regarded most important for the accessing,
sharing and anchoring of delta knowledge within the context of this research.
Therefore, it can be concluded that by measuring these aspects within the
community, the most important aspects of accessing, sharing and anchoring of delta
knowledge are safeguarded. However, it can also be concluded that the approach
taken to formulate indicators might not have been the best approach due to the
diffuse answers. However, this does indicate the complexity of developing indicators
for a community.

31



3) What is a knowledge community on delta knowledge of water management for
lake Grevelingen?

According to characteristics derived from the theoretical framework, a knowledge
community has to have several of these characteristics in order to work. This conclusion
is also supported by the comparison of three different knowledge networks which
comply with several of these characteristics, even though they are focusing on
different aspects of the knowledge management spectrum. Furthermore, several
aspects can be concluded out of the interview results. On expectations, it can be
concluded that stakeholders prioritize the establishing an up-to-date knowledge base
on the short-term basis as a first step. Furthermore, it has to be kept simple and
therefore accessible. An open and neutral atftitude is also expected. Further steps are
regarded as learning together, understanding the Grevelingen environment and
finally applying academic knowledge in a concrete way and have and establishing
an advising function. On desired results, it can be added to the previous conclusion
that key-stakeholders want more efficiency in time and money spent. Costs remain an
important factor and through all statements made it can be concluded that if the
community is a convincing instrument, financial contributions are willing to be made.
Another precondition is that all stakeholders are willing to be open and neutral in order
to financially invest. About bringing and getting, it can be concluded that the
‘knowledge’ itself is important to start with, but also more social aspects of the
community such as answers to questions and achieving learning goals. Other things to
both bring and get are experience and network. A major thing to ‘get’ out of the
community is o be kept up-to-date knowledge wise but also in what all stakeholders
are doing and what there can be done together. Finally, it can be concluded that
mentioned tools for this also could be suitable for the community. From the multiple
times an agenda is mentioned, it can be concluded this has to be included in the
community for lake Grevelingen.

6.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on this research, various recommendations can be made on organizing this
community about delta knowledge for water management of lake Grevelingen:

6.2.1 FIRST STEPS:

1. Define the community and establish boundaries by using the 11 characteristics
presented in paragraph 4.4

2. As another first step, the community should establish a knowledge base on lake
Grevelingen on a short-term; this also gives the community a value for other
organizations that might want to join.

3. An inventory needs to be made with key-stakeholders on knowledge
management tools to access, share and anchor explicit and tacit knowledge
and guidelines for these tools need to be formulated. This is fo establish a similar
understanding and agreement on the knowledge management method.

4. Knowledge management tools have to be mulfi-levelled: providing an
understanding both for the academic and non-academic reader (For example
Delta Expertise Wiki)

5. Establish fixed contact moments with atleast the ‘core-members’ in a planning;
face-to-face meetings are essential for the interconnectedness with the
community
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10.

Include indicators in a planning and survey

Keep the community simple (tasks/responsibilities/activities) in order for
organizations to join; grow from there.

Agreements need to be made on making investments or posing new questions
to community members in order to avoid disturbing the market.

. There needs to be made an agreement between key-stakeholders about

neutrality and openness of knowledge sharing in order to determine a
boundary on which interests may start to play arole.

A neuftral facilitator should be put in place for the community to arrange
management tasks such as making sure the right questionis posed and the right
organizations are involved. The choice of facilitator is yet to be discussed;
opinions on ‘het Deltaplatform’ are mixed based on the outcomes of
interviews.

6.2.2 SECOND STEPS

. A shared agenda should be established to formulate a common goal and a

plan to give the community purpose.

There should be agreed upon a common working method in general fo access,
share and anchor knowledge in order to avoid incompleteness,
misinterpretation and outdated knowledge

Discuss the potential of student participation once the community has been
started in order to seek possibilities in tasks they can carry out that might relieve
the time and therefore money pressure.

Establish a way to inform the community at all levels about developments and
to keep all members involved

After the establishment of the community, ‘core-members’ need to show
commitment towards the community in order to achieve the first ‘successes’
Social aspects of the social learning theory need to be included (for example
evaluating) in order to make it a circular process and keep continuing
interaction within the community.

. A task description of this neutral facilitator needs to be established so that

community members have clarity on responsibilities of the facilitator
Tasks of ‘core-members’ also need to be described to give clarity about
responsibilities of the ‘core’ and establish an equal task division

6.2.3 THIRD STEPS

. Continuity of the community needs to be ensured in order to ensure frust for

organizations to invest. Therefore, agreements need to be made on long-term
activities other than an agenda and organizations need to keep updating the
community about new developments.

All community members need to contribute at some point in the establishment
of this community in a (financial) form.

Discuss the growth of the community into new knowledge themes and discuss
adding other functions like an advisory committee.

6.2.4 ADDITIONAL STEPS:
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. Conduct further research on other ‘layers’ of the community than the ‘core’
and how to involve them.

Improve the existing knowledge management tools within the organization of
Rijkswaterstaat
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APPENDIX 1: APPLYING LAYER MODEL

A1.1 DEFINING DELTA KNOWLEDGE OF LAKE GREVELINGEN THROUGH
THE LAYER MODEL

Lake Grevelingen is defined by the boundary of the province of Zeeland and the
province of Zuid-Holland. It is also situated at the boundary of two municipalities and
two water authorities. Up until 1964, lake Grevelingen was an estuarial inter-tidal area
with salt marshes, sand- and silt plates. The lake had still an open connection with the
North Sea and lake ‘Oosterschelde’. However, after human intervention, dykes and
other hydraulic structures were put in place and the connection with the sea was cut
off unfil a sluice in ‘Brouwersdam’ (figure 1.1) was established. Nowadays, there is a
controlled salt water connection with the sea through the ‘Brouwerssluis ‘and it has
become the largest salt water lake of Western-Europe. Lake Grevelingen now supports
activities such as water sports and other recreational activities, but also nature and
fishery. (Nieuwkramer, 2012) In the coming paragraphs, ‘delta knowledge’ of lake
Grevelingen is analyses based on the past and current situation. This analysis shows
how the layer model provides a deeper understanding of the area and including the
main well-defined aspects clearly related to lake Grevelingen. This analysis provides
an example on how the main topics within delta knowledge of lake Grevelingen can
be defined and related.
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“Figure 1.5: Habitat types of lake Grevelingen.

A1.2 BASE LAYER

A1.2.1 VEGETATION AND HABITAT STRUCTURE

After the creation of lake Grevelingen, sand and silt
flats and plates were desalinated quickly. This caused
the development of fresh and brackish flora that are
present in pioneer zones. Lake Grevelingen continued
to desalinate and the silt and brackish vegetation
transformed into grasslands and thickets. Due to
different spatfial management of lake Grevelingen,
two sub-areas can be identified: The grasslands in the
south and the forest development in the north. Due to
the ‘Brouwerssluis’, the connection with saline water is
restored and the brackish and saline vegetation is
currently limited in narrow zones close to the lake. At
various plates and flats (figures 1.2 and 1.3) , a process
of vegetation succession is happening. This process
has a strong relation with the way of management
(therefore, this is strongly related to the occupation
layer which will be discussed further into this chapter).
Particularly in areas where there is not actively grazed
but where there is nature management present,
succession is happening. However, this does not
include the saline parts of the plates and flats which
are mainly low-lying areas. Where succession is
present, it results in wood like vegetation such as forest,
willow thickets or buckthorn thickets. Areas where
succession has not developed contain valuable
calcareous and dune valley vegetation and salt
marsh vegetation, depending on the salt gradient in
the subsoil. An example of this vegetation are two
species of orchids which are thriving at the
‘Hompelvoet' plate (figure 1.4) As is visible in various
maps, the habitat type ‘moist dune valley
(calcareous) is mainly present in lake Grevelingen at
the plates and flafs. In general, zones could be
identified. From the water side further land inwards,
the main habitat types are silt pioneer vegetation,
saline grass species, thickets and finally dune valley
habitats. An overview of all habitats of lake
Grevelingenis visible in figure 1.5. (Delta Expertise, z.d.)
Other vegetation native to lake Grevelingen are
various species of sea weed of which several red,
green and brown weeds are still present in the lake.
Not present in the lake are seagrass fields which have
disappeared. Current species are visible in hard
substrate environments up unftil 3 meters water depth.
(Stichting Anemoon, z.d.) However, Rikswaterstaat



Zee and Delta is now making an effort to reinfroduce seagrass in lake Grevelingen.
(Omroep Zeeland, 2017)

A1.2.2 ORGANIC AND INORGANIC PROCESSES

In the previous paragraph, the presence
of sand- and silt plates and flats is already
mentioned, even as the presence of low-
lying, saline and calcareous soil. Erosion of
these flats is an ongoing process in lake
Grevelingen. Between 1980-1990, an
eroded area of 6,06 hectares has been
estimated and 2,71 hectares in 1990-1995.
As a result, in the same time span in the
areas measured, ‘shallow water’ has
““ increased with 8,49 and 5,42 hectares

Figure 1.7: morphology lake Grevelingen (Van Der Tol & Morel, (Delta Expertise, z.d.). More recent results
2017) are not significant because of faults in
measurements. However, it can be

GREVELINGENMEER estimated that erosion of non-protected
shorelines will stabilize. Furthermore, there
have been studies on the effects of
waves and protection against erosion in
order to manage this process. (Delta
Expertise, z.d.) Lake Grevelingen also
deals with another process which shows
a strong relationship with the oxygen
levels both in the soil and water system.
The natural process of organic decay at
the bottom of lake Grevelingen includes
many micro-organisms and requires
plenty of oxygen. However, this causes
extraction of oxygen out of the water
and soil system, causing anaerobic
conditions. Using the ‘Brouwerssluis’ in its
full capacity will infroduce the needed
macro nutrients in lake Grevelingen but
also will supply organic material that will
deposit. Out of research appears that
DRE: 14 15 16 17 18 1@ temperature plays a big role in the
development of anaerobic conditions
since it has proven that there is a big
improvement in temperature
strafification, leading to higher
temperatures at the bottom of the lake
and therefore leading to a further
increase of oxygen extraction (figure 1.6)
This process proves a strong connection
Figure 1.6: conditions and bathymetry of lake Grevelingen. with the network layer, discussed further
(Wetsteijn, 2011) on in this chapter, because of the major
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influence of cutting off saline water and infroducing the ‘Brouwerssluis’. Other aspects
that influence water quality such as temperature, salinity and pH do not show special
trends. Furthermore, nitrogen frends are being monitored by Rijkswaterstaat Zee en
Delta. (Wetsteijn, 2011)

A1.2.3 MORPHOLOGY AND ECOSYSTEM FUNCTION

There is no detailed soil map available on lake Grevelingen itself, but it can be stated
that mainly sand, clay, accumulated silt in the deeper parts and accumulated
organic material are present. In figure 1.7, a general impression of the morphology of
the sand plates and the bottom structure is visible. Additionally, when dams were
established to create the lake, morphology changed. Dike enforcements, foreshore
deposits and protective structures around the sand plates caused the soil to be partly
composed of hard substrates. Wind-driven waves cause erosion at the edges of the
sand plates for which some of these protective measures are applied (Van Der Tol &
Morel, 2017). On the other hand, silt accumulation developed because the lake lost
its tidal character (Rijkswaterstaat, 2012). Currently, the average water depth is 5
meters (over 11000 hectares) with a maximum depth of 48 meters. The gully system
that was formed when lake Grevelingen was openly connected to the sea is also still
present (Van Der Tol & Morel, 2017). The soil and the bottom of the lake also have an
important connection with the ecology of lake Grevelingen. The living environment for
benthos underneath the water surface is of low quality possibly because of the lack of
oxygen, especially in the deep parts such as navigation routes. These compromised
living conditions influence the desired ecological conditions of the lake, formulated
by ‘Kaderrichtlijn water’ and 'Natura 2000°. The shift of benthos usually living in the
deeper parts of the lake can have effects on birds and fish for which other guidelines
are developed (figure 1.8). It could therefore be stated that the current living
environment in the soil has caused dlterations in the ecosystem, but also in the
occupation layer; for example, the lake is not attractive anymore for recreational
divers and is not suitable anymore for shellfishery. (Van Der Tol & Morel, 2017)
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Al1.2.4 FAUNA

In the water column of lake Grevelingen, phytoplankton (mainly single cellular plants)
play animportantrole for the faunain the lake. Phytoplankton isimportant for the food
chain; at one hand, it serves as a nutritious source for fish, shellfish, lobster and other
organisms living at the bottom of the lake. It is also eaten by zooplankton. At the other
hand, some of the phytoplankton, such as Hexampita sp. contain toxic elements for
humans and other organisms, which results in in illness amongst shellfish and therefore
obstructing the shellfish fishery sector (Peperzak & Holland, 1997), When looking at
organisms at the bottom of the food chain, benthos could be considered as an
important food source as already mentioned in the previous paragraph. The major
shift of benthos species (figure 1.8) indicates that in the years between 1990-2009 the
number of species declined with 34% and their biomass with 64%, suggesting that the
benthos population is not doing well in lake Grevelingen (Escaravage et al., 2009). In
terms of invasive species, currently 70% of benthos biomass comes from invasive
species and 30% of native species, suggesting dominance of invasive benthos
(Wetsteijn, 2011). Between 1982-1984, Lake Grevelingen and other lakes in the
province of Zeeland provided habitat to in between 80 - 100 species of fish. This
includes pelagic fish (herring, cod, anchovy, sprat, smelt and garfish) which often are
migratory species, species of demersal fish like flounder, area specific fish that
complete their whole lifecycle in lake Grevelingen, and finally catfish (Encyclopedie
van Zeeland, 2014). One connection that could be made with the previous paragraph
is that hard substrate is very important for marine organisms in lake Grevelingen. It
forms an environment that supports many organisms that do not occur in other
circumstances and contributes significantly to the natural value of the lake. At one
hand, the hard substrate is suitable for the settlement of shellfish that can reproduce
without being exploited since they are out of reach for fishermen. Therefore, it supports
fishermen by providing input for the shellfish population and this shows a connection
to the occupation layer of lake Grevelingen. Furthermore, lobsters, eels, young cod
and Pollack thrive on the protection and food production (based on mainly weeds)
this habitat offers. Another connection made to the occupation layer is ‘diving’; the
hard substrate habitat is recognized an interesting area for recreational diving. Water
depth is determinant for the presence of organisms. From 2-3 meters water depth,
marine organisms start dominating the landscape instead of weeds (Encyclopedie
van Zeeland, 2014). These are mobile organisms (crabs, snails, lobsters, fish) and
sponges, anemones and barnacles; however, winkles and barnacles are also present
at the waterline. Non-mobile organisms depend on the availability of plankton as a
food source. Oysters are mainly found in the intertidal zone or at greater depths
(Encyclopedie van Zeeland, 2014). However, when lake Grevelingen was closed off
from the sea, many organisms from different species died. This is due the cut off route
towards the North Sea, which made it impossible for some species to reproduce. Other
reasons are the disappearing intertidal zone which not only affects the species living
in that zone, but also the species who are dependent on water movement at greater
depths such as several filter feeders. Finally, death of food resources caused lack of
food further up into the food chain, causing species to disappear. At the time when
Brouwersdam was being built and species died off quickly, the first problems arose with
an abundance of dead material and the lack of oxygen in soil and water that are
similar to the problems encountered in lake Grevelingen nowadays. (Bogaards,
Francke, Lambeck, & Borghouts-Biersteker, 1980)



Currently, it can be stated that the biodiversity within the lake is bad compared to the
situation before the Brouwersdam was established and that multiple of the native
species mentioned did not survive or are showing a decrease in stock, even though
lake Grevelingen has been turned salt again. However, a few other species such as
the invasive Crassostrea Gigas are currently thriving (Hoekstein, 2017). Another
important group are birds that rest, breed and forage in and around lake Grevelingen.
According to Hoekstein (2017), there was a decline of fish eating bird species by 67%
in 10 years (figure 1.10). It is stated that there is a possible connection with the amount
of certain species of fish. However, more research is needed to give a clear indication
of this relationship. Furthermore, benthos feeders have been showing great variability
in number of which various species are doing well (figure 1.9). According to Hoekstein
(2017), this is due the availability of sand and silt plates in lake Grevelingen which are
undisturbed compare do the areas around neighboring lakes. Plant feeders also show
great variability, therefore a decrease orincrease on the long-term is not predictable.
However, currently, there is a negative trend measured starting in 2009 (figure 1.11).
Larger mammals present in the lake are seals that use sand plates as resting spots and
one exceptional porpoise which is first sighted in 2006 and currently inhabits lake
Grevelingen (Stichting Anemoon, 2011).
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A1.3 NETWORK LAYER

Out of the base layer already appeared that sluices and dams have significant
influence on various aspects of the lake. In the network layer, only network structures
that have (direct orindirect) influence on lake Grevelingen will be taken into account,
such as the main sluices and dams.

A1.3.1 DAMS
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A1.3.2 BROUWERSSLUIS

Currently, there is a limited exchange of water between lake Grevelingen and the
North Sea through the sluice ‘Brouwerssluis’. The sluice is operated with the purpose of
facilitating maximum water exchange, aiming for the water level that is currently
maintained within the lake at -0.2 below N.A.P, franslated as 0.2 meters below ‘Dutch
Amsterdam Water level’. The water level is determined by water exchange, polder
water discharge, atmospheric deposition and sluicing losses of the Brouwerssluis and
Grevelingensluis and recently the Flakkeese Spuisluis (Wetsteijn, 2011). Since 1999, the
sluice has permanently been opened which has reduced the total water exchange
from 164 to 72 days (Delta Expertise, z.d.). When maintaining the water level through
hydraulic structures such as sluices and dams, not only water levels are influenced.
Since 2005, the water level will be adjusted to N.A.P. — 0.26 to take info account the
breading season of birds. A similar measure is taken in order to preserve saline
vegetation. Allso is mentioned in the (base layer), the sluice has had positive effect
on temperature stratification, but this also led to speeding up the mineralization
process of deposited material, which in its turn led to higher oxygen consumption in
summer. There is also the risk of organic material that could enter lake Grevelingen
and contribute to the high amount of organic sedimentation. (Delta Expertise, z.d.)



A1.3.3 FLAKKEESE SPUISLUIS

This sluice is located in the Grevelingen dam and is in use since 2017 (Delta Expertise,
z.d.). It manages the water flow between salt water lake Oosterschelde and lake
Grevelingen in both directions. It is stated that the management of the sluice can
improve the oxygen conditions in lake Grevelingen and therefore could have a
positive influence on the declining flora and fauna at the bottom of the lake. This
shows a clear relationship between this sluice and marine organisms described in the
base layer. No significant effects on fish are expected (Delta Expertise, z.d.). Fiinally,
by reinstating the connection between the lakes, there is an opportunity for the
placement tidal test center in the Grevelingendam (Zuidwestelike Delta, z.d)

A1.3.4 OTHER HYDRAULIC STRUCTURES

Sluices that are not broadly described in relation to lake Grevelingen is
Grevelingensluis located in the Grevelingendam since it is only meant for small vessels
that have recreational purpose (Watersportalmanak, z.d.). This infrastructure mainly
supports the occupation layer. At Grevelingensluis there is also one bridge present.
Lake Grevelingen is also mainly used for recreational vessels and therefore does not
contain commercial shipping routes (Deltares, 2007).

A1.3.4.1 HARBORS

There are also various harbors situated around lake Grevelingen that support the
recreational purpose of lake Grevelingen. Those harbors are located at the villages
Bruinisse, Den Osse, Herkingen, Ouddorp, Brouwershaven, Zierikzee and Scharendijke.
— The harbors are mainly
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Al1.4 OCCUPATION LAYER

This layer defines the main function and uses of lake Grevelingen thatis used for various
human activities. Some of these activities might already been infroduced in the
previous paragraphs, such as the lake’s recreational purpose. Other functions already
have been broadly discussed, such as the natural functions towards flora and fauna
that the lake provides.

A1.4.1 RECREATION AND TOURISM

Lake Grevelingen is visited by 2 million one-day-visitors a year. Approximately half of
these tourists is active in water sports such as surfing, swimming, diving, canoeing or
sailing. Another main activity for tourists is visiting recreation areas around the lake such
as the Grevelingendam and the Brouwersdam. Non-commercial fishery has been
declining, partly due to overfishing but also because fish stocks are not replenished
from the North Sea. Policies to protect vulnerable species are in place. Furthermore, it
is emphasized that the balance between recreation and nature is important.
(Deltares, 2008). According to Wageningen University & Research (2011), the
recreational value of the lake is closely related to the quality of nature. The water
quality influences the water sport tourists and breeding spots for birds disappear.
However, according to MeerGrevelingen (2015), tourism is still growing with mainly
German, Belgium and Dutch visitors. In 2016, the total amount of money tourists have
spent Zeeland is 1.625.084.500 euros, indicating that fourism is very important for the
local and regional economy (Kenniscentrum Toerisme, 2016). However, reinfroducing
tides in the lake might cause issues for the water sport sector but there is no clarity yet
on this subject.

A1.4.2 RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

Other than using the lake for several activities, there are also products that can be
bought that the lake has provided. These are for example oysters and lobster, but
also vegetables and other local products that are produced around the lake.
According to According to Wageningen University & Research (2011), agriculture
and fishery both benefit from the demand of tourists for these products.

A1.4.3 FISHERY

The fishery sector in lake Grevelingen has had a major decline. Aimost no mussel
fishery is present and barnacles have disappeared. However, oysters are sfill
produced. The Japanese oyster (Crassostrea Gigas) is dominating in this sector. The
commercial fishery also fishes for eels, but eel stocks also have been declining.
(Deltares, 2007)

Al.4.4 AQUACULTURE

Future possibilities for aquaculture in lake Grevelingen could develop if the water
quality of the lake will improve. However, much space in lake Grevelingen is already
used for nature or recreational purposes. Mussels could be reinfroduced into the
lake.



A1.4.5 NAVIGATION

The Grevelingen sluice forms the only passage for boats to access lake Grevelingen.
Ships cannot pass the Brouwersdam and therefore only sailboats, yachts and fishery
ships are present on the lake. (Nationaal Georegister, 2018)



APPENDIX 2: FULL STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

A2.1 STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

The following paragraph will present a stakeholder analysis to identify the stakeholders
currently present in the area and which key stakeholders need to be taken into
account in this research. Further on, indicators for knowledge sharing, accessing and
anchoring will be discussed, combined with interview input of key stakeholders.

A2.1.1 WATER MANAGERS AND SPATIAL MANAGERS

The province of Zeeland is the regional governmental department that manages the
region ‘Zeeland’ in the Netherlands. The province of Zeeland has several departments
and focuses on economic development, growth and innovation of Zeeland. Sectors
mentioned as important are bio-based economy, harbors and logistics, recreation
and tourism, energy, agriculture, fishery and aquaculture. Also, nature conservation
and rural development are supported. Therefore, the province of Zeeland has an
important function within Zeeland. (Provincie Zeeland, z.d.) However, lake
Grevelingen is located on one provincial and municipal boundary. Therefore, the
province of Zuid-Holland also has a management function for lake Grevelingen. The
province of Zuid-Holland contains 3,5 million inhabitants and is therefore the province
with the highest inhabitant density in the Netherlands. This province focuses on
economic activity; agriculture, horticulture, industry and the services sector. Also,
recreation has found to be an important topic for this province. The main task
formulated by the province of Zuid-Holland is to shape Zuid-Holland in a balanced
way by using internal knowledge and networks. (Provincie Zuid Holland, z.d.) The
boundary also indicates two municipalities: municipality Schouwen-Duiveland and
municipality Goeree-Overflakkee. As local governmental organizations, they are also
spatial managers within their boundaries of lake Grevelingen at a local scale. Other
than these governmental organizations, there are also other organizations that
manage aspects in and around lake Grevelingen. Staatsbosbeheer is a main one and
describes itself as a nature and its value and purpose towards society managing
organization (Staatsbosbeheer, z.d.). The organization manages several natural areas
and structures around lake Grevelingen, sand and silt plates in lake Grevelingen and
facilitates recreation in those areas (Staatsbosbeheer, z.d.). There are also
governmental organizations who manage water and infrastructure systems and
networks. Those are Rijkswaterstaat and Waterschap. Rijkswaterstaat carries out tasks
of the ministry of infrastructure and water. Activities include (technical) projectsrelated
to the road and water systems and networks and aims for a balanced living
environment that is accessible and safe. In this case, Rijkswaterstaat manages water
aspects of the waterbody ‘Grevelingen’ (Rijkswaterstaat, z.d.). Waterschap
Scheldestromen (within province of Zeeland) and Waterschap Hollandse Delta (within
province of Zuid Holland) are active on the surrounding islands of lake Grevelingen:
Schouwen-Duiveland and Goeree-Overflakkee. Waterschappen or ‘water authorities’
manage the water system and technical aspects to control water (on land)
(ProDemos, z.d.). It is mentioned that the tasks that are carried out often have
connections with spatial planning, nature management and environmental
management. Provinces also have the power to abolish regional waterschap



organizations. Therefore, there are connections to the tasks of municipalities and
provinces in a spatial sense and general policy between the Provinces and
Waterschap have to be in line with each other. (ProDemos, z.d.)

A2.1.2 KNOWLEDGE INSTITUTES

Several knowledge institutes, titled as ‘experts’ according to this source, are active in
and around lake Grevelingen. Those are Deltares, NIOZ and Wageningen Marine
Research (part of Wageningen University of Science and Research)
(Programmabureau Zuidwestelijke Delta en Projectteam Structuurvisie Grevelingen en
Volkerak-Zoommeer, 2014). Another knowledge institute not mentioned by this source
but who is also active in lake Grevelingen is HZ University of Applied Research. (HZ
University of Applied Sciences, z.d.) Deltares describes itself as an independent institute
for applied research in the working field of water and morphology. Regarding to lake
Grevelingen, this institute has published various effect studies, explorative research
and research reports related to the water and morphology working field. (Deltares,
z.d.). NIOZ (Royal Netherlands Institute of Sea Research) is an institute focused on four
science departments and works on subjects related to ocean systems, coastal
systems, estuarine and delta systems, and microbiology and biochemistry. Since 2011,
the institute has produced over two thousand articles, books and other materials
accessible through the NIOZ Repository. (NIOZ, 2018) Wageningen Marine Research is
a research institute that delivers knowledge, independent scientific research and
advice in confribution to sustainable, careful managed, used and protected natural
resources of sea, coast and fresh water areas (Wageningen University and Research,
z.d.). This institute has published several reports on lake Grevelingen of which an
overview is visible in a database managed by Wageningen University of Science and
Research (Wageningen University and Research, z.d.). HZ University of Applied
Sciences is also a knowledge institute that is active in lake Grevelingen. Recently, HZ
University of Applied Sciences started a major research on oysters in the lake
(Bosboom, 2018). Furthermore, the university contains several research groups and
information sources related to spatial subject such as water, nature and tourism. (HZ
University of Applied Sciences, z.d.) Furthermore, there are also independent
businesses or organizations that use the resources that lake Grevelingen provides on a
day-to-day basis and have an economic and/or social function. In this stakeholder
analysis these businesses and organizations are discussed within the main sectors that
are active in the area: fishery, tourism and nature conservation are discussed.
Stakeholders are based on the stakeholder inventory of Rijkswaterstaat, provided by
Paul Paulus (2018). All stakeholders discussed in the coming paragraphs are based on
this inventory except if indicated otherwise and are listed in table 1.1.

A2.1.3 FISHERY SECTOR

Various fishery businesses are located in lake Grevelingen. The main distinction that
can be made are oyster fishery, recreational fishery, lobster fishery and eel fishery
(Nederlandse Vissersbond, 2018). According to Nederlandse Vissersbond (2018), it is
clear this sector relies heavily on water quality and the ecosystem in lake Grevelingen.
Also, stakeholders are also pressured by the important natural values of the area.
According to the stakeholder inventory on lake Grevelingen by Rijkswaterstaat, the
most evident stakeholders are listed in table 1.1.not mentioned as a fishery stakeholder
of lake Grevelingen according to the Rijkswaterstaat inventory but also active in lake



Grevelingen and important for the eel fishery is DUPAN; Stichting Duurzame
Palingsector Nederland. This is an association that supports sustainable eel fishery. 31
March 2017, they have released more than million eels in lake Grevelingen.
(Stutterheim, 2017)

A2.1.4 TOURISM/RECREATION SECTOR

There are various organizations that support, inform, create and represent tourism and
economy related initiatives in the province of Zeeland (thus lake Grevelingen). They
have formed the ‘Toeristische Uitvoerings Alliantie’ or ‘Touristic Executive Alliance’.
Stakeholders included in this alliance are listed in table 1.1. Furthermore, IVN
Natuureducatie (IVN nature education) organizes a ‘Grevelingen’ week every year;
recreants and tfourists can visit associated Grevelingen to enjoy their services and
products while the entrepreneurs around lake collaborate in sharing knowledge
towards their visitors about the area. Therefore, IVN Natuureducatie is also conftributing
to local enfrepreneurs that rely on tourism. (IVN Natuureducatie, 2016)
Types of local recreation stakeholders that use lake Grevelingen are:

- Watersports: catamaran, dive, (kite)surf, canoe businesses;
- Yacht marinas;

- Touristic harbors;

- Recreational boat tours

There are many individual entrepreneurs that use lake Grevelingen since the
recreation and fourism sector is major. There are also associations in which those
stakeholders are organized. Specific stakeholders of the area are listed in table 1.1

A2.1.5 NATURE CONSERVACY SECTOR

IVN Natuureducatie is already mentioned in the context of the tourism sector.
However, their main subjects of occupation are nature education and therefore also
contribute to nature conservancy. Staatsbosbeheer is also important for nature
conservancy; however, Staatsbosbeheer is already mentioned in a previous
paragraph because of the spatial management function this organization has. Other
nature related stakeholders that are active in and around lake Grevelingen are listed
in table 1.1.

A2.1.6 OTHER STAKEHOLDERS

Another stakeholder could be the shipping industry. However as already mentioned
in Appendix 1 under ‘navigation’, there is little to no commercial shipping industry
present at lake Grevelingen. Furthermore, inhabitants are not taken intfo account in
this stakeholder analysis since this is a diverse group, not an organization or business
that is active at lake Grevelingen or represented in an organized way. Furthermore,
‘delta knowledge’ of inhabitants relies heavily on the individual inhabitant. However,
the stake of inhabitants could be further researched.



A2.1.7 STAKEHOLDER HIERARCHY

Now that all stakeholder groups have been addressed, key stakeholders can be
identified:

1. Key stakeholders: Water managers; spatial mangers; knowledge institutes;

2. Primary stakeholders: Fishery sector tourism/recreation sector; nature
conservancy sector;

3. Secondary stakeholders: Individuals (inhabitants, tourists).

This division is made on responsibility and knowledge of an organization. Water- and
spatial managers are key stakeholders because these governmental institutions plan
and carry out interventions in the area (like lake Grevelingen) and therefore might
accumulate knowledge and experience of the area. Knowledge institutes have
made their ‘businesses about research and valid knowledge, therefore regional
knowledge institutes are addressed as key stakeholder. Primary stakeholders are
stakeholders are stakeholders that might only contain knowledge. Due to the fime
constraint of this research, this has not been researched; however, surveys could be
used in further research to give an indication of this. Finally, secondary stakeholders
are addressed which are individuals who have knowledge of the area. From now on
this research mainly focuses mainly on the key stakeholders. Interviews have been
done with the following key stakeholders:

- Province of Zeeland

- Municipality Schouwen-Duiveland
- Staatsbosbeheer

- Rikswaterstaat Zee en Delta

- Ministry of LNV

- Deltares

- NIOZ

- Wageningen Marine Research

- HZ University of applied Sciences



Stakeholder sector Stakeholder of lake Grevelingen

(water- and spatial)managers Province of Zeeland
Province of Zuidholland
Municipality of Goeree-Overflakkee
Municipality of Schouwen-Duiveland
Waterschap (waterboard)
Scheldestromen
Waterschap (waterboard) Hollandse
Delta
Staatsbosbeheer
Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta
Ministry of LNV*

Knowledge institutes Deltares
Wageningen Marine Research
NIOZ
HZ University of Applied Sciences
Fishery sector Individual fishermen

Nederlandse Oestervereniging
Sportvisserij Zuid-West Nederland
Visbestandbeheercommissie (VBC)
Stichting DUPAN
Tourism/recreation sector VVV Zeeland (TUA Alliance)
Economisch Impuls Zeeland (TUA
Alliance)
Kenniscentrum Kusttoerisme (TUA
Alliance)
Watersportverbond
Stichting RTM Ouddorp
Stichting Jachthaven Scharendijke
Ondernemers Scharendijke (duiksport)
NOB
NKV
HISWA
Nature conservacy sector ARK
NLGO
WNF
Natuurmonumenten
IVN Natuureducatie
Ofther stakeholders Shipping industry

Inhabitants / individuals
Table 1.1: All stakeholders of lake Grevelingen based on the inventory of Rijkswaterstaat




APPENDIX 3: INTERVIEWS, QUESTIONS 9, 10 EXCLUDED

INTERVIEW "KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
Dit interview is ocpgesteld in het kader van mijn afstudeeronderzoek voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta met de hoofdwvraag:

"Hoe kan Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Dalta de toegankelijkheid, het delen en het
warankeran van Delta Kennis over water management van het
Grevelingenmeer crganiseren in een kennis community?”

Deze hoofdvraag is gebaseerd op het feit dat alle belanghebbenden van het
Grevelingenmeer een stukje van de "kennis’ over het gebied hebben. Het
eenduidig toegankelijk maken, delen en wverankeren van deze kennis op leidt tot
grotere efficiéntie in toekomstige projecten en het beter kunnen beantwoorden
wan grote beheervragen.

Deze interviews dragen bij aan een advies over hoe de community het beste op
een evenwichtige manier tot stand kan kemen. Graag wil ik daarom uw inzicht en
mening vanuit de rol van uw organisatie en vanuit uw expertise.

Algemene informatie

Maam: Walter Oomen (Waterschap Scheldestromen) en Cees Jongejan
{(Waterschap Hollandse Delta)

Organisatie: Waterschap Scheldestromen en waterschap Hollandse Delta

Functiefwerkzaamheden: Cees Jongejan: Betrokken bij ontwikkelingen in de
Zuidwestelijke Delta vanuit Waterschap Hollandse Delta. Dit is vooral de
miksstouctusoisie Grevelingen - Yolkrak, Zoommeer maar ook bij ‘Zicht op de
Grevelingen'

Walter Qomen: Betrokken bij ontwikkelingen in de Grevelingen en Zuidwestelijke
delta vanuit waterbeheer, vooral expertise vanuit zoet water. Ik houd het
overzicht over wat er binnen de Zuidwestelijke delta met betrekking tot de grote
wateren speelt.

Datum: 25-04-2018

‘Delta Kennis”

1. Kunt u de connectie tussen uw organisatie en het Grevelingenmesar
omschrijven?
Cees: We hebben er diverse raakvlakken mee want wij zijn een van de
beheerders van het gebied. We beheren de keringen langs de Grevelingen
en ook het watersysteem heeft hier mee te maken. We hebben een aantal
gemalen waarbij water in het Grevelingenmeer komt. We zijn een
belangrijke partner in het gebied met alle ontwikkelingen die er spelen. Dit
proberen we te volgen en te kijken wat dit voor ons betekent.

5. Zou w baat hebben b het delen van “ssse0s Iparosd’ en het celen wan

kennis met anderen?

Walter: Dit schset er veel Bij in. Het Delta prograrmma (zoctwater) heeft
bijvoerbeeld een kennisagenda. Dan merk fe dat er lzndeliik heel ved
spocdt, de kennis (s heel versnipperd en daar probeer je ool kennis be
delen. 1k wvind het lastig om daer azngenaaic: bij be bljven en om daar
structureel tizd in te stcken bersdjl [k daar veed het belang van inozke.

Coe=: Cat komi omdat het een beetie op ce laatste plaats kome, het hangt
er een bectje buten.

Walter: Dan denic jo, waar ligt dat nou aan, 5 het lange termijn
Investerng® et kam ook, Iedersen vindt het belangrjs, maar s het mu
wrgent? Ik denk dat we or baat bif hebben, maar ket mag niet te wes tijd
of goid kosten.

Coos: Het delen van kennis worch ook waak 2is gewosig ervaren (D,
Khachten uitickkend ].

Cess en Walter: overheden ondeding moeten de lpsgons sprpec. zoker
delen.

Walter: bij gezamenlijke projecten waar meerderen bij betrokken zign ga

j Wifocn naar: welke informatic heb je nodig, welke data, en dat je
gaancevesg evalesert In cen oydus Todat we welen waar we staan, wak ves
geleerd hekben en hoe we verder gaan. Maar de ellende s dat het directe
govalgen heeft woor geld, bestuuriijke gevoeligheden, beshuunder wordt ge
B afigencioenad. (. wgss et koSt oora geld]

D intenbe gt er amibteliik zeker maar er liggen dus gevoelgheden op di
viak omcizt het begen je gebnubkd kan worden. Dan worct bt lastig. ban
de andere kenk, we wilen ook eon transparante organsatie zijn In
prindpe kan volgens de wet alie informatie opgevraagd kan worcen.

Wisie eninks oomimun iy

‘Walter: Voor ons geldt dit voor de zuid zijde van het Grevelingen, vooral
de waterkeringen. Bij bijvoorbeeld projecten van derden {(ontwikkelingen
bij de brouwersdam) kijken wij dan naar wat het met ocnze waterkwaliteit
doet, wat het met zoute kwel doet, of het gevolgen heeft voor de
afwatering. Ook op het gebied van duurzaamheid en energie liggen er wat
raakvlakken maar de kern is waterbeheer en waterveiligheid.

. Hunt u omschrijven welke kennis uw organisatie heeft van het

Grevelingenmeer? (xoorhesld: voornamelijk over waterkwaliteit, namelijk

Cees: We zijn niet zelf de beheerder van het Grevelingenmeer dus wij
halen de kennis ergens anders vandaan, bijvoorbeeld bij Rijkswaterstaat.
Zelf in eigen huis hebben we over het Grevelingenmeer niet veel vast
liggen.

‘Walter: Dit geldt voor ons cok. Er zijn veel rapporten verschenen over de
waterkwaliteit. Verder kennis over het Grevelingenmeer is persoonlijk. De
kennis is ook versnipperd. We zien ook niet het belang om deze kennis te
werzamelen omdat we niet de beheerder zijn.

Walter: We zijn niet actief kennis aan het vergaren want voor ons is het
hoofdsysteem een randvoorwaarde. We moeten wel toegang hebben tot
kennis als er iets verandert om te weten wat voor effecten dit heeft voor
ons.

Cees: Dit geldt voor ons ook, we zijn meer actief in kennis vergaren over
ons eigen systeem.

. Met welke vragen komen mensen of organisaties doorgaans bij uw

organisatie terecht?

Walter: Agrariérs en grootgrondgebruikers in het gebied. Dit kan gaan
over pijl, wateroverlast, enderhoud of natuurvriendelijke cavers
bijvoorbeeld. Het heeft veel te maken met te veel water en onderhoud.
Wan burgers in het stedelijk gebied ook over blauwalg of klachten.
Cees: Dit is herkenbaar. We worden cok benaderd door beheerders en
gemeeanten die advies en kennis vragen ower het gebied. Vergunningen
cok.

. Hoe ervaart u de kennisborging, deling en toegankelijkheid binnen uw

organisatie?

Cees: Dit kan stukken beter bij ons. Het is echt af en toe een chaos.
Walter: Ik herken dit ook. Het is lastig, je hebt met mensen te maken. Er
is veel kennis in de hoofden wan mensen en die gaan naar 20 of 30 jaar
weg. We hebben wel geoweb en andere dingen waar je informatie uit kan
halen. Het delen met anderen kunnen echt stappen in gezet worden. Soms
denk je wel eens, potverdorie, daar moeten we echt stappen in gaan
zetten, maar dan is het wooral gericht op de kennis van het regionale
systeem.

Cees: Ik zie veel kennis maar het is vaak versnipperd. {zoet-zout meting
woorbeeld)

Walter: Ecn naded s dat er snel wordt gekeken naar of het tiid mag
kasten. Het s al lastig genceg om kennis te bargen binnen anze cgen
organisatis, laat staan ket delen met andere arganisaties. Een nadeel kan
Zign dat het te groot wordt apgebuigd, cat je denke: Dt gebruik ik
helemaal nict, het (s meer ballast. pags Wein, boek succesjes en laat ooip,
wat de mesrssande is”,

Coes: Bowestigh,

Indicatonen

. Wat ziet u als hoofddoc] van ceze kennls community on waarom®
Walter: Effectieyer met kenois, maar ook data en informatic om te kunnen
gaan zodat Ik smed zicht heeb op wet er |s besloben in het verleden, wat s er
beschikbaar en wat omtbroskt &r nog.
Coes: -

. Kunt u cen toekomstbeedd schetzen aver hoe de kennis community or
volgens u uit Zod moeten Zien?
Walter: Het moet in elk geval makkelik tosgansijc 2fin. Eon soort
platform waarin de kennis ap oen toegankeljse manier weggezet wordt £n
dingen mak kel i tersggeyoncen kunnen wonden, maar ook de zin enode
onzn van elkaar kan scheiden. Onaftendijke informatie s dus belangris.
Oz Er mocten gqoede afspraosn worden gemaakd ower Feet bedoer wan
zodets. Wi hebben bifwoorbeeld al de 47 dooarstat van shacepalst- Cat is
ozt er iemend de verantapordeljiceid moet hebben over het beheer
Walter: er is ook oon gemeenschappad ijhe: besis nodig waarbi e het heb
over dezelfde informabie en feiben.

. Wat zijn de woor- &n nadelen voor U B0 UW Drganisatie van oon Kennis
Cormmuniky ?

Onderstaande abellen met incicatoren zin afigeleid wan e
ooCoCiEEE, waaruit belangrijos ‘community” fachoren zijn gebieien. Deze
indicataren worden gebrukt om het functoneren van de comimanity in
gocde baren te loiden, mear ook om ke reflectersn wak woen ww
organisatis belsngrjc vinden bij desiname aan deze communiby.

Bi de voigende sragen wraag (kU kntisch naar ceze indicaboren be kijken
vanuit het perspecticf dat uw organisatic mee zow wilen doen aan de
kennis communitby.

9. Dome wraag gast ower wat U, warul U orpanisatie, de belangrjkste

indicatoren windt en her een rangordes 0 aan te geven wan ‘meesst
belangrijk’ naar "'minst bedangrijic’. Doe dit per tabed.

Woorbeeld:

Tabel 1: A-C-D-FE-8;
Tabel Z: A-C-D-FE-8C
Tabel 3 A-C-0-FE-8-0E5

10. Zoals zichtbaar in de tabellen @30 er monitor indicaboren on evaluabe

indicatonen. Woor maniEor incicatoren ziin ' ipEEEs” (wat gaat o inj en
“gimas (wat komi eruit) van tospassing; bl evaluabe indcatoren zijn
‘giteRpes [resultzten] van foepassing. In de vorige vrasg heeft w
indicatoren gerangschikt ap prionteit. Salecteer de 3 indicatoren met e
hoogst z2n gegeyen prionteit van tabel 1, 2. 3 (9 indicatoren im tokaal) en
pmschrilf per indicator:

Voor de monibor -

- ‘Wiat de input’ van uvw organisate zow kunnen zin om b te dragen
@an ders indcator (bifvoorbeeld uw netwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, irresteringen, )

- ‘Wat de gewesnishe “output” van de indicatar b5 (bepoalde actviteiben,
diersten, evenementen enyof producten woor community keden)



11, Mist w sen indicator die u belangrijk winct? Zo ja, welke?
Wedke incicatoren dragen bl aan het dodd
Het kamt toch neer op wat krijgen we gegdd, hoswesl tid en geid sheioen
we &r in. Ben gemeenschappelijic dosd (s dan belangrijl, organisabes
kunren ook kiczen om be werken aan hun cgen sysbeem omdat dat
mingder ‘kost’. -> Maar, ledereen die [k heb gesproken zegt, ons eigen
BERE-SYESGRE |5 verschinkkelijk.

Wersachiing

12, Wat zijn uw werwachbingen van de EoHeReoRIts ™
Walbter: Zet de werwachbingen nict te hoog en probessr het 20 smpel
micgadijk im te ichten. Te hoog ambitionveau kan keden tot mislukking.
Eerst bestaance enns en nformatie toegankelijk maken. Maar de
booboomst boe kan j= het uitbouswen en bijhouden en het belang ervan
"bouwen”
Coms: Eora.

13, Wielios resultzben vit de eoosmpEREERty, 7o u graag wilen zien®
Wailter: De tijd Is heel njp om dit nu be gaan docn met het oog oo recenbe
planontwikkelingen. De belangrdste rformabic zou 2an het cnde van het
jaar gede sunnen stzan. Leg die bass zo snod mogelik.

Coes: -

14, Denkd 1 dat u veel baat gaat hebben bij een kennls community woor het
Grovelingenmeor? 2o fa, waarom®
Wailter: [ wired dat lastiy, het kost wesd thd om kennis boven water be
krijgen. Mt “veol baat.
Cees: ons sysbeem hecft niet mo heel vedd interactie met het Grevelngen.
Cus niet “Feel’ baat, mear wat baat
We kunnen o pas wat hebben b grote weranderingen in het
watersy=teem (ow. Door klimaatvsrandering).

15, Wat ziin worelsten woor uom mee tos doen aan de kopHsEamoRR Ry
(Eivmerpeald tidsbesteding /7 kasten /)
Walter en Cees: kosten en tid zign belangrijk.
Walter: Bij het woord *mescoen’ komt Hijd kjcen. Het s oen oxtra
investenng in uren; de kennis die we hebben kunnen we inbrengen en die
bercidhed ks e maar kedeneen is drukc Om er apart in be meesteren inode
worm: wan geid niet.

INTERVIEW "KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
Dit interview Is opgesteld in het kader van mijn afstudeeronderzoes voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta met de hoofdvraag:

“Hoe kan Rijkswaterstzat Zes en Deita oe toagankelijkreid, het delen en het
verankeren van Delta Kennis over water managsmant van het
Gravelingermear arganiseren in @20 KENNIS CoMMUnIEy?

Deze hoofdvraag Is gebaseerd op het feit dat alle belanghebenden van het
Grevelingenmear een stulgle van de “kernis” over hat gebled hebben. Het
eerduldig toegankelijk maken, delen en verankeren van deze kennls op lebdt tot
grotere efficdentie in toekomstige projecten en het beter kunnen beantwoorden
wan grote beneervragen.

Deze interdews dragen bl aan een advies aver hoe de community het beste op
een everwichtige manier tot stand kan komen. Graag wil ik daarom uw inzicht en
mening vanuit de rel van uw organisatie en vanuit uw expertise.

Algemene Infarmatie

Naam: Ao Nalie (Relfanes); Tom Ysehaart (Wageningen Marine Research;
NIOZ)

organisatie: Gajfares. Wageningen Marine Aesearch en NIOZ

Functiefwerkzagmhedern: Amo Molte: 20 Jaar Wwerkzeam als onderzoeker |J|]
[eltares en heeft aen achtergrond In waterkwallteitsmodelleringen. In de
Zuidwestalijke Delta houdt hij 2ich bezig met integrale studias zoals hat vertalen
val 2en tﬂh’.‘mﬂ.‘ﬁig naar e2n T.'ﬂJE onderzoek an raar een antwooard.

Tom ¥sehaerk: Onderzosker blj Wageningen Marine Ressarch en NIOZ. Ecoloog
&n hinlong en dost ongevesr 25 jaar onderzoek in de Zuldwastelke delta
waaronder ook net GI"E'-'HII"IIJEFI"I'IB!F.

Catum: 25-04-2018

"Als Deltares niet bij een kennis community betrokken zou zijn, 2ou het niet
kloppen. Dan zowden wij ons werk niet goed doan’.

“Delta Kennis”

1. Kunt u de connecde tussen uw arganisatie en het Grevelingenmeer
omschrijven?
Amio: [Bltanes werkt in alle lagen en in de inkeractie tussen die lagen van
de lagenberadering (zoals dalta kennis in dit cnderzoek gedefirieard is) en
WVOBIT 0ok cnderzoekan voor de ovarheid ult (geen wewmealijke t3ak).

Walter: Bepserkt. Het |s hesl simpsd, het bestasnde werk wat r gt S het
Waterschap zk iedereen vol. ‘We zeen bet belang ervan inmaar het gaat ‘in
de plek van® dus het moet ets anders verlichben. De bereicheid van
inveshenen b5 hoger als dat worck gezien. Het past zeker in de lange
Eseaaade g die we hebben maar de culbour binnen de onganisatic s
misschien neg niet oo ver op alle frontben.
Comess Beporikt, Het past wel in de trend "van Watzrschap ot

. worden. Maar concreet woar de Grevelingen is di wat
beperkter, Het format van een kenns communty past wel in cie tijc

18, Zou uw crganisztie meswerken 2an het arganiseren van Kenns inoeen

KEoOlsCoRRIAEY, samen met anders belanghebbenden op een nostrale
basis#

Afgeled vanuit andene vragen wel bot o seloere hoogie Lyl ool
invioed.

193t u het nodig dat oo REgoERRIHREY neutrals hasic hoeft voar de

betrokken belanghesbenden hoeft of heeft uw crganisatie meer beboefe
aan eon woneangesendes trekder

Cees: Er moet wel altiid iemand zijn die zich weranbwoordelijk voelt.
Walter: De ‘GiAARRAAF, moct zich verbonden woelen met dit werhaal en
anderen mes kan nemen of cen nabuadijoe manier zodat 2 het belang
hicrvan ook in zien. Mijn voorkeur gaat can uit naar son trebdeer. Als
ledersen verantwoorcelijk s en er gaat wat fout s nlernand
seeranmiwanoircho | e

210, Wt wilt u "halen’ it de EeomEERmEREA RN

Waiter: vooral efficiénter toegang nebben tot gegevens en dat het
beschikbaar ks
Cee<: geen werdere inbreng

21, ‘Wat wikt u "brengen’ naar de EooSEoERER LT

O Wat we oof weben en wat we 2 hebben en ors netaerk.
Walter: De kennis vaar het Grevelingenmiosr gt vooral in de randen van
de dlanden.

2. Foe ziet u de rol van us organisatic binmen dere peooscniapapdby ™

Walter: beperst, maar maschizn komt dit verder op wel maar dit s ten
aanzeen wan de Grevelingen.

Coet Ik denk dat we ecn beetie aan de rand van 9o kemgrosn zitten.
Waiter: [n die rand moeot Rllkssatersiaat zitben als behweerder van hot

Tom: WﬂEI’IlI’ﬂEI’I Marine Research en NIDZ habban een FEI]lI:l"IEIlE functie
dia steri op de zuidwestalijke delta samen meat de
WHEEFUH'IEE'SUTE@SU.IRH'EI'I i= I;E"Il:m. Digar is hat GI'E'!."E"I'@EI'IITI'EEf BEN
cnderdeel van. Waganingen Maring Researcn heeft ook wettalijke
enderzoakstaken,

. Kurt u omschrijven welke kennis uw organisatie heeft vam het

Grevelingenmear? {ynorbeeid: voornamelijk over waterkwallteit, named)k

Amo: Kennis van het ratuuriijke systeem, vooral varal de abiotsche kant,
en kernis random kunstwerken. Ook de [pkeronyemansg, stakenalder
omgeving wordt meagenomen. Bl hat Grevelingenmeer gaat het
voorramelijk over de natuurlijke systeemkant,

Tom: Da focus gt op waterkwaliteit, het watersysteem en ecalogie.

. Met welke yragen komen mensen of organisates doorgaans o] uw

organtsatia teracht?
A Vaak gaat het om effectan van een ingreep of een maatragel,
bijvoarbeald scenario studies, van overneden en het bedrijisieven.

Tom: Hoofdzakelij monitoring en verzamelen van data. Mensen hedben
wragen rond om hae net systeam ontwikield 5. Er wordt veel
samengewerkt met Qejfanes: er is een goade aansiuiting.

. Hoe ervaart u de kennisborging, deling en taegankelijkheld binnen uvw

crgantsatia?

Coor de owerlap van werkveld gaat het kennisdelen tussen deze Instituten
goed, omdat er lang wardt samengewerkt en er vergalijkbare expertises
zijn. Hierbij wordt samenwerking positief benadrulkt. Amo: “vragen worden
IrReqrRier; DIt betekent dat de mensen die de vragen moeaten
beanbwaarden, cok elkaar moaten opzoekan’,

Amo: Mogizaam. We hebden hesl veel kennis maar wat iedereen doet en
et terun vinden wan de resultaten s [3stig in een grote organisatie. Het
gaat niet slacht maar hiet blijft lastig. We hebben hek niet organisatorisch
geregeld.

Tom: Ik sluit me hierbij aan. Binnen projecien is er weinig aandacht om
eens aver het muurtje te kijker. Het is ook lastig dat we drie vestgingen
rebben. De verbirding hiertussen |s maeizaam. We praten weal met elkaar
maar het Is anders als je met collega’s op dezetfie plek spreskt. Er
worden wel activitaiten gearganiseerd am over dat muurtie te kijken maar
het probleemn Dlijft bestaan.

. Zou U baat helben bij het delen van 255005 [BAERad’ en hat delen van

kernis met anderen?

Tom: Ik ben zeker bereid om te delen maar dan moet het wel een lange
termijn doel dienen. Het gpOrverfalen naar kennis bongen woar e2n langere
termijin, dat het gffjglenger wordt en zodat ik cok toegang krijg tot die
kennis Is belangrijk. Het is wel geven en remen. En dan wil ik gerust heel
wat geven en delen|



Amp: Ik sluit me volledig hierbi] aan: Ja, mits goed gericht. [k ben nog
niet 2o overtuigd van het delen van |g55005 |EAMed. en hoe je dat doet,
omdat het hele verschillende dingen kunnen zijn. Een kennis community
moet ook echt gericht zijn op kennis en niet organisatorische '|BS5ANS
|EAmEd:; net most wel inhoudelljk zijr.

‘KERRssARMRIR: moet 2en lange termijn bilk hebben, dan kan je je
|earped hieraan koppelen. Dan is het gericht en gekoppeld aan de

kennis’

+ Weben wat de kennisagenda is om de onbwikiseling bi] te houden:

IBSSANS [RAMIES. ELOD Zattan,

Wisie Kennis community

6. Wat Ziet v als hoofddoel van deze kennls community en waarom?
Amo: Efficiéntie van keonle nntwikieeling en het varmindaren van
tijdswariies zodat als ja wat doet je zekerdar kan zijn over de meast
effidénte keuze die het messt oglevert.

Amp: “Woor hetzelfde geld meer kennis cnbwikkelen of dezelfde kennis
onowikkalen woor minder geld’

Tom: De lange termijn is belangrijl. Dat je kennis [RRaQRIEER wordt en de
signazifunctie/agendering is aok belangrij om te benutten.

7. Kurt u een taekomstbeeld schetsen over haoe de kennls community er
\"D|§IEI15 L Uit 2ou moeten zien?
Amp: Organisaties die elkaar weten te vinden en die werken vanuit een
gezamenlijk lange termijn beeld. Een ‘virtual_aspect is cok belangrijk
maar mensen maeten elkaar onomoaten.
Tom: de organisaties zijn balangrijk. Irdividuan zijn belangrijk in het
Varmgeven maar Dr\ganlsa‘tles maoeten hat inbedden en cak de weardelen
Zien zodat als lemand wegvalt, de community geccniinuesnd wordt.

8. Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen voor L en uw organisatie van een kennis
carmmunity?
Amp: Voor Deltares batekent een community dat werkzaamneden
effigienker en bater worden door snellene kennisonbwikieling, maar andere
partners die cok de beschikbare kennis hebben kunner ook verder komen.
*Als Je als totaal de efidéntie verhaogt geeft dat aan dat een bapaalde
investering gerechtvaardigd is.”
Tom: Ik sluit me daari] aan.

Indicatoran

1L, Mist u ean indicator die v belangrijk vindt? Zo Ja, walke?

werwachting

1Z. Wat zijn uw verwachtingen van de H
Amo; Openheid, wil o delen, newtraal en objecter {nier marks
wBretrrend)
Tom: Meutraal en cnafhankelljk s crucizal. Maar het kan wel leiden tot
cpdrachtan aan ons en hier moetsn we ok open in zijn. We doen dit cok
riat gratis natuuriijk. Kennis diz je hebt wil je delen en adviseren waar
mogelijk Is, maar als een vraag te groot wordt meet dat op een andere
manier. [k vind dat wal lastig.
Amo: Een risico van de kennis community |s dat hat gaen acquisitie middel
most zijr. De KERRISSRMMLAILE moet dasrom geen projecten initiéren,
maar hoe voorkam je dat?
Tom: als er vragen zijn waarvoor niewwe kennis cpgedaan moet worden
moet dat deor partjen gedaan worden. Hoe tek Je dat las, wank Ik vind
wel dat dat los most.
AMmo: Het most geen prajecten initigren dat naar een bepaalde groep gaat
wank dan dreigt markverstoring. Wi worden door de markt antzettend op
de vingers gexeken.
Amo: Ben lange termijn agenda is ook rodig om het kennis dalen,
toegankelljk maken en bargen een doel te gaven. Can ga je gesn nisuw
Wwerk Initiéren maar onderzoeken waar e mes bazig bent/ van plan was
kunnen wel dingen meepakken, of samenwerking in prajecten die al op de
agenda stonden.

13, Welke resultaten uit de KeDRiSCRMMUNIL, 20U L grazg willen zien?
Kan afgeleid worden wit andere antwoorden (b.v. eligigntie)

14, Denkt w dat u veel baat gaat hebban bij een Kennis community woor het
Grevelingenmeer? Zo ja, waarom?
Ja, kan afgeleid worden uit andere antwoorden {Efislente)

15, Wat zijn versistan voor U om mes toe doen 2an de KenmlsERmIniRG
(hipunortestd tijdsbesteding / kostan f ..)
Ao ghetering van efficiéntle, er moet op 2ijn minst evenveel aruit
komen dan er in gestapt wordt. Miet per se in omzet, maar ook de relaties
en pasitie die we hebben.
Tom: de averneld zou ans cok Kunnen ondersteunsn cmdat we ook
cpdrachtan voor hen uitvoeren. 21j zouden dit ook belangrijx kunnen
vinden.

goede banen te leiden, maar ook om te reflecteren wak U an uw
organisatie belangrijk vinden bi] deelname aan deze community.

Bij de welgende vragen vraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren te kijken
vanuit het perspactief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen deen aan de
kernis commumnity.

9. Deze vraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw organisatie, de belangrijste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde in 2an te geven van 'messt
beslangrijk’ naar ‘'minst belangrijk’. Doe dit per tabel.

Wooroesld:

Tabel L: A-C-0-F-E-B)
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 31 A-C-0-F-E-B-G.

Uw invulling:
Tabel 1:
Tabal 2:
Tabel 3:

10. Foals zichthaar in de tabellen zijn er monitor indicatonen en evaluatie
indicatoren. Woor monitor indicatoren zijn "[noyks (wat gaat er in) en
“BUERMES: (wat komt eruit) van toepassing; bi] evaluatie Indicatoren zijn
‘BUEEOMES, (resultaten) van toepassing. In de varige vraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschikt op prioriteit. Selecteer de 3 indicatoren met de
roogst aan gegeven prioritelt van tabel L, 2, 3 (9 Indicatoren in totaal) en
emschrijf par indicator:

Woor de manitor ledlcatoren «

- Wat de ‘input’ van uw organisatie zou kunnan zijn om bij te dragen
aan deze Indicator [bijvoorbeeld uw netwerk, andera middelen,
bijdragen, Investeringen, ...}

- Wat de gewenste ‘cutput’ van de Indicator |s (bepaalde activiteiten,
diensten, evenementan enfof producten voor community leden)

Vioor de evaluatie indicatoren:
= Wat de "guicomes. woldens U 2ouden moeten zifn (gewerste
resultaten of weranderingen)

Indicator ..., input en cutput foutcomea:

16. Kunt u in een paar woorden de toegevoeqde wasrde van aen
BEFRISERMNMIARS, voor W arganisatie amschrijven?
¥an afgeieid worden Lit andere antwoorden [b.v. gMfgiEnte)

17, Past de KEnnISERmnMGILE, 0] het telang van ww organisatie? Zo ja,
waarom?
Taom: In het geval van de Grevelingen wel n wij willen cok mee doen. Als
regionale kernis insrelling Is het belangrijk om daarbi] te zijn.

1B, Zou ww orgarisatie meawerken aan het orgariseran van kennis im een
samen met andere belanghebbendan op een nevirale
basis?
Tom: Ja, maar lederean moat aan boond zijn.

19, Vindt U het nodig dat de KenniSERMOTMDIRY, neutrale basis heaft voor de
betrokken belanghebbenden haeft of heeft uw organisatie meer behoefte
dal een [IIII'IBEI'II;E\'E"HJE trakier?

Tom: Er kan ean trekker Zul‘ maar lederesn moet aan boord ﬂ]l‘l zodat dit
wvoorkomen wardt. Neutralitest 1s eng besangrijk. Tk denk dat er wel
behoefte is aan aen kKannis D:II'I'I"I'IIJI‘IT.';".

20, Wat wilt u “halen’ ult de kenpissommunine?
Amo: Efficientia; waten walka wragen er Il_ll'l.. ap da I'IJCﬂl:E Z|j|"| wan
K.El'ﬂ|S-EII'Im|KKE||I'I§I an IJI'O]ECIEI', Zodat kennis gE’TIBl"'I'ﬂ"SEE"{I kan
winrdian binnen hetzalfde DLUI;B:. Daar kun 2 Iovan af tappen en 2an mee
doen.

Tom: Magst efficientie cok gezamelike punlicaties of betera publicaties
(IRkErRIRR)

2L, Wat wilt u “brengen’ naar de KenRISERMMUMALL?
Tam: Vear ons is dat kennis, bijvoorb=eld systeemiennis of
ecosysteemkeannis

22. Hoe ziet u de rol van uw organisatie binnen deze kKenniscommuni?
Amo: Actieve, corstructiese, varmende rol zodat de DZII'I'I"I'ILII'IT."" echt EIEE[
WETKEN.

Tom: "Giging en centrale, actieve rol bi] de kam mits de
randvoorwaarden heel duldelijk zijn.

Hiat verbonden aan een vraag maar wal besproken is dat een
gehanmoriseerde manier ¥an werkean s erg balangrijk in een oommunity
hoewel avtomatiserer hoe dat gaat lastig is. Er wordt verwezen naar de
Delta Expartisa Wikl.



INTERVIEW "KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
Cit inkerdew |5 opgesteld in het kader van mijn afstudesronderzoes voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta met de hoofdvraag:

“Hoe kan Rijkswatersteat Ze2 en Delta de toegankelijkraid, het delen en het
werankersn van Delta Kennis aver water managemeant van het
Graveingermesar organiseren in an KENnis community?

Deze hoofdvraag is gebaseerd ap het feit dat alle belarghebdenden van het
Grevelingenmear een stukje van de ‘kennis® over het gebled hebben. Hat
eenduidig toegankelijk maken, delen en verankeren van deze kennis op leidt tot
grobere efficiéntie in toekomstige projecten en het beter kunnen beantwaoorden
van grote beneervragen.

Deze interviews dragen bl aan een advies over hoe de community het beste op
een evenwichtige manier ot stand kan kormen. Graag wil ik daarom uw inzicht en
mening vanvuit de rol van uw arganisatie en vanult uw expertise.

Algemene informatie

3. Met welke vragen komen mensen of crganisaties doorgaans bij wvw

crganisatia teracht?
Als mensan wat in hat veld tEDEI'I komen; WEfTI"IEﬂDE E|gEI'IUIJ€|, wea|
kwallen, wragen aver waterkwalitelt, "waarom” Wragen en “wat doen JL|||E
er aan’ vragen. Ik ervaar WEInIg viragen wanuit andere nrganlsatle; wiea|
wanuit de qeﬂmlkers.

. Hoe envaart v de kennisborging, deling en toegankelijkheid binnen ww

crganisatia?

O kannis is overal en neargens 2it en wordt ovearal en margens DEQEEHQEI’I.
Als wragen binnen komen dan heb je de informatie niet 1,2,3. J2 kan de
wTazg Stellen san WL bij een kel aver waterkwallteit, maar hier gaat
B U]Iﬂ avarhieen en 'J‘EI'\'!'HQEFS wardt er dan wesl kernis "over de
schutting gegooid’ en moet ja zelf vinden wat Je nodig hebt. Als je 4 la
MiniyEe, de juiste Informatie wil vinden gaat ot niet altijd.

“Het s maar welke kennis je zelf verzameld en opgeslagen habt, en dat
habben veel mensen. [n die zin Zit g8 kennis verspreid.”

. Zou u baat hebben bij het delen van |g5505 |2ARad’ en het delen van

kernis met anderen?
Ja, Ik denk het wel, samen weet je meer alleen en je komt verder juist
door dat anderen vragen stellen of dat e vragen aan anderen kam stellen

Zodat je samen werder komi.
Maam: Paul Paulus

Wisle KeROlSERImIMEL
‘arganisatie: Rlkswaterstaat Zee en Dalta
6. Wat Ziet 1 als haofddoel van deze kennis community en waarom?
Functiefwerkzaamheden: “ooral dat |e direct de kennis Deschikbaar heat maar dat je ook direct met
wverschillende menser of arganisaties over kunt sparren. Het gaat voor mij
Datum: 03-03-2018 verder dan data verzameling maar juist de interpretatie van de data s

pelangrijk.
“Delta Kennis®
7. Kunt u een toekomstbeald schatsen over hoe de kennis community er
\"D|DEI'I5 U Uit 20U moeten Zien?
Het ideaalbeald ks dat Je in ek geval regalmatig contact hebt met de juiste

1. Kuntu de connedde tussen uw organisatie en het Grevelingenmeer

cmschrijven?
Rijkswaterstaat ts de beheerder van oe Grevelingen an ks verantwoordelijk expert. De uitdaging Is dan hoe Je kedereen zo ver krijgt dat Je regelmatig
voor de waterkwalitalt en waterbeheer. "Om je beheer goed te doen heb 2 zaken deell.

kernis van je systeem nodig.”
e sy g 8. Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen voor L en uw organisatie van een Kennis

CHMMUnItY?
Ik zie vesl voordalen amdat ]E samen een stap verder kunt komen en
2. Kurt u omschrijven walke kannis uw organisatie heeft van het omadat Je hat riet alleer doet. We meat af van kijker naar bepaalde
Grevelingenmeer? {unorhapid: voormamelijk over waterkwaliteit, namel]x thama's, bijvoorbesld natura200, want als e het integraal bakifkt kun je
J met ﬂ]l‘l allen het EI:I:G}"EIBEITI 'Gr\ewzllngen’ wilt verbeteren.
p het I;Eﬂ|EI:| wan waterehear; Bmluql&, waoral onderaater, bodem,
Pysische parameters die we meten en we doen weel

“Ik denk dat net heel veel tijd gaat vragen en dat wordt steeds lastger. [k
monitoringsprogramma’s. Projectmatiq doen we aanvullerde onderzoeken. 1d pa oe g

denk wel dat hat makkelijker te combineren is met dingen die nu gebtauren

in het Grevelingenmeer. Ik zie woor de Grevelingen kansen om dit poed op
te zetten'.

Indicatoran

Onderstzande tabellen met indicatoren 2ijn afgaleid van |beamu:.
waarnuit belangrijke ‘community” factoren zijn gebleken. Daze
indicatoren worden gebrulkt om het functicneren van de community in
goede banen te leiden, maar ook om te reflectarsn wat U an uw
organisatie balangrijk vinden b desiname aan deze community.
Bij de woljenda vragen wraag Ik U kritisch naar deze indicataren te kijken
vanuit het perspactief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen doen aan de
KEnNIS community.

9. Daze vraag gast ovar wat U, vanuit uw organisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde in 2an te geven van 'messt
belangrijk’ naar ‘minst belangrijlk’. Doe dit per tabel,

Woorbeeld:

Tabel L: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabal 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.

Uw Invulling:
Tabel 1:
Tabel 2:
Tabel 3:

10. Zoals cnebaar in oe tabellen 2ijn er manitor indicatoeen en evaluatie
indicatoren. ‘ioar monitor indicatoren zijn |[poyks (wat gaat er in) en
“BUERMES, (wat komt eruit) van toegassing; bij evaluatie Indicatoren zin
“BUEGOMES, (resuitaten) van woepassing. In de vorige wraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschikt op pricriteit. Selecteer de 3 indicataren met de
hoogst aan gageven priortelt van tabal 1, Z, 3 (9 Indicatoren in totaal) en
omscheijf per indicatar:

Woar de manitor iedicataren -

- W3t de 'ingut’ van uw organisatie zou Kunnen zijn om oij te dragen
aan deze indicator (bijvocrbeeld Uw netwerk, anders midoslen,
bijdragen, investaringen, ...}

- Wzt de gewenshe “cutput’ van de Indicatar 15 (bepaalde activitetan,
diensten, evenementan enfaf producten voor Community ledan)

Vioor de evaluatie Indicataren:
- Wat de ‘outcomes. wolgens u zouden moeten zijn (qewensta
resultaten of warandaringen)

Tanel 1



11, Mist u e2n imdicator die v bedlangrijk vindt? Zo ja, welke?

Werwachting

12, wat zijn uw verwachtingen van de KELRISCOMOARGT
Het moet een actues| Instrument zijn die je kan gebrulken als er dingen
spelen maar die je aok kunt gebruiken bij beheer en onderhoud. Het kan
helpen bij goed inzicht te krijgen in je systeem en wat er speelt. Verder
dat je actueel op de hoogte bent. Het zou continu gevuld moeten worden
met nievwe Informatie en dat je met een druk op de knop deze Informatie
beschikbaar krjgt. Dit kan dan vervolgens besproken warden In de kennis
community. *Monitoring en data is &&n, maar wat zegt dit allemaal?’

13. Welke resultaten vit de kennls community Zou u graag willen zien?
Als het goed opgezet s dat je er tljowinst uit kan halen en dat het beter |s
zoals hat nu Is (afgeleid vanuit antwoord andere vraag).

14. Denkt v dat u veel baat gaat hebben bij een kennis community woor het
Grevelingermesr? Zo Ja, waarom?
Als heat goed Ingevuld wordt en goed onderhouden wordt we hier vael baat
bii kunnen hebben.

15. 'Wat zijn vereisten voor U om mes toe doen 2an de KerniseamunitG
tljdshesteding / kosten /..
Het kost tjd en die moek beschikbaar gesteld worden. Dus ons
maragement moet wal cvertuigd zijn van dit instrument om deze
verbeteringen te kunnem doarvoeren. In kosten moet ar e=n bijdrage zijn
van alle partners die meedoen.

16. Kunk u in een paar woorden de toegevoegde waarde van @en kennis
community wior ww argantsatie omschrijpven?
Sneller en adeguater reageren op situaties die zich woordoen.

17. Past de kennis community bij het belang van uw organisatie? Zo ja,
waaram?
Wraag cvergeslagen want initiate’ komt vanuit Rijkswaterstaat en is
beheerder van het gebied Grevelingen dus: Ja.

1B. Zou vw orgarisatie meawerken aan het organiseran van Kennis in een
samen met andere belanghebbendan op een nevtrale
basis?

Pemb dmemle e tainl bk sk s sbd bl o, Lanmele

INTERVIEW "KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
Dit intenview Is cpgesteld in het kader van mijn afstudearonderzoes voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zea en Delta met de hoofdvraag:

“Hoe kan Rijkswaterstzat Zes en Delta de toagankelijkreid, het delen en het
werankeran van Delta Kennis over walter managameant van het
Gravelingermear organiseren in en Kennis community?”

Daze hoofdvraag is gebaseerd op het feit dat alle belanghebbenden van het
Grevelingenmesr een stukje van de ‘Kennis’ over hat gebied hebben. Hat
eenduidig toegankelijk maken, delen en verankeren van daze kennis op lesdt tot
grotere efficiéntie in toekomstige projectan en het beter Kunnan beanbwaoorden
van grote beneervragen.

Daze inteniews dragen bi] aan een advies over hoe de community het beste op
een evenwichtige manier tot stand kan komen. Graag wil ik daarom uw inzicht en
mening vanuit de rol van ww arganisatie an vanult uw expertise.

Algemene infarmatia

Naam: Jaan-marie Buijs en Jouke Heringa

Organisatie: HZ University of &ppjieg Scences

Functiefwerkzaamheder: Jouke Heringa, Frogrammamanager center of expertisa
deltaterhnoingie ; Jean-Marie Buljs, Docent en onderzoaker op het gebiad van
watarmanagamant en codrdinator van de onderzoeksgroen waterveiligheid en
ruimtagabruik,

Datum: 97-05-2018

“Delta Kennis”

1. Kunt u de connedtie tussen Uw arganisatie en het Grevelingenmeer
cmschrijven?
Jean-Marie: De HZ heeft als hogeschool een breed profiel en heeft als een
van de spearpunten is de ‘Dalta Academy”’ en Delta Kennis, Het
Gravelingenmesr [s een van de belangrijke wateren In de Zeauwse delta
dus e=n interessante casus om daarmes Kernis te ontwikkelen en kennis
toe te passen woor het ondenwljs en praktij gedcht onderzoek.
Jouke: Wi proberen mensen of te leiden als toekomstige
waterbeheerders. [an is het belangrijk dat ze met praki]ksituaties in
a@nraking komen en een van die praktijksituaties is de ingrepen die er bij
met Grevelingenmesr |s gedaan een azntal jaren geleden. Dat is ean
prachtige kapstok. We gebruiken dit als materizal binnen cns cnderwjs.

19, virdt u het nodig dat de kennis community nevtrale basis heeft voor de
betrokiken belanghebbenden heeft of heeft uw organisatie meer behoefte
aan een toonaangevende trakier?

Er moat een partij zijn die zich verantwoordelijk voelt om het te faclliteren.
Cit micet bij ean partlj bggen; dit kan samen besloten warden.
Rijkswaterstaat kan nu even trekker zijn om een aanzet te geven en het
op te zetten maar als het eenmaal Inopt kan er gediscussieerd worden wie
het facilitesrt.

20. 'Wat wilt u “halen’ uit de KennissRmmURILE
Makieelljke toegarkelijike kennis

2L, 'Wat wilt u "brengen’ naar de KenRisERMmmLAL?
Kennis en ervaring, maar ook informatie over “wie doet wat wannesr’
zodat dingen niet door elkaar heen lopen of dubbel zijn.

22. Hoe ziet u de rol van uw organisatie binren deze KENRISCRMMLAIL?
Een flinke bijdrage, een betrokken actiave rol,

2. Kurt u cmschrijven walke kennis uw organisatie heeft van het
Grevelingenmesr? {unorhesld: voormamelijk over waterkwaliteit, namelik
]

Jouke: Als organisatie is dit lastig te schaiden; er is veel Impliciete kennis.

Ik ben afgestudesrd op het Grevelinganmees; ik ben deskurdige op hat

gebied van bijvoorbeeld DEArRADERIGE Maar west inmiddels oo veel over

met gebruik van het Grevelingenmeer in het kader van aquacuituur. 1k heb
cok veel mensen in mijn netwerk die betrokken zijn bij het

Gravelingenmear.

“Wat betreft het Gravelingenmeer ligt er nog nist veel vast in ons expartiss
kernismanagemeant systesm’.

Jean-Marie: In brede zin hebben we kennis op brede gebleden
beschikbaar. Niet alles Is toegepast op het Grevelingen, soms wondt er in
BN Onderzoek bijwooroeaid met een SChuin 0Dg QeKeken naar het
Grevelingen {riet als hoofdonderwerp). Er (s veel kernis over klimaat
adaptatie, aguacultuur en energie in brege zin bijvoorbeeld.

“We zijn bezig met het opstarten van een nieuwe master en hierbij komen
transitievraagstukken centraal te st@an. De besluitvorming, verandering
ower langere periode en besluibvorming die je kan plegen is kennis wat
steeds meer wordt ontwikkeld. [k derk dat Grevelingen hier een
irteressante Casus voor 57

“Ik denk dat kennisinstellingen als DEfaes en NIOZ vesl over de asisizag
WETan. '|'~'|j doen tl]'m'ﬂ‘:ll'tlEEhﬂ een verkernande studie over zeewiertzelt in

rat GI'E'\'HIFQEI'II'I"IBEF en wat hat batekent voor de schelpdiersedtor. [k zou
hat daarom zeggen dat we het veal hebben over de geoupatielaag. Je kijkt
echt raar hoe IT'EI'IEE"]E gEDI’LI"{ zich wverhoudt tof het systeam”

Jean marie: Hier ligt wel de focLs op, 00k Met bijvoorbesid bullding Wit
rature. Basislaag kenris wardt dus wel toegepast, maar wel met het cog
op een occupatie Wraagstuk.

Jouke: Fundamentesl onderzoek igt bij bijvocrbesid QEfares maar we
hebben die gegevens wel nodig.|

Jean-Marie: ook passen we kennis toe van de Dehaerkiaag, Dijvoorbesld
door de studie dviele techniek. Hier begink onderzoek zich ook starker in
te onbwikkelen.

3. Met welke vragen komen mensen of crganisatias doorgaans bij uw
organisatia terecht?
Jean-Marie: Wragen over praktijkgerichte kennis. Aan de andere kant zijn
&r 00K Vragen van studenten die opgeleid willen worden.
Jouke: Als we kennis cntwikkelen 2t er altijd een vraag aan vast. Dat
kunnen cverheden, publieke IFS-\:E""'II]Eﬂ E pnvaatlnstellmger ﬂ]l‘l. =] 4 ZU[‘
ook korte termijn wragen aver esn ‘gut feeling’ met de vraag of wij willen
uizzaeken of iets klopt. We doen ook onderzoak op een ander niveau:



'H'MEI'I"'ImI'I Marine Research zit op s,,nsbaemrwaau, Bn WU op wat keinere
schaal binnen systeem context.

Jean-Marie: In de studie 'Celta Hanagernent' It er Du]mrtlseld ook sterk
wragen in als ‘Wat voor stakehoiders heb je hierblj nodig?'. Soms kijken
we dus naar het hele systeem, an S8ms IS het op I:II:ISEEQH riveau
arhankell]k wan ge wraag. Wa goan vooral verkennende studie HE!I"D_I et
brede blik wardt nagadacht an waar studanten evertues een hjdmge aan
kunnen leveren.

. Hoe ervaart v de kennisborging, deling en toegankelijkheid binnen ww
crganisatia?

Jouke: Goed; we 2ijn 0ok NIET 20 groot 2n de H|NKjes 2ijn Ko, DIt s heel
positief. Er is wel wat verloop, maar er zijn cok mensen die constant ijn.
D= messte Mensen waten van elkzar wat we weten. Het is afhankelijk van
mensan.

Jean marle: het zit vooral in de mensan, Dit 1S ook een stukje cultuur,
mensan hebben ok bepaalde rollen en oplesdingen. Dit 2orgt dat je west
van elkaar waar welke ggparise @it Het |s Kein en ‘ons kant ons’, Aan de
andera kant, kennls maragement kan altijd beter. Er zijn altijd dingen die
misgaan, maar et Dijft een proces waar |e aan moet warken.

Jouke: We zijn er wel alert op.

Jean-Marie: Veal kennis is imgliciet maar er wordt ves| garapparteerd; de
messt projecten staan gebargd op en aparte schilf maar ook workshops
worden ecln vastgalegd. Het is dus goed gesorgd

Jouke: Hier zijn wel afspraken over gemaakt, mazr mensen ijn cok zelf
gemaotiveerd om dit te doen.

Jouke: We proberen ons matto 'sNaKRG IS Cang wel te delen zodat kennis
nist afhankelijk van e=n persoon; er is een 'back up’ in de varm van
lemznd anders die hier cak van west.

Jouke: Owver het algemeen worden resuitaten wal in rapporten of
prasentaties gevat, Maar het kan cok bijvocrbeeid esn atlas zijn. Het zou
gllamazl in onze wiki meeten. Daar komt ook wel veel in, maar we missen
die structuur waarin hat eerder stond. Intern is het goad geregeld maar
cntsluiten nzar de bultenwereld is een stuk lastger.

Jean-Marie: een resultzat kan ook esn Instrument zijn. Er wordt steeds
mear werk van gemaakt om het in het expertise maragement systeem am
allas nierin te krijgan an proberen hier ook slagen in te maken om het cak
goed naar de buitenwereld te prasentaren en toegankelij te maken.
Jean-marie: bi] projecten en jareniange relaties gaat het delen en
toegankslijk maken gaat het goed. Als net gazt om partijen die nog niet 2o
bekend zijn is er nog een slag te maken.

Jouke: [k DEN kritisch op de delta expertise wikl. D2 ene Kant is het kannis
vastleggen, bargen en antsluiten. DT hangt sterk van je doeigroep af.
Bijvoorbeeld de schelpdiersector heeft niks aan die wikl. Op Jip- en
Jarneke riveau kennis ultwarken gaat wel, maar op andera niveaus wordt
hat ingewikkeld. Aan de andere kant, het Is een cpbergsysteam en meer s
hat niet terwijl Je ook zou willen dat hat in het onderwils gebruikt wondt.
[ie stap zou je nog moeten maken. Ben derde is, hoe onderhoud je dit

zodat het up-to-date blijft er hoe zorg je dat er een kwaliteitscantrole 1.
Dit wind 1 nog niet geregeld, 84 ons is er de frustratie dat het ontzetand
(orevenragig) veel tijd in gestoken Moet worden. Woar wie doe [k dit nu
eigenli]<? Krijgt iedereen het gevoel als Je er een tijdje mee bezig bent.
Hoevesl mensen hebiben welke MIFE'E gemadulaeg:l wordt niet gemean.

"W zitzan hiar ets te ontwikkalen, dat moet, maar voor wie doe 1k het nu
eigeniiji

Jouke: ik zie er wel de potentie van.

Jean-Marie: Bijvoorbeeld de zeaweringen wiki Zit neel weel in.
Jouke: Vpor de publieke sector kan ik me hael goed voorstellen dat hat
potentia raeft.

“Er s lemand die met zeekraal bezig is en hier dirgen over wil weten. Dan
e Ik, Kijk nDU 22ns op 02 wikl. Er worden vaak ook niet de goede vragen
gesteld want die kennis is er allemaal al. Waarom zouden we er nu naar
gagn kijken als er andere vragen zijn die vesal relevanter zijn? Er wordt dus
heel waak het wiel opnieuw vitgevonden”

. Zou u baat hetiben bij het delen van |g55005 |8agnad’ en hat delen van

kennis mat anderan?

Jouke: Ja natuurlijk. Maar we zijn ook 8en 500 Kennis makelzars als
kennisinstelling. J2 bent een soort doorgeefiui naar de jongearne generatie.
Jean-Marie; dit moet In ons DA Zitten.

Misle Keralscommunity

. Wat ziet v als hoofddoel van deze kennis community en wazrom?

Jouke: Hat moet doalgericht zijn; er IS altijd een vraag. Het staat altjd ten
dienste van lets: Zo snel mogelilk en zo deelgericht mogelijk kennis te
ontslulten.

Jean-Marie: de juiste kennis op het juiste moment beschikbaar hebben om
maatregelan te KUNNEen NEmen en te KUnnern ontwikkeen.

Jouke: Dok een netwerk wat Je hiervaor kunt gebruiken met een
wisselende groep van mensen.

. Kurt u een tekomstheald schetsen over hae de kennis community ar

volgens u ult 2ou maeten zien?

Jean-Marie: Dat |a tot e2n soort poARZAREksAnERdE Komt met de vragen
die ja de komende perlode kan verwachten an hae je lange-termijn
2speCiEn Nierin kan argariseran, Dat & Met elkagar afsoreeks met welke
vitdagirgen je aan de sleg geaat en dat je de vragen scherp krijgt.
Jouke: ja moet het programmatisch Insteken am contiruielt op te
bauwer.

. Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen voor U en uw organisatie van een kKennis

community?

Jean marie: veel woordelen, maar een nadesl is am het een community te
laten zijn jos staand van de doalen die met de kennisoammUnID: berelkt
wordan, dan s het een radesl. Het moat geen praatdubje zijn waar niks
wit komt.

Jouke: Dit s wel een beetje mijn beeld. Ik 2ou daar niek mee kunnen
werken, Het moet doelgericht en doslmatkg zijn.

Jean-Marie: de doorvertaling naar het onderwi]s Is cok belangrijk.
Studenten kunnen bijvooroesld participaren, vraagstukken kunnen
projectopdrachien 2ijn of gastlessan kunnen georganiseerd worden.

Indicatoren

10.

Onderstaande tabellen met indicatoren zijn afgeleld van |Leramun:
waanuit belangrijke ‘community” factoren zijn gebieken. Deze
indicatoren worden gebruikt om het funcicneren wan de community in
goede banen te |eidan, maar ok am e reflecteren wak U an uw
organisatie belangrijk vinden bi] desiname aan deze COMMLNITY.
Bij de wolgends vragen vraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicaboren te kijken
wanuit het perspactief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen deen aan de
Kennis community.

. Deze wraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw organisatie, de belangrijkste

irdicatoren vindt en hier een IEI'QIZII'IJE In aan te pewen van 'meast
belangrijk’ naar ‘minst belangrijk’. Doe dit per tabel,

Woorbeeld:

Tabel 1: A-C-0-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.

U Invulling:
Tabel 1:
Tabel 2:
Tabel 3:

Zoals zichthaar in de tabellen zijn er monitor indicatoren en evaluatie
indicatoren. Vioor monitor indicatoren Zijn *|ppgEs’ (wat gaat er in) en
‘GUERMES (wat komt eruit) van toepassing; bi] evaluatie indicatoren zijn
‘GUEERMES; {resuitaten) van toepassing. In de vorige vraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschiki g prioriteit. Selecteer de 3 Indicataren met de
PoDgsT 3an gEgEVEN prioritelt van tabel L, 2, 3 (9 indicatoren in totzal} en
omschrijf par Indicatar:

‘ioar de manitor iodicatoren -
- Wat de ‘input” van uw organisatie Zou kunnen zijn om bij te dragen
aan deze Indicator (bijvoorbeeld uw nebwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, investeringen, ..}
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st u ean indicator die w belangrijk vindt? Zo ja, welke?

werwachting

12,

13.

Wat zijn uw verwachtingen van de Kernlscanmuning

Jouke: Hat 1s balangrijk dat er wel een aanjager is die dit als zijn
wveranbweoordelijkheld baschouwt. Het wordt varzelf wel duidelijk waar de
enengie Zit en welke clrgansatles aan willen haken. Alle kennis moet ook
op tafed liggen, tenzij bier o yitzenderiiiak gevallen expliciets afspraken
over 2ijn gemaakt.

Jean-Marie: Bans.

Welke rasultaten ut de KeDRISEoMmMDIR, 20U U graag willan zen?
*Jouke hesft tidelijk net intervies verlaten™

Jean-Marie: Uiteindalijk s het woor cns interessant dat het vraagstukien
cplevert waarbl] we praktijkgerichte kennis kunnen cntwikkelen waarmee
we het warkveld kurnen andersteunen en die we kunren gebeuiken woar

18, vindt u het nodig dat de

onze opleldingen te versterken en te verbeteren. Veel verschillerde

producten kunnen hieraan Dijdragen. Cok openheid van organisaties voar
participatie of praktijkopdracnben woor studenten kan een resultaat zijr.

Een ander resultzat is een QuyRFRELSRREnA waar de thema’s en
programmalijnen op staan waardi] we gezamenlijk mee aan de slag
kuninen en waar weer resultaten Uit kunnen komen,

14, Derkt v dat u veel baat gaat hebban bij ean kennis community vwear ket

Grevelingenmear? Zo ja, waarom?
Jean-Marie: Bij de Grevelingen gaan komende tijd entwikkelingen

plaatsvinden. Ik denk dat het Grevelingermear relevania vragen voor ons
coplevert. Er gaan dingen gebeuren, 4it maakt het voor ons Interessant en

dat we er baat bij kunnen nebben,

15. Wat zijn vereisten voor U om mes toe doen 2an de KenmlseammMRT?
(hijwncrherid tljdshesteding / kosten f ..}

Jean-Marie: effectiviteit en effidéntie is belamgrijk. Als dit als uitgangspunt

wordt meeganomen |5 dit zinwel. Als het ergens raartos gaat, Is

tijdbesteding geen probleem. Als het |eldt tot gyerlgqs gepraat moet er wel
een afweging werden gemaakt of hat zin heeft of niet. Er moet cak Zicht

Zijn op hoe dingen zich cnbwikkelen en dat hier afspraken over kunt
maken. De community kan lets zijn wat boven losse projecten staat en

dingen kan verbingen. De workshop [over de KennISCRMIWE] die op het

Zuidwestelijke Celta Cangres s gehouden is een goed voorbeeld van
dingen aan elkaar verinden 2ls er al veal mensen bij zijn. Kostan & te
WTOBQ OM 18%S Over te Zeqgen.

INTERVIEW "KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
it intenview 15 opgestald in het Kader van mijn afsiudearondarzoes voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta met de hoofdvraag:

verankeren van Delta Kennis aver water manansmeant van het
CGrewelingermesar organiseren In een Kennis community?’

"Hoe kan Rijkewaterstzat Zes en Deita g2 toegankelijkraid, het delen en het

Deze hoofdvraag is gebaseerd op het feit dat alle belanghebbenden van het
Grevelingenmesr een stukje van de "kennis” ower hat gebled hebben. Hat

eenduidig megankalijk maken, delen en verankeren van deze Kennis op et ot
grotere effidEntie in toekomstige projecten en het beter kunnen beanbwoorden

wan grote beneervragen.

Daze intendews dragan bi] aan een advies over hoe de community het besta op
een avarwichtipe manier tof stand kan komen. Graag wil ik daarom unw inZicht en

mening vanuit de rol van ww orgarisatie an vanuit uw expertse.

Algemane informatia

Y

Maam: Eric Caspars
Organisatie: Gameente Schouwen-Culvaland

Functigswerkzaamheden: Stratagisch advisaur "CoNCEIm’; Werkt mee aan net
collegeprogramma en de daarogvolgends programmaiegroting.

Datum: 07-05-2018

"Delta Kennls’

16, KunC U in een paar woorden de [oegevoe]de waarde van aen

BErAISEOMOMELLy, Woor LW anganisatie amschrijven?

Jean-Marie: Wat voor ons belangrijk 15 dat we de verbinding tussen vragen
uit het warikveld, praktijkgericht onderzoak en andensi)s waor nieuwe
sudertan verbinden. Als de community hieraan bijdraagt, heaft het voor
ons toegevoagda waarde,

17. Past de KEQISEROUMARIE bi] het belang van uw organisatie? Zo ja,

waarom?
Jean-Marie: Ja.

1B. Zou vw onganisatie meswerken aan het arganiseran van kennis im een

53MEn met andere belanghebbendan ap een nevtrale
basis?
Jean-Marie: Ik denk dat die wens en ambitie er is maar belangeloze
processen zijn er bijna niet. We willen graag meewerken aan het delen en
besphikbaarsrellen van kennis en vragen dat cok van andere partijen om
te doen; hieraan willen we zeker meewerken. Belangen kamen om de
haek kijken als er projecten Uit het proces komen.

neutrale basis heaft voor de
betrokiken belanghebbanden heet of heeft uw organisatie meer behoefte
aan een toonaangevende trekier?

*Jouke neemt weer deel aan het Interview™

Jouke: Tk denk dat het wel belangrijk s dat er een probleem eigenaar is;
lermand die duwt, trekt en stimuleert. Rijkswaterstaat ikt me een prima
partij; die |s toon neutraal.

Jean-Marie: RiJKSWaLErSIat i in dit geval e eerste problesm elgenaar.
Al 21] NEC ZOUDEN WEKKEN Z0UDEN WE NIEr Jeen Dezwaar tegen NEDben.
Jouke: Je moet ervoor Zorgen dat ledereen de meerwearde Cvan in zlet.
Can ga je samenwerken an er tijd in steken.

Jean-Marie: Je moet kijkan waar de energie zit en lemand moet daar mee
aar de gang gaan. lamand hoeft het riet per se helemaal te organiseren,
maar wel te bexijxen hoa je hat bif elkaar kan krijgen.

20. Wat wilt u “halen’ ult de KepnisERmmURiEET

Jouke: Dit neblen we eiqenlijy al gezega bij ‘verwacningen

2L, Wat wilt u "brengen’ naar de KanRISERmMLAIL?

Jouke: Alle kennis die we hebben. We willen zeker wel aan trekken an aan
duwen, en zelfs bemiddelen, hoewal de rol eerst bi] Rijkswaterstaat ligt.
Bijvoorbeeld doar het Inzetten van het Dalta Platform.

22, Hoe ziet u de rol van uw organisate binren deze r

FRRRISE RN G
Jouke en Jean-Marie: Ik denk dat we wel een hele actieve rof hiern willen
spelen.
Jean-Marie: Ik verwacht ook een positieve houding van de mensan hier.

SARLshashEneer. Er zit pigdhes|, wat kennis over wat wel en niet haalbaar
Is binnen dit andenwerp. Vanuit Rijkswaterstaat waten we hoe het met de
watarkwaliteit gesteld s en een aantal tachreuten bij ans heboen hier ook
Innoudelijke kennis over. We zijn als stakeholder ook nauw betrokken bij
cntwikkalingen rond het Grevelingenmeer door verschilende programma’s

. Met welke vragen komen mensan of organisaties daorgaans bij ww

crganisatie teracht?

Die gaan soms over watarkwaliteit maar meestal zijn het ondememers die
wiat willen of toeristen die wat willen en die sturen we door naer de V.
W hebben ook contact met het MOB over recreatieve magelijkheden
ormtrent het dulken. Verder zijn er vragen vanuit ons richting andere
partijen, zcals de visserj, ministeries en Rijkswaterstaat als er
ontwikkelingen zijn. Vaak gaat het dus over ruimtelijke interventies of
infarrratief,

. Hoe ervaart 1 de kennisberging, deling an toegankelijkheld binnen vw

organisatia?

Dit Is nog niet helemaal up-to-date geregeld. Er zit nog veel kennis in de
haofden van mensen en weinig in systemen. Hier komt wel rap
verbetering in omdat we hat nu systernatischer apslaan, en er een rieuwe
structuur is waarin dingen opgeslagen warden. Er zit dus verbetaring in
maar het is niet 100% geborgd. Je bent dus afhankelijk van je formele en
infarmele netwerk zodat iemand je kan wijzen naar wat je nodig hebt.

. Zou U baat henben bij het delen van |g55a05 [2AMRad’ en het dalen van

kennis met anderen?
Ja, altijd. e drazien graag mee in pilots op verschillende gebieden. Een
lerande ocrganisatie zijn staat ook in onze viska. We Zitten hiar graag aan

de voorkant bij.

Wisle KepgiScoPmuniy

1. Kurtude connecte tussen uw organisatie en hat Grevelinganmesr
omschrijven?
Wanult het gebruik werken we veel samen met Rijkswaterstaat, en
Staatsbosbehaer voert de ondarhoudswarkzaamneden uit. Vanuit de
recreatieve imvuiling en ondememers Nabien we e2n Connectia. Vanuit gic
punt is er ook een cornectie met het gebruik op land. Verder beheran we
£en aantal Jachthavens en verlenan we milievergunningen aan bedrijven
op- of 2an het water.

2. Kurt u emschrijver welke kenris uw organisatie heeft van het

Grevelingenmesr? {woncheeld: voormamelljk over waterkwaliteit, namel]k

In elk geval de kennis over natura2000 wetgeving. Dit gaat n-uk In overleg
Met de provincle als vergunringueriener, an

. Wat ziat v als hootddoel van deze kennis community en waarom?

Een cantraal punt als het gaat om kennis verzameden rondom bepaalde
fterns en det er esnvoudige toagang tot deze kKennis is zodat het makkelljk
benaderbaar is. ok het doorgaand stellen van verder gaande leervagen
op grond op wat je geleerd hebt en wat J2 rag wilt leran naar de toekomst
toe. Een aantal zeer interessante vraagsiukken kun je koppelen aan de
dinger die In het Grevelinganmeer gaan gebeuren. Een gezamenlijke
agenda zou kunnean, als daze niet verwarmend gaat werken, Het Is logisch
dat |e aver gemeanschappelijke wragen em doal hebt, maar of dat In
agenda vorm moet weet i¥ niet. Het is wat mij betreft maer een migdal
dan net doel.

. Kunt u een toekomstbeald schetsen over hae de kennls community er

VOIDENS L LIt 20U Maeten zien?
Dit kan heel intagraal, het kan beiden digitaal en rface-pg-face door
bijwoarbesld workshops.
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B. Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen woor U en uw organisatie van een Kennis

COMmmURnIEy?

Ben nadesl zou het kosten van extra Hid Kunnen zijn, maar het voardes! s
dat Ja dit weer terug haslt en je bent ook beter geirformeerd. Td Tie niet
7o veel nadelen. De voordelen Zijn dat e bater toegerust raakt op
wraggstukken in bijvoorbesld andere delen van de gemeante. Farmael
houdt het bij de gemeentegrens og. BIj Aijkswaterstaat wondt maer
grensoverschrijgend geacteerd. WVOOr 82n Qemeenta Zit niar dus een soart
scheiding In en buiten deze grenzen vallen de belangen dan niet meer.
Azn de andere kant, we proberen grenscwerschrijdend te denken en hierin
kunmen door de community ook wat stapoen in gezet weorden. Desls deen
we dat al; we werken In de Rijksstructuurvisie Grevelingen - Yalkerak
Zoamimesr veel samen met gemeante Gosrae-Owerflakkes.

Indicatoran

‘onderstaande tabellen met indicatoren zijn afgaleld van

waarult belangrijke "community” factarer zijn geueh:en Daze
indicatoren worden gebruikt am het FuRCHoneren van de Community in
goede banen te leidan, maar ook om te reflecianen wat U en uw
organtsatie balargrijk vinden bi] deelname aan deze community.
Bij de wolgends vragen vraag Ik U kritisch naar deze Indicatoren te kijken
vanuit het perspectief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen deen aan de
kernis community.

Daze wraag gast avar wat u, vanuit uw organisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangonde in 2an Te QeVEn van ‘messt
belangrijk’ naar ‘minst belangrijk’. Doe dit per tabel,

Woorbeeld:

Tabel L: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.

Uve Inseulling:
Tabal L:
Tabal 2:
Tabal 3:

10. Zoals midntbaar in de tabellen zijn er monitor indicatoren en evaluatie
Indlratnrmen.  Wonr mnnitee indlcaderon wlin Minmdc’ fwat naak o inh an

Mist u ean indicator die v befangrijk vindt? 2o Ja, walke?

Werwachting

12,

15.

16.

Wat zijn uw verwachtingen van de KermiScRmmwHm?

Het aerste |s het ontwikikelan van kennis rondom het gebled en begrip van
hat gebied. D tweade Is leren van de {Innovatieve) ontwikkelingen die
plaats vinden en hoe dit toapasbaar be maken woor andere dedan van de
gemeente. Als je het grenscverschrijdend bekijt kun Je zaken die gelesrd
zijn toepassan op andere delen van Zesland. Hier ben ik wel naar opzoek.
Bif living labs werken we ook samen meat verschillende partijen en virden
We |eren ook een belangrijk proces. Kennis samen met niauwe input van
studentan of lectoren kan dan leiden tot innovatie van de samenleving.
Hiernaar ben Ik ook ean bestje naar op Zoek. De vraag is dan, meet dit
nazst de Kennis community bestaan of meet het geintegraerd waorden? Als
et gaat om maatschappelijk wat toevoegen most de community dan ook
wat toevoagen voor ondernemers die mat hun lzarzen in de wiarenveldan
stazn. Hoe maak e dat soort slagen en hos daal je dan af van
wetanschappelijka kannis naar toegassen in de praktij. Toegespitst op
watarbenaeer kijk Ik dan echt naar de benutbaarheid van de verbetarde
watarkwaliteit die we gaan krijgan.

. Welke resultaten ut de BENRISCAMMMOILE, 20U L graag willen zien?

De concrete vertaling van wetenschappelijke informatie

. Denkt v dat u veel baat gaat hebben bij een Kennis community woor het

Grevelingenmesr? Zo ja, waarom?
Ja.

Wat zijn versisten voor U oM Mee toe doen 2an de KennissamInt?
{hijunorheeid tjdsoesteding / kosten f ..}
Ik denk dat we daar tijd en enargie in kunnen steken, als we het kunnen
kopgelen aan de strategische visie waar Grevalingen een grate rol In haeft
20 e da lirk Kan masken naar economische, sooale an ruimeeljxe
cntwikkalingen die van mearwaarde heaben voor het beheargebied.

Hunt u in een pazar woorden de toegevoegde waarde van aen
KErAISEOMMERY voOr ww organisatie omschrijven?

Je haalt op een toagankelijkera manier kennis naar je toe, Het s een
platform waardoor Je als crganisatia kennis beter ortsiuit en lederaen
beter geinfrmest s, Het geelt ook nieuwe impulsen door nieuwe
leerdoelen en niewwe leervragen.

17. Fast de KenRiScRONmMOIRy, 0] het b=lang van uw onganisatie? Zo ja,

waarom?
Ja.

. Z0U Uw organisatie meswerken 2an het arganiseran van kennis in een

samen met andere belangheboendan op een nevtrale
basis?
ja. Sowlaso als hat gaat om ontwikikelen van kennis je dat zo veel mogelijk
mo=t daen tat op een zekere hoogte. Als je Zakt naar concrete
toapassingen kom je In belangen terecht. Hier hebben we wel ervaring
mea birnen Europesa projecten.

. Windt u het nodig dat de KENRISEOMMMAILE, neutrale basis hesft voor de

betrokken belanghebbenden haeft of heeft uw organisatie meer behoefte
aan 2gn tlIII'IBEI'II]E‘n‘E"IﬂE trekier?

Als e gesn trekker hedt loop ja hat gevaar dat de boel snel verzandt. Je
hebt wel lemand nodig die continu de boel aanjaagt maar dit heeft niet pre
53 bi] Rijkswaterstaat neargeleqd worden maar dit kan ook bi] bijvoarbesld
de HZ. Zij treden meer waardeyrl] op dan wij Zouden doen en zorgen woor
het aanhaken van de juiste kennisinstelingen op het juiste mament bi)
een vraag. Ze pnderhouden ook cantact met andere DI'I]EI'"SEHE.

Het delta platform kan dit goed aan. Ze hebben ean goed netwerk an ik
zie in toenemende mate dat ze op zoek Zijn naar praktijkgericht onderwijs.
Een living lab structuur en het directe contact binnen een andare
cmgaving helpt verrjken.

. Wat wilt u “halen’ uit de KERRISERMILRILT

Kennis en antwoorden op vwragen en leerdoelen die we zalf hebben. Daanin
ook met andere partijen de flexibiliteit om het op andere plekken
toepasbaar te krijgen. Daarra de slag naar toepasbare Kennis waanmee je
kunt investeren en een nieuwe investeringsagenda met alle stakeholders
op dit eiland kan realiseren. Dit kan ook weer nisuwe input varmen.

. Wat wilt u “brengen’ naar de KEnRISERMLAILE

Hetwerk en kennis wat we hier hebben. We wetan ook waar welke kennis
Zit en kunnmen hier e2n niveau aan duiden.

22, Hoe ziet u de rol van uw organisatie binnen deze KennISERMMMAIL?

Wooral facilicerend als het gaat om het aanbieden van ons netwerk, kennis
die we zien en onderscheiden uit wat er hier sodaal maatschappelilk en
economisch beweegt. Echte kennis ontwikkelen zijn we nigt zo goed in,
maar bestuurlijk en politieke verhouding hebben we wel Kennis van. We
faciliteren de stap naar conoretisering dus cok deals zelf.



Naam: Christine Lammerts

Organisatie Staatsbosbeheer

Functie accountmanager Staatsbosbeheer Zuidwestelijke Delta en Programmamanager
ZWD SBB

Datum 29-4-2018

1. 5BB is rigenaar van de grond van de Grevelingen tot 1,5 meter diepte van het
wateropperviak. Geulen en gaten dieper dan 1,5 meter zijn van het rijk. In de praktijk
plaatsen we borden, handhaven we en doen we onderzoek, en onderhoud van de cevers
en vooroevers, steigers en havenlichten etc.

2. Onze kennis ligk op bovenstaande vlak, met name kennis van alles wat zich afspeelt op
land wanuit beheeroptiek. Wij zijn niet alleen natuurbeheerder, maar hebben ook focus
op landschap, recreatie en cultuurhistorie,

Orver de onderwaternatuur, de samenhang met de interqetiidezane en de terrestrische
gebieden onkwikkelen we graag kennis, mede vanuit de wens tot het in balans kunnen
functioneren van een gezonde robuuskte natuur waarbinnen gehoyimaking van
maatschappelijke en economische functies mogelijk is.

3. Alles betreffende onze kerntaken.

4, Kennis zit bij alle collega's wanuit hun dagelijkse functioneren in het gebied. De
beheerders en ecologen kennen elk plantje en diertje. De borging van kennis kan
verbeterd. Hieraan werken wij momenteel, mede in samenwerking met RWE.

5. la reker. Heel belangrijk om lesspns. learned intern en extern goed te delen. In
werksessies, maar ook in het veld.

6. Kennis delen en vanuit meerdere organisaties bijeen brengen en bundelen tot
‘wijsheid' {de kennispiramide). Maar zeker ook om gedeelde urgentie op te bouwen om
integraal kennis op te bouwen over het functioneren van het ecosysteem als geheel en
niet alleen de waterkwaliteit of elementen die vanuit regelgeving onderzocht en
gemonitord moeten worden (Matura 2000 of KRW). Maar juist over deze beoordeling
heenkijkan en samen bepalen hoe rebuuste patkr (onder en bovenwater) eruit zou
moeten zien en welke componenten we dan moeten monitoren om de becordeling goed
te kunnen doen. Zodanig dat in een bekken eerst de toestand bekend is van bijwoorbeald
het voedselweg en de waterkwaliteit op basis waarvan bepaald kan worden of visrechten
vitgegewven kunnen worden en in welke make.

7. Een kennisnaoumupity zou uit een kernteam en in meerdere tot mindere mate
betrokken partijen en sectoren om de kern heen. De kern wordt gevuld door de
beleidsmakers en de beleid vitvoerders en de belangrijkste terreinbeheerders. De
partijen die bepalend zijn wvoor draagvlak en gebruik moeten in de schillen om de kern
van de community heen functioneren, kritische vragen stellen en zijn mede bepalend en
verantwoordelijk in het denken over het goede functioneren van het ecosysteem (onder
en bowen water).

B. Voordeel is de iptergale benadering van land en water, maar ook het draagviak dat
wordt nagestreefd bij partijen om op deze wijze per bekken maar op gg, regicnaal niveau
van de Zuidwestelijke delta naar een gezond en samenhangend functicnerend systeem
wvan water en land te kijken.

Nadeel zit met name in het beslag op beschikbare tijd. Maar, afhankelijk van de
bereidheid van de organisatie om capaciteit vrij ke maken voor deze belangrijke opgave,
moet hier een gplppssing voor komen.

20. Halen

12, Mijn werwachting is dat we in de eerste fase nog sterk bekkengericht de informatie zullen gaan
vastleggen en genereren. Mijn hoop is dat er door de kennis community naast het pijeen brengen
van bestaande kennis en hier helder inzicht in verschaffen, er ook wordt nagedacht over welke
infermatie er zanvullend nodig is voor de ontwikieling van gezonde en robuuste watersystemen.
Vanuit deze kennis mede agenderen en adviseran vanuit de gezamenlijke leden van de community.

13. Gedragen onderzoeksresultaten die ook begrijpelijk zijn en publicabel voor de niet
wetenschapper of niet deskundige lazer. Wanuit het gedragen beeld door de community op de
situatie per bekken en over de zuidwestelijke delta als geheel zouden gnderzoeksadviezen,
beleidsadviezen of bestuurlijk advies geformuleerd kunnen worden.

14, Ja. Er staat veel te gebeuren in de Grevelingen. Elke organisatie en bijna elke persoon heeft eaan
mening over de te verwachten veranderingen. Dit terwijl er al heel veel onderzoek is gedaan. Deze
resultaten zijn deels bekend bij partijan. Hier een goed beald van neerzetten in de juiste context is
belangrijk. Want, onderzoek heeft tot op heden plaatsgehad op de conseguenties van de aanleg var
ean doorlaat in de Brouwersdam op waterkwaliteit, mazar niet op de consequanties woor het op te
leveren resultaat robuuste natuur en veerkrachtig ecosysteem. Wat dit batekent voor nog te plegen
onderzoek en voor het reeds gedane werk moet bepazld gaan worden. Maar het delen van deze
bovenstaande punten zijn de eerste stappen.

Voor Stagtsbeskeheer is het relevant dat er gedragen beeld is. Miet alleen bij de kennishouders,
patuurorganisaties En leden van de kennis community. Voor ons gaat het verder, namelijk ook
betrokkenheid van ondernemers en bewoners, recreanten en andere gebruikersgroepan op en rond
het water zijn belangrijke stakeholders om deze infarmatie begrijpelijk mee te delen. Daarom is de
oommunicatiewaarda van de kennis die er is [bijna) net 2o belangrijle. Ovarigens valt dit naar mijn
verwachting buiten de primaire verantwoordelijkheid van de kennis community. Dit betreft de
‘buitenring’ van de stakeholders. Het aanleveren van de goede begrijpelijke informatia wal.

15, Staatsbosbeheer vindt het onderwerp kennisopbouw heel erg belangrijk. We hebben geen
middelen om dit zelf op te bouwen. We hebben in de basis zeer beperkt capadteit beschikbaar om
hieraan mas te werken. Inzet en middelen zullan dus op jaarbasis toegekand moeten worden en
gecontinueerd warden op basis van prioritering binnen de organisatie. Vinden we het onderwerp
voldoende urgent/relevant om aarmullende middalen hiervoor in willen en kunnen zetten? Dan mo
dit ook nog voldeende 'renderen’ om het jaar erma opnieww middelen en capaciteit beschikbaar te
stellen.

Voaor de Grevelingen waar Staatsbosbeheer eigenaar is, behoudens de wateran diapar dan 1,5 mate
staat buiten kijf dat we inbreng willen en kunnen leveren en dat de kennis community voor ons
mearwaarde heeft. In andere wateren waar de rol anders ligt zullen we dit opnieuw gaan beapalen.

16. rzagvlzk op bestaande kennis en uitdragen ervan, kennis bijeen van alle leden, efficiént
omgazn mat onderzoeksgelden. Als community, mazar eok aan derden [studenten) vragen te
analyseren, nieuwe vragen te stellen, wijsheid te generaren. En belaidsadvisering en

bestuursadyisering vanuit de community.
17. Zie onder 15.

18, Ik begrijp niet wat een neutrale basis is. En wat hat is wanneer het geen neutrale basis is.

1%. Ik zou 2eker geen toonazngevende trekker willen hebben. Elke organisatie heeft belangen,
opdrachtgevers, beleidsverantwoordelijken. Juist vanuit de amiitie om met elkaar ineen cpen
denkproces te zitten is het belangrijk om over de belangen van een organisatie hean te kunmen
denkan.

Delen wan kennis en draagvlak op de interpretatie ervan. Gedeelde bepaling van de
onderzoeksopgave die open staat en welke opgave er ligt voor de individuele bekkens en de

muidwestalijke delta als geheel.

21. Brengen

Expliciete an impliciete informatie inbrengan vanuit de rol als uitvoerende natuur-, landschaps- en
recreatiebeheerder. Meedenken op de bepaling van de waarde van de onderzoeksresultaten.
Meedenken op de openstaande onderzosksopgave vanuit de oversoepelende opgave die er ligt voor
het |ntergaal goed functionerende watersysteem per bakken en in de zuidwestalijke delta aks geheel.
Altijd wel vanuit de rol die Staatshosbeheer heaft in een bapaald gebied/bekken. Meadanken ower
het geschikt maken van de resultaten om kennis ook extarn uit te dragen wanneer dit meerwaarde

kan bieden.

22, Athankelijk van de rol in een gebied zal betrokikenheid van Staatsbosbeheer wordan bepaald.
Intensieve betrokkenheid dzar waar we een rol hebben dan wel ambigren. In gabieden waar we geen
rol hebben zullen we betrokken zijn vanuit de afweging op niveau van de zuidwestelijke
delta/samanhang met andere bekkens of eigendomman of beheeropgawe in hat binnendijks gebied.

Hartelijlke groet,
Christine Lammearts
Staztsbosbeheer



INTERVIEW "KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
Dit interview 1s opgestald in het kader van mijn afstudesrondarzoes voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zea en Delta met de hoofdvraag:

“Hoe kan Rijkswaterstzat Zee en Delta de toegankelijkreid, het delen en het
verankeran van Delta Kannis aver water managsmant van het
Gravelingermear organisaren in @en KENnis community?

Deze hoofdvraag Is gebaseerd op het feit dat alle belarghebberden van het
Grevelingenmesr een stukje van de "kennis” over het gebled hebben. Hat
eenduidig taegankelljk maken, delen en verankeren van deze kennis op leidt tot
grotere effidentie in tcekomstge projecten en het beter kunnen beantbwaoorden
van grote beheervragen.

Deze interviews dragen bij aan een advies aver hoe de community het beste op
een averwichtige manier tot stand kan komen. Graag wil Ik daarom uw inzicht en
mening vanuit de rol van vw arganisatie en vanult uw expertise.

Algemene infarmatia

Kaam: Cees de Vos
‘Qrganisatie: Provinda Zealand
Functiefwerkzaamheden:

Caturm: 30-D4-2018

"Delta Kennis”

1. Kurt u de connedde tussen uWw arjanisatie en hat Grevelinganmesr
omschrijven?
We II]I'I gED|EﬂEI:ﬂ."EITIEd van een degl van de GI"E'-'\'EhﬂgEF, dit gEHt al een
red. We Zijn bijvoorbeesd betrokken bij Deltaprogramma Zuldwestelijke
Dalta en ook de ontwenp Rijksstructuurvisie Grevelingen en Yolkerak:
Zpormmear. Waruit ecologie, economie en waterkwaliteit spelen we hier
eer ral bij.

Z. Kurt u omschrijven welke kennis uw organisatie heeft van het
Grevelingenmesr? (unorheeld: voornamealijk over watarkwalltest, namedi)k

)
Bconomie, ecologie en (water)veiligheid. We 2ijn ook bezig met kennis
cntwikkalen, bijvoorbesld over klimaatwerandering en of we daar gereed

WOIT ﬂ]l’l. We hebben woaral kernis van de economische kant van de
E"E'I'HII"IQEF. Werder hebden we ook kennis over net Gre‘.\!lmger wat
betreft volksgezondneid, (dag)recreatie, intematicnazl toertsme, enargie
[kennis in ontwikieling), (watervallighed, visserl] an dulltoerisme. Dit
laatste dedan we ook vaak met de IJEf'HBEI'ItE =) R.I]FENBEEI"SEBE.

“De witwisseling die de provincie met [sSpaARERSaaE heaft is eigenlijk al
een kennis community”’. Hier zitten ook 3 [ijss0ERA0ERMERLEn Waaronder
LMV), germeenten en stakehokders bij. Hier is esn reglonale
voorkeursstrategie uit cogesteld.’

“Er gnskaag wed lats waarn kennis gehydelt. woerdt, mazar dit 1s voornarmelijk
gericht op de mastregel die & gaat nemen. Algemene Kennisbundeling is
er nlet’.

. Met welke vragen komen mensan of organisates doorgaans Oif uw

crganisatia teracht?
".l'l:l:II'I'IBI'I"IE"jk wvan urgarusatles. wanuit da '.I155EI'|] I:i]l.-mrbaeh:l. an vanuit
da I"IE[IJIJI'DEFEI_IEI'I. Maar concrete DIJI'I;EH'TEDEI'I komen miat zo snel tll] ans
maar Ik kan hier |35t|l; over oordelan.

. Hoe ervaart u de kennisborging, deling en toegankelijkheid binnen ww

organisatia?

Ciffuws. We gaan nu meer opgave gericht werken 2odat er meer kennis
beschikbaar s voor ket moment dat je het nodig het. Het nadeel is de
tijdelijke beschikbaarhesd van kennis; de banging arvan is dan eng op korte
termijn gericht. De kennis die ik nu zoek en deel 15 veak met collega’s
buiten de organisatie. De kennis birnen de organisatie it vaak in de
noofden van mensen. De kernis die niet in de hoofden van mensen ziten,
Kam ook engens opgesiagen zijn maar die kennis vinden s lastig.

. Zou U baat heaben bij het delen van |85500S [RAEREY’ en hat dalen van

kernis met anderen’?

Ik durft dit niet te 2aggen voor heal o provincie, maar bl mijn vorige
werkgever {de gemeents) dedan we dit wel [met andere gemesntes). Dat
werkte perfect. Als Frovincie kunnen we hier dus heal veel baat bij
haebben. Maar esn kanttekening hierbl) is het belang van de provincie; dit
beinvioedt welke rol Je neemt en Noe transparant je bent.

Ik denk dat een kennis community alleen werkt als je niet denkt in befang
maar in Kennis’.

Wisle berglscomamunity

. Wat ziet v als haofddoel van deze kennis community en waarom?

Er zithan zo vael aspecten aan ean watersysteem dat niemand alles ervan
weet en in verband kan brengen. De gediffarentiearde kennis moet je dus
kit kunnen . je moet ook niet allean de Kennis hedben, maar ook de
mensan kunnan vinden die [ets kurnen zeggen ower het thepassen van die

kennis op het aspact waar je het woor wilk gebrulken. Allesn kennis op
papier aanleveren kan mensen wel [iggepan, maar e hebt ook mensan
nodig waarbij je de toepassing kunt bespreken, 1k ben bang voor een
grote bibliotheek. Bij de baleidsmakers is et minder relevant wat net is,

maar wat je er mee Kunt doen.

7. Kurk u een boekomstbeald schetsen over hoe de kennls community ar

volgens u Uit Zou moeten zien?

Geen grote biblictheek maar het flexibel beschikbaar stellen van mensen
met Kennis en makkelilk kunren "wemen wat we al weten”.

8. Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen voor U en Uw organisatie van ean Kennis

COMmMmUnity?

Nadeel ks het worden van een grote bibliotheek maar de voordalen voor de
provincie |s heel flexibel 2ullen cmgaan met het beschikbaar stallen van
mMensen Met Kennis 3an projecten en programma’s. Aan o2 andere kant
komt dit niet ten goeds van consistentle amdat je dan makalijk ingezst
Kan warder woor projecten. De aandacht [expertise) voor de specifieks
cnderwerpen is dan minder baschikbaar, Het wordt dan dus minder
specifie en algemener. Je zou dus moeten weten wat we al weten maar
dan mioat ket wel gebargd wondan an e moet ook snel Kunnen weten wat
|2 allemaal al weet. Een nadasl Kan ook 2N dat | vertrouwt dat hat

volledig is en ket is niet volledig.

Orderstzande tabellen met indicatoren 2ijn argeleid van ||Lemamul:
BOHErAREk. waaruit befangrijke ‘community” factoren zijn gebleken. Deze
indicatoren worden gebruikt om het FUnCICneren van de community In
goeda Danen te leldan, Maar ook om te reflectanan wat U en uw
organisatie balangrifx vinden bi) deslname 3an daze CoMMUNITY.

Bi de volgenda vragen wraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren e kijken
vanuit het perspectief dat uw ocrganisatie mee zou willen deen aan de

kernis community.

9, Deze wraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw organisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde In 3an T Qeven van 'meast

belangrilk’ naar 'minst belangrijic, Doe dit per tabel,

Woorbesld:
Tabel 1: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;

Tabel 3 A-C-D-F-E-B-G.

Uw Invuling:



1L, Mist u ean indicator die u bedangrijk vindt? Zo ja, welke?
heg.

werwachting

12, 'Wat zijn uw verwachtingen van de Kenmscammuning
Cie zijn een beetje nagatief, Ik verwacht dat hiet een korte tarmijn
irspanring en dat het dan verwatert. Dat Is niet positiel maar het is wel
ervaring, mersan verdwijnen en als er geen motor achter zit verdwijnt cok
de actualitelt van de kennis,

13. Welke resultaten Lt de Kenniscomnuni, 2ou 1 graag willan zien?
Da beschikbaarheid van data die e op korte termijn die je kunt gebruiken.
MeT kennis moet j8 het ritme valger waar net Rijk mee bezig is, 2odat als
12 ergens mee beziy gaat weet welke kennis je nodig habt.

14, Derkt v dat u veel baat gaat hebban bij een Kennis community woor het
Grevelingenmesr? Zo |a, waarom?
Owvergeslagen

15, Wat zljn wereisten voor U om mee toe doen aan de kermiscomimianiy?
[hipenorbesid tijdshesteding / kosten £ ...}
‘We kijken wooral raar het effect g wan; als het effect groot is dan zijn wij
tereid hier meer capaciteit en geld in te steken maar dit ks nog een |astig
traject derk k. We zijn er als provincie niet op gecrganiseerd om zolets te
doen; het ts dus een extra, gokal,verdienan we het terug later. Op dit
moment Is het een investering. Op de karte termijn denk Ik dat deze
irspanning wel groot zal zijn om wat er staat te gebeuren in de
Grevelingen, maar dan mag je riet aannemen dat voor de volledige delta
deze iInspanning er zal zijn. We steken de capacitelt ecin als andere
partijen dat ook doen.

16. Bunt u in een paar woarden de toegevoe]de waarde van een
vOOr Lw arjanisatie amachri]ven?
De tocegankelijkneid en beschikbaarneid van informatie. Tk merk dat het
wvoor collega’s lastyg Is om ta bellen naar andere averheden om e vragen
hoe anderen dingen doen.

17. Past de KeQnISCoMmOnuniky, bi] nat belang van uw organisatie? o ja,
waarom?
Ja. Wi 2ijn ook ean vercuderende organisatie. Nu we veranderen s er
riemand die anze kenniskalom in stand houdr.

INTERVIEW 'KENNISCOMMUNITY GREVELINGENMEER'

Beste lezer,
Dit interview is opgesteld in het kader van mijn afstudeeronderzoek voor
Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta met de hoofdvraag:

*Hoe kan Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta de toegankelijkheid, het delen en het
warankeran van Delta Kennis over water managament van het
Grevelingenmear arganiseren in een kennis community?”

Deze hoofdvraag is gebaseerd op het feit dat alle belanghebbenden van het
Grevelingenmeer een stukje van de 'kennis® over het gebied hebben. Het
eenduidig toegankelijk maken, delen en verankeren van deze kennis op leidt tot
grotere efficiéntie in toekomstige projecten en het beter kunnen beantwoorden
wan grote beheervragen.

Deze interviews dragen bij aan een advies over hoe de community het beste op

een evenwichtige manier kot stand kan kemen. Graag wil ik daarom uw inzicht en

mening vanuit de rol van uw organisatie en vanuit uw expertise.

Algemene informatia

Maam: Erik jan wan der meer

Crganisatie: RWO (Rijksdienst wvoor ondermemend Nederland) en LNV. woor
natuurambitie grote wateren , programma greyelingsn valksrak zoommeer

Functie/werkzaamhaden: Voornamelijk bezig met ruimtelijke processen voor
natuurambitie grote wateran (LNV) en hieruit ook betrokken bij programma
Grevelingen - Volkrak Zoommeer. Vormt hierbij de schakel tussen het
programma en ministerie. Hierbij ondersteunt RVO LNV

Datum: 23-04-2018

'Delta Kennis’

1B. Zou ww argarisatie meawearken aan het organiseran van kennis in een
samen met andere belanghebdendan ap een newtrale
basis?
Ambtelijk ts die wil er wel. Het hangt af van hoe groot het wordt neergezet
wank dit zou afschrikken. Maar als Grevelingen de eerste stap Is, dan denk
Ik dat dit een makkelijke stap 1. Hou het overzichtelllk en kijk hoe het
wErkL.

19, vindt u het nodig dat de KEQRISERRIIAHAL, neutrale basls heaft voar de
betrokken belanghebbendan heeft of heeft Uw orpanisatie maer behoefte
aan gen tl:l:ll'laal'll;E'l'EﬂlﬂE trekier?
geen maoeite mat een trakder.

20. 'Wat wilt u "halen’ Uit de kenniscRmmmunibe?
Kennis: Wat we al waten en wat je gezamenlijk kunk doen. Als je ervaring
hebt om daar mee om te gaan greel je als organisaties gemakkelijk naar
elaar toa. Je gaat echt lets delen.

Z1. 'Wat wilt u "brengen’ naar de KEnRISERTIMOIR?

Kennis

ZZ. Hoe ziet u de rol van uw organisatie binnan deze KenRISERMURIGT
Ik 2oL graag heel actiet 2eggen maar ik denk dat net vooral geld, kernis
en yragen is dus redelijk actie’. Maar de polideke omgeving IS een
belangrijke factor. D bast inhaudelijke oplossing IS niet altiyd de best
pestuvrlijke oplossing .

‘Io principe is alles te winden als j@ maar qoed weat 18 Zoeken".

*Misschien is de kennis commurity niet de beste vorm, mazr doe je niks, dan is
nat weg”

Ik merk dat ideesn soms drie of vier keer op nieuw bedacht worden”

“WE Mioeten 3an het einde van hat jaar weten wat we moaten waten om te
kunnen baslissen: gaan we verder of niet’

< Als hat een succes s past het goad bij de provincie.

3. Met welke vragen komen mensen of organisaties doorgaans bij uw
organisatie terecht?
Of LNV betrokken {moet of wilt) zijn of dat LNV ergens een mening/beleid
over heeft.

4. Hoe ervaart u de kennisborging, deling en toegankelijkheid binnen uw

organisatia?

Vooral gebaseerd op kennissen en dit is erg belangrijk.

‘Heel vaak is het zoeken naar mensan die de juiste informatie hebben. In
de praktijk is ket vaak moeilijk om de juiste informatie boven tafel te
krijgen via internet of kennisbank. Daarnaast is gespecialiseerde kennis
zonder uitleg heel moeilijk.’

Het formele en informele netwerk is belangrijk om toegang tot kennis te
krijgen

Veel samenwerking tussen andere overheden (ARWS, WMR) en makkelijk
contact te leggen {kennis delen tussen overheden via eigen netwerk is
lzagdrempelig)

5. Zou u baat hebben bij het delen van 'lgssans, learned’ en het delen van
kennis met anderen?

‘Ja natuurlijk heb je daar baat bij"

In de praktijk organiseer je dit zelf maar op minder gestructureerde
manier. Een voorbeeld is een jaarlijkse studiemiddag binnen een
programma waar uitwisseling is over de onderzoeken van de laatste
periode. Dit stimuleer ik en stimuleer ik ook vanuit de opdracht want het is
belangrijk dat dingen gedeeld worden. Je moet echt actief zargen woor
kennisdeling van cnderzoeks- en praktijkkennis.

Wisie kennis community

1. Hunt u de connectie tussen uw organisatie en het Grevelingenmesr
omschrijven?
Geen eigen kennisbasis, maar LNV geeft bijvoorbeeld opdracht aan WUR

voor een onderzoek en de WUR publiceert dit en beheert dus de "kennis’ in

opdracht wvan LNV.

2. Hunt u omschrijwven welke kennis uw organisatie heeft van het
Grevelingenmeer? [gonrhesld: voornamelijk over waterkwaliteit, namelijk

Voornamelijk over beleid (bijvoorbeeld natura2000)

&. Wat ziet u als hoofddoel van deze kennis community en waarom?
Informatie/kennis voor veel partijen toegankelijk is en dat er een
gelijkwaardig speelveld is. Er moet ook gelaagdheid in zitten. Het moet
toegankelijk zijn op verschillende niveaus.

7. Kunt u een toekomstbeeld schetsen over hoe de kennis community er
volgens w wit zou moeten zien?
Het is geen unieke worsteling, dit vindt ook landelijk plaats. Er zijn een
aantal communities die het volhouden maar in de praktijk zijn er vooral
itigs, die mislukken. Daarom moet het langjarig zijn en
functioneren op verschillende niveaus. Het zou lokale of regionale binding
en met die community hebben. Probeer het ook breed te houden.

@

. Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen voor u en uw organisatie van een kennis
community?
"Wij doen niet mee, omdat dit een lokazl initiatief is, ook niet op Zuid
Westelijke Delta niveau. Wij kijken met een nationale blik. Vanuit



11. Mist u een indicator die u belangrijk vindt? Zo ja, welke?
Gelijkwaardig speelveld; vertrouwen vind ik erg belangrijk;
inbedding in de lokale an regionale kennisomgeving vind ik erg belangrijk;
Werbinding met andere netwerken in andere omgevingen is belangrijk;
Langjarige borging vind ik heel belangrijk.

Werwachting

12. Wat zijn uw verwachtingen van de kepnissammunity?
Toegankelijke kennisbron, het helpen van creéren van een gelijkwaardig

speelveld en helpen bij het snappen van hoe de natuur in elkaar zit

13. Welke resultaten it de kengnissommunity, zou u graag willen zien?
Betrouwbare, makkelijk toegankelijke informatie op verschillande niveaus.

14. Denkt u dat u veel baat gaat hebben bij een kennis community voor het
Gravelingenmeer? Zo ja, waarom?
Aan de ene kant lukt het RVO en LNV om hun werk te doen zonder een
kennis community. Maar een goede toegankelijkheid van geschiedenis van
bepaalde stukken kunnen we baat bij hebben. Dat is nu best lastig. Jok is
er baat bij omdat het weten wat er allemaal al vergaard is, is lastig.

15. Wat zijn vereisten voor u om mee toe doen aan de kepnissammunity?
{bijwonrhesld tijdsbesteding / kesten J ..}

Geen vereisten; wij hebben een projectmatige inbreng an geen continue
inbreng.

16. Kunt u in een paar woorden de toegevoegde waarde van een
J ity voor uw organisatie omschrijven?
Betrouwbare, makkelijk toegankelijke informatie dat ten grondslag ligt van
bepaalde stukken

17. Past de kenniscemmunity, bij het belang van uw organisatie? Zo ja,

waarom?
Nee

18. Zou uw organisatie meewerken aan het organiseren van kennis in een
kennisRRMMmLNiLy samen met andere balanghebbenden op een neutrale
basis?

Meutrale basiz is heel belangrijk; verder geen actieve rol. WMR zou hier
actiever in zittan.

19. Vindt u het nodig dat de kpnnissommunity neutrale basis heeft voor de
betrokken belanghebbenden heeft of heeft uw organisatie meer behoefte
aan een toonaangevende trekker?

Ik vind neutraliteit erg belangrijk; niemand moet de belangrijkste rol
hebben.

20. Wat wilt u "halen’ uit de kenniscommunity?
Betrouwbare, makkelijk toegankelijke informatie dat ten grondslag ligt van
bepaalde stukken

21. Wat wilt u "brengen”’ naar de kanniscommuniby?

Niet van toepassing

22. Hoe ziet u de rol van uw erganisatie binnen deze kepnissrmmunits?
Gebruikersrol; wij hebben een projectmatige inbreng en geen continue
inbreng.



APPENDIX 4: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 9 AND 10

Interview questions 9 and 10 are about three tables that are included in the interview.
These are the same tables as in appendix 5, but the indicators are numbered. One
interview (with the ministry of LNV) is excluded since they are not regarded as key-
stakeholder and therefore not relevant. Furthermore, one interviewee did not hand in
his answers and therefore results of
NIOZ/WMR are not included. A template

Indicatoren

H H Onderstaande tabellen met indicatoren zijn afgeleid van [iferabuur..
Of queSfIOﬁS 9 Gnd ] O IOOkS |Ike fhe onderzosk, waaruit belangrijke “community’ factoren zijn gebleken. Deze
1 . indicatoren worden gebruikt om het functioneren van de community in
fOI|OW|ng . goede banen te leiden, maar ook om te reflacteren wat u en uw

organisatie belangrijk vinden bij deelname aan deze community.

Bij de volgende vragen vraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren te kijken
wanuit het perspectief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen doen aan de
kennis community.

9. Deze vraag gaat ower wat u, vanuit uw erganisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde in aan te geven van "‘meest
belangrijk’ naar "minst balangrijk’. Doe dit per tabel.

Voorbeeld:

Tabel 1: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.

Uw imvulling:
Tabel 1:
Tabel 2:
Tabel 3:

10. Zoals zichtbaar in de tabellen zijn er menitor indicatoren en evaluatie
indicatoren. Voor monitor indicatoren zijn "ipputs” (wak gaat er in) en

‘oukpsts” (wat komt eruit) van toepassing; bij evaluatie indicatoren zijn Tabel 3
‘oukcames. {resultaten) van toepassing. In de vorige vraag heeft u
indicataren gerangschikt op prioriteit. Selecteer de 3 indicatoren met de Indicator ..., input en output Joutcome:

hoogst aan gegeven prioriteit van tabel 1, 2, 3 {9 indicatoren in totaal) en
omschrijf per indicator:

Voor de monitor indicatoren -
Wat de input’ van uw organisatie zou kunnen zijn om bij te dragen Indicator ..., input en output foutcome:
aan deze indicator (bijvoorbeeld uw netwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, investeringen, ...}
Wat de gewenste "cutput” van de indicator is (bepaalde activiteiten,
diensten, evenementen enfof producten woor community leden)

Indicator ..., input en output foutcome:
Voor de evaluatie indicatoren:

Wat de "gufcomes’ velgens u zouden moeten zijn (gewenste
resultaten of veranderingen)

input en output foutcome:

input en output foutcome:

Indicator ..., input en output foutcome:

input en output foutcome:

input en output foutceme:

Indicator ..., input en output foutceme:




Tabel 1: Indicatoren voor kennls toegankeljkheld

Tabel 2: Indicatoren veor kennls delen

BELAMGRIIKE ASPECTEN 'WWOETTE WOOR TOEGANKELUKHED™ EN 'TOEGANKEL IKHED WAN KRMEKE
KEHMI'

BELAMNGRIIKE ASPECTEM 'WERIAMELDE KEMNIS' B "VOLLGEDIGHEID"

#) Morinar indicoron Tijd gespendesnd doar COmmUnity Isden om foegang 1e kiigen 1ot dische
Lo H
.8 Bl

4] Evdluatie indicoton, Hoeveslneid vermamelce expliciste kennis oot Dijdroogt oon de voladighsic
wan de besaanda kennkEDask van de commiunity

* Expliciete kenris is kénnis apgeslagen in een Lastbare bron (bv. Ondersoekarappert). Daar tegencver dlaal
implidete kenris rosls ervaring, kemnis ‘in de hoofden van mersen’.

BELAMGRLUEK ASPECT 'MOETE WOOR HET VERSCHAFTEN VAN TOEGANG'

8| Evoluatie indicator: Fercentoge community leden die kenris beschikboar sisit om het gebnik door
anceran te faciiteren en anoeren e Motiveran om b 18 oragen

BELAMGRIJE ASFECT 'SUCCESFERCEPTIE VAN KEMMSDELEMDE ACTVITENEN'

8] Monitor indicatorn De parcepdie van sUoCas in kennis oelende achiviteiten

BELANGRLK ASPECT TOEGAMKELLIKHEIDKCE

BELANGRIK ASFECT ARTICLLATE'

| Evoluctie indicator: Kosten gespandasnd om 1oegong 'a varkijgen 1of Depoolce kennis
= Bifwoorbeeld sen relevant anderoseh

| Evoluatie indioator: Hoeveeineld misvattingen wanneer kennis wordt gecommuniceend Achting een
ander id wan de community

BEL AR JEE ARFECTEN R RHED T B AR RRED B O AN R BRESE TO 0

BELANGRLUEK ASPECT “BEWLSTILIN'

T Bvalugfie indicoion Hoevesiheid van de door esn breed putliek gebauikt en op gelfke grond
ToeRONEETie TO0i’ VOO 808N VN 08 Kennis Community

C) monior indicaton Het pevosl van oanmosdiging om expicieta en impliciets kennis Dinnen de
COMIMILAINY 18 gabriken

= Expliciete kenris is kennis opgeslagen in cen tasthare bros (bv. Onderpocksrappert). Daar tegenover staat
Implidete kensis posls eérvaring, kemnis 'in de hoofden van mersen’.

SELAMIGRLIE ASPECT ' MENTALITET

E] sonitor indioaton: Mate von terugnoudandneid in net varschaten von kennis in da vorm von
envoringan, kennis of informatie gevToood Joor een community §d

BELANGRIUKE ASFECTEM "BEGELEDING' EN "WEMNTORING'

maonitor indicator: Het gevoel van toegankeljuneid van Community ieden wanneer &F behoette &
aan advies

BELANGRUK ASPECT “WVERTROILW

F) Menitor Indicator Gevoal van deel ut maken van een communiity door belangheboenden

BELANGRLIK ASPECT 'COMMUNICATE MDOELEN

F) Evaluatie iIndicotor Ce hoeveshald breed gedrogen Commnieois minrelsn gebnit ooor
community Ieden om anders leden he Derelen en de middelen voor nie-Community oen om de
community e bereiken

Tabel 3: Indicatoren veor kennls borgen

BELANGRUKE ASPECTEN 'DOE

ENMESORGNG' Eil 'INTEGRATIE WAN EENMS

A) Bwolugtie indicotor, Percentogs von de Kennis dis i§ gehodld uil verschillande bionnen en gebongd
N ean logische manier wior de ieden van de kennis oommunity

BELAMGRLIE ASFECT "MOCIGE EEMME

8] monitor ndicatar: Het gevoel von community leden dat e methode om kennis 18 bongen, hat
2oeken naar de nodige kennis cndersteunt

BELANGRLIKE ASPECTEM "HUTTIGE KENMIS' B *UP-TO-CHATE KENMIS'

) Evoluotia indicatorn: Feroaniage von nUtTige expliciehs kannis in sn kennis opsiog
= Explicete kennis is kennis opoeslagen in een tastbare bron (by. Ondersasksrapgert). Daar tegenaver laat
Impligete kennis pasks ervaring, kerais 'in de hoolden van mersen’,

HELAMGRLE ASFECT 'IMPLICIETE KEMMNIS BORGEN'

0 B«xiuatie indicotor: Percantoge succasvolia pogingan in het borgan van implidate kennis op ean
Iogische rmaniar woor de ledan van de kennis community

® Expliciete kennis is kennis opgeslagen in een Lastbare bros (b, Ondersaekirappert). Daar begenever staat
implidete kennis posks ervaring, kennis ‘in de hoofden van mensen®.

BELAMGRLIE ASFECT "EEMME BORGEN OF EEMIELFDE PLEK OF EENIELFDE MANIER'

£] donitor Indicator Took" de succesvol Ajn gebrukt om expliciane en impliciete kennis 2 borgen op
e lngische manier voor oe iaden van oe community

BELANGRLIK ASPECT 'KEMMIS BORGING METHODE

F) Monitor indicotor Een gedesid Degrip in het gebruk von o2 kennis bonging methode von olie leden
wvande community

SELAMGRLIE ASFECT ' ACTIVITETEN CHOERSTELUNMD DOOR KEMMIS'

G} Evaluatia Indicatorn Hosveslheid gevolen woarn kennis Uit het systeam von de community wordt
gebiukt enresuttesrt In nlsLwe kennis welke wesr wordt geborgd in het fystesm.




Results of these questions are the following:

Walter Oomen — Waterschap Scheldestromen (water authority Scheldestromen)

Indicatoren

Onderstaande tabellen met indicatoren zijn afgeleid van literabuuc:,
goderzoek, waaruit belangrijke "community’ fFactoren zijn gebleken. Deze
indicatoren worden gebruikt om het functioneren van de community in
goede bamen te leiden, maar ook om te reflecteren wat u emn uw
organisatie belangrijk vinden bij deelname aan deze community.

Bij de wolgende vragen vraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren te kijken
vanuit het perspectief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen doen aan de

kennis community.

9. Deze vraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw ocrganisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde im aan te geven van ‘meest
belangrijk’ naar ‘minst belangrijk’. Doe dit per tabel.

Voorbeeld:

Tabel 1: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.
U imwvulling:

Tabel 1:

Tabel 2:
Tabel 3:

10. Zoals zichtbaar in de tabellen zijn er moniter indicatoren en evaluatie
indicatoren. Voor monitor indicatoren zijn jpputs” (wat gaat er in) en

‘oMbouts” (wat komt eruit) van toepassing; bij evaluatie indicatoren zijn
‘pukpames, (resultaten) van toepassing. In de vorige vraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschikt op prioriteit. Selecteer de 3 indicatoren met de
hoogst aan gegeven prioriteit van tabel 1, 2, 3 (9 indicatoren in totaal) en
omschrijf per indicator:

Voor de monitor indicatores -

- Wat de “input’ van uw ocrganisatie zou kunnen zijn om bij te dragen
aan deze indicator (bijveorbeeld uw netwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, investeringen, ...}

- Wat de gewenste "cutput’ van de indicator is (bepaalde activiteiten,
diensten, evenementen enfof producten voor community leden)

Voor de evaluatie indicatoren:
- Wat de ! wolgens u zouden moeten zijn {gewenste
resultaten of veranderingen)

Tabel 1

Indicator A, input en output [putcome:

..Input: Netwerk inbrengen en kennis omtrent de regionale watersystemen +
waterkeringen rondom de (zuidzijde) van de Grewelingen. Dit vanuit de
kerntaken die we hebben.

Output: Aantal keren kennisdeling

Indicator O, input en output Joutcome:
: aantal keren dat kennis gebruikt; aantal verschillende organisaties die

systeem raadplegen

Indicator E..., input en output Joutcome:
~input: kennis regionale watersysteem en waterkeringen

Tabel 2

Indicator A, input en output Sautcome:
—-gutcome: verzamelde relevante expliciete kennis {dat goed toegankelijk s _

Indicator C, input en output foutcome:
oukcame: aantal keren dat er in een bepaald jaar misvattingen

Indicator I, input en output foubtcome:
ouksame.aankal keren dat andere leden worden bereikt

Tabel 3

Indicator A, input en output fputcome:

g‘l,lmgé\ran de kennis gehaald uit dit
systeem............

Indicator B, input en output foutcome:
Qutcame: de gemiddelde tijd die nodig is om iets op te zoeken uit het
systeam

Indicator C, input en output foutcome:
Qutcpme: percentage van relevante/nuttige kennis in systeem

M
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Cees Jongejan — Waterschap Hollandse Delta (water authority Hollandse Delta)

Indicatoren

Onderstaande tabellen met indicakoren zijn afgeleid van literaiuu:,
cnderzoek, waaruit belangrijke "community’ factoren zijn gebleken. Deze
indicatoren worden gebruikt om het functioneren van de community in
goede banen te leiden, maar ook om te reflecteren wat u en uw
organisatie belangrijk vinden bij deelname aan deze community.

Bij de wolgende vragen vraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren te kijken
vanuit het perspectief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen doen aan de

kennis community.

5. Deze vraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw crganisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde in 2an te geven van ‘meest

belangrijk’ naar ‘minst belangrijk”. Doe dit per tabel.

Vioorbeeld:

Tabel 1: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.
U imvvulling:

Tabel 1: A-B-D

Tabel 2: D-F-E

Tabel 3: G-E-F

10. Zoals zichtbaar in de tabellen zijn er monitor indicatoren en evaluatie
indicatoren. Voor monitor indicatoren zijn "ipputs” (watk gaat er in) en

‘oukouts’ (wak komt eruit) van toepassing; bij evaluatie indicatoren zijn
‘oukcomes {resultaten) wan toepassing. In de vorige vraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschikt op prioriteit.

(9 indicatoren in totaal) en
omschrijf per indicator:

Voor de monitor indicatoren «

- Wat de "input’ van uw organisatie zou kunnen zijn om bij te dragen
aan deze indicator (bijvoorbeeld uw netwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, investeringen, ...}

Wat de gewenste ‘output” van de indicator is {bepaalde activiteiten,
diensten, evenementen en/of producten voor community leden)

“oor de evaluatie indicatoren:
Wat de "guicames’ volgens u zouden moeten zijn {gewenste
resultaten of weranderingen)}

Tabel 1
Indicator A, input em output:

Input: alle reeds beschikbare kennis enfof data bij WSHD
Output: aantal succesveolle zoekepdrachten

Indicator B, gutcome:

¥ procent stijging van het aantal organisaties dat kennis aanlevert in jaar ¥ (¥ en

¥ nog nader in te vullen)

Indicator [, oukcome:
¥ procent toename van het aantal breed gebruikte/toegankelijke tools

Tabel 2

Indicator D, input en output:
Output: Het aantal nieuwe gebruikers in een bepaalde periode (maand of jaar)

Indicator F, putcome:
Een bepaalde toename in het gebruik van communicatiemiddelen binnen een

bepaalde tijd, zowel voor leden als niet-leden van de community

Indicator E, input &n outouk:
DOutput: de tijd die het duurt tot een adviesvraag beantwoord wordt

Tabel 3

Indicator G, pukcome:
Bepaalde toename in het aantal cpgeslagen ‘records’ per thema/enderwerp

Indicator E, input en outpuk:
Het gebruik van de verschillende tocls ten opzichte van elkaar {m.a.w. welke
tools worden als succesval ervaren en welke niet)

Indicator F, input en output:

De mate waarin door community leden van elkaars tools gebruik wordt gemaakt



Christine Lammerts — Staatsbosbeheer

q.

Tabel 1: a-b-¢-f-d-a
Tabel Z: a-d-e-b-f-¢
Tabel 3: a-b-¢-d-e-f-g

10,

Tabel 1

a: Stagtshasbehesr draagl op jaarbasis san de Regiegroep kennis en manitaring 200 aur
spetialistische kennis en 75 uur pradectijd in. Opzet van bijraarbeeld een systeemrapportage val hier
naar verwachting deel van uitmaken.

be doordal anganidaties kennis inbrengen en daarmes eperzipds eigen (expliciete én impliciete kennis
kunnen inbrengen ontitaat kennisopbouw, kennid bundeling en begripsapbouw, maar ook begrip
tutsen de deelnemende arganidaties over wat het begrip over de opgebouwde en pedeeide kennis
batekent; higrwit vioeit urgentie voort op benodigd handelen. Dt kan beleidematip handelen
batreffen, maar ook wetenichappelijk of bestuwrlij. De community agendeert mel elkaar.

£ bereidheid om kosten te delen i belangrijoer dan de absalute bedragen; hel zegt jets aver
draagvlak en commitment binnen anganisaties.

Tabe| 2:

a: arm te voorkamen dat er telkens opnievw onderzoek gedaan wordt naar hetzellds & het nodig
scherp te hebben wal er agn réesultaten beschikBbasr 5 en deie kennis aver de resultaten breed masr
voaral begrijpelijk en pecomprimesrd it te dragen of inzichtelijk te hebben. Dit maakt de bereidhbaid
arm verdergaand onderzoek te doen groter bij organisaties die veelal de betalende partijen zijn.
Daarkij ontstaat bij breed gedragen en gedealde kennis van bestaande onderzoekiresultaten
meerwaarde op de gedeslde analyie en hel woortbouwen op dea|resu taten binnen @en kennis
Lamimunity.

d- Staatzboshehear kan bipdragen in expliciete en impliciete inbreng van kennis in de community.
Inbreng van de expliciete kennis betrelt met name monitoring resultaten. Deze worden momentes|
waor de Grevelingen pedigitaliseesrd vanuit het sogpunt deze kennid in te kunnen brengen in breders
gemeenschappen. De impliciete kennis kan bestaan wit de gestructureerde en geordende inbrang
wan kennis van mensen die dagelijks in de terreinen zijn. Over deqe bron van kennis pal pezamenlijk
bepaald moelen worden hoe deze ingebracht en beadt kan worden.

i Dmdat voor weel arganisaties tijd zeer beperkt beschikbaar is, is het voar hel commitment am
langdurig desl ve nemen belangrijk dat er ook opbrengst van deslname san dé commaunity is. Dit
betrefl niet alleen de diredt deelnemende mensen, maar gok de betrokkenen in de lijn.

Tabel 3: al de punten opgenomen ander Tabel 3 zijn relevant, maar volgen elkaar als het ware op.
Dus, vitesngeeet in de tijd, lijkt het mij waardevol om eerst a, en walgordelijie b, ¢ gpeoe realiseran.
A Wanneer & voor e2n vooral te bepalen percentage wordt perealisecrd, dan & in elk geval een
eErste aancel gerealidesnd waarkij kennis uit meerdere bronnen door meerdens eden van de
cammunity logisch gebruikt kan worden. Wanneer het gower is dan is er al veel gesproken en
uitgedacht owver het welke infarmatie, waar en door wie op welke wijze gevonden kan gaan worden.
Hel objectie] kunnen bepalén in welke mate dit gebeurt geell mesrwaarde op b

bo Punt b geelt een subjectisve beleving weer die peer bepalend gal zijn waor het cammitment am
inzet L blijven geven en te blijven verbeteren ak kennis community.

o OF kennis nuttig is of niet hangt mede amen met de vraagitelling. Hel pau mooi zijn wannser niet
alleen individwebe leden. Maar ook de community uit de geborpde kennis redultaten kan genereren
die richtinggevend of input dijn voor inhoudelijke, beleidsmatige of bestuurlijke waagstukken. Met
#lkaar wordt dan ook een vorm wan wijsheid gegenereprd.



Jean-Marie Buijs — HZ University of Applied Sciences

Indicatoran

Onderstaande tabellen met indicatoren zijn afgeleld van [jferamue:,
gOHErAREk. waaruit belangrijke ‘community” factoren zijn gebleken. Daze
indicatoren worden gebruikt am het funcbicneren van de community in
goede Danen te lelden, maar ook am te refledieren wat u an uw
crgantsatia balargrijk vinden bi] deelname aan deze coMMUMITY.

Bij de wolhgenda vragen wraag Ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren te kijken
WEnuIT het perspectief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen dean aan de
kennis community.

9. Deze wraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw organisatie, de belangrijxste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde in 2an te gewen van 'meast
belangrijk’ naar ‘minst belangrijk’. Doe dit per tabel,

Woorbeeld:

Tabel L2 A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel &2 A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G5.

Uw Invulling:

Tabel 1:F, D, B, E, A, C
Tabel 2: C, D, B, E, F, A
Tabel 3:8, G, F, E, D, A, C

10. Zoals Zichtbaar in de tabellen zijn er monitor indicatoren en evaluatie
indicatoren. Vioor monitor indicatonen zijn “inputs’ {wat gaat er inj en

‘gukpuis’ (wat komt eruit) van toepassing; bij evaluatie indicatoren zijn
‘aubcomes, (resultaten) van toepassing. In de vorige vraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschikt op prioriteit. Selecteer de 3 indicatoren met de
hoogst aan gegeven prioriteit van tabel 1, 2, 3 (9 indicatoren in totaal) en
omschrijf per indicator:

Voor de monitor indicatoren -

- Wat de input’ van uw organisatie zou kunnen zijn om bij te dragen
aan deze indicator (bijvoorbeeld uw netwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, investeringen, ...}

Wat de gewenste "cutput” van de indicator is {bepaalde activiteiten,
diensten, evenementen enfof producten voor community leden)

Woor de evaluatie indicataren:
Wat de “guigomes’ volgens u zouden moeten zijn {gewenste
resultaten of weranderingen)

Tabel 1

Indicator F, input en output foMEcomEe:
“Wertrouwen’

Input: betrokken medewerkers en studenten met interesse in de vitdagingen
bt de Grevelingen en daarvooer relevante expertise. Output: becogde lange
termijn samenwerking, gezamenlijke agenda ontwikkeling. Wederzijdse
kennisuitwisseling.

Indicator D, input en output foutcome:
Gelijkheld en toegankelljkheld: gezamenlijk optrekken, open delen van
kennls en gezamenlijke agendavorming

Indicator B, input en output fautcome:
Moeite voor verschaffen van toegang.

Input: beschikbaar stellen van kennls ult voorgaand onderzoek

QOutput: gezamenlijke kennisbasis

Tabel 2

Indicator C, input en output foutcome:

“Articulatie”: heldere vraagstelling als uitkomst van proces agedavorming
met oog voor ontbrekende kennls, Instrumenten en
handelingsperspectieven.

Indicator [, input en ocutput foutcome:
‘Bewustziin®

Innut f output: o.a. verbinding van community aan lopende onderwljs- en
anderzoeksprogramma’s, waardoor kennls ult belde Impliclet en expliclet
Ingezet kan worden voor kennlscommunity en Ingebed kan worden.

Indicator E, input en cutput foutcome:
‘Succesperceptie”:

Input: diverse vormen van Inzet zoals besproken In interview.

Qutput: van belang voor continuitelt community om voor ledere
participant In de community cok successen te behalen passend blj de
eigen belangen. Voor HZ betekent dit o0.a. bijdrage aan rijke leeromgeving
voor studenten en nleuwe onderzoeksinitiatieven met cog op ontwikkeling
praktijkgerichte kennls.

Tabel 3

Indicator B, input en output foutcome:
‘Nodige kennls’

Input: ervaring met praktijkgericht onderzoek en kennisberging

Qutput: kennisbarging alleen als opslag heeft een beperkt nut. Van belang
om ke organiseren als proces, waarin ontwikkelde kennls nlet alleen
geborgd wordt, maar ook weer wordt gebrulkt en doorontwikkeld,
Verblnding onderzoek, onderwljs en werkveld kan dit proces
andersteunen.

Indicakor G, input en output foutcome:
‘Activitelten ondersteund door kennis”: zie ook hierboven beschreven
proces. Gebrulk van kennls 1s essentieel voor doorontwikkeling.

Indicator F, input en output foutcome:
Kennis borging methode:

Input: Inspanning vanult arganisatie om tot gedeeld begrip te Komen,

Output: gedeeld kader van kennisborging



Cees de Vos - Provincie Zeeland (Province of Zeeland)

Vraag 9

Tabel 1: B-E-D-F-A-C
Tabel 2: E-D-F-B-A-C
Tabel 3: B-F-G-A-E-C

Vraag 10
Tabel 1

B Onze input zal vooral onze netwerkpositie zijn. Output is statische en dynamische informaite van het hele netwerk

E Wij zijn open in het leveren van inhoudelijke input. Bij beleidsmatige/bestuurlijk-politieke data zal dat eerst intern worden afgewogen. Deze
“terughoudendheid” moet dan wel aan de vraagsteller worden toegelicht

D De hoeveelheid gebruikte informatie geeft indicatie van de dynamische functie. Als het beperkt blijft tot statische informatie, dan is er geen
kenniscentrum nodig. Een goed archief volstaat dan. Het is wel van belang dat alle partijen informatie halen én brengen

Tabel 2
E Deze is belangrijk omdat je ‘geholpen’ wil worden. En dan ben je ook sneller bereid om anderen te helpen

D Het samenspel van harde en zachte kennis is belangrijk voor context, kwaliteit en bruikbaarheid van de informatie

F communicatie is belangrijk om er een open bibliotheek voor kennis en informatie van te kunnen maken

Tabel 3

B Da's eigenlijk een open deur. Technici en beleidsmakers kijken altijd eerst naar wat we al weten. Een kenniscentrum biedt de mogelijkheid om
ook buiten de eigen bureaula te kunnen kijken. En dan is de kans groot dat je een basis vindt om op verder te bouwen. (inspiratie opdoen).
Kennis brengen en kunnen vinden is altijd een methodisch proces. Als dat niet goed toegankelijk is dan vervliegt de inspiratie snel.

F Dit sluit aan bij B. Stelling F is noodzakelijk voor een brede gebruikerstoegang.

G Het is belangrijk om te weten of het uiteindelijk ook een dynamisch systeem zal zijn. Als dt niet zo is dan verzandt het binnen de kortste keren.



Erik Caspers — Gemeente Schouwen-Duiveland (Municipality Schouwen-Duiveland)

Indicatoren

Onderstaande tabellen met indicatoren zijn afgeleid van [jterabuuc:
gnderzaek, waaruit belangrijke “community’ Factoren zijn gebleken. Deze
indicatoren worden gebruikt om het functioneren van de community in
goede banen te leiden, maar ook om te reflecteran wat u en uw
organisatie belangrijk vinden bij deelname aan deze community.

Bij de volgende vragen vraag ik u kritisch naar deze indicatoren te kijken
wvanuit het perspectief dat uw organisatie mee zou willen doen aan de

kennis commumnity.

9. Deze wraag gaat over wat u, vanuit uw crganisatie, de belangrijkste
indicatoren vindt en hier een rangorde in 2an te geven van ‘mesast
belangrijk’ naar 'minst belangrijk”. Doe dit per tabel.

Tabel 1: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 2: A-C-D-F-E-B;
Tabel 3: A-C-D-F-E-B-G.

Voorbeeld:

Tabel 1: B-E-C-F-A-D;
Tabel 2: -E-F-B-C-A;
F-C-E

U imveulling:
F_ N
Tabel 3: B-A-G-

10. Zoals zichtbaar in de tabellen zijn er monitor indicakoren en evaluatie
indicatoren. Voor moniter indicatoren zijn "ipputs” (wat gaat er in) en

‘pukputs” (wat komt eruit) wan toepassing; bij evaluatie indicatoren zijn
‘outcomes” {resultaten) van toepassing. In de vorige wraag heeft u
indicatoren gerangschikt op prioriteit. Selecteer de 3 indicatoren met de
hoogst aan gegeven prioriteit van tabel 1, 2, 3 (9 indicatoren in totaal) en
emschrijf per indicator:

Voor de monitor ndicatores -

- Wat de “input’ van uw crganisatie zou kunnen zijn om bij te dragen
aan deze indicator (bijvoorbeeld uw netwerk, andere middelen,
bijdragen, inwvesteringen, ...}

Wat de gewenste "output” van de indicator is {bepaalde activiteiten,
diensten, evenementen en/of producten voor community leden)

Voor de evaluatie indicatoren:
Wat de “gutcomes volgens u zouden moeten zijn {gewenste
resultaten of veranderingen}

Tabel 1

Indicator B, input en output foutcome:

input: inbreng van kennis, netwerk en enthousiasmeren;

output: toename kennis, toename omvang netwerk, toename deelname
outcome: meer gebruik wam community, meer enthousiasme voor community

Indicator E, input en cutput foutcome:

input: aantal voorbehouden te delen kennis, mate wvan deelname aan community
output: aantal partijen met voorbehouden op kennisdeling, aantal partijen met
voorbehouden op deelname

oubrome: mate van delen van kennis, mate van cpenheid van community

Indicator C, input en output foutcome:

input: inbreng uitgevoerde onderzoeken en niet expliciete kennis, inbreng
bronnen van kennis, mede dragen van onderzoekskosten, deelname aan
onderzoek

autput: onderzoeksrapporten, financiéle bijdrage, in kind bijdrage
autrome: kwantiteit van kennis, kwaliteit van kennis, gebruik van kennis

Tabel 2

Indicator D, input en output foutcome:

input: beschikbaar gestelde bronnen, raadplegingen bronmen,
overdrachtsmomenten kennis

oubput: mate van kennis delen, mate van kennistcename eigen organisatie
outronme: toename gedeelde kennis, toename totaal kennisveld

Indicator E, input =n output foutcome:

input: gebruik tools voor kennisoverdracht, contactmomenten overdracht kennis
aubpuit: toegang tot kennis wia tools, waardering tools

autrame: deelname aan kennisuitwisseling via tools

Indicator F, input en output foutcome:

imput: gebruik communicatiemiddelen, raadplegingen via communicatiemiddelen
autput: bekendheid community, verspreiding van kennis via
communicatiemiddelen

oubcame: toegang tok community, bekendheid mat community

Tabel 3

Indicator B, input en output foutcome:

input: kennis inbrengen via mekhad

oubnut: mate van toepassing

aubcome: meerwaarde ontsluiten kennis via methode

Indicator A, input en output foutcome:

input: inbreng kennis op logische manier voor community

autnut: mate van gebruik door community

outcame: doorontwikkeling van kennis als gevolg van bijeen brengen kennis door
community

Indicator G, input en output foutcome:

input: verbinding bestaande kennis, gnatang nieuwe kennis

oubouk: percentage nieuwe kennis

auteame: gebruik nieuwe kennis en nieuwe inzichten op nieuw verworven kennis
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APPENDIX 5: FORMULATING INDICATORS

Out of theory, important aspects are derived. Indicators are formulated based on
these aspects and tested in interviews (appendix 3). As a result, the priority indicators
as described in paragraphs 4.3.5, 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 are made SMART with the additional
forms in this appendix.

AS5.1 IMPORTANT ASPECTS FOR KNOWLEDGE ACCESSING

There could be several measurable variables recognized that cover the mentioned
important aspects in the past two paragraphs. These could be formulated as ‘Effort to
access’, ‘Effort to provide access’ '‘Access costs’, ‘Access equity’, ‘Access to broadly
used tools’, ‘access to critical knowledge’, ‘mentality’, ‘trust’. Based on these
variables, the theory described and by taking the measurability and community
environment into account, the following core indicators are formulated (table 1.2) If it
is possible that variables can be measured similarity and show a well-stated
connection, they are combined in one indicator as is visible in the table.

AS5.2 IMPORTANT ASPECTS FOR KNOWLEDGE SHARING

There is a clear division between explicit and tacit knowledge according to the
sources used in this paragraph. Therefore, indicators for knowledge sharing have to be
a mixture of explicit knowledge sharing and tacit knowledge sharing. There are a few
themes that overlap with the indicators for knowledge accessing. For example, there
is stated that knowledge access is an important precondition for knowledge sharing,
that ‘trust’ is also an important aspect in knowledge sharing and that ‘existing tools’
play arole just as in the indicators for knowledge accessing. Since various aspects are
already measured in knowledge accessing and since this is a step taken before
knowledge sharing is possible, these will not be formulated into priority indicators for
knowledge sharing. There are various themes that could be recognized in the process
of explicit knowledge sharing. Those are ‘existing captured knowledge’
‘completeness’, ‘Success perception of sharing activities’ '’ Articulation’ ‘Awareness’
‘Guidance’. There are also various themes that could be recognized in the process of
tacit knowledge sharing. Those can be divided into ‘communication means’ and
‘Mentoring’. Other themes such as ‘expectatfion fransparency’ and ‘defined
responsibilities and roles’ are left out as indicators because those are addressed
through open interview questions within this research. The following indicators are
formulated based on theory (table 1.3) If it is possible that variables can be measured
similarity and show a well-stated connection, they are combined in one indicator as is
visible in the table.

AS5.3 IMPORTANT ASPECTS FOR KNOWLEDGE ANCHORING

As is explained, knowledge is transformative and therefore indicators for the
knowledge storage process (monitoring) as well as practical results (evaluation) should
be taken into account. Various themes are recognizable out of the theory that is
elaborated onin this paragraph. Those are: ‘Knowledge storage purpose’, ‘integration
of knowledge’, ‘Needed knowledge’, ‘Useful knowledge’, ‘Up-to-date knowledge’,
‘Tacit knowledge security’, ‘knowledge stored in the same place in the same way’,



‘Activities supported by knowledge' and ‘knowledge storing method’. The following
indicators are formulated based on theory (table 1.4). It is possible that variables can
be measured similarity and show a well-stated connection, they are combined in one
indicator as is visible in the table.

Table 1.2: ‘Knowledge accessing’ indicator variables and formulated indicators

based on theory

‘Effort fo access’ and ‘Access to critical knowledge’

Monitoring indicator: Time spent by community members on accessing critical
knowledge

* Effort to access and access to critical knowledge is combined in this indicator
because ‘access to critical knowledge' is determining in achieving the goal of the
knowledge community. the effort to obtain this form of knowledge should be litfle
for all community members, especially in problematic situations. This is an essential
indicator related to access effort which should always be achieved; effort to access
knowledge for matters of less priority is therefore less pressing, so less fime-bound,
and could be classified as a non-core indicator.

‘Effort o provide access’

Evaluation indicator: Percentage community members providing knowledge to
facilitate contribution and usage by other community members

‘Access costs’

Evaluation indicator: Knowledge access costs spent for obtaining certain
knowledge

‘Access equity’ and ‘Access to broadly used tools’

Evaluation indicator: The amount of broadly used and equally accessible tools for
members of the knowledge community

‘Mentality’
Monitoring indicator: Level of resistance to provide knowledge input in the form of
experiences, knowledge and/or information when asked by community member

‘Trust’

Monitoring indicator: Rate of a sense of community experienced by key
stakeholders



Table 1.3: ‘Knowledge sharing’ indicator variables and formulated indicators based

on theory

‘Captured knowledge’ and ‘Completeness’

Evaluation indicator: The amount of explicit captured knowledge that conftributes
to the completeness of the existing knowledge base within the community

* Captured knowledge and completeness are combined into one indicator
because the amount of captured knowledge can say something about the
completeness of the knowledge.

‘Success perception of sharing activities’

Monitoring indicator: The perception of success in sharing activities

'Articulation’

Evaluation indicator: The amount of misunderstandings when communicating
knowledge towards another member of the community

‘Awareness’

Monitoring indicator: Feeling of encouragement to use existing explicit and tacit
knowledge within the community

‘Guidance’ and ‘Mentorship’

Monitoring indicator: The feeling of approachability of other community members
when in need of advice

* Guidance and mentorship are combined because a mentor is a guiding figure.
Therefore, one indicator that monitors those two closely related themes is
formulated.

‘Communication means’
Evaluation indicator: The amount of broadly used communication means used by

community members to reach other community members and the means for non-
community members to reach the community



Table 1.4: ‘Knowledge anchoring’ indicator variables and formulated indicators

based on theory

‘Knowledge storage purpose’ and ‘Integration of knowledge’

Evaluation indicator: Percentage of all knowledge derived from different sources
stored in a logical manner for the members of the community

* Both ‘Knowledge storage purpose’ and ‘Integration of knowledge' are closely
related because the knowledge storage in the community should support
knowledge from different sources whilst being easy-to-use by community members.

‘Needed knowledge’

Monitoring indicator: Feeling of community members that the knowledge storage
method used supports the search process for needed knowledge

‘Useful knowledge’ and ‘Up-to-date knowledge’

Evaluation indicator: Percentage of explicit knowledge in a knowledge storage that
is useful

* 'Useful knowledge' and ‘Up-To-Date knowledge' are closely related because if
knowledge is not up-to-date, the usefulness of the knowledge decreases over time.
Therefore, this indicator will be measured against a certain time-scale to consider if
explicit knowledge is up to date.

‘Tacit knowledge security’

Evaluation indicator: Percentage of successful attempts in storing tacit knowledge
in alogical manner for the members of the community

‘Knowledge stored in the same place in the same way’.

Evaluation indicator: Tools successfully used to both store explicit and tacit
knowledge in a logical manner for the members of the community

‘Knowledge storing method’

Monitoring indicator: A common understanding on how to use knowledge storage
for all members of the community

‘Activities supported by knowledge’

Evaluation indicator: Amount of fimes in which knowledge of the communities’
storage is used and resulted in new knowledge that is stored back into the system



AS5.4 RESULTS OF INTERVIEW QUESTION 9

A5.4.1 IN- AND OUTPUTS OR OUTCOMES FOR KNOWLEDGE ACCESSING

For indicator 1 of knowledge accessing, various aspects are mentioned as an input. In
general, access to libraries and making all knowledge of an organization accessible is
mentioned. Also, networks, specialist knowledge, improving a research agenda,
providing an overview of projects and giving insight in a ‘smoelenboek’ are
mentioned. As desired output of this indicator, main aspects that are mentioned are:
quick answering of questions; amounts of knowledge sharing, amounts of successful
searching and making knowledge applicable in ‘space’.

For the second indicator, ‘outcomes’ that were mentioned are the growth of the
amount of organizations that supplies knowledge in a year, and growth in knowledge,
network and participation. Other answers have confused ‘input’ and ‘output’ with
‘outcomes’; however, certain aspects can be seen as desired ‘oufput’ such as the
knowledge development of own implicit and explicit knowledge and a shared
knowledge base.

For the third indicator, inputs are described as knowledge of regional water systems
and water steering dykes; transparency to enable frust; intfernal knowledge and
knowledge that can be shared; a certain level of parficipation in the community.
Outputs are stated as the amount of parties that want to participate at the
‘knowledge day’ and are interested in participating in the community.

A5.4.2 IN- AND OUTPUTS OR OUTCOMES FOR KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Forindicator 1 of knowledge sharing, input is mentioned: explicit monitoring results and
implicit knowledge in the form of structured and ordered knowledge of people that
are in the area ‘Grevelingen’ on a daily basis; available sources of information, using
them and transferring that knowledge and finally connecting the community to
education. As output there is mentioned the times that members are reached; the
number of new users from a certain point in time; balanced dynamics in hard and soft
knowledge; education for both implicit and explicit knowledge so that it can be
embedded in the community.

For indicator 2, the input is stated as: ‘helping’ each other, time and commitment,
using tools for knowledge fransferring and contact moments about this and finally
diverse forms of effort (such as helping push/pull). Outputs are described as the time it
takes to provide advice; the output of participating in the community; the accessibility
of tools and valuing those tools and finally the continuity of the community so that
every participant can work towards their successes, suiting to their own interests.

For the third and last indicator, outcomes are formulated. They are: a certain level of
communication to facilitate openness; growth in the use of communication means in
a certain time slotf; user-function should be well shaped in making available
knowledge and accessibility and finally access to the community and publicity of the
community.

A5.4.3 IN- AND OUTPUTS OR OUTCOMES FOR KNOWLEDGE ANCHORING




For indicator 1 of knowledge anchoring, the input is: contributing to the subjective
experience; continuously feeding the community with recent information; bringing
knowledge in via a certain method and finally experience with research in practice
and knowledge anchoring in practice. Outputs are stated as community effort and
continuous improvement as a community; the average time to find something in the
system; a questionnaire; contfinuously feeding the community with recent information;
the level that the method is applicable and finally organizing needed knowledge in a
process in which developed knowledge is not only anchored but also used and
continuously developed.

There are various outcomes described for indicator 2. A dynamic system, growth in in
the amount of ‘records’ per theme/subject, the usage of new knowledge with other
new knowledge/insights and finally the continuous process in which knowledge is not
only anchored, but also used and developed are mentioned.

For the last indicator, two outcomes are stated: the percentage of knowledge that
origins from this system and the continuous development of knowledge as the
consequence of the process of knowledge gathering by the community.



A5.5 SMART-FORMS OF PRIORITY INDICATORS

According to HealthCOMpass (z.d.), a way to develop good indicators is to use SMART
criteria:

1. Specific: The indicator should accurately describe what is intended to be measured
and should not include multiple measurements in one indicator.

2. Measurable: Regardless of who uses the indicator, consistent results should be
obtained and tracked under the same conditions.

3. Attainable: Collecting data for the indicator should be simple, straightforward, and
cost-effective.

4. Relevant: The indicator should be closely connected with each respective input,
output or outcome.

5. Time-bound: The indicator should include a specific time frame.

Important aspects ‘Effort to access’ and ‘Access to critical knowledge’:
Monitoring indicator: ‘Time spent by community members on accessing critical

knowledge’

Specific This indicator is specific because it
mentions in detail what aspect is
measured. Boundaries are given in
describing what is measured and what
specific activity it is about.

Measurable The indicator is measured by ‘time
spent’. This ‘time spent’ could be
measured through an evaluation survey
in which various time slots on ‘time spent
to access critical knowledge’ can be
chosen by community members.

Aftainable Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be done in a survey and
combined with other indicators that can
be measured in a survey.

Relevant This indicator is relevant; as is mentioned
by interviewees by in- and output,
access to a form of library, access to
specialist knowledge, insight in a
‘smoelenboek’ and access to a network
can all be measured by the time spent
to find actual knowledge. As output,
quick answering of questions can also
fall under this. However, for outputs such
as ‘amounts of knowledge sharing’ and
‘amounts of successful searching and
making knowledge applicable’,
another indicator should be formulated



Time-bound

since this is not measurable in ‘time’ but
a certain ‘amount’.

This indicator can be measured in a
survey for community after a first
knowledge base of existing knowledge
is established so that there is actual
knowledge to find. After the first
establishment, a survey can be
conducted every 6 months.

Important aspect ‘Effort to provide access’:
Evaluation indicator ‘Percentage community members providing knowledge to

facilitate contribution and usage by other community members’

Specific

Measurable

Attainable

Relevant

Time-bound

This indicator is specific because
describes what specific activity carried
out by ‘who’ is measured and under
which circumstances the activity should
take place. Boundaries are given in
describing the specific activity and
motivation or conditions.

The indicator is measured by a
percentage. This percentage can be
scored in a survey by community
members based on what percentage
they indicate. The survey can be
combined with other indicators.
Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be done in a survey and
combined with other indicators that can
be measured in a survey.

This indicator is relevant; as outcome,
the growth of the amount of
organizations in the community is
mentioned. This can be alogical effect
if providing access to knowledge is
easy. Another outcome is the
knowledge development of own
implicit and explicit knowledge. This is
also alogical outcome if the effort to
access to knowledge is low.

This indicator can be measured in a
survey after a knowledge base is
established. After this, a survey can be
conducted every 6 months.



Important aspect ‘Mentality’:
Monitoring indicator: ‘Level of resistance to provide knowledge input in the form of

experiences, knowledge and/or information when asked by community member’

Specific This indicator is specific with the
precondition that a description of levels
are established beforehand.
Furthermore, it is specific; the specific
input is described and a situation in
which the input is used is described.

Measurable The indicator is measured as a level. In a
survey, this can be represented using
the ‘Likert Scale’ method so that
community members can fill an
estimation in from 1 (bad) to 5 (good).

Attainable Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be done in a survey and
combined with other indicators that can
be measured in a survey.

Relevant This indicator is relevant; as input,
(internal) knowledge, fransparency, trust
and a level of participation in the
community are mentioned. This
confributes to achieving this indicator.
As outputs, the amount of parties that
want fo participate in the community
are mentioned. This output is relevant
because if resistance is high, the
amount of organizations willing to
participate will be low and input will be
low.

Time-bound This indicator can be measured in a
survey after a knowledge base is
established. After this, a survey can be
conducted every 6 months.

Important aspect ‘Awareness’:
Monitoring indicator: ‘Feeling of encouragement to use existing explicit and tacit

knowledge within the community’

Specific This indicator is specific because it is
clearly described what is measured
under what conditions and between
who (the community).

Measurable The indicator can be measured using
the ‘Likert Scale’ method to indicate the
rate of encouragement from 1 (bad) to
5 (good)

Attainable Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be done in a survey and
combined with other indicators that can
be measured in a survey.



Relevant This indicator is relevant; the inputs for
this indicator are tacit and explicit
knowledge related; furthermore,
sources of information, transferring it to
knowledge and applying it is also
conftributing to this indicator. The
outputs the amount of members
reached, number of new users,
balanced soft and hard knowledge,
education for implicit and explicit
knowledge are mentioned. Not all of
these outputs are directly connected to
this indicator, there could be another
indicator developed that applies better
to some of these outputs. However, the
number of members or new users do say
something about using the knowledge
within the community and therefore
also could be measurable aspectsin a
survey to say something about this
indicator.

Time-bound This indicator can be measured as soon
as the community structure is
established; a survey can be
conducted in a year which includes this
(and other) indicators.

Important aspects ‘Guidance’ and ‘mentorship’: *
Monitoring indicator: The feeling of approachability of other community members

when in need of advice'’

Specific This indicator is specific because it is
clearly described what is measured
under what conditions and between
who (the community).

Measurable The indicator can be measured using
the ‘Likert Scale’ method to indicate the
rate of approachability from 1 (bad) to
5 (good)

Attainable Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be done in a survey and
combined with other indicators that can
be measured in a survey.

Relevant This indicator is relevant; as input,
‘helping each other’ , time and
commitment, having tools to transfer
knowledge and have contact moments
and put in effort are supporting to
achieve this indicator. The outputs are
described as the time it takes to provide
advice;, the accessibility of tools and
valuing those and the continuity of the



Time-bound

community so that every participant
works towards success. However, the
accessibility of tools does not confribute
to the main themes ‘guidance’ and
‘mentorship’ so this indicator might not
result in this output.

This indicator can be measured as soon
as the community structure is
established; a survey can be
conducted in a year which includes this
(and other) indicators.

Important aspects ‘Captured knowledge’ and ‘Completeness’ :
Evaluation indicator : ‘The amount of explicit captured knowledge that contributes

to the completeness of the existing knowledge base within the community’

Specific

Measurable

Attainable

Relevant

Time-bound

This indicator is specific because it is
clearly described what is measured and
what it should contribute fo within the
boundaries of the community.

The indicator can be hard to measure
because ‘the amount’ can be vague.
Therefore, it can be measured in
‘percentage’ and in this way it can be
evaluated.

Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be done in a survey and
combined with other indicators that can
be measured in a survey.

This indicator is relevant; desired
outcomes are a certain level of
communication to facilitate openness,
growth in the use of communication
means in a certain time slot, the user
function should be well shaped in
creating available knowledge and
accessibility and should contribute to
access to the community and publicity
of the community. The indicator does
clearly not result in all mentioned
outcomes, except for the last one. This
indicator is focused on the knowledge
management function of the
community and therefore there are no
direct social aspects as outcomes
expected. Therefore, this indicator
needs to be reviewed before usage.
This indicator can be measured in a
year after the establishment of the
knowledge base. It can be expressed in
a percentage or rated via a ‘Likert
Scale’ where completeness of the



knowledge base can be indicated with
1 (bad) to 5 (good).

Important aspect ‘Needed knowledge’:

Monitoring indicator: ‘Feeling of community members that the knowledge storage

method used supports the search process for needed knowledge

Specific This indicator is specific because it is
stated what is measured under what
conditions and to what it contributes.

Measurable The indicator can be hard to measure
because of the ‘feeling’ that needs to
be measured but this can be done by
using a ‘Likert Scale’ with 1 (bad) to 5
(good)

Aftainable Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be evaluated upon
when the ‘core’ group comes fogether.

Relevant This indicator is relevant; inputs named
are contributing to the subjective
experience; feeding the community
with recent information; brining
knowledge and experience in through
practical research. These inputs would
all contribute to the ‘community
connection/feeling’. Outputs are also
stated; community effort, continuous
improvement as a community, a
questionnaire/survey, feeding the
community with recent information, a
level that a method is applicable and
organizing the needed knowledge in a
process which develops knowledge
continuously. All these outputs are
connected to this indicator and can be
a result of a ‘good community feeling’
and good cooperation and
involvement.

Time-bound This indicator should be regularly
evaluated since the community
connection is can fall apart and
continuity needs o be ensured. It can
be evaluated upon during core-
member meetings and documented in
a logbook. A Likert-scale can be used
with 1 (bad) fo 5 (good) but
explanation needs also to be provided
in order to frack changes.

Important aspect ‘Activities supported by knowledge’:

Evaluation indicator: ‘Amount of times in which knowledge of the communities’
storage is used and resulted in new knowledge that is stored back into the system’




Specific

Measurable

Attainable

Relevant

Time-bound

This indicator is debatable because
‘amount of fimes’ might not be specific.
However, the rest of the indicator
describes a specific situation and resulft,
making the rest of the indicator specific.
The indicator can be hard to measure
because ‘amount of times’ might be
vague and hard to keep track of.
However, if it is measured as a process
instead of amount of times, it can be
judged by community members by
using the ‘Likert Scale’.

Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be rated in a survey
together with other indicators.

This indicator is relevant; outcomes are
described as a dynamic system, growth
in the amount of records per theme or
subject, the usage of new knowledge
with other new knowledge or insights
and finally the continuous process in
which knowledge is not only anchored,
but also used and developed. These
outcomes are in line with the content of
‘Specific’; these outcomes would be
established if this indicator was
measured as a process.

This indicator should be regularly
evaluated since this indicator is the
essence of the creation of this
community. Therefore, it should be
evaluated upon in a survey with a ‘Likert
Scale’ with 1 (bad) to 5 (good) every 6
months but also evaluated upon in
meetings with the core-members.



Important aspects ‘Knowledge storage purpose’ and ‘Integration of knowledge’:
Evaluation indicator: ‘Percentage of all knowledge derived from different sources

stored in a logical manner for the members of the community’

Specific

Measurable

Attainable

Relevant

Time-bound

This indicator is very specific since it can
be measured what stored knowledge is
added per year and what the
percentage is of the total amount of
knowledge in the data base. It
therefore also gives insight in
‘knowledge growth'.

This is already explained in 'Specific’; all
added knowledge from a certain date
can contribute to this percentage.
Measuring this indicator Is simple
because it can be evaluated on @
yearly basis during core-member
meetings and communicated towards
other levels of the community.

This indicator is relevant; as outcomes,
the percentage of knowledge that
origins from the system and the
continuous development of knowledge
as the consequence of the process of
knowledge gathering by the community
are mentioned. Both outcomes can
origin from this indicator a form a clear
connection.

This indicator can be measured on a
yearly basis since the start of the
community and this can be done by a
core-member or the facilitator of the
community. The result can be spread to
the rest of the community in the
preferred way of communication
(newsletters for example).



APPENDIX é: 6-STEP ANALYSIS

A6.1 STEP 1: KNOWLEDGE CAPTURING

According to Rijkswaterstaat, knowledge is
created internally but increasingly bought
from knowledge institutes to maintain
knowledge levels. However, It is also stated
that the need for internal expertise remains
high and this expertise is needed in order to
work and interact with partners
(Rijkswaterstaat, z.d.). Another influence on
knowledge capturing is the changing
landscape that influences the working field
dynamics of Rijkswaterstaat (Rijkswaterstaat,
2017). Rijkswaterstaat states in  recent
knowledge strategy, ‘Kenniskoers 2020', that
tasks become more complicated as the
environment changes. This means that the
need to share, develop and use knowledge
together  with other parties grows
(Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). Another source
mentions that complexity of civil structures has
changed, as well as the amount of civil
structures together with the growing need to
access and find information quick and easy
(Technisch Weekblad, 2015). Helpdesk Water
(z.d.) confirms difficulties to find the right
knowledge within Rijkswaterstaat. According to this source, it is needed that spatial
knowledge is mobilized quickly in order for Rijkswaterstaat to react fast and adequate.
This source therefore recommends a Community of Practice (CoP), which is defined
as a type of knowledge network. This statement is in line with a statement Paul Paulus
(employee at Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta) made in an interview: On the question
‘Can you describe the additional value of a knowledge community to your
organization?’ He answered: ‘A quicker and more adequate response on situations
that occur’ (appendix 4 for the rest of the interview). This confirms that both the
department of WVL and Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta see the additional value of a
knowledge community for Rijkswaterstaat and recognize a knowledge management
problem in knowledge capturing. Currently, the main tool used to structure captured
knowledge is with the ‘knowledge tree’ or ‘kennisboom’ (figure 6.1). According to
Rijkswaterstaat (2017), this ool is used to single out fields of knowledge that need more
or less strengthening, which is determined by various criteria. In the case of tacit
knowledge, the same source states that knowledge can be captured by partly
working in a different field, organization or contractor. The knowledge tree can be
found on corporate intfranet which is an online platform used by governmental
organizations. When putting the knowledge free into practice, it appears that the tool
only gives descriptive information about the field of knowledge without the
connection towards the actual knowledge such as projects, databases, information
sources and other results. Within water management, only water quality provides a

Kennisboom
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link towards for example the Natura2000 program while the description of the tool
indicates otherwise:

‘The knowledge tree includes all knowledge that is needed at Rijkswaterstaat for
carrying out the primary processes and additional national tasks. The tree does not
only include knowledge that we have or should have, it also shows which knowledge
is necessary and which we need to import.” (Bootsma-Duinmayer, 2018)

It therefore seems that the tool does not function in an optimal way or in logical order
for accessing captured knowledge or capturing knowledge itself. The ‘capturing’ itself
is better regulated. When looking at knowledge import (purchase) process, a strategy
including a list of organizations per knowledge field which can be approached can
be found on corporate infranet. Corporate intfranet provides also an overview of
projects with the accompanying documents which were not addressed by the
knowledge tree. However, according to Thijs Poortvliet who is an employee at
Rijkswaterstaat Zee and Delta since 2001, this overview is incomplete and outdated.
Furthermore, on knowledge capturing, he states that most of the employees of
Rijkswaterstaat are dependent on their informal and formal network to capture
knowledge. Additionally, Paul Paulus has stated in an interview that people collect
knowledge themselves throughout the organization and store it in their personal digital
space. These statements indicate that knowledge of lake Grevelingen therefore is
scattered in implicit and tacit form in the organization. Finally, corporate infranet also
provides ‘support points’. This is a list of specialists that can be approached for certain
expertise and it also contains information points and helpdesks. However, this list
represents a fraction of all employees that work at Rijkswaterstaat and it features non-
existing websites, suggesting that this list is also not up-to-date. According to Poortvliet
(2018), other databases where knowledge can be found are search engines based
on explicit information such as ‘Kennisbank’. Explicit knowledge on lake Grevelingen
can be found here. However, in practice it is very selective; even with correct search
terms such as the fitle of a report, the report might not show according to Poortvliet
(2018). It therefore can be stated about the current situation that capturing
knowledge is inefficient since there is no overview of the already captured knowledge
and this might form an obstacle for efficient knowledge purchasing. Furthermore,
captured knowledge of lake Grevelingen is scattered over the organization and there
is no insight in an organized knowledge capturing process other than knowledge
purchasing or who is responsible for this process.

A6.2 STEP 2: KNOWLEDGE TRANSITION AND 3: INTERNAL KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Step two and three are combined because knowledge sharing seems o be strongly
related to transitioning valid knowledge as will be explained in this paragraph. In
‘Kenniskoers 2020 it is stated that knowledge sharing is a difficult process
(Rijkswaterstaat 2017). Sharing knowledge that rises above departments and other
parts in the organization of Rijkswaterstaat is considered a challenge. However, it is
also stated that there is a strong orientation on cooperation because Rijkswaterstaat
cannot be an expert within every expertise in a changing working field. The most
important aspect of ‘sharing’ within Rijkswaterstaat is making the difference between
low risk knowledge and high-risk knowledge, of which the last should always be
available. It is argued that without internal cooperation, it is hard to gain value out of
external cooperation (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). According to Poortvliet (2018), valid
knowledge sharing in practice often happens in the form of explicit knowledge



sharing. An example is sharing through valid reports. However, to gain access to this
knowledge, there is still a dependency on the informal and formal network of an
employee. Valid implicit knowledge sharing is ensured through professional
experience, lessons learned out of previous experience and background of the
individual according to Poortvliet (2018). For example, sharing lessons learned with a
professor of a recognized university with several years of experience in a certain
working field ensures the validity of knowledge capturing towards knowledge sharing.
However, it is still dependent on the judgement of an employee. In the knowledge
strategy ‘kenniskoers 2020’ is also stated that anchoring knowledge starts with the
employees itself and therefore indicates that the employee itself is the initiator to
ensure sharing and anchoring of captured knowledge. This suggests that even though
it recognized that important knowledge is diminishing, the responsibility of knowledge
sharing and ensuring it to be anchored is not the responsibility of the organization.
Contrasting, the same source states that ‘high risk knowledge’ should always be
available (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). It therefore can be argued that despite ‘kenniskoers
2020 of Rijkswaterstaat describes the importance of high risk knowledge, sharing of
knowledge goes via implicit ways, stressing the reliance on a formal or informal
network. Also, from an organizational point of view, knowledge sharing is not
synergized between departments or organizational parts and it is not seen as a
responsibility of the organization but seen as the responsibility of employees
themselves. This suggests that there are no plans to organize this in a structured way in
the future. However, it is not described if and how the organization supports or
motivates employees in other ways.

A6.3 STEP 4: KNOWLEDGE CONTEXTUALIZATION AND 5: USE OF KNOWLEDGE

Step 4 and 5 are combined because knowledge is directly related to the tasks that
Rijkswaterstaat carries out and therefore to the needs of the organization. Kenniskoers
2020 implies that a primary question when looking at managing the current fields of
knowledge is: ‘Where are future knowledge needs?’ (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). Also, in
paragraph ‘A4.2.1" is emphasized that the internal and external working field
dynamics of Rijkswaterstaat is quickly changing and that the disappearance and
scafttering of knowledge is clearly recognized as a problem for future developments.
It is therefore recognized that knowledge is very valuable to carry out innovative tasks.
It is also stated that Rijkswaterstaat wants to be a learning organization that
implements new insights in processes and production (Rikswaterstaat, 2017). By having
a learning culture within the organization, knowledge levels are maintained and
Rijkswaterstaat can contribute in a flexible and professional way to societal changes.
Using knowledge for innovation is mainly visible within projects, for example in ‘Kennis-
en Innovatieprogramma Markermeer Wadden' where silt dredging is combined with
making islands and nature friendly shores. This resulted in financial and environmental
benefits (Rijkswaterstaat, z.d.). Another example is mentioned in the knowledge
agenda 2017: Living labs are speeding up innovation and design a learning working
method. According to the agenda, this resulted into 40 Rijkswaterstaat employees that
have followed courses in this field in 2017 (Rijkswaterstaat, 2017). According to
Poortvliet (2018), knowledge is indeed used for innovative tasks. However, innovation
is not carried out in an efficient way because the access to captured knowledge (as
is described in step 1) is difficult. He states that with a better accessibility, the
knowledge of what knowledge is available to carry out innovative tasks is improved.
He also mentions the short-term character of knowledge that contributes to



innovation: after combining internal and import knowledge and putting this info a
project, it is often unknown where this knowledge is and what lessons learned are after
finishing a project. Sharing and anchoring this and making it accessible depends
again on people within the project, according to Poortvliet (2018). Summarizing,
knowledge is very important for innovation related tasks as recent examples show.
However, the accessibility of the needed knowledge restrains the efficiency of
innovations. It seems to be a short-term process where knowledge is obtained from
external sources when there is identified what specific knowledge is needed, and
afterwards this is left in the hands of people involved in the innovation (project). This
poses the risk of making this information difficult to access or lost.

Aé.4 STEP 6: KNOWLEDGE UPDATE (USEFUL AND RELEVANT; BEST PRACTICES
AND LEARNED LESSONS)

Out of paragraph ‘step 1' already appeared that the knowledge offered at corporate
intfranet is not up-to-date nor complete. However, that employees access and anchor
knowledge to put it in their own digital systems suggests that that information is
applicable and specific for the tasks of the employee. According to Poortvliet (2018),
most of the knowledge the acquires via a formal or informal network is up-to-date but
that there is no overview on how different projects, programs and tasks are related.
Per knowledge field (for example water management), one person is responsible for
keeping this oversight in a knowledge field. For water management, an individual of
the department of WVL is responsible (Rijkswaterstaat WVL, z.d.). Poortvliet (2018)
states that in his experience, such individuals unfortunately also do not have the
overview of the relationships between projects and programs and how publications
and results out of these activities are related. This suggests that missing the overview
also makes knowledge less useful. Thijs Poortvliet also states that ‘lessons learned’ and
best practices are often only shared in large projects such as ‘Room for the River’. It
therefore can be said that it cannot be trusted that knowledge is up-to-date since it is
relying on the judgment of an employee it's network.

A6.5 ASSESSING KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AT RIJKSWATERSTAAT

According to the knowledge management cycle, knowledge management is
insufficient for most steps that are applied to Rijkswaterstaat. It is visible that
Rijkswaterstaat is aware of the knowledge management problem and also identified
the need for knowledge. However, existing tools such as the knowledge tree are not
working sufficiently. In practice, knowledge management is still very dependent on
the individual and informal or formal networks of employees. Therefore, a complete
knowledge base on lake Grevelingen was impossible to locate via the knowledge
management system and tools that Rijkswaterstaat has put in place. That there are
problems in knowledge management overall is recognized by Rijkswaterstaat. Via
‘Kenniskoers 2020', Rijkswaterstaat is establishing an agenda on which actions in
‘critical knowledge fields’ are described. It is a work in progress but practical
implementations such as a sourcing strategy, function profiles, CoP's (Communities of
Practice). However, it must be noted that there is no description of how this is going to
be implemented or if there are some kind of frameworks for this and how these new
implementations are going to improve the old knowledge management system.



APPENDIX 7: COMPARING KNOWLEDGE NETWORKS

A7.1 COMPARING KNOWLEDGE NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS

The first knowledge network to be assessed is the CoP ‘River Knowledge'. The
motivation for Rijkswaterstaat to initiate this CoP in 2017 origins from a new law, the
‘Omgevingswet’ in which existing environmental laws are restructured under one
integral law to form a connected and futureproof law system. (Ministerie van
Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2013) This law demands that knowledge is available for
(activity) initiators in the environment. In the field of river knowledge, this was not the
case. Comparable to knowledge of lake Grevelingen, It has been determined that
several organizations and institutes do contain a lot of knowledge but it is scattered
and hard to access. It is stated that this CoP is aiming for a system description and an
infegral decision-making framework to fulfill the need of (river)system knowledge
within the community. Explained is that this helps providing insight in system dynamics
and the position of the spatial manager. This helps governmental organizations to
make fitted decisions in spatial management interventions (projects) that contribute
to their societal tasks. Furthermore, the CoP uses (river)system knowledge to give
advice at system level and to identify bottlenecks. Since this CoP is relatively young, it
has produced one conceptual report that contains guiding principles within the CoP
which are instated by experts of Deltares and Rijkswaterstaat during a workshop. It is
described that the earlier mentioned integral decision-making framework should
assess initfiatives of third parties The guiding principles that were formulated are
centered around multiple uses of space, soft measures, respecting characteristic
spatial differences, creating space to avoid interventions and finally including the
functioning of the system (morphology, hydrology, timescales and spatial scales) and
minimal regret measures in decision-making. These guidelines and the conceptual
report are clearly structured on knowledge of experts to facilitate an integrated
understanding of the river system before intervening. Furthermore, the conceptual
report shows that examples are taken into account and that ‘bottlenecks’ are shared,
which indicates that ‘lessons learned’ are shared and used in developing this CoP.
Both implicit (workshops) and explicit (accompanying literature) knowledge is used to
come to this first result, including the ‘system description’ on which the decision-
making framework is based. However, the framework is sfill conceptual, and results
cannot be analyzed yet. As is visible, this CoP shows many similarities with the aim of
the knowledge community for lake Grevelingen but applied a different approach;
where the layer model is applied in this research, the CoP River knowledge identified
systemic boundaries in a workshop with several experts. Out of this example, it is clear
that atleast point 1, 3, 4, 5, 6,8, and 11 of the 11 characteristics are taken into account,
(Deltares, 2017)

Another community which approaches knowledge management in another way is
the TED-community. Compared to the CoP Rivermanagement, the scope, size, and
field of expertise is entirely different. The mission description of this community is stated:

‘TED is a global community, welcoming people from every discipline and culture who
seek a deeper understanding of the world. We believe passionately in the power of
ideas fo change atftitudes, lives and ultimately, the world. On TED.com, we are building
a clearinghouse of free knowledge from the world’s most inspired thinkers and a



community of curious souls to engage with ideas and each other, both online at TED
and TEDx events around the world.’ (TED, z.d.)

Rules are set up for the online community to manage the interaction between
community members and there are guidelines for community members on how to act
such as how to review and support what a community member says. According to
TED (z.d.), these guidelines are set up in order to manage community participation
and creating a culture that encourages robust, thoughtful observations, feelings and
insights. The approach of TED also includes posting TED-talks (videos of live events) with
inspiring speakers that share ideas. The TED-talk by Ken Robinson with the fitle ‘Do
schools kill creativitye’ has at least been viewed 51 million times, showing that sharing
ideas in a graphic way is a success to reach the online community and support them
to engage in a conversation. At one hand, this community is big, relying on an online
platform, very broad in addressing subjects and is top-down controlled by TED
managers who can intervene in community content. At the other hand, there is
actively thought about engaging and intrinsically motivating community members
with a subject but also with each other's ideas and creating a ‘community culture’.
The fransition of organizing live event, creating video content and involving the online
community proves to be a successful method when looking at the amount of TED-talks
published and the amount of people that have been reached. When linking this to
the 11 characteristics listed at the beginning of this chapter, it is clear that knowledge
management (point 1) is used as a base to facilitate a social structure (point 2).
Furthermore, it is an innovative from of a community (point 3). Other recognizable
points are at least points 5, 6,7.8, 9.

The final described knowledge network is the Waddenacedemie. The
Waddenacedemie describes itself as an independent network organization. It is
stated that the Waddenacedemie connects knowledge about the Wadden area in
the fields of geoscience, ecology, cultural history, economy, climate and water and
makes this accessible and applicable. The motive for creating this organization
originates from the realization that much knowledge about the Wadden area is
scattered or difficult to access, which is similar to the CoP River Knowledge and the
knowledge community for lake Grevelingen. Furthermore, it is stated that knowledge
is not available or applicable for policies and management (Waddenacedemie,
2016). It appeared that there is littfle coordination and integration of knowledge and
research and that there is little synergy between the demand for knowledge, the
supply of knowledge and programming of knowledge development. Finally, itis stated
that there were gaps in the area of ecology monitoring and that there was little
cohesion between the Wadden Sea as a natural area, the social-economic position
of inhabitants and the value of experiencing the Wadden Sea. Out of Commission
Meijer, the independent Waddenacademie was instated in 2005 (Waddenacedemie,
2016). Since 2014, the Waddenacademie is a foundation. When looking at concrete
activities, the Waddenacademie has been creating a knowledge agenda in 2008 in
order to identify knowledge gaps and research questions. This has been created in
cooperation with policymakers, managers and scientists (Waddenacedemie, 2009).
These stakeholders form a sustainable network where question determination and
sharing of knowledge between science, governance, private parties and societal
organizations happens. The integral agenda has addressed several knowledge gaps
and proposes research in different fields of expertise. It is also stated that the agenda
should be integral and research results should therefore contain feedbacks between
subsystems, be consistent in description, be coherent in time and space, be complete
and be testable (Waddenacedemie, 2009). The execution of this intfegral vision and



translated intfo projects is also described. However, it should be noted that the
Waddenacademie does recieve financial means to sustain basic activities and has
formed working groups around the research programmes to carry them out. This might
fall beyond the scope of organizing the knowledge community for lake Grevelingen
in terms of scale and fincancial resources. However, this example does show how an
integral knowledge agenda can be developed together with various parties. For the
year 2018, the Waddenacademie recognizes various core tasks which are connected
to collecting questions and putting them on an agenda; Answering questions and
stimulate connections between governmental levels; Making results accessible in a
responsible way and finally monitoring knowledge needs and indicating ecological,
economic and social-cultural developments (Waddenacedemie, 2013). Per task is
described what specific activities (such as organizing workshops and symposia) are
included within a task. Compared to the TED community, this way of organizing
knowledge of an area is relying more on knowledge management than on the social
learning theory. Also, the tasks and guidelines about the intfegral agenda are
applicable as a working method and are not bound to a subject as is done by the
CoP Rivermanagement. As is noticeable, the approach taken seems to be scientific.
With help of knowledge management tools, such as agendas, the step is taken from
academic knowledge towards carrying out a research in a certain scope in order to
answer a question. However, contradicting with CoP River knowledge, it is not
mentioned how the process towards decision making is guided. Although the
approach taken towards research is clear and well-formulated boundaries are given,
the Waddenacedemie differs from a community since it's ‘core’ is limited to an
academic atmosphere. For example, the management of the Waddenacademie
exists only of specidalists in various disciplines. However, a published self-evaluation and
external evaluation have proven that the Waddenacademie is very effective in its
knowledge management approach (Waddenacedemie, 2013). Therefore, lessons
learned from the tools used might be valuable in a knowledge management context.
Little information is given on the social process between stakeholders in this
community. Of the 11 characteristics listed, at least points 1, 3, 4, 5, 7 are recognizable.
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