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Flood risk governance in Europe:
how six key issues are being
dealt with in six European
countries
Adaptation futures conference, session
SC9.1. Rotterdam Hall.
Thursday 12 May 2016, 11:00-12:45

STAR-FLOOD: combined social
science and legal research
•
•
•

STrengthening And Redesigning European FLOOD risk practices:
towards appropriate and resilient flood risk governance arrangements;
Researched diversification of Flood Risk Management Strategies in 6
European countries and 18 case studies;
1 October 2012 – 31 March 2016
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EU Floods Directive and
EU Research Projects (source:
Philippe Quevauviller)
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Countries and cases
NL:

E:

B:

S:

P:

F:

Dordrecht
Nijmegen
Zuidplaspolder
River Thames, London
Hull
Leeds
Antwerp
Geraadsbergen
Lessines
Gotheburg
Kristianstad
Karlstad
Slubice
Poznan
Wroclaw
Nice
Nevers
Le Havre

Key conclusions pertain to:
1. Necessity and importance of a diversification of FRM
strategies
2. Establishing connectivity between actors, levels and sectors
3. The involvement of private parties, including businesses,
citizens and NGOs in flood risk governance
4. Diversification in rules and regulations
5. Availability of resources
6. Evaluations of flood risk
governance in terms of resilience,
efficiency and legitimacy
 All with implications for the
(implementation of) local, regional,
national and international policies
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1. Diversification means
different things in different
countries

• All STAR-FLOOD countries aim to diversify FRM
strategies
•

In NL, PL, FR, BE: creating backup layers of contingency; in
EN and SV all strategies are seen as equally important.
• Diversification: faster on paper than in practice.

• What actors could do:
•

Evaluate the internal consistency of flood risk management
plans (link between FRM portfolios and objectives)
• Prevent that strategies (e.g. prevention and recovery)
undermine each other.
• Ensure that each strategy is tailored to local circumstances
and goes with the necessay resources.

2. Establishing connectivity between
actors, levels and sectors is needed

Water Test
Formal consultation
water managers

Transfer mechanisms

Water Test
River Contracts

Formal role water
management in
Emergency regions
boards
Crisis Management
Teams
Compulsory
cooperation with water
boards
‘Safety cells’

Coordination mechanisms

Cooperation mechanisms
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3. The involvement of private
parties, including businesses,
citizens and NGOs in flood risk
governance
•

•

•

Sometimes unclarity amongst societal actors (including
private parties and citizens) about divisions of responsibilities,
actual flood risks – societal expectations need to be managed
Public authorities are struggling with risk communication; it is
tempting for politicians to undertake a defence-orientated
approach.
Private actors, including businesses, community groups and
NGOs should adopt partial responsibility for their own risk.
•

• Involvement needed for substantive and normative reasons.
Think in terms of “multi-actor co-production” rather than “delegating
responsibilities to private parties”
-

efence paradigm.

4. Diversification of rules and
regulations
•
•

•

Diversification, but also lack of rules or
lack of enforcement.
Floods Directive was found to stimulate
risk-based approach. Focus on nonsubstantive requirements generally
seems to work well, but some
substantive requirements (divisions of
responsibilities) could be added.
No “blind decentralisation” responsibilities should be met with
formal powers and resources. Different
roles at different levels: e.g.
approving/facilitating at national/EU
level; initiating at local/regional level.

Grunwaldzki bridge from Cathedral tower,
Wroclaw
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5. Availability of resources
-

-

Consideration of societal costs
vis-a-vis societal benefits
needs due concern (e.g.
through well-developed CBA
practices).
Think in terms of multifunctionality – FRM measures
can serve multiple societal
goals (e.g. Delta Dikes); or
measures not intended for to be
FRM measures can serve FRM
goals (e.g. hydropower dams).

6. Evaluations of flood risk
governance in terms of resilience,
efficiency and legitimacy
•

•

•
•

Three capacities: to resist, to
absorb/recover, to adapt. There may be
a tradeoff between them.
Diversification of FRM strategies:
necessary precondition for resilience,
but no panacea => bridging is crucial.
Resource efficiency: aided by
implementing CBAs.
Legitimacy: positive for access to
information and transparency;
procedural justice and accountability.
Potential for improvement lies with the
criteria of social equity; public
participation and acceptability by all
actors involved.
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So: appropriate and resilient flood
risk governance arrangements …
…fit within the existing national and local context
…involve public authorities, companies, community groups and citizens
and have a clear division of responsibilities
…manage to align different Flood Risk Management Strategies
…ensure that choices made are accompanied with sufficient investments
and other resources
…establish flood awareness of all societal actors
…have a built-in long-term perspective and use/develop future
visions/scenarios
…all this stimulated and facilitated by appropriate rules and regulations at
the local/regional, national and international level.

Thanks for your attention
d.l.t.hegger@uu.nl
See www.star-flood.eu for:
- Final report
- Practitioner’s guide
- Policy briefs
- Country-specific reports
- In progress: special feature in Ecology and Society
(open access)
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