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Summary
Over the years a new approach for developing water-related infrastructure projects emerged in the
Netherland called the Building with Nature (BwN) programme. Both economic factors as well as
ecological and societal factors are stressed within this approach through the adoption and integration
of insights from civil engineering, natural and social sciences. However, this new and innovative
approach is associated with several uncertainties, one of which is the governance context. Although
the concept of governance is often promoted as deliberative tool, due to its ambiguous character can
also be referred to as an hierarchical and technocratic approach. A project in which this governance
context is important to consider is the Marker Wadden. Here, a plurality of public and private actors
engaged in the development of an archipelago of islands in the Dutch lake the Markermeer. By
adopting a theoretical framework based on a MIPA approach and governance theory, this thesis set
out to investigate how the governance perspective of the BwN approach enabled or constrained
deliberative project development in the Marker Wadden. The thesis adopted a single case study design
in which data was collected and analysed through document analysis, semi-structured expert based
interviews and a visit to the project site. The findings of the case study not only show a variety of
BwNfeatures (e.g. including ecosystem dynamics in designs, innovative contracting, etc.) which
underline the BwN philosophy, but most importantly it shows how these features empowered a wide
variety of actors to engage decision-making through a transparent and flexible approach in which
governance emerged as deliberative and inclusive concept.
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1. Introduction
Over the years a new approach for developing water-related infrastructure projects emerged in the
Netherlands called the Building with Nature (BwN) programme. Both economic factors as well as
ecological and societal factors are stressed by adopting and integrating insights from civil engineering,
natural and social sciences. However, this new and innovative approach is associated with several
uncertainties, one of which is the governance context and its effects on the empowerment of actors.
This chapter starts by briefly introducing the historical context and background of the BwN approach
(section 1.1-1.2). Stated to be an approach which seeks to integrate perspectives from multiple
disciplines and stakeholders, the BwN approach is strongly linked to theory of governance, which is
even mentioned as one of its guiding perspectives. However, the concept of governance is notorious
for its ambiguity and can be interpreted in a wide variety of ways. Although often related to a
deliberative practice (i.e. through consultation with a wide variety of actors) with participative
elements, ambiguity and vagueness around the meaning and understanding governance can lead to
antagonistic practices of decision making in which deliberative and inclusive decision-making or
hierarchical and technocratic decision-making could emerge (section 1.3). The chapter continues by
introducing the Marker Wadden project. Portraying a case in which a plurality of actors is involved in
a BwN project, the Marker Wadden project represent a suitable case to analyse the governance
context of the new and innovative BwN approach (section 1.4). Following this line of thought, the thesis
continues by problematizing the current related uncertainty of the governance context of the BwN
approach, and what it entails for the empowerment of different actors and stakeholders. To this
purpose, the chapter introduces the main research objective and its research questions (section 1.5).
The chapter wraps up by presenting the outline of the further thesis (section 1.6).
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1.1.

A shift from building in to building with nature

Increasing urbanisation and economic development have led to large interventions in natural
environments in the past in the Netherlands (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012; Waterman, 2010).
Water-related engineering projects like dikes, locks, and weirs were constructed not only to protect
people from water, but also to make land suitable for human use by means of land reclamation.
‘Building in nature’ was the prime focus in which the environment was adapted for human safety and
utilisation (Korbee, 2015; Van Slobbe, 2010). Dutch water management adopted an ‘infrastructureintensive engineering perspective’, developing single-purposed designs with a small team of experts
in which ecological consequences were often neglected within project development (Borsje et al.,
2011; de Vriend et al., 2015; Korbee, 2015; Lach et al., 2005; van Slobbe & Lulofs, 2011). Due to these
anthropocentric developments, ecosystems were disturbed in their state at that time, leading to
substantial shifts in ecosystem dynamics and environmental adverse impacts (Borsje et al., 2011).
In the past, approaches focussed on avoiding, mitigating or compensating these environmental
impacts (Cuperus, 2005; Cuperus et al., 1999; De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012; Korbee, 2015).
However, to manage the implications and due to the increased public attention in the Netherlands on
anthropocentric development, a variety of different innovative approaches are developed that seek to
go beyond the former ‘reactive’ approaches and end-of-pipe solutions. Within this line of reasoning,
so-called ‘ecosystem based design approaches’ emerged (Korbee & Van Tatenhove, 2013). These
approaches challenge the traditional ‘infrastructure-intensive engineering perspective’ for being
unsustainable, mono-functional, technocratic and lacking of environmental concern (de Vriend et al.,
2015; Lach et al., 2005; Van Slobbe et al., 2013; Wolsink, 2006). In light of these innovative approaches,
nature is no longer believed to be an enemy which needs to be fought to protect men. Instead, water
management and nature are believed to be able to reinforce one another by adopting new
technologies and designs while using ecosystem dynamics and materials to go beyond the traditional
‘infrastructure-intensive engineering perspective’ (Korbee, 2015, p. 5; Lach et al., 2005; Van Slobbe et
al., 2013; Wiering & Arts, 2006). As De Vriend and Van Koningsveld (2012, p. 8) state: ‘’in their search
for sustainable hydraulic engineering solutions, the Dutch engineers, ecologists and social scientists […]
are moving away from building in nature towards building with nature’’.
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1.2.

The BwN approach

The Dutch innovation programme ‘Building with Nature’ (BwN from here on) is one of these new
ecosystem based design approaches. It integrates and deploys natural processes and materials as
building blocks for water infrastructure projects using ecosystem based dynamics (Ecoshape, 2014;
Waterman, 2010). Instead of unsustainable, single-purposed and technocratic designs, projects that
follow a BwN approach are expected to combine hydraulic engineering and ecology in which
opportunities for the integration of nature, engineering and society are explored (Ecoshape, 2014;
EDX, 2015). Instead of perceiving a dichotomizing chasm between anthropocentric development and
environmental care, the BwN approach thus seeks to develop multi-purposed designs that align
engineering solutions with natural processes (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012; Ecoshape, 2014).
The BwN approach is thereby believed to lead to more resilient and sustainable designs which
‘’responds to the need of aligning the interests of economic development and care for the environment:
working with the natural system in such a way that society’s infrastructural needs and the interests of
stakeholders are met, while new opportunities are created for nature’’ (Ecoshape, 2014). Furthermore,
the BwN approach opens up the design process with regard to stakeholder engagement (Korbee, 2015;
van Slobbe & Lulofs, 2011).
Whereas the traditional approach regularly adhered to a more technocratic approach in which only a
small team of experts were engaged in project development, the BwN approach underlines the
importance of paying notion to societal factors and their integration in project development. As water
related infrastructure projects are likely to affect a diverse group of stakeholders with diverse interests,
engagement of a wide array of stakeholders in the design process is believed to be necessary to achieve
local better fitting, accepted and supported policies and a subsequent smooth implementation of
projects (Bakker et al., 2007; De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012; Didde et al., 2013; Fung & Wright,
2003; Gooch & Stålnacke, 2010). Where water-related infrastructure projects were traditionally the
domain of hydrologist and engineers, the BwN approach thus aims to align not only economic
development and environmental care, but also the diverse interest of authorities, stakeholders and
the public. As De Vriend state: ‘’projects work a lot better if they take into account the interests of
stakeholders rather than ignore them’’ (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012, p. 10).

1.3.

Governance

As the call for more stakeholder involvement proliferates, new actors bringing new resources emerge
and participate in project development. With the adoption of new elements like ecosystem dynamics
and deliberative principles in water-related infrastructure projects, knowledge from ‘new’ experts like
ecologists, social scientists but also lay knowledge from local actors is being integrated. Furthermore,
with the increasing complexity and expenses of projects, governments are outsourcing risks and costs
leading to newly formed coalitions between public and private actors (Deltares, n.d.-b; Korbee, 2015,
p. 8). In addition, all BwN projects have to comply with different levels of legislation, regulations and
procedures, ranging from local land use plans to global level nature protection laws (De Vriend & Van
Koningsveld, 2012; Korbee, 2015).
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The governance of BwN projects is thus embedded in a complex societal and regulatory context in
which a variety of actors, coalitions, resources, rules, and discourses emerge. Although high
expectations about its export capabilities exist (Gijsberts, 2013), the BwN approach is still an innovative
and new concept (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012; Ecoshape, 2014). Subsequently, there are still
a lot of unknowns about what governance entails in this approach. As is stated on WageningenUR
(n.d.): ‘’currently there is a lack of knowledge about what the approach of BwN means for decisionmaking and collaboration between public and private actors in hydraulic engineering projects’’. This is
especially important when one considers the ambiguous character of governance into regard.
Presently, governance is increasingly promoted as a deliberative tool through which decision-making
is practiced in a collective manner by including a wide variety of stakeholders (Dryzek, 2005; Elster,
1998). By arguing that actors outside the traditional technocratic perspective should be involved one
upholds a view on governance which entails a strong ideal of participation (Vitale, 2006, p. 739).
However this view of governance merely portrays one end of the spectrum. Due to the ambiguity that
surrounds the concept of governance one should be critical with respect to the actual applicability and
implementation of the concept of governance in project development (Colebatch, 2014; Lautze, 2014;
Pahl-Wostl et al., 2008). Different definition of governance (which are explained in section 2.4.2) here
denote different accounts which can on the one hand underline dynamic processes in decision-making,
inclusion of multiple actors, and equal power relations or on the other hand emphasize a more
hierarchical and technocratic manner that focusses on the existing structure of institutions, rules and
regulation. Taking these antagonistic definitions and related practices into regard, it is vital to better
understand what governance entails in the BwN programme and approach.

1.4.

Building new land

A case in which the philosophy of the BwN approach emerges is the Marker Wadden project located
in the Markermeer in the central Netherlands. By means of a public private partnership, in which a
variety of governments, private organisations and market parties collaborate, finance and develop this
plan, an archipelago of wetland islands is currently being developed. Using innovative techniques like
using silt as building material and by developing geographic relief in a former turbid and ecological
deteriorating lake. Furthermore, the restoration and improvement of the environmental conditions of
the area not only will bring the area ‘up to date’ with environmental legislation (e.g. Natura-2000) but
it would also give room for the surrounding area to further develop (e.g. housing and infrastructure).
However, the complexity, uncertainties and costs of the project required intensive and innovative
agreements and collaboration between actors which traditionally not often collaborated (e.g.
Natuurmonumenten and Rijkswaterstaat). The Marker Wadden project thus entails a unique and
interesting case in which a wide array of different actors collaborate following a BwN approach to
develop large scale wetland.
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1.5.

Research objective and research questions

The BwN approach constitutes a new and innovative way of developing water-related infrastructure
projects. By integrating a technical engineering perspective with insights in ecosystem dynamics, the
approach implies to form a synthesis between spatial development and environmental care (Didde et
al., 2013; Korbee, 2015; Waterman, 2010). To deal with the increasing costs and complexity, e.g.
multiple levels of legislation, diverse stakeholders and wide array of interests, the concept of
governance is mentioned as one of perspectives of the BwN approach. Allowing actors and
stakeholders outside the traditional water sector to participate is in this sense believed to lead to
better results. As is stated on Deltares (2016b), a ‘BwN developer’ is expected to ‘’focus on
opportunities and win-win solutions and thus at scoping beyond limited problem perceptions and sector
interests. This requires integrating alternatives across scales and sectors and time horizons, which
raises complexity’’.
However, there is still a gap of knowledge about what governance precisely entails in the BwN
programme and approach. Although governance is mentioned as one of the three perspectives in the
BwN programme and approach due to the ambiguity and multi-interpretability surrounding
governance, project development could be prone to contrasting ways of decision-making in project
development (Volbeda, 2016). Whereas deliberative decision-making with a participatory and inclusive
ideal might be aimed, a structure-related understanding of governance could lead to hierarchical and
technocratic decision-making. This issue becomes even more pressing in cases like the Marker
Wadden. Partnerships between public and private parties emerge in which funding and
implementation of different project phases is no longer the sole responsibility of national government,
leading to questions about what it could mean for responsibilities, competencies and decision-making
power. As Arts et al. (2006, pp. 103-104) describe, due to the diffusion of political power, i.e. changing
role of the classical nation state in which we can observe an increasing interwovenness of state, market
and civil society, some enterprising private parties have taken the initiative to fill up the subsequent
opening up of political space thereby strengthening their positions. The Marker Wadden here offers
an insightful case to investigate the changing governance setting between state and private parties
and to see how governance is interpreted in the project and analyse whether this enables or constrains
deliberative decision-making.
Therefore this thesis proposes to ‘’investigate how the governance perspective of the BwN approach
enables or constrains deliberative project development in the Marker Wadden’’. Doing so is expected
to answer the question ‘’how governance can emerge in the BwN approach and how do specific
characteristics influence decision-making in the Marker Wadden’’. Insight in this is especially important
considering the aim of the BwN programme, namely gaining acceptance and support and developing
local fitting designs, in retrospect to findings about the ambiguous character of governance.
To this purpose, the following research questions have been formulated:
1. What are the characteristics of BwN in the Marker Wadden?
2. How does governance emerge in the BwN project the Marker Wadden?
a. What kinds of actors participate in project development?
b. What different coalitions emerge in project development?
c. How are actors empowered or marginalised in the BwN approach?
d. How are resources used in project development?
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3. How does the governance perspective in the BwN enable or constrain deliberative project
development in the Marker Wadden?

1.6. Outline of the thesis
The preceding sections of this proposal have discussed the introduction of this thesis in which the
subject of the BwN approach and Marker Wadden case was introduced and the problem outline,
research objective and research questions were presented and discussed (chapter 1).
Chapter 2 continues by discussing the theoretical background and framework which is used in this
thesis. The chapter starts by discussing the PAA from which the MIPA approach is derived (section 2.1).
In the subsequent sections, the MIPA approach itself is described following the four project phases
(section 2.2) and the four dimensions (section 2.3) that are identified in this approach. The chapter
continues by discussing the governance setting of the BwN approach, elaborating existing governance
theory after which it will conclude by discussing the derived typology of structure-related governance
and process-related governance (section 2.4).
Chapter 3 subsequently presents the methodology that is adopted in this thesis. It discusses the
qualitative and interpretative character of the thesis (section 3.1), and elaborates on the case study
design that is adopted (section 3.2). The chapter ends by elucidating the data collection and analysis
(section 3.3).
Chapter 4 describes the performed case study of the Marker Wadden project. The first section start by
giving insight and presenting the main features in the BwN guideline (section 4.1). The second section
continues by elaborating on the background of the Markermeer and how the idea of Marker Wadden
emerged (section 4.2). Subsequently, the chapter describes the MIPA analysis in which the Marker
Wadden is analysed by using the four dimensions of actors and coalitions; resources; rules of the game;
and discourses throughout the four project phases: initiation; decisions; design; and implementation
(section 4.3).
Chapter 5 concludes by giving a short restatement on the objective of the thesis and the research
questions (section 5.1). The chapter continues with answering each of the research questions
separately (section 5.2). Furthermore, the chapter reflects on the performed research by discussing
the methodology and theoretical framework and putting its findings into the wider scientific debate
(section 5.3). The chapter concludes by presenting some recommendations for practice and future
research (section 5.4).
Lastly, the annex chapters offer a list of the interviewees (Annex 1), the interview script (Annex 2), and
additional maps and figures (Annex 3).
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2. Theoretical framework
This chapter explains the theoretical framework that is adopted in this thesis. Section 2.1 introduces
the Marine Infrastructural Project Arrangement approach (MIPA) which draws upon accounts of the
Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA) (Korbee et al., 2014; Korbee & Van Tatenhove, 2013). Where the
PAA focusses on the abstract continuum in which a certain policy domain is shaped in terms of
organisation and substance (Arts et al., 2006; Tatenhove et al., 2000; Veenman et al., 2009; Wiering &
Arts, 2006), the MIPA approach focuses on marine infrastructure projects that have a more physical
visible and temporary character as projects will have a beginning and end (Korbee, 2015). To analyse
projects, the MIPA approach makes use of four different dimensions that shape a project arrangement:
actors and coalitions, resources, rules of the game, and discourses, which are discussed in section 2.2.
In addition to this, the MIPA approach identifies four subsequent phases that according to Korbee
(2015, p. 11) can clearly be distinguished in the development of projects: initiation, decision, design,
and construction, which are discussed in section 2.3. Furthermore, project development is embedded
in a broader governance setting. This does not only entail the institutional environment, e.g. RRAAM,
Nota Ruimte and Natura 2000 regulations, but also comprises a certain practice of project
development, e.g. deliberative or technocratic, bottom-up or top-down, inclusive or constraint, etc.
Section 2.4 therefore elaborates on the governance setting of the BwN programme and the theoretical
concept of governance. It here elucidates two different meanings of governance; process-related and
structure-related governance (as is also used in Volbeda, 2016). Shortly, process-related governance
here involves a more deliberative and participative way of project development whereas structurerelated governance entails a more hierarchical and technocratic approach. Especially a typology of
these two meanings arguably offers a proper starting point of analysis as both represent two dominant
poles in the scientific debate about governance and its meaning.
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2.1.

From PAA to MIPA

To study how the governance perspective of the BwN approach influences decision making in the
Marker Wadden project, this thesis conceptualises the project as a Marine Infrastructure Project
Arrangement (MIPA). This approach, developed by Korbee and Van Tatenhove (2013), is derived and
adapted from the Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA) as a way to study the more finite and physical
character of project design and development. This notion of temporality is important to consider in
this approach and a vital reason for adapting the original PAA. Although the PAA is well adapted for
studying temporary stabilisations of organisations and substance of a policy domain at a specific level
of policy making (Tatenhove et al., 2000, p. 54), it engages in analysing a continual flux of the
institutionalisation of policy arrangement (Arts et al., 2006, p. 96). Due to this focus on the continuum
of a policy domain, adapting it to a MIPA approach to study projects which are fixed in time and have
a finite and physical visible outcome is necessary (Korbee, 2015, p. 11). By doing so, the MIPA is, as in
research from Korbee (2015, p. 11), used as an analytical tool to ‘’conceptualise and assess the
development and design of marine infrastructural projects’’. This thesis chooses to follow the
definition of a MIPA as articulated by Korbee (2015, p. 11): ‘’the temporary stabilization of the
organization and the content of a marine infrastructural project’’.1 Although the approach refers to
projects as ‘marine infrastructure projects’, the approach is arguably well suited to study any waterrelated project and therefore also the Marker Wadden project. However, for the sake of consistency
in terminology the name MIPA will still be adopted in this thesis.
Like policy arrangements in the PAA, the MIPA describes and analyses projects in terms of its content
and organisation by means of four dimensions (Arts et al., 2006; Korbee, 2015). These are: actors and
their coalitions, resources, rules of the game, and discourses. These four dimensions can be
represented as a tetrahedron since all four constitute a project arrangement and all four have influence
on each other as they are intrinsically interconnected (see figure 4a) (Arts et al., 2006; Korbee, 2015).
This entails that both change in one dimensions could implicate change to other dimensions and that
change to the project arrangement could result from change from any of the four dimensions (Arts et
al., 2006; Tatenhove et al., 2000). In addition to this, and more specifically related to the MIPA
approach, is the change that exists throughout the time in which the project develops. This change is
captured in the MIPA approach by identifying four distinct project phases. These are: project initiation,
project decision, project design, and project construction (see figure 4b). Both the four dimensions as
well as the four phases are further discussed in the subsequent sections.
1a)

1b)

Figure 1a) The tetrahedron as symbol for the connections between the four dimensions of an arrangement (Arts et al.,
2006, p. 99). b) The four different project phases of a Marine Infrastructure Arrangement (Korbee, 2015, p. 11)

1

The aspect of ‘content’ is interchangeably also referred to as ‘substance’ in inter alia Tatenhove et al. (2000).
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2.2.

The four MIPA dimensions

Actors and their coalitions are considered in the MIPA approach as the first dimension of a project
arrangement. Following up on research from Flyvbjerg (2007) and Ivory (2005), Korbee (2015)
identifies five main actor roles in the planning, decision, design and construction of large infrastructural
projects. These are: initiator, project owner, financier, constructor and consultant. In the past these
roles were mainly carried out by small coalitions of state agents. Presently however, a broadening up
of actor coalitions in both horizontal and vertical directions can be observed (Tatenhove et al., 2000,
pp. 58-59). A more diversified set of actors from various sectors (private, voluntary, community) are
engaged at different levels of policy-making (Stewart, 2005). Although the broadening up of actor
coalitions is often mentioned, one should also be aware to the breaking up of existing coalitions, as
these too are occasional dynamic changes which can be observed (Arts et al., 2006). Therefore,
development of actor coalitions over time, which actors become involved in which phase, and what
role they take is central in this dimension (Korbee, 2015, p. 12).
The allocation, division and mobilisation of resources is the second dimension of a project arrangement
(Korbee, 2015; Tatenhove et al., 2000). As different resources, e.g. financial assets, knowledge and
skills, are most likely unequally distributed among actors, every actor has subsequently varying
potential to influence project development (Arts et al., 2006; Korbee, 2015; Tatenhove et al., 2000).
Influence on project development can here vary from actors being able to determine policy outcomes,
dominate public agendas, define policy issues, set agendas or even change the rules of the game (as is
elaborated below) (Tatenhove et al., 2000, p. 61). Since the allocation of certain resources can imply
power relations between actor coalitions, it is vital to critically analyse this dimension. A clarifying
quote from Willetts (1982), which is comparable to the characteristics of the Marker Wadden, is
mentioned in Tatenhove et al. (2000, pp. 60-61). ‘’The need for economic expertise and investment
capital makes state agencies dependent on companies, private consultants banks, etc., while in some
cases NGOs […] provide the necessary political legitimacy’’. This quote portrays the dependency that
can exist between actor coalitions in a project arrangement and the subsequent power dynamics
between those coalitions. Studying what resources are available, which actor or coalition is able to
mobilise these resources and subsequently is able to influence decision-making are therefore central
questions in this dimension.
The third dimension, rules of the game, entails the rules that delineate project design and
development, and subsequently ‘’define the possibilities and constraints for policy agents to act within
that domain’’ (Tatenhove et al., 2000, p. 61) . Although formal rules might first spring to mind when
considering this dimensions, it is important to note that this dimension also entails informal rules
(Korbee, 2015, p. 12; Tatenhove et al., 2000). Whereas the first is here formalised in legal texts or
documents, like Natura 2000 regulation, procurement law or covenants between governments and
market parties, the latter entails informal self-governed guidelines or informal rules of interaction
(Korbee, 2015). Furthermore, the part of informal rules engages in questions like: who decides on the
agenda; who participates in project development; who is excluded and; who takes the decisions?
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Project arrangements are not only affected and influenced by new governance models or emergence
of public private partnerships but also by the way environmental problems and marine infrastructure
are framed, understood and defined (Tatenhove et al., 2000). Where the previous dimensions capture
the organization of a project arrangement, the last dimension of ‘discourse’ constitutes the content of
a MIPA (Korbee, 2015). Although multiple interpretations of discourse exist, generally it can be
understood as ‘’a shared way of making sense of the world embedded in language’’ (Dryzek, 2005, p.
9). It refers to the views, concepts, ideas and narratives that the involved actors hold and which
subsequently structure and give meaning to the world around. Typical examples of different discourses
that could emerge in water-related infrastructure projects are ‘sustainable development’, ‘nature
compensation’ or ‘ecological modernisation’. Therefore, central to this dimension are questions like:
What different discourses emerge in the project arrangement and which discourse dominates project
development? What is the role of discourse(s) in project development and how does it affect
governance? This latter is important to consider as according to Arts et al. (2006, p. 104) discursive
strategies that are derived from discourses like the ones mentioned above, can serve to legitimise
power relationships, allocation and mobilisation of certain resources and rules of the game.
Furthermore, the question can be raised whether the BwN programme constitutes a newly emerged
discourse. Although discourse analysis in itself can be quite abstract and theoretical, the results of
present discourses are nonetheless very practical and real-life. Including discourse as dimension in
analysis of project arrangement is therefore critical for a complete picture.

2.3.

The four MIPA phases

The MIPA approach identifies four distinct phases that emerge in subsequent order throughout project
design and development: initiation; project decision; project design; and construction. All four phases
are adopted and used in the same way as done in Korbee (2015). As each phase constitute their own
internal logic, process goals and outcome goals, all four should regarded and analysed distinctly
(Korbee, 2015, p. 13). Not only is a project developed during these four phases, the four previously
mentioned dimensions emerge and occur in each phase. Actors become involved, coalitions are
formed, different resources are mobilised, rules of the game emerge, and discourses are adopted.
The first phase designates the initiation of projects in which the first outlook of the project is made by
one or more public or private actors. As Korbee (2015, p. 13) explains, this phase is often characterized
by discussions on both political as well as societal levels about whether or not to commence a project.
The actors that initiated the project naturally play a central role in these discussions and, together with
local circumstances, characteristics of the area and of the initiator itself, will influence issues that are
discussed. From these discussion conditions are articulated which are subsequently captured in the
terms of references which describe the purpose, structure and outline of the project.
In the subsequent decision phase a so-called ‘reference design’ is developed which originates from the
terms of reference from the previous phase. According to Korbee (2015) this phase typically contains
discussions about framing and construction of the project leading to design boundaries; thereby
developing the reference design. The development of this first design is often accompanied by
establishment of spatial planning procedures, artist impressions and involvement of consultants
(Korbee, 2015, p. 13).

10

Following the establishment of the reference design is the operationalization of a concrete and more
specific design. The reference design here serves as delineation to “offer ample room for specification
and optimization” (Korbee, 2015, p. 13). Project development is therefore mainly concerned with
establishing more detailed design parameters and construction conditions.
The last phase that is identified in the MIPA approach is the ‘project construction phase’. During this
phase the design that has been established in the previous phases is put into practice (Korbee, 2015).
As this phase is faced with unforeseen practical implications, e.g. unexpected local conditions, local
resistance, etc., tweaking the design is often necessary. In addition, it is regularly in this phase that
project delay and costs overrun emerge (Flyvbjerg, 2007; Korbee, 2015). Although this phase
constitutes the last phase in the MIPA approach, Korbee (2015) makes note of a subsequent
‘operational phase’ in which maintenance and management takes place. However, like in Korbee
(2015) this research focusses on the planning, design and construction of a project due to its nature.

2.4.

Governance setting

2.4.1 From government to governance
Although the MIPA approach focusses on single case projects, these projects are also embedded in a
broader governance setting (Korbee, 2015). This governance setting is understood in this thesis, not
only as the variety of policy reports and documents, e.g. RRAAM, Nota Ruimte and Natura 2000
regulations, but also as the relations that emerge between public and private actors and a certain
practice of project development. On the one hand public actors like governments can for instance
hierarchically and technocratically decide on projects or, on the other hand, public and private actors
can deliberately work together through a process of mutual decision-making. Considering this
governance setting is vital as a project arrangement is intrinsically connected to the broader rules,
legislation and practice of decision-making (see figure 2).

Figure 2) MIPA embedded in a governance setting (Korbee, 2015, p. 14).
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Furthermore, this broader governance setting becomes especially important considering the nature of
the BwN programme. The BwN programme is currently known as a new and innovative approach for
water-related infrastructure projects. Following its broad guideline containing the BwN philosophy,
three perspective have been articulated which capture BwN projects: the natural environment
perspective, the project perspective, and the governance perspective (Deltares, n.d.-b). The first two
perspectives relate to the notion that the natural environment and different project phases are critical
to consider. It is however especially the latter governance perspective that is important to consider in
this thesis. This perspective is presented as the ‘governance context’ from which so-called BwN
opportunities may be developed. As is stated on Deltares (n.d.-a), this governance context not only
entails the institutional environment of legislation and regulation but also decision-making processes.
Drawing from earlier project cases like the IJsselmeer sand engine projects, the BwN programme states
to have learned from the governance perspective that ‘’local stakeholders’ interests must be carefully
considered in the design as well as in the execution of Building with Nature interventions. Rather than
presenting predetermined technical designs, project developers need to work together with
stakeholders, in a process of co-creation’’ (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012, p. 31).2 From this
notion, one can recognize the well-known shift ‘from government to governance’ in which a more
inclusive and participative way of decision-making is promoted in policy planning. The scope of which
actors are included in project development is increased as not only experts from different disciplines,
but also actors from both public as well as private parties are included in the development of waterrelated infrastructure projects (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012). Including the local community is
in this regard often believed to be a way of achieving local acceptance, support for policies and
subsequent smooth implementation of projects (Bakker et al., 2007; Fung & Wright, 2003).

2

For a more detailed account of the sand engines in the Ijsselmeer area see inter alia van Slobbe and Lulofs
(2011).
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2.4.2 Process- versus structure-related governance
The concept of governance is often presented as a trendy concept through which a plurality of
stakeholders are in some sort of way involved in decision-making. The BwN programme is no exception
herein. However, as the call for governance in project development proliferates and more often than
not projects make note of ‘adoption of governance’, knowledge about what governance precisely
entails and how to use it remains absent (Colebatch, 2014). Although governance is promoted as
inclusive tool for participative practices (Colebatch, 2009), different meanings about the term show up
when critically looked into. For starters, when governance is traced back to its ancient Greek roots, the
verb κυβερνάω [kubernáo], constituted the idea of a steering government (Lautze, 2014; Volbeda,
2016). This ‘origin’ already implicitly shows the ambiguity that surrounds the concept of governance
as this particular meaning understand governance as the existing structures, i.e. government,
legislation and regulation, which engage in the practice of governing. Although one might think that
our current understanding of governance surpassed this hierarchical meaning, there are still
comparable definitions in existence. For example, a more current definition that draws upon a similar
account of governance and puts emphasis on structure and institutions, is the definition used by the
Global Water Partnership (GWP) and the Water Governance Facility (WGF).3,4 Governance is defined
by the GWP as ‘’the government's ability to make and enforce rules, and to deliver services. Water
governance refers to the range of political, social, economic and administrative systems that are in
place in a particular country to manage water and deliver services’’ (GWP, 2010; Rogers & Hall, 2003).
Also the WGF defines (water) governance in a similar way as ‘’the political, social, economic and
administrative systems in place that influence water’s use and management. Essentially, who gets what
water, when and how, and who has the right to water and related services, and their benefits’’ (WGF,
n.d.). Although social systems are mentioned in these definitions, Lautze (2014, p. 29) argues that they
fail to take any dynamic decision-making processes into account as they are mainly concerned with
the structures that are in place that allow a government to govern. These structure-related
understandings of governance are according to Lautze therefore possibly more prone to more
mechanistic and prescriptive project development in which existing structures of (governmental)
agencies and institutions articulate policy goals and make decisions. In contrast to this, a definition
that according to Lautze does take dynamic decision-making processes into account is from the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP).5 Water governance is here defined as ’’the political,
economic and social processes and institutions by which governments, civil society, and the private
sector make decision about how best to use, develop and manage water resources’’ (UNDP, 2004, p.
10). Compared with the earlier definitions of governance, this definition not only defines governance
as institutions or systems, but also makes note of the processes involved in developing and managing
water resources. This process-related understanding of governance therefore is arguably more likely
to lead to more deliberative project development as it makes notion of the dynamics that constitute
decision-making thereby allowing space for deliberative processes.

3

The GWP is an international network founded in 1996 by the World Bank, the United Nations Development
Programme, and the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency to foster integrated water
resource management (GWP, 2010).
4
The WGF was established in 2005 by the United Nations Development Programme and the Stockholm
International Water Institute to support UNDP’s policy making, give advice to countries, and build knowledge for
improved water governments (WGF, n.d.).
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The point of showing these different definitions is not so much to criticize one of them but instead to
reflect on the ambiguous character of governance, discuss the plurality of the different existing
definitions, and show their possible implication for decision-making in project development. As actors,
coalitions, resources, rules of the game and discourses can differ during the various phases in project
development, as portrayed in section 2.2 and 2.3, different types of governance can emerge. Since
different notions and applications of governance affect decision-making, as actors are empowered or
negated in decision-making throughout project development, different governance perspective could
enable or constrain deliberative project development. To make this differentiation in governance on
both an abstract and practical level tangible and analysable, this thesis argues that a typology as used
in Volbeda (2016) is useful to adopt (see table 1). 6

Table 1) Schematic presentation of governance from Volbeda (2016) about the features of process-related and structurerelated understandings of governance (based on: (Lautze, 2014; Pahl-Wostl et al., 2008; Valk, 1998).

As can be seen above in table 1, governance is in this typology understood in both a process-related
meaning as well as a structure-related meaning. The first process-related meaning can be associated
with the often encountered account of deliberative governance in which a wide array of both public
and private actors engage in project development through collaboration, discussion and negotiation.
The latter structure-related meaning relates to the more traditional account of government in which
only a few public actors, like governmental agencies, engage in decision making through a hierarchical
and mechanistic manner. In this sense this typology of governance follows a broad way of defining
governance as it implies that governance ‘’is every mode of political steering involving public and
private actors, including traditional modes of government and different types of steering from
hierarchical imposition to sheer information measures’’ (Héritier, 2001, p. 185; Treib et al., 2007, p. 4).
Additional to this encompassing account of governance, Héritier (2001, p. 185) also argues that there
is a more restricted definition which comprises ‘’political steering in which non-hierarchical modes of
guidance […] are employed, and/or public and private actors are engaged in policy formulation.’’ This
definition is again relatable to the process-related account of governance from table 1.

5

The UNDP is the United Nations' global development network which aims is to achieve the eradication of
poverty, and the reduction of inequalities and exclusion (UNDP, 2016).
6
A discussion on the existing academic debate about the meaning of governance and the practical implications
of its ambiguity and multi interpretability leading to the derived typology of structure-related and processrelated governance is also explained in the authors’ previous MSc thesis ‘Governors and governed’ (Volbeda,
2016).
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3. Methodology
This chapter discusses the general research approach that is proposed for this thesis. It starts by
explaining the qualitative character of this thesis and how it links to the theoretical framework of the
MIPA approach and governance theory (section 3.1). Although Stake (1995, p. 236) explains that case
studies are not so much a methodological choice but instead represent the choice to study a certain
object, this chapter continues by discussing the choice for an intrinsic single-case study design. In
addition the choice for the Marker Wadden project as a case is elucidated (section 3.2). To conclude,
the chapter discusses the methods that were used to collect and analyse the data (section 3.3).
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3.1.

A qualitative research approach

To be able to analyse complex social and political phenomena it is in the opinion of this thesis that
research ought to go beyond the numbers and parameters of a quantitative research approach. Real
world cases like the Marker Wadden project in which a plurality of actors, interests and meaning
emerge, can only to a certain extent be made quantifiable. To research these complex cases, it is
necessary to come to terms with the ambiguous social and political phenomena that surround them.
Especially research founded on a qualitative stance allow for exploring, analysing and explaining these
social and political phenomena thereby allowing the researcher to give ‘’compelling descriptions of the
qualitative human world’’ (Kvale, 2008, p. 47). This notion becomes especially important considering
the character of this research in which different interpretations of governance and decision-making
are discussed.
Engaging in research with this approach allows the researcher to perceive reality not as a given but
instead acknowledge that it is a social construct formed by human actors (Walsham, 2006). The
practice of research here entails interpreting and describing the social world that is constituted
through language, consciousness, and meanings that actors hold (Koch, 1999). Acknowledging that
there are no predefined variables allows for explanations and understandings of phenomena in a social
and political context and their relationships (Walsham, 1995).

3.2.

A intrinsic single-case study design

Case study designs are useful in the complex and ambiguous field of social science as it aims to provide
comprehensive descriptions and understanding of the researched phenomena (Kumar, 2011). Not
surprisingly, these kind of research designs are therefore widespread among studies in the political
sciences (Behagel, 2012; Kumar, 2011). Especially a single case-study design is suitable to reach the
research objective if a case represent a unique phenomenon; in the case of this thesis a unique project
following an innovative approach (Yin, 2013). According to Harling (2012) two types of single case
studies exist: the intrinsic and the instrumental case study in which the intrinsic case study is deemed
most suitable for this research. An intrinsic case study is performed to study and learn about a specific
unique phenomenon and gain better understanding about that particular case (Stake, 1995). An
instrumental case study on the other hand is best suited to gain insight into an issue or refinement of
theory and the case therefore plays merely a secondary supportive role (Stake, 1995, p. 237). As the
Marker Wadden represents a unique case in which a wide array of different actors work together on
the development of this project, an intrinsic case study is arguably best suited. Although the case
entails a unique project, thereby making generalizability harder, still some general rules could be found
with regard to the application of a BwN approach in water-related infrastructure projects. Therefore,
the choice is made in this thesis to adopt an intrinsic single case study design in which the Marker
Wadden project in the Markermeer represent the single case to be studied.
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The reason for picking the Marker Wadden case from the increasing list of BwN projects is that
especially the Marker Wadden case represents a unique and interesting project to study within the
array of different BwN projects. As is elaborated in section 1.4, the Marker Wadden project is faced
with diverse stakeholder, interests, substantial amount of resources, and different layers of legislation
and regulations. Although the Markermeer is property of national government, the Marker Wadden is
initiated and financed by a combination of public and private parties in which private parties took the
lead (e.g. the first seed money of €15 million came from the Nationale Postcode Loterij). In this sense,
the case offers potential new insight in collaborative practices between public and private parties and
complex stakeholder collaboration in project development.

3.3.

Data collection and analysis

For the data collection this study made use of both primary as well as secondary data. Secondary data
was collected through document search and consisted of written media, policy documents, webpages,
public reports, advisory reports, and scientific literature related to the Marker Wadden project. First,
to get familiar and be able to provide a comprehensive account of the BwN approach the ‘Building with
Nature guideline’ from Deltares (n.d.-a)’ was used. Second, to get a proper view about the project
development the different policy programmes over time were used. Prominent policy documents were
here for instance ‘the RAAM-letter’, the reports from the WMIJ task force and the final
‘Rijksstructuurvisie Amsterdam-Almere-Markermeer’ report. Furthermore, the different formal
agreements with regard to inter alia project team, responsibilities and resources were used to give the
reader a full account of the regulative context of the case. In addition to these documents, a number
of websites from for instance Natuurmonumenten, Boskalis and the local press were included to
further triangulate obtained data.
Primary data was firstly collected through a field visit This field visit comprised participation during an
excursion from Fogol to the formal opening ceremony of the first developed island. During the
excursion different presentation were given by for instance a local environmental group,
Rijkswaterstaat and the University of Amsterdam. Furthermore, during the excursion on the island
participants (including me) were given the opportunity to talk with employees from Boskalis and
Natuurmonumenten. In addition to this, interviews were conducted as they are best suited for the
qualitative research stance that this thesis takes. Kvale (2008, p. XVII) notes that not only does
conducting interviews allow for better understanding the world from the subjects’ point of view and
unfold the meaning around their experiences, it actually goes as far to produce knowledge through
the conversation between researcher and interviewee. Therefore five semi-structured interviews were
conducted with the available main actors of the Marker Wadden after the field visit (see Annex 1 and
2). The selection of interviewees was here based on both their prominence in the case, expertise,
availability and through so-called snowball sampling in which previous interviewees gave information
for possible subsequent interviewees. By doing so, information was gathered about the different
phases and aspects of the project. Although a general topic list was used, the choice was specifically
made for semi-structured interviews as it allowed for a flexible approach thereby making it possible to
make use of the expertise of the different interviewees. Where for instance interviews with Provincial
officials provided information about the project initiation and the variety of broad policy programmes,
interviews with Rijkswaterstaat officials provided information about technical aspects like contracting
during the decision phase.
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For the subsequent data processing and analysis categories were made which linked to the four
dimensions of the MIPA approach: Actors and coalitions, resources, rules of the game and discourses,
but also the governance typology: structure-related governance and process-related governance.
Furthermore, the interviews were accurately transcribed using the audio files. If requested the
transcript was sent to the interviewee both for evaluation but also for giving additional information
which was not captured in the interview. For the subsequent data analysis, all the data sources (i.e.
interview transcripts, policy documents, formal agreements and websites) were scanned for main
topics which could provide information for the case description. In addition, all the data sources were
scanned using a pre-defined list of categories which were linked to the four dimensions of the MIPA
approach: Actors and coalitions, resources, rules of the game and discourses, but also to the
governance typology of structure-related governance and process-related governance. The gathered
data was then on included in the case study thereby proving a narrative about the project
development.
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4. Casus hoofdstuk
This chapter elaborates the case study of this thesis: Building with Nature in the Marker Wadden. It
starts by elucidating the Building with Nature programme itself. Section 4.1 here covers the
characteristics of the BwN programme, and how the so-called BwN Design Guideline is structured.
Ranging from lessons learned about different aquatic environments to a toolbox comprising of
technical valuation models and methods for describing, analysing and understanding the different
(sub-)systems in which the project takes place this guideline offers a variety of tools, tricks and creative
input for BwN project developers. Section 4.2 continues by briefly providing some general background
information about the Markermeer and how the idea to develop the Marker Wadden emerged. By
adopting the four MIPA phases, section 4.3 subsequently narrates a chronological story of the Marker
Wadden from its initiation in 2004, with the cancellation of the spatial reservation of the Markerwaard,
to its implementation in 2016 when the first construction began.
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4.1.

Building with Nature

The concept of building with nature already made its first appearance in Svasek (1979), and currently
entails a full-fledged innovation programme, which on a global level endeavours to ‘’proactively utilize
and/or provide ecosystem services as part of the engineering solution’’ (Ecoshape, 2014). Ranging from
developing regrowth of mangrove forest for coastal protection in Java to restoring ecological qualities
in the Markermeer by means of man-made islands in the Netherlands, the BwN programme entails an
innovative approach to develop water infrastructural projects. Hard structures like concrete dams and
locks are deemed unsustainable in this approach as they more often than not neglect natural
processes. The traditional approach of developing these ‘hard’ water infrastructure projects, has led
in several cases to detrimental impact on environmental qualities. As stated on Ecoshape (2014),
ensuring a sustainable future in which both people as well as nature is well protected thus requires a
paradigm shift from Building in nature to Building with Nature:
‘’A paradigm shift from Building in Nature to Building with Nature is necessary to ensure a sustainable
future’’ (Ecoshape, 2014).

The BwN programme was initiated by two major Dutch dredging companies, Royal Boskalis
Westminster and Van Oord, between 2008 and 2012 and is currently ’’administered, represented and
carried out’’ by the Ecoshape foundation, a consortium of governmental agencies, private parties and
knowledge institutes (De Vriend & Van Koningsveld, 2012; Ecoshape, 2014). To support those engaged
in project development, Ecoshape developed a guideline which comprises the main principles,
perspectives and building blocks of the BwN programme and is represented as figure 3.

Figure 3) Schematic representation of the BwN design guideline (Deltares, n.d.-a).

The
elaborate
guideline,
which
can
be
accessed
online
through
https://publicwiki.deltares.nl/display/BWN1/Guideline, is hereby divided in three distinct parts:




an introductory BwN Guideline chapter which explains the BwN philosophy, its principles, the
five design steps and course material;
the three perspectives comprising an environments, project phases and governance
perspective;
and the BwN knowledge base containing building blocks, toolbox, pilot and cases and gathered
knowledge.
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4.1.1. An introduction to the BwN philosophy
The first chapter of the guideline introduces the reader to the BwN philosophy. As mentioned above,
this philosophy is related to the conception that to ensure a sustainable future in the face of increasing
anthropocentric impacts on the environment, a paradigm shift in water project development is
necessary. With increasing urbanisation and economic development in deltaic areas on the one hand
and environmental concerns like climate change and pollution on the other hand, it is stated that it is
necessary to meet the many demands and concerns with a new way of developing water
infrastructure. Strongly building on the idea of ‘ecosystem services’ and TEEB studies (The Economics
of Ecosystems and Biodiversity) the BwN approach argues that effective environmental protection
ought to be ‘’grounded in sound economic which includes explicit recognition, efficient allocation, and
fair distribution of the costs and benefits of conservation and the sustainable use of natural resources’’
(Ecoshape, 2014). In this sense, economic concepts and tools can help to include environmental values
into project development. Furthermore, whereas until recently project development mainly engaged
in compensating and/or mitigating (doing less bad), the BwN philosophy states that this is not enough.
Instead of minimizing negative environmental impacts from water infrastructure, project development
ought to engage in optimizing a positive balance (doing good) (Deltares, n.d.-a).
The paradigm shift mentioned in the BwN philosophy is grounded on three principles: think, act and
interact differently. The first principle (1) of thinking differently, states that:
‘’man-made projects are an inherent part of the environment. They provide a unique opportunity to
induce positive change.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a)

This quote implies that project development, rather than immediately focussing on the intervention,
should start by understanding ‘the system’. This system does not only comprise the physical abiotic
and biotic components but also includes socio-economic and governance subsystems which interact
with one another. Understanding this system, which can be conceptualised as physical, socio-economic
and governance subsystems, can be done by using tools like Ecomindmaps from the BwN toolbox
(explained later). This tool, developed by the BwN programme, helps getting an overview on the
natural system and how it links to the different components in each subsystem.
The second principle (2), acting differently, states that:
‘’natural processes can be used and stimulated to achieve an optimal and sustainable fit of a man-made
project in its environment.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a)

This principle implies that water infrastructure ought not to be regarded as a static and self-contained
element in its environment but instead should be considered as part of its environment by adopting
any physical processes and associated time scales.
The third principle (3) of interacting differently, states that:
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‘’realisation of Building with Nature projects cannot be achieved without interdisciplinary collaboration
and early and active stakeholder involvement.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a)

Due to the cross-sectoral nature of BwN designs which are grounded on engineering, ecology and
social sciences, project development has to engage in interdisciplinary collaboration. Whereas
traditionally hydrologists and engineers were the main experts in water infrastructure projects, BwN
designs require insights from multiple disciplines. Furthermore, it is clearly stated that early
stakeholder involvement is regarded as a pre for BwN designs. Early stakeholder collaboration is here
believed to help ‘’assign economical value to ecological opportunities’’, use ‘’their experience in the
local physical, ecological, social and/or administrative environment’’, and ‘’integrate their knowledge
and ideas in the program, thus making them co-owners of the problem as well as the solution’’
(Deltares, n.d.-a).
4.1.2. From sandy shores to governance aspects
To further support project developers adopting BwN, the guideline continues by elaborating its three
main perspectives: ‘the natural environment perspective’, ‘the project perspective’ and ‘the
governance perspective’. The first perspective (1) here provides project developers with an outline of
different environment in which BwN project might be developed containing information, experiences
and opportunities of specific environments. The programme here identifies five different
environments: Sandy Shores; Estuaries; Delta Lakes; Tropical Shelf Seas and Shores; and Coastal Seas.
With the Markermeer as location of the Marker Wadden in mind, the Delta Lake environment is most
applicable. The guideline here briefly elaborates the basic ecological processes (e.g. zonation in lakes,
food webs) physical drivers (e.g. stratification, wind, wave and currents) and governance aspects (e.g.
management and administration) of delta lakes in general. Although brief, the governance aspect of
Delta Lakes is interesting to highlight. The guideline here states that, as delta lake areas seldom fall
within the jurisdiction of one organisation or government authority, many delta lakes face
fragmentation of management and administration (Deltares, n.d.-a). Furthermore, a wide variety of
stakeholder, ranging from governmental agencies to conservation associations and local citizens, can
increase complexity. Not only does this lead to decision making of different levels, but it also might
increase the chance of different perspectives and competing claims which ought to be managed
Therefore, the guideline makes note of the necessity to adopt an integrated approach throughout
project development to deal with this fragmentised landscape of actors and organisations (Deltares,
n.d.-a).
The second perspective (2), project phases, much alike the MIPA approach comprises the notion that
a project moves through a variety of phases which can be characterized as: Initiation; Planning and
design; Construction and; Operation and maintenance.
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The final perspective (3) entails the account that feasibility of BwN depends on a variety of governance
aspects. Firstly, the perspective recognizes the importance of identifying and understanding apparent
actors, arena’s and processes. Doing so would make strategic utilization of these networks possible:
e.g. lobbying to crucial government members. Secondly, taking the regulatory context (i.e. legal
systems in place) into account is an indispensable aspect as BwN project ought to fit within existing
regulations. Understanding and learning how to deal with the regulatory context thus comprises a vital
element in a BwN project. For instance regulations that are perceived as barriers require a different
approach than regulations perceived as opportunities (i.e. opting for revision of a law versus utilization
of one) (Deltares, n.d.-a). Thirdly, the interdisciplinary approach of BwN requires the integration of
sectoral knowledge and practice: e.g. ecology, hydrology, and technical and social sciences. As each
discipline not only have their ‘own way of doing things’ but also deal with a variety of uncertainties, it
is vital to strive for mutual understanding through dialogue and negotiation (Deltares, n.d.-a).
4.1.3. Knowledge base
The so called ‘Knowledge base’ portrays the last part in the BwN guideline. Developed to allow
professionals to share their experiences, the knowledge base comprises tools and lessons learned from
BwN cases. At the moment of research the knowledge base contained: ‘Building Blocks’, a ‘Toolbox’,
‘Pilots and Cases’ and ‘BwN knowledge’.
Firstly, so-called building blocks have been developed derived from previous projects. Ranging from
technical blocks like ‘ecological seabed landscaping’ to managerial blocks like ‘innovative contracting’,
these building blocks offer a wide range of lessons learned and applicable information for rough BwN
reference designs. Related to this thesis, especially two governance building blocks (‘governance
assessment and scoping’ and ‘innovative contracting for BwN’) and one adaptive management building
block (‘adaptive monitoring and execution of dredging operations’) are interesting to highlight.
The first governance building block of ‘governance assessment and scoping’ (1) entails how to anchor
the BwN approach within society and decision makers by connecting to networks and looking at both
the regulatory as well as the knowledge context. Connecting to networks here does not only entail
mapping and connecting to actors and stakeholders but also by looking at political and societal
agenda’s, analysing apparent arenas and coalitions and developing a convincing argument for possible
opponents. Looking at the regulatory context implies getting an overview of the regulations and
formal requirements, discuss this with the concerned authority and, if necessary, adjust a BwN design
to this regulatory context. Lastly, the Knowledge context, much like the PAA approach, assumes that
knowledge can inherently be related to policy fields and should be integrated across various policy
fields by looking at ‘actors’, ‘discourse,’ ‘rules and regulations’, and ‘resources’. Furthermore, utilising
ecosystem dynamics undoubtedly brings in a certain degree of uncertainty in project development.
Accepting that not every aspect can be predicted and developers more likely than not have to work
with incomplete knowledge should therefore be stimulated early on by ‘’stimulating participation and
cooperation and offering perspectives on how to deal with them’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a). In addition, it is
here underlined that there can be multiple knowledge frames apparent. The building block here states
that knowledge is likely not the solution. Instead, project development should aim for creating mutual
understanding as a way to solve ambiguous issues (Deltares, n.d.-a).
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The second governance building block of ‘innovative contracting’ (2) elaborates on how to manage
procurement and contracts within new project boundaries in which new relations between
governments, stakeholders, knowledge workers, consultants, and contractors emerge. Whereas
traditionally procurement meant that market parties were involved in project development when the
project plan was already finished and where the parties had to compete with one another after which
the plan only had to be implemented. This linear model however is not fitting in the BwN approach.
Instead, market parties are early on involved in project development and collaborate in developing
reference designs or even form partnerships in the form of Public Private Partnerships (PPP). For
reference purposes the guideline uses the four ideal-typical MIPAs from Korbee (2015, pp. 36-37) to
give project developers an idea about their position and possible next steps (Deltares, n.d.-a). As the
BwN approach entails a certain degree of uncertainty and ambiguity, the guideline states that a
classical way of management will not suffice (Deltares, n.d.-a). Therefore, the last building block of
‘adaptive management’ is understand in the guideline as a tool to ‘’reduce uncertainty over time via
system monitoring’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a). Adaptive management is here stated to be as much about
learning about the system as it is to change a system.
Additionally to the ‘building blocks’ the knowledge base is supplemented with a ‘BwN toolbox’. This
toolbox is understood in the guideline as ‘’methods, concepts or strategies that can be used in the
different phases and steps of a BwN project’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a). The tools here comprise models to:
analyse the system (both in physical as well as social and regulative sense); valuate BwN projects; map
the relations between the project intervention and the environment; visualise the collected data in a
manner so that it can be communicated with the wider public; measure and monitor physical
components; and finally analyse risks and opportunities and manage uncertainties. To give BwN
project developers ‘’inspiration’’ for their own designs, the knowledge base further elaborates on
several pilots and example cases. Ranging from BwN projects like the Sand Motor developed in
Delfland and the construction of shellfish reefs in the Oosterschelde, to projects following a similar
philosophy, like the Wieringerrandmeer project in North-Holland, these cases can be used as an
example and inspiration for new BwN designs but also offer information regarding learned lessons and
experiences. The last part of the ‘Knowledge Base’ of the BwN guideline contains a collection of
acquired knowledge in the form of relevant articles, related PhD research, course material with online
tutorials (e.g. how to forgo the five design steps), and finally a list of programmes and manuals similar
to the BwN programme (e.g. Room for the River) and related literature.
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4.2.

The Markermeer

4.2.1. Background
Currently a wide range of projects in the Netherlands are adopting a BwN approach. A distinct project
following such an approach in the Netherlands is the Marker Wadden project, located in the
Markermeer. The Markermeer is a shallow freshwater lake of 700 km2 located in the central
Netherlands (see figure 4). Initially, the Markermeer together with the northern adjacent IJsselmeer
and the southern adjacent IJmeer were part of the Zuiderzee, a North Sea inlet. However, with the
construction of the Afsluitdijk in 1932 these lakes became dammed of from the North Sea.7 With the
continuing construction of dikes, locks and plans for land reclamation, the Markermeer finally also
became separated of the IJsselmeer due to the initial plan of creating the polder of the Markerwaard
and the construction of the Houtribdijk between 1963 and 1976 (Lulofs et al., 2010; van de Ven, 2004;
van Kerkvoorde, 2015). This 27-kilometer long and 68 meter wide dike, which is also known as the
‘Markerwaardijk’ or the ‘Lelydijk’, runs from the city of Enkhuizen, located in the province of North
Holland, to the city of Lelystad, located in the province of Flevoland. Along the dike, the provincial
highway ‘N302’ was built thereby connecting the province of North-Holland and Flevoland for traffic.
However, the plans for creating the polder of the Markerwaard were postponed and finally cancelled
in 2004 by national government in ‘Nota Ruimte’ (Nota Ruimte, 2004, p. 160) due to political and
environmental controversy (Claessen et al., 1989; De Mulder et al., 1994; Dekker, 1997; Renes &
Piastra, 2011; Waterhout et al., 2013).

Figure 4) Map of the location and surrounding of the Markermeer.
Derived from Google maps (n.d. ).

7

The Afsluitdijk is 90 meter thick and 7.24 meter high dike that runs over a length of 32 kilometres from Den
Oever in the Province of North Holland to Zurich in the province of Friesland thereby separating the freshwater
IJsselmeer lake from the North Sea.

25

Although the existence of the Houtribdijk conveniently bridged the IJsel- and Markermeer, the
separation of the IJsselmeer and Markermeer lakes led to a range of environmental issues. The
subsequent lack of natural current led to the proliferating presence of a thick suffocating layer of silt
on the Markermeer’s floor and an excess amount of suspending silt in the water. This silt (in Dutch:
slib) has been developing due to the erosion of the layer of Holocene clay which has been deposited
there in the time of the Zuiderzee (Ministerie I&M, 2013a), and has been complemented by dead
organic material (I2). Whereas in the past this silt could be discharged to the deeper IJselmeer, the
Houtribdijk made this impossible. As Roel Posthoorn from Natuurmonumenten states in a symposium
from Genootschap Flevo (2013, p. 37; translated by author):
‘’When the decision was made to cancel the plan for the Markerwaard, we were left with an amputated
lake: a lake in which all natural shores were drained and reclaimed.’’ 8

According to research, the resulting lack of clear water, light and oxygen led to reduced primary
production by algae and water plants, and a declining population of algae, plankton, aquatic
invertebrates, fish and birds. In addition, the absence of natural shores or shallow littoral zones had a
complementing deteriorating effect (Gemeente Lelystad & Natuurmonumenten, 2013;
Natuurmonumenten.nl, n.d.-c; Noordhuis et al., 2014). As Roel Posthoorn from Natuurmonumenten
states in the same symposium from Genootschap Flevo (2013, p. 37; translated by author):
´´Between 1976 and 1999 there was an apparent status quo in the Markermeer area in our experience.
In the 1990’s the lake endured what we call an ‘ecological crash’: a substantial decrease in the fish- and
bird population.´´ 9

In addition to the decline of ecological quality of the area, a study about the recreational aspects of
the Markermeer-IJmeer area from Arcadis (2009, p. 5) shows that recreational qualities of the area
currently deviate from the national situation but that the apparent recreational industries are
promising, especially if the added value of the water is better utilized. Wassink (2014, p. 128;
translated by author) for instance writes in a Dutch water sport magazine that the current situation of
the Markermeer can be described as:
‘’…an almost lifeless tub full of sloshing grey water.’’ 10

This issue becomes even more pressing due to the growing recreational and economical demands from
nearby populated areas of Almere and Amsterdam and the current status of the area. Keeping the
Water Framework Directive (in Dutch: Kader Richtlijn Water; WFD) and Natura 2000 in mind, spatial
planning that could further deteriorate the ecological state of the Markermeer could be cancelled by
European Court of Justice (ECJ). Taking for example the plans of Almere to build 60.000 new houses
into regard (Ministerie I&M, 2013b), the necessity to restore the Markermeer is thus present from
both an ecological, recreational and economical perspective.

8

Original in Dutch: ‘’Toen op een geven moment het besluit was genomen om de Markerwaard niet aan te leggen,
zaten wij met een geamputeerd meer: een meer waar de natuurlijke oevers allemaal van ingepolderd waren.’’
9
Original in Dutch: ‘’In onze belevenis was er van 1976 tot 1999 sprake van een status quo in het
Markermeergebied. In de jaren 1990 kreeg het meer wel te maken met wat wij wel ‘de ecologische crash’ noemen:
een enorm scherpe daling van de vis- en vogelaantallen.’’ (Genootschap Flevo, 2013, p. 37):
10
Original in Dutch: ‘’…een vrijwel dode bak vol klotsend grijs water.’’ (Wassink, 2014, p. 128)
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4.2.2. Building islands from sediment
To solve the silt issue in the Markermeer, restore the lake’s ecosystem and give a boost to the area’s
recreational and economical character, the project of Marker Wadden was initiated. In 2012 the plan
was developed by Natuurmonumenten and Rijkswaterstaat to create an archipelago of man-made
islands, called ‘Bird Paradise the Marker Wadden’, in the deepest part of the Markermeer (see figure
5) by using the excess amount of silt.11,12 The aim of this project is to:
‘’turn the Markermeer lake from a turbid to a transparent state by using the mud for creating a dynamic
wetland system with gradients in topography, sediments, and rich benthic and wetland biodiversity.’’
(Ecoshape, 2014)

Furthermore, a restored Markermeer with the developed Marker Wadden is not only thought to have
improving effects on the environment but also on recreational conditions and economic development
(Fontein et al., 2015; Gijsberts, 2013; Luchtenveld, 2013).
‘’This area where people live and work […] is the largest freshwater area of the Netherlands. That ought
to have quality. Therefore we want improvements, and then it will be attractive again to take your boat
to the middle of the lake…’’ 13 (interview from omroep Flevoland with provincial representative Gijsberts,
2013; translated by author)

Figure 5) Map of the location of the first phase of the Marker Wadden.
Derived from Google maps (n.d. ).

11

Natuurmonumenten, in English ‘the Dutch society for preservation of nature monuments’, is a private
organisation founded in 1905 that buys, protects and manages nature reserves in the Netherlands.
12
Rijkswaterstaat is the Dutch department of public works and part of the Ministry of Environment and
Infrastructure.
13
Original in Dutch: ‘’Dit gebied, waar mensen dus wonen en werken […] dat is het grootste zoetwater gebied van
Nederland. Dat moet kwaliteit hebben. Wij willen graag dat dat verbeterd en dan is het ook weer aantrekkelijk
om midden in het Markermeer daar met je bootje te verschijnen…’’ (interview from omroep Flevoland with
provincial representative Gijsberts, 2013)
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Although Natuurmonumenten has a vision for creating an extensive wetland of around 10,000 acres
(see Annex 3), the first phase of the Marker Wadden will comprise an archipelago of five islands
consisting of dynamic wetland, creeks, pounds, spawning and breeding ground and recreational
facilities.
The whole archipelago is expected to cost around €75 million. During its development funds were
raised -at that time €50 million which were later complemented by additional funds- which allowed
the construction of the first main island. This main island will comprise the construction of an
‘underwater landscape’ of around 10 km2, and the development of the actual island of around 5km2.
In addition to dynamic wetland with ponds and creeks, the first island will have a marina, a visitor
enter, a play valley and walkways (Natuurmonumenten.nl, n.d.-c).
The development of this first island started on the 22th of March 2016 with the construction of so called
‘underwater dams’ (see box 1 above) which were made by the Boskalis crane vessel ‘De Kreeft’
(Natuurmonumenten.nl, 2016b). The Boskalis cutter suction dredger ‘Edax’ arrived in the Markermeer
on the 15th of April to start with the ‘filling up’ of the underwater dams, which would require around 7
million cubic meter of clay and silt (Natuurmonumenten, n.d.). On Wednesday the 11th of May 2016,
the first ‘tip’ of the new main island emerged above the Markermeer. At the moment of writing already
large ‘chunks’ of the island are submerging. However, the first phase of the Marker Wadden islands is
scheduled to be finished somewhere in 2020.
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BOX 1) BUILDING WITH NATURE ; SEDIMENT AS BUILDING BLOCKS
Creating an ‘underwaterlandscape’
The Markerwadden islands are made by using the trapped silt that has accumulated on the
Markermeers floor and water. By pumping the sediment at different locations inside sand dams,
a new underwater landscape is created. As the coarser sediment is deposited more in the
proximity to the nozzle and settles less than the finer sediment, the ‘foundation’ of the island will
be dynamic and have relief (Boskalis et al., 2015).

Creating an island
Using the same principle of distribution of sediment, relief is made at the surface of the islands
thereby creating variation in the marsh. It is expected that even creeks and ponds can be
developed this way. As the surface of the deposited silt dries up, a crust emerges which is suitable
for plants to grow on and birds to forage (Haarman, 2016). The sand dams are later used as
foundation for walkways (Boskalis et al., 2015).
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4.3.

The Marker Wadden as MIPA

According to this thesis a water infrastructure project like the Marker Wadden can be understood as a
so-called Marine Infrastructural Project Arrangement. As explained in chapter two, this approach
implies that a project can be analysed along four dimensions that interrelate with one another
throughout four project phases. Starting with project initiation and moving through decision, design
and project construction, this section analyses the Marker Wadden project by narrating its history from
initiation until implementation. Following this the of project development, this history reveals which
actors collaborated and negotiated with what recourses, what rules were in place and from which
discourses these actors engaged.
4.3.1. Project initiation
For the beginning of the initiation of the Marker Wadden project, one has to start in the year 2004. In
this year, national government decided in the Nota Ruimte (2004) that the spatial reservation for the
planned area for the Markerwaard was cancelled. By doing so, the government set in motion the
difficult process of articulating an alternative vision for the area. A process that lasted for around 10
years, but truly began in 2006 with the so-called ‘Northwing letter’ (in Dutch: Noordvleugelbrief) which
was sent to the House of Representatives (in Dutch: Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal) by the
Cabinet (Ministerie V&W & Ministerie VROM, 2006).14 In the Northwing letter, the former minister of
Transport and Water Management (in Dutch: verkeer en waterstaat) and former minister of Housing,
Spatial Planning and the Environment (in Dutch: Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieu;
VROM) articulated the wish of the national government to develop a regional development plan for
the IJmeer and Markermeer area in light of ecology, water management and water quality as well as
the cancellation of the Markerwaard polder (Ministerie V&W, 2007, p. 42).15,16 In the letter, the
ministers explicitly mentioned the necessity to realise 60.000 additional houses in the city of Almere,
create a long term vision for the IJmeer/Markermeer area, improve transport accessibility and invest
in water and nature projects:

14

The House of representatives is the lower house of Dutch Parliament. It controls the government by approving
or disproving policies and legislative proposal. Furthermore, it engages in the development of legislation together
with the Senate and the cabinet.
15
As the name suggest, the Ministry of Transport and Water Management was the Dutch ministry concerning
matters of transport, public works and water management. As of the 14th of October 2010 it merged with the
Ministry of VROM into the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment.
16
The Ministry of VROM was the Dutch ministry for matters concerning housing, spatial planning and the
environmental. Since on the 14th of October 2010, Environment and Spatial Planning merged together with the
Ministry of Transport into the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment.
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‘’According to the Cabinet, the international competitiveness of the Northwing ought to get an impulse
[…] Aimed for is the development of 60.000 houses in Almere […] Organise a partnership…to develop a
long term visions for the IJmeer/Markermeer […] improve accessibility by car [between Amsterdam –
Schiphol and Almere]. For improvement of the housing and living conditions, nature, water management
and recreation, the Cabinet opts for investing in green-blue projects.’’ 17 (Ministerie V&W & Ministerie
VROM, 2006, pp. 1-3; translated by author)

In light of these aims, most the of content of the Northwing was translated into the policy programme
‘Programmatic Approach North Wing’, which lasted from 2006 to 2007 (Buffing, 2006; Teisman et al.,
2009, p. 109), and which later morphed into the Programme Randstad Urgent (PRU), which ran from
2007 to 2010 (Stuurgroep TMIJ, 2008, p. 6; Waterhout et al., 2013, p. 7). Specifically the project
‘Future-programme Markermeer-IJmeer’ (in Dutch: Toekomstagenda Markermeer- IJmeer; TMIJ)
within the PRU programme engaged in developing a long term perspective for the IJmeer-Markermeer
area. This led in April 2008 to the ‘Development Perspective’ (in Dutch: Ontwikkelingsprspectief) in
which a partnership of local and national governmental bodies and organisations under the direction
of the Province of Flevoland, North-Holland and a variety of private parties collaborated to determine
‘’what to do with the area’’ (Stuurgroep TMIJ, 2008, p. 2). The main objectives of the project were to:
‘’create a robust and resilient ecological system; reach the climate resilience of the area in terms of
freshwater supply and water safety; create sustainable, qualitative and efficient space for other
functions like living working, recreation and infrastructure; improve the liveability and spatial quality of
the area.” (Stuurgroep TMIJ, 2008, p. 7; translated by author)

The concept of creating a robust ecological system, which is referred to by stakeholders and reports
as a ‘TBES’ (Toekomst Bestendig Ecologisch Systeem) becomes explicit here. To determine which
measures would be necessary and effective to realize such a TBES, two research programmes were
initiated: the Autonomous Negative Trend study (in Dutch: Autonome Neerwaartse Trend; ANT) and
the programme Natuurlijk(er) Markermeer-IJmeer (NMIJ). The ANT study started in 2009 with a budget
of €3 million and the aim to gain knowledge about the reasons for the deteriorating ecological situation
in the whole IJsselmeer area and the effectiveness of different solutions (Waterhout et al., 2013). The
final report of the study, ‘Final Scientific Recommendation Autonomous Negative Trend study
IJselmeer area (in Dutch: Wetenschappelijk Eindadvies Autonome Neerwaartse Trendstudie
IJsselmeergebied; ANT-IJG), was tabled to the Ministry of EZ in 2013 with an advice about the feasibility
of Natura 2000 objectives (NMIJ, n.d.; Noordhuis et al., 2014, p. 62; Waterhout et al., 2013).

17

Original in Dutch: ‘’Het Kabinet is van mening dat de internationale concurrentiepositie van de Noordvleugel
een impuls nodig heeft […] Gestreefd wordt naar een groei van 60 000 woningen in Almere […] Er komt een
samenwerkingsverband[…]om een lange termijnvisie voor het IJmeer/Markermeer te ontwikkelen […] De
bereikbaarheid per auto wordt verbeterd […] Voor de verbetering van het woon- en leefklimaat, natuur,
waterhuishouding en recreatie kiest het kabinet voor investeringen in groen-blauwe projecten.’’ (Ministerie V&W
& Ministerie VROM, 2006, pp. 1-3)
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Furthermore, the results of the ANT-IJG report were used in the NMIJ programme which started in
2009 with a budget of €25 million. The aim of this research programme, also referred to as ‘de
Natuurfabriek’, was to investigate and evaluate the ‘ecological effectiveness’ of measures and
determine the best way of implementation (NMIJ, n.d.; Noordhuis et al., 2014; Waterhout et al., 2013).
As is stated on NMIJ (n.d.): ‘’it concerns the combination between feasible and affordable measures
with the highest ecological efficiency’’. To do so, RWS conducted several experiments, one of which
was the construction of a man-made marsh island, which was later named ‘Ierst’, of which
development started in 2013 (see box 3). The research programme reported on an annual basis and
issued its final advice in 2015.
In the meantime, the then State secretary of Transport and Water, Tineke Huizinga, instigated to
elaborate the Development Perspective further into the ‘Future Vision Markermeer-IJmeer’ (in Dutch:
Toekomstbeeld Markermeer-IJmeer; TMIJ) (Waterhout et al., 2013, p. 51). This explorative report to
articulate a future vision for the area, expressed the necessity for improving the ecological situation:
‘’It is clear that the ecological [improvement] is a prerequisite to implement urban projects with such an
extent.’’ (Samenwerkingsverband Markermeer-IJmeer, 2009, p. 45)

However, the report stressed that it merely has the status of an ‘exploration’ and is not formal spatial
policy (Samenwerkingsverband Markermeer-IJmeer, 2009). Therefore a political decision should be
made following from this explorative report. The vessel for this political decision was the so-called
RAAM-letter (Rijksbesluiten Amsterdam-Almere-Markermeer) from the Cabinet of November 2009. In
this letter the Cabinet chose a direction which entailed a ‘’threefold [improvement] to develop the
conditions for an improved international competitive position of the Northern parts of the Randstad in
2030 and beyond’’ (Ministerie V&W, 2009, p. 9; translated by author). This threefold improvement,
which is referred to in the document as ‘schaalsprongen’, comprises: improving the ‘green-blue
system’ towards a TBES; improving the infrastructure and; improving the urban system and
environment (Ministerie V&W, 2009, p. 9). The concept of developing a TBES is thus one of the three
related ambitions alongside extra housing and jobs in Almere (60,000; 100,000) and better accessibility
in the form of a better connection between Almere and Amsterdam (Waterhout et al., 2013, p. 7).
Alongside the RAAM developments, the Markermeer and IJmeer were in December 2009 designated
Natura 2000-areas, thereby falling under the Bird and habitat directive which is in the Netherlands
adopted in the Nature Conservation Act 1998 (in Dutch: Natuurbeschermingswet 1998) (Ministerie
LNV, 2009; Programmadirectie Natura 2000, 2009; Rijkswaterstaat, 2012):

32

‘’Minister Gerda Verburg of Agriculture, Nature and Food quality (LNV) definitively designated 18 Natura
2000-areas. These are […] Markermeer & IJmeer, […].’’ (Rijksoverheid, 2009a)

The whole Markermeer-IJmeer, designated as area code 73 under
the landscape category ‘’Lakes & Swamps’’, falls under the Bird
directive with several parts also falling under the Habitat directive
(see fig. 6). With its designation as Natura 2000-area, so-called
conservation objectives (in Dutch: instandhoudingsdoelstellingen)
ought to be realised for the area (NMIJ, n.d.; Programmadirectie
Natura 2000, 2009). In addition to the Natura 2000 legislation, the
European Water Framework Directive entered into force in 2000
(WFD, 2000), and is implemented in the Water act of 2009 (in
Dutch: Waterbesluit; Wb, 2009). In the WFD specific targets are
established for the ecological and chemical condition of bodies of
water (NMIJ, n.d.; WFD, 2000). According to the ‘Besluit
Kwaliteitseisen en Monitoring Water’ (Bkmw, 2009), which roughly
translated to ‘Decision for Quality requirements and the
Monitoring of Water’, new spatial developments have to be Figure 6) The Natura 2000 designation in
assessed according to the WFD targets (Bak & Liefveld, 2011, p. 33). the Markermeer. From PBL (2009, p. 11).
In the WFD the Markermeer-IJmeer is regarded as ‘type M21’: large, deep buffered lakes (NMIJ, n.d.).
In a 2009 study from the Dutch ‘Environmental Assessment Agency’ (in Dutch: Planbureau voor de
Leefomgeving; PBL), the ecological and chemical quality, the Markermeer is assessed as ‘moderate’ in
watershed assessments (PBL, 2009, p. 13): pH, penetration (in Dutch: doorkijk), and phosphate does
not meet the chemical targets; and also the quality of phytoplankton, macroinvertebrates,
macrophytes and fish is assessed as ‘moderate ’ (Rijkswaterstaat, 2012, p. 33;36;38). In addition, ‘’with
a view on the longer term , the requirements by the Water Framework Directive for 2015 and 2027
will not be met either’’ (Waterhout et al., 2013, p. 6). However, with this double objective from both
Natura-2000 as well as the WFD, apparent contrasts between the legislation emerge. As a civil servant
from the Province of Flevoland explains:
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‘’It is interesting because the area has been given the double objective: on the one hand it is a Natura2000 area while eon the other hand it a Water Framework Directive area and those objectives do not
match one to one. Where the Water Framework Directive directs on nutrients and the prevention of
these nutrients in the system. For a proper functioning system you need nutrients. It goes very well with
the Water Framework Directive, but the Natura 2000… […] If you want to feed birds you will need
nutrients, so there is certainly relation between them. A biomass of clams will not develop if you do not
bring nutrients in the system. That is kind of hard.’’ 18 (I5)

Despite the pressing environmental conditions, the alternatives mentioned in the RAAM-letter were
deemed to have an unfavourable cost-benefit ratio due to high costs, which are estimated to be
around €8,5 billion from which approximately €1 billion would be necessary for environmental
investments (Ministerie I&M, 2013b, p. 15; Ministerie V&W, 2009, p. 10). Again, a new programme
was set out to optimise the conceived alternatives from the RAAM-letter (WMIJ, 2011). This was done
in the form of the RRAAM-programme (in Dutch: Rijksstructuurvisie Amsterdam-AlmereMarkermeer).19 The RRAAM-programme was set up with four different task forces (in Dutch:
werkmaatscshappijen), each commissioned with this task to optimise parts of the plans of 2009
(Gemeente Lelystad, 2013b). In September 2010, the WMIJ task force (in Dutch: Werkmaatschappij
Markermeer-Ijmeer; WMIJ), consisting of representatives of the ministries of I&M and EZ and the
provinces of Flevoland and North-Holland was hereby specifically charged with the task to optimise
the plans for development of a TBES in the Markermeer-IJmeer area (Ministerie I&M, 2013b;
Waterhout et al., 2013).
In November 2011, this resulted in the publication of the so-called optimisation report ‘Towards a
TBES’ (WMIJ, 2011). The initial costs of €1, 08 billion for developing a TBES was in the RAAM-letter of
2009 based on a price level in 2008 and comprised the construction of wetland, shelter measures,
foreshores at the ‘Lepelaarsplassen’, and fish passages (see fig. 7; WMIJ, 2011, p. 10; 18). These
measures and related costs comprised the framework in which the WMIJ set out to optimise the plans
for developing a TBES. In their optimisation report the WMIJ proposes a package of measures of €631
million instead of €1, 08 billion.

18

Original in Dutch: ‘’Dat is wel grappig, want je ziet dat het gebied verschillende doelstellingen heeft gekregen.
Aan de ene kant is het N2000 gebied, aan de andere kant is het Kader Richtlijn Water gebied. En die doelstellingen
matchen niet altijd helemaal. Waar je ziet dat Kader Richtlijn Water heel erg stuurt op nutriënten en voorkomen
van nutriënten in je systeem. Je hebt voor een gezond functionerend ecosysteem wel nutriënten nodig. Ja het gaat
heel goed met KRW doelstellingen. Maar die n2000 doelstellingen….[…] als je vogels wilt voeden heb je wel
voedingsstoffen nodig. Dis er zit wel degelijk een relatie tussen. Er kunnen geen biomassa mosselen groeien als
je geen nutriënten in dat systeem voert. Dat is best lastig.’’ (I5)
19

Where the RAAM-letter comprised policy from national government, the RRAAM programme also included
regional governments; indicated by the extra ‘R’ in the name.
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Figure 7) Overview of the objectives and costs of the optimised TBES concept from in comparison to the original (WMIJ,
2011, p. 10; 18).

Although the Optimisation report foresees a package with a cost reduction of around 40 percent in
comparison to initial plans, the House of Representatives asked the WMIJ to organise a so-called
‘marktuitvraag Ecology RRAAM’, which roughly translates as ‘an ecological market consultancy
request’. This market reqyest entailed a invitation to the market and private parties to contribute with
ideas and alternatives (WMIJ, 2012b, p. 7). The question was hereby formulated as following:
‘’Design a […] TBS for the Markermeer-IJmeer, including a cost estimation for the construction and
maintenance, which can be developed with less public funds than the governmental plans.’’ (WMIJ,
2012b, p. 25; translated by author)

In April 2012, three out of ten consortia were selected, which were financially compensated, each
tasked to explore specific elements of the TBES (Waterhout et al., 2013, pp. 59-60). The selected
consortia were comprised of three main contractors which were supported by several partners:




the Witteveen+Bos consortium, comprising of Witteveen+Bos, research lab B-ware, the
Radboud University Nijmegen, Altenburg & Wymenga, HOSPER and Boskalis;
the Grontmij conosortium, comprsing of Grontmij B.V. and de Vries & van de Wiel;
the consortium "Kransmeer" consisting of TAUW, Posad, LAgroup Leisure & Arts Consulting,
Robusta and Tebezo (WMIJ, 2012a).

Alongside the results from the consortia, which were delivered in July 2012, Natuurmonumenten in
collaboration with Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) unexpectedly propositioned an alternative plan on
their own initiative which was called: ‘Marker Wadden; key for a natural and resilient Markermeer’ (in
Dutch: Marker Wadden; sleutel voor een natuurrijk en toekomstbestendig Markermeer) (Ministerie
I&M, 2013b, p. 57; Natuurmonumenten, 2012; I1). In their report, Natuurmonumenten proposed the
development of an archipelago of wetland islands measuring around 10,000 acres in size in the northeastern part of the Markermeer (Natuurmonumenten, 2012; Waterhout et al., 2013).
Based on the outcomes delivered by the consortia and the proposition from Natuurmonumenten,
WMIJ delivered their final report in September 2012 (WMIJ, 2012b). In this report, WMIJ constructed
three alternatives against cost reductions of around €200 million (see figure 8).
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Figure 8) Overview of the alternatives mentioned in the WMIJ report (WMIJ, 2012b, p. 40).

As Waterhout et al. (2013, p. 59) states: ‘’Between them the alternatives vary from cautious to quite
radically innovative, with varying degrees of uncertainty as regards their ecological effectiveness.’’
These alternatives comprised firstly (1) the idea to develop an ‘Innovative TBES’, which basically entails
the development a TBES to its full extent at the cost of €422-€880 million. This alternative would
include the the Marker Wadden, stepping stones (like foreshores and fish passages) in the
‘Lepelaarsplassen’, and shelter measures in the ‘Hoornsche Hop’ (WMIJ, 2012b, p. 8). Secondly (2),
‘Shelter measures North-Holland’ comprises the alternative which focuses, as the name suggests, on
developing shelter measures in the ‘Hoornsche Hop’ (see figure 9). The costs are hereby expected to
be between € 355 and €706 million.

Figure 9) Location of ‘The Hoornsche Hop’ (Google maps, n.d. )
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In the third alternative (3), named ‘Careful Marker Wadden’ (in Dutch: Behoedzaam Marker Wadden),
the choice is made to adopt the proposition of Natuurmonumenten. This entails to a lesser extent than
the previous alternatives development of shelter measures along the shoreline of North-Holland and
instead mainly focuses on developing wetland in the North East parts of the Markermeer. The total
costs are hereby expected to be between €350 and €518 million (WMIJ, 2012b, pp. 38-39).
It must be said here that in the proposition from Natuurmonumenten for constructing large-scale
wetland along the Houtribdijk went hand in hand with a private contribution of €15 million from the
so-called dream foundation from the National Postcode Lottery (in Dutch: Nationale Postcode Loterij;
NPL) (Marker Wadden Charette, 2013; Natuurmonumenten, 2013a; Postcode Loterij, 2016).20. This
substantial private contribution, which was given to Natuurmonumenten for the Marker Wadden
project in February 2012, is stated as one of the benefits for adopting the alternative in which the
Marker Wadden is developed (i.e. variant one and three) (WMIJ, 2012b, p. 40). This first seed money
from the NPL for the Marker Wadden appears to have, as Waterhout et al. (2013, p. 64) puts it
‘’triggered the planning of the Marker Wadden’’. As the contract manager from RWS of the project
states in an interview:
‘’The €15 million from the ‘Dreamfund’ that the Postcode Lottery provided, has been the catalyst making
other parties to join. Natuurmonumenten spent a lot of energy to crank up the fiscal aspect [of the
project].’’ 21 (I2)

Because of the co-financing with private funds, the at that time State Secretary Sharon Dijkma (in
Dutch: staatssecretaris) decided to make early arrangements for granting €15 million from the Ministry
of EZ which came from a €200 million government grant to give Dutch nature ‘a positive impulse’
(Rijksoverheid, 2013). In addition, the Minister of I&M Schultz also decided to grant €15 million,
bringing the total national governmental funding to €30 million (Ministerie EZ, 2013, p. 2). The
condition for this governmental grant was that that the ‘’additional funding of third parties for the
funding of the first phase of the Marker Wadden project…[would]…be made available and that the
project will be implemented in such a way that it contributes to the Natura-2000 objectives’’ (Ministerie
I&M, 2013b, p. 49). The trust placed in the Marker Wadden project by the national government is
further shown by the announcement in April 2013 that the national government and
Natuurmonumenten will seek partners to develop a partnership who will collaborate to realise the first
phase of the Marker Wadden (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 4). The formal invitation for this
partnership was published in September 2013 in the Staatscourant (2013) and applicants could apply
until October 2013. The partnership was formalised in November 2014 (see next section). In addition
to providing a substantial financial contribution, the ministerial contribution appears to have also given
a boost of confidence to regional governments:

20

The National Postcode Lottery is the biggest Dutch lottery which yearly gives halve of its proceeds to charity
projects.
21
Original in Dutch: ‘’Daar is door de postcode loterij in het droomfonds 15 miljoen euro beschikbaar gesteld, dat
is eigenlijk het vliegwiel geweest waardoor ook andere partijen mee zijn gegaan. Natuurmonumenten heeft daar
heel veel energie in gestoken, om de budgetaire kant dat aan te slingeren.’’ (I2)
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‘’The commitment from as many as two ministries for the Marker Wadden gave a positive feeling and a
lot of confidence.’’ 22(Luzette Wagenaar Mayor of the municipality of Waterland; Genootschap Flevo,
2013, p. 30; translated by author)

This early promise of €30 million from the national government and the vote of confidence is however
interesting to note in the light of the advice given by two of the three consortia from final report of
the WMIJ:
‘’Two of the three consortia [i.e. Grontmij, DeVries & Van de Wiel and Witteveen+Bos] advice to focus
on the endangered Natura 2000-species, since the legal assessment is most urgent in this location; two
of the three consortia plead to drop or postpone the costly and extensive measure (construction of the
wetland) as long as possible.’’ 23 (WMIJ, 2012b, p. 26; translated by author)

According to these consortia the focus should instead be on developing shelter measures in the
Hoornsche Hop. Nonetheless, the proposition of Natuurmonumenten was adopted in the final
RRAAM-structure vision of November 2013 (in Dutch: Rijk Regio structuurvisie Amsterdam-AlmereMarkermeer). This structure vision is developed by the national government and is based on the three
alternatives from the final report of the WMIJ (2012b). As Waterhout et al. (2013, p. 59) notes, this
structure vision, which comprise a formal planning instrument (see text box 2), will further guide
developments in the area.
BOX 2) THE STRUCTURE VISION IN THE DUTCH SPATIAL PLANNING ACT

As explained on RWS (n.d.-a), the Dutch Spatial Planning Act (in
Dutch: Wet Ruimtelijke Ordening; Wro) demands that every
municipality, province and the national government establish
one or more so-called Structure vision for their territory in
which the spatial development plan is elaborated. These
Structure Visions can thus be explained as a directional policy
instrument to ensure ‘effective’ spatial planning and
development. The Structure Vision is mostly understood as an
internally steering instrument. Thus, there is no hierarchical
difference between structure visions from different
governemntal levels (i.e. national government, province and
municipality) (RWS, n.d.-a).

Figure 10) The Structure Vision for
the
Amsterdam-AlmereMarkermeer area developed by
the National Government.

In the RRAAM report the Marker Wadden is initially mentioned as complementary to the shelter
measures in the Hoornsche Hop:

22

Original in Dutch: ‘’De inzet van maar liefst twee ministeries op de Marker Wadden heeft in ieder
geval een positief gevoel en veel vertrouwen gegeven.’’ (Luzette Wagenaar Mayor of the municipality of
Waterland; Genootschap Flevo, 2013, p. 30)
23
Original in Dutch: ‘’twee van de drie marktpartijen adviseren om het accent te leggen op de thans bedreigde
Natura 2000-soorten, aangezien daar de juridische toetsing (reeds voor de huidige omstandigheden) het meest
urgent is; twee van de drie marktpartijen bepleiten om de kostbaarste en omvangrijkste maatregel (aanleg van
moerasgebied)achterwege te laten of zo lang mogelijk uit te stellen’’ (WMIJ, 2012b, p. 26)
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‘’In the Markermeer-IJmeer, the project shelter measures Hoornsche Hop contributes to realising the
future perspective of the TBES. The first phase of the development of the Marker Wadden project can
start complementary to this.’’ (Ministerie I&M, 2013b, p. 9)

Nonetheless, both measures are believed to be the first necessary step to create a TBES (Dekker et al.,
2014). Furthermore, in the Structure vision it is determined that the threefold ambition of
urbanization, connectivity and nature should start with the creation of the TBES; thus before any of
the other spatial measures (Gemeente Lelystad & Natuurmonumenten, 2013). The substantial private
contributions and promised governmental grant thus indeed appear to have had a ‘triggering effect’
for the Marker Wadden project as its project development gained momentum since the formal ‘godecision’ was taken already a month later on 3 December 2013 when the final land-use plan (in Dutch:
bestemmingsplan) was determined:
‘’On the 3th of December 2013, on the basis of the Spatial Planning Act the land-use plan for the project
area is determined. The land-use plan makes it possible, on a planning level, to realise the measure above
and under water.’’ 24 (RWS, 2015, p. 11; translated by author)

The fact that the land-use plan was approved within nine months is considered special, as normally
this spatial procedure would take a longer period of time. As stated in an interview with the contract
manager from RWS, this indicated the little amount of ‘’hassle’’ (I2). Fishermen would gain increasing
levels of fish, recreation sailors would have an extra destination, ecological and water quality would
increase:
‘’ There is a lot of positive spinoff on a variety of topics.’’ 25 (I2)

This land-use plan made it possible to start work from 2013 for the coming 10 years and the
development of the first 1500 acres of land above water (Gemeente Lelystad & Natuurmonumenten,
2013, p. 9). This ‘phased approach’ is necessary since the Marker Wadden in its totality, could not be
realised in one go. As is elaborated in the Structure vision (Ministerie I&M, 2013b, p. 33), this approach
allows to monitor the results of the first steps and to determine subsequent steps:
‘’By subsequently determining which measure to take, it is possible to sensibly manage uncertainty that
follows from ecological processes, utilize opportunities to pair multiple objectives, and respond well on
legal requirements.’’ (Ministerie I&M, 2013b, p. 33)

Furthermore, additional funds still had to be found to complete the first five islands of the first phase
of the Marker Wadden. However, construction of the first island could still start with the already raised
amount of €50 million, which in the meantime was complemented by a grant from the Province of
Flevoland. Already starting with the construction despite the funding is not yet raised might seem
strange. However it was argued that this would make raising funds easier as there was something to
show; the first island:

24

Original in Dutch: ‘’Op 3 december 2013 is op grond van de Wet ruimtelijke ordening voor het projectgebfed
het bestemmingsplan ‘Marker Wadden’ vastgesteld. Het bestemmingsplan maakt het planologisch mogelijk om
de boven- en onderwater maatregelen te realiseren.’’ (RWS, 2015, p. 11)
25
Original in Dutch: ’’Er zit heel veel positivie spinoff op allerlei vlakken op.’’ (I2)
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‘’Raising funds becomes more easy if you can [already] show something.’’ 26 (I1)

Prior to the publication of the final land-use plan, a Strategic Environmental Assessment procedure (in
Dutch: plan-milieu effect rapportage; plan-m.e.r.) had to be carried out in which a so-called ‘planMER’
was determined (Natuurmonumenten, 2013b).27 In this planMER, Haskoning DHV mapped the
environmental impacts of the land-use plan and to determine the legal feasibility of the project. Large
parts of this planMER are later adopted in the final land-use plan. At this time there was not yet a
detailed plan about how to construct the islands. However, the main design outcomes were
formulated as four desired goals for different parts of the area: Firstly (1) an area of around 4,600 acres
designated as ‘A: Water’ in which only underwater measures, like sand extraction pits and gullies for
silt settlement, would take place. Secondly (2) an area of around 6,200 acres designated as ‘WA-N1:
Water and Nature’ in which the focus lies on environmental values in the form of underwater nature.
Thirdly (3) an area of around 3,000 acres designated as ‘WA-N2: Water and Nature’ which would
comprise the shallow parts of the Marker Wadden. In this area nature will be realised also above water.
Lastly (4) an area designated as ‘Nature’ of around 1,500 to 1,800 acres which is focussed on
developing nature above water (Gemeente Lelystad, 2013a; Gemeente Lelystad &
Natuurmonumenten, 2013). Furthermore, although the area will remain accessible for recreation and
fishery, conditions for these activities are formulated in the so-called ’land-use rules’ (in Dutch:
bestemmingsregels) (Gemeente Lelystad, 2013a). With the land-use plan approved, the first phase of
the MIPA, the project initiation phase, has been concluded.
Korbee (2015, p. 13) notes that during this first initiation phase often societal and political discussion
emerge about whether to initiate the project. What is interesting to note is that the Marker Wadden
project appears to be largely absent from any resistant. Apart from some actors who still believe in
Lely’s vision to develop the Marker Meer into the Markerwaard polder (I2), a few critical articles (e.g.
Petersen (2012) and Zeilmaker (2015)), and the association VGG who accused the then Ministry of EL&I
of unlawful state aid (in Dutch: onrechtmatige staatsteun) (VGG, 2013), the vibe around the project is
mostly described as very positive.28,29 Reasons for this can be sought in the open approach of the
project team to collaborate and the location of the project, which is in the middle of a lake thus nothing
ought to be moved elsewhere and nobody has to be disowned (I5). Furthermore, the criticism from
the VGG was countered by Natuurmonumenten stating that this is not the case as the project was
already made public in 2013, thereby giving other nature conservationist and managers the
opportunity to join (Omroep flevoland, 2015).

26

Original in Dutch: ‘’Als je wat kunt laten zien haal je makkelijker geld op’’.
A planMER is a legal instrument to determine the environmental impacts and possible alternatives of an activity
in the planning phase of this activity. PlanMER hereby refers to the actual report whereas the abbreviation planm.e.r. refers to the procedure itself.
28
State aid, in Dutch Staatsteun, is financial aid from the government for a company, corporation or industry.
When this aid is only given to one specific actor and not to competitors, inequality might emerge. Therefore,
state aid is almost always prohibited (Rijksoverheid, n.d.).
27

29

The VGG, Vereniging Gelijkberechtiging Grondbezitters, is a Dutch association with the aim to realize
equaility for landowners. They specifically focus on challening decisions of goverments on giving
subsidies to certain organisations.
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Project phase analysis
In sum, the first phase of the Marker Wadden portrayed a diverse sequence of committees, task forces
and governmental and research reports in which different layers of government (i.e. national
government, governmental agencies, provinces and municipalities) together with private parties (e.g.
NM, RHDHV,...) worked and collaborated on developing a vision for the Northwing area.
Initially national government appointed regional governments (i.e. provinces of North-Holland and
Flevoland) to work out a vision for the area. Together with a set of local and private actors (e.g.
municipalities, Natuurmonumenten, Staatsbosbeheer, ANWB) a steering group was appointed for this
task (I5). The idea of a developing a TBES emerged and through the ‘R(R)AAM process’ the WMIJ task
force set out to elaborate on affordable and efficient solutions for large scale wetland. However, where
the Provinces were the main leaders during the period prior of the R(R)AAM, they were pushers during
the R(R)AAM as all the different task forces were now in charge (I5). Furthermore, around this time,
the strong relations with private actors became explicit as in 2012 the private sector became involved
through the market consultancy request which was organised by the WMIJ. It was during this request
that Natuurmonumenten took the initiative to propose their plan for the Marker Wadden which came
with the €15 million contribution from NPL. To pinpoint one specific actor for the Marker Wadden thus
depicts a difficult, if not impossible, thing as many actors can be considered the initiator. Of course
Natuurmonumenten proposed the initial idea of creating the Marker Wadden during the market
request, but arguably the earlier policy programmes, in which for instance TBES emerged, paved the
path for such a project. As two provincial civil servants state:
‘’…this wetland has many fathers.’’ (I4)

Like the role of initiator, it is hard to pinpoint one specific financer since both governments as well
private parties contributed funds to the project (i.e. €15 million from NM through the Dream
foundation of the NPL, €30 million from EZ and I&M, and €3,5 million together with around €1,5 million
in natura from Flevoland) (I5). Also the role of consultant is executed by multiple private actors through
the consortia that contributed their knowledge and ideas in inter alia the market consultancy request.
With regard to actors and coalitions, the initiation phase thus depicts a conglomerate of both
governmental and private actors who collaborated on developing a future vision for the Markermeer
area.
Relating to the resource dimension, the initiation phase shows that both finances as well as knowledge
played an important role. In addition to knowledge provided by consultants through the market
consultancy request, knowledge was provided through the ANT and NMIJ research programmes and
the WMIJ task force about the reasons for the ecological deterioration and about effective and
affordable solutions for developing a TBES. Although the Marker Wadden was an initiative from
Natuurmonumenten, the knowledge gained in these studies can be regarded as an important
foundation for the Marker Wadden project:
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‘’I’m not sure If the Marker Wadden would have been there if we did not do these studies. Than it would
not have been there […]. It all interacts with each other.’’ 30 (I4)

On top of this knowledge component, the initial private and subsequent governmental funding can be
regarded as a critical success factor for the project as it served as a catalyst for other actors to join and
support the project plan (I2;I5).
With regard to Rules of the Game, the initiation phase depicts, in addition to the set up rules and
framework for a vision of the Markermeer, a tendency for public-private collaboration in both formal
policy (i.e. RWS (2010)) as well as in a more informal approach.
‘’The vision of the ministry was ’we have to develop more nature with private actors’. […] If that is your
policy and a private actor comes along you cannot decline. Especially not if that private actors has €15
million.’’ 31 (I4)

Throughout the project initiation a discourse that underlined the necessity to restore the ecological
situation of the Markermeer. However, being captured in for instance the RRAAM report alongside
measures for spatial development and often narrated as being necessary to boost local economy, it
appears the project is not solely initiated out of ‘ecological restoration’. Instead, and overarching
discourse of ‘sustainable development’, in which a restored Markermeer would give the environment
(which comprises both nature as well as urban regions) some ‘breathing space’, appears to be
dominant.
4.3.2. Project decision
The conditions from the Terms of References, which are captured in the RRAAM and the land-use plan,
are in this subsequent project decision phase transferred into a so-called ‘Reference Design’, which
begins to set the design boundaries of the project. This design is thus by no means the actual final
design of how the project will be implemented, but can instead be understood as a ‘creative’ way to
set a framework in which the project ought to get shape. For the Marker Wadden this was done in
April 2014 when the Ministry of EZ and I&M commissioned landscape architecture urban planning
bureau Vista in collaboration with Svasek Hydraulic to develop an explorative design for the Marker
Wadden. The specific mission was here to:

30

Original in Dutch: ‘’Kijk, als Marker Wadden er was gekomen zonder dat wij deze studies hadden gedaan, dan
weet ik het niet hoor. Dan was het er niet geweest. […] dat heeft allemaal interactie met elkaar.’’ (I2)
31
Original in Dutch: ’’Bij het minsiterie was het juist van ’we moeten veel meer met paritculieren natuur
ontwikklen’ […] Als dat je beleid is en er komt een particulier dan kun je geen nee zeggen.’’ (I4)
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‘’Explor[e] the opportunities for the development of Marker Wadden to an area with spatial and
ecological quality to be experienced and recreationally used. With a view to future developments and to
the wider environment, including the relationship between Markermeer and IJsselmeer, water quality
and fresh water storage, the developments concerning the Houtribdijk for water safety and
infrastructure and European agreements with respect to nature.’’ (Vista & Svasek Hydraulics, 2014, p. 5)
‘’Wetland have to be developed here, how would you realise that?’’ 32 (André Donker in Veenstra, 2016,
p.; translated by author)

In the reference design, Vista explores three different techniques for the construction of the islands,
eight possible reef designs, which are believed to be necessary to create the needed shelter against
waves, and four final design outcomes with related examples of (inter)national reference projects (e.g.
Crosswinds Marsh, Juberg Tower, Everglades NP and Kiekkaaste Dollard). Especially the techniques
and the final design outcomes are interesting to highlight. The techniques that are mentioned in the
report to realize the islands are ‘’Level compartments to be filled and altered afterwards [...]
Compartments at declining levels filled with silt, clay and sand […] Reef and gradual slope constructed
from clay and sand (Vista & Svasek Hydraulics, 2014, pp. 16-18). However, the report acknowledges
that the best and most efficient method will have to be searched for from practice based examples
(Vista & Svasek Hydraulics, 2014, p. 28). The pilot case ‘Wetland’ undertaken by RWS in the NMIJ
research programme ought to deliver the results for this (see box 3).

32

Original in Dutch: ’’Er moet hier moerasnatuur komen, hoe zou je dat invullen?’’ (André Donker in Veenstra,
2016)
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BOX 3) PILOT CASE WETLAND ‘IERST’
In the context of the NMIJ research programme,
RWS carried out a series of experiments and
measurements in the period between 2009 and
2015 (RWS, n.d.-c). One of these experiments was
the development of a ‘pilot wetland’ which was
started in 2013 and lasted until 2015 to see what the
relationship between the development of the
wetland and the water level would be, how quick
nature would develop, and what the ‘ecological
efficiency would be’(Royal HaskoningDHV, 2015, pp.
7-8). In November 2015, the island was named
‘Ierst’, referring to it being the first island in the
Markermeer.
Although the island currently still resides in the
Markermeer, it is more regarded as a lesson ‘how it
should not be done’ rather than a success (I1;I2.
Being built with sand-filled geotubes which in turn
are covered with stones and mechanically filled, the
island was indeed developed in quite a different way
than the Marker Wadden. Not only would this be
more expensive and ecologically less interesting, the
interior land began to sink after a couple of months
because it was too heavy (I1).
Although the initiative of Natuurmonumenten comprised an archipelago of islands, the Vista report
also explores three other models which differ in their focus on the utilization of natural processes. The
report here stresses that the designs should be understood as:
‘’spatial hypotheses which ought to be further modelled and researched.’’ (Vista & Svasek Hydraulics,
2014, p. 30)

This, again, indicates the status of the report as a ‘reference design’, as it mainly serves to set a
framework in which design boundaries are developed. Inspired on the Peipsi Lake, a lake on the border
between Estonia and Russia, the first idea was to utilize the current in the Markermeer by developing
a Delta. Secondly, by using water level fluctuations by wind action, a Lagoon could be created, much
like the Stettin Lake on the border of Germany and Poland. The third idea focussed on maximizing the
efficiency of processing silt by creating an Atoll. The last idea comprised the plan to develop an
Archipelago (much alike the initial proposition from Natuurmonumenten) by focussing on the
realization of marshes, wetlands. However, whereas the previous designs focussed on singular
processes, the Archipelago design is stated to also utilize the processes of flow and tilting, thus
combining both natural processes as well as development of wetlands (Vista & Svasek Hydraulics,
2014, p. 63).
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Figure 11) The four final design outcomes as presented in Vista and Svasek Hydraulics (2014). From top left going
clockwise: Delta, Atoll, Archipelago, and Lagoon.

Meanwhile, the development of the Marker Wadden is carefully followed by the press who report
that:
‘’Despite extensive artist impressions and animations, it is still unclear how the Marker Wadden will
exactly going to look like.’’ 33 (Omroep flevoland, 2014; translated by author)

The multitude of ideas and designs, and perhaps also the sharp change in design of the ‘original’
archipelago idea from the proposition of Natuurmonumenten in 2012 in comparison to the archipelago
design from the Vista report in 2014 (see figure 12), nicely portrays the lack of clarity that surrounds
the Marker Wadden project at this point in time.

Figure 12) Plans for an archipelago from Natuurmonumenten (2012, p. 8) and Vista and Svasek Hydraulics (2014, p. 64)

Although understandable, this multitude of designs and ideas together with lack of clarity is not
uncommon for projects which still are in the ‘decision phase’. In fact, it is in this phase that the
‘’extensive artist impressions and animations’’ actually are produced by consultants (e.g. Vista and
Hydraulics, and Royal HaskoningDHV) to set further design boundaries. In this sense, it can be argued
that they actually contribute to decreasing the lack of clarity.

33

Original in Dutch: ‘’Ondanks uitgebreide artist impressions en animaties is het nog onduidelijk hoe de Marker Wadden er
precies uit komen te zien.’’ (Omroep flevoland, 2014)
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Another document that helped adding a frame to the planning of the Marker Wadden project in this
phase was the procurement plan (in Dutch: inkoopplan). This report was, like the explorative design,
published in April 2014 (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014). However, where the Vista report
demarcated the design, this report helped adding a frame for the procurement procedure by capturing
the character and extent of the procurement demand (what) and choosing a certain market approach
(how) (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014). For this, the procurement plan firstly articulates the main
project objective:
‘’To improve the ecological conditions of the Markermeer area by partly capturing and entrapping the
silt, and using this silt and other soil material to realise a wetland area in the form of a nature island, in
order to improve biodiversity. To develop new methods to develop nature areas with silt or other ‘soft’
materials.’’ 34 (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 6translated by author)

This main objective is here believed to be realised by: (1) creating a protected yet dynamic wetland(s)
were also recreational activities can take place; (2) improve the quality of the water system by
immobilising the mobile silt, create shelter from wind and current, and develop a dynamic Markermeer
with deeper and shallow parts with natural shores; (3) learn from previous phases and the adopted
innovative techniques; and finally (4) minimalize costs for future maintenance and management by
allow easy access to sand and developing a ‘’robust and self-supporting system’’ (RWS &
Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 6). To realise these objectives, the procurement plan articulates a set of
17 principles, two conditions, five project demarcations and a financial estimation of the project. The
principles that contractors should follow are hereby as follows (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014, pp.
7-8):










The first phase of the Marker Wadden should contribute as optimal as possible to the Natura2000 objectives within the given (financial) framework.
The location is fixed within the ‘land use plan’ but here is room to optimise the specific location
within the range of hundreds of meters.
The plan should comprise an area as big as possible with the given contract fee.
Natuurmonumenten will be the owner of the ‘excavation permit’ (in Dutch:
ontgrondingsvergunning) in order they have access to the silt in the gullies and sand from the
extraction pits.
Natuurmonumenten is responsible for the nature management of the area after completion.
The realisation contract should allow for upscaling to €75 million.
In the face of uncertainties and risks, the realisation contract should allow for a smaller project
(in area or quality) to avoid budget exceedance.
Appliance for permits will be preliminary arranged by RWS. The tender (in Dutch: gunning)
ought to have the dissolving condition that these permits are granted.

34

Original in Dutch: ‘’Het verbeteren van de ecologische toestand van het Markermeergebied door middel van
het deels vastleggen en deels invangen van slib en het met slib en ander bodemmateriaal realiseren van een
moerasgebied in de vorm van een natuureiland, ter bevordering van de habitatdiversiteit. Het ontwikkelen van
nieuwe methoden om met slib of ander zacht materiaal efficiënt natuurgebieden aan te leggen.’’ (RWS &
Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 6)
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100 Acres ought to be realised three years after the tender to make the area as quickly as
possible accessible for the public. A small part ought to be accessible by foot, the harbour
ought to be realised in such a way it allows room for one tour boat and mooring facilities for
three vessels from the charter business and 22 recreational vessels.
Natuurmonumenten should be able to realise a visitor centre in the accessible part, three years
after awarding the contract.
2 Acres of the first 100 acres of the island should be realised with the captured silt from the
gullies and/or the sand extraction pits.
The nature island in its totality should be completed by the 31th of December in 2020. Of this
area, 10 acres should be developed with silt from the gullies and/or the sand extraction pits.
For the development of the nature island, clay and peat, silt and sand are used. These materials
will be extracted from a sand extraction pit and silt gullies. The maximum depth of extraction
will be 30 m – NAP and is depending on whether the sand will be made available for other
projects than the Marker Wadden and what the conditions are set by the licensing authority.
The application for the ‘excavation permit’ will provide, if possible, in extraction of materials
from greater depths (40 m – NAP), or in larger quantities than is necessary for the first phase
of the Marker Wadden so that the same pit and the same permit can be used for maintenance
in the first and subsequent phases.
The sedimentation will occur naturally in the North Eastern part of the island. Therefore,
requirements will be set with regard to length/width ratio as to develop a shelter area as big
as possible.
The ‘circle of materials’ (in Dutch: grondbalans) does not necessarily have to be closed. Supply
of material from elsewhere is possible.
Within the five year development, the first phase of the Marker Wadden oguth to be an
interesting and inviting project for recreational actors and facilities for this aspect ought to be
realised.

The report further elaborated on the conditions, which are described as following (RWS &
Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 8):




The spatial demarcation for the project is captured in the land use plan ‘Marker Wadden’. This
land use plan makes development of 1500 acres of nature/wetland within an area of 1800
acres possible.
RWS and Natuurmonumenten are collaborating in a partnership and are the executive board.
The total expenses should bit exceed the available budget of €50 million unless the executive
board and the ‘Stuurgroep’ (comprising of national government, province of Flevoland, and
Natuurmonumenten as chair) agree on upscaling of the budget.

To demarcate the project, the procurement plan lists the following aspects which are excluded from
the project (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 8):




The development of a visitor centre.
The development of facilities in the harbour (i.e. electricity, fresh water and waste collection).
The management and conservation of the nature islands, this is the responsibility of
Natuurmonumenten.
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Further fund raising to collect the targeted amount of €75 million, this is the responsibility of
Natuurmonumenten.
The alignment of nature and water policy in and around the Markermeer.

At the moment of the publication of the procurement report, the budget for the first phase of the
Marker Wadden was still €50 million, thus making it possible to realise a nature island of around 300
acres large. In case an extra €25 million would be raised, the project would be able to upscale to a
nature island of around 500 acres by realising four additional islands. A large amount of this €50 million
budget will be made available during the implementation phase. However, money is also budgeted for
compensating private parties (3 x €120.000,-) that are chosen as ‘candidates’ within the procurement
procedure, for the final stages of the design and later for the maintenance phase (although this last
amount was not yet known how much as this would be depending on the offer of the contractor). In
addition, the report states that within the partnership Rijkswaterstaat will have the role of ‘contracting
authority’ (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 5).
Where the previous points from the procurement report describe the character and extent of the
procurement demand (in Dutch: inkoopbehoefte), the way the market sector is approached describes
the ‘how’ of the procurement procedure. Here the report explains the choice for a certain contract
type that allows for flexible input from the contractor. A so-called DBM (design, build maitenance)
contract would allow for this room (RWS, 2013). Furthermore, for the further tendering procedure a
so-called ‘competitive focused dialogue’ (in Dutch: concurrentiegerichte dialoog) is adopted. 35

35

Procurement reflects the process of buying goods, works or services by specifying requirements. Subsequently,
the client opens the process of tendering (i.e. bidding) in which interested companies can submit proposals. The
client then selects one, who will perform the work by contract (UNDP, n.d.).
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A ‘competitive focused dialogue’ is specifically used for projects which proof to be especially complex
and in which the client is unable to objectively determine technical and legal details (Rijksoverheid,
2009b; RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014). The selected candidates are in this type presented with a
question for which no clear solution is available and in which an answer ought to be found through a
discussion (Rijksoverheid, 2009b). The dialogues for the Marker Wadden project will comprise the
topics of: vision and design of the candidates; experimenting with captured silt; the extent to which
the current method of work fits the conditions of permits; measurement and demand of deposition;
sandy shores (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 24). In addition to providing a usable solution,
these dialogues are believed to form the foundation for future collaboration, attitude, behaviour and
communication of client and contractor along the implementation (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014,
p. 12). The tendering is hereby organised through a series of selection rounds during which three
parties, who are financially compensated (3 x €120.000,-), are selected to take part in the dialogues.
In these dialogues the topics of visions and design; silt capture experimenting; method of working
within the conditions of the permits; measurements and demand for the deposition; and sandy shores
(RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014). From the initial three candidates, one contractor is finally chosen.
Central in this specific procurement type is thus the interaction between client, interested market
parties and finally the contractor from which the best available solution ought to follow. The final
selection of the contractor will be based on so-called ‘award criteria’ (in Dutch: gunningscriteria). For
the Marker Wadden these criteria were captured on the basis of the ‘most economically advantageous
tender’ (in Dutch Economisch Meest Voordelige Inschrijving; EMVI) in which spatial quality;
management of uncertainties, approach for the silt issue; amount of offered acres of habitat;
price/quality ratio is taken along. Furthermore, it is stated that the proposal ought to work with a fixed
price in which the project need to be realised and that the project will be done using modules (RWS &
Natuurmonumenten, 2014, p. 23).
In addition to the explorative design and the procurement procedure, other important demarcating
decisions are captured in a list of the following formal ‘agreements’:


‘The partnership agreement’ (in Dutch: samenwerkingsovereenkomst), in which decisions are
determined between the partners about the main outline of the project (art. 3); the main
planning (art. 4); who would join in the partnership and who would be responsible for what
aspect of the project (art. 5); how the organisation for the project would be structured (art. 6);
the final management of the project (art. 7); financial agreements (art. 8); communication (art.
11); duration of the partnership (art. 12); entry of new partners (art. 16); and disputes (art. 17)
(Staatscourant, 2014a). For the collaboration between Natuurmonumenten and
Rijkswaterstaat, it was decided to work according to the IPM-model, in which Rijkswaterstaat
focuses on contract management and project control and Natuurmonumenten focusses on
ecological knowledge, environmental management and being the spokesman of the project
(Rijkswaterstaat, 2016, p. 33).36

36

Adoption of the IPM model, in Dutch Integraal Project Management, in project development entails the
distribution of five distinct tasks: (I) a project manager, focused on who is responsible for the proper
implementation of the project; (II) a project control manager, who is responsible for identifying and control of
possible risks; (III) an environmental manager, who maintains contact with local residents and governments; (IV)
a technical manager, who is responsible for the technical and substantive input of the project; and lastly (V) a
contract manager, who is responsible for the contracts of all the different stakeholders (RWS, n.d.-b).
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‘The ‘implementation agreement’ (in Dutch: uitvoeringsovereenkomst) (Staatscourant,
2014b), in which decision are made regarding collaboration, distribution of tasks and
competences. RWS and Natuurmonumenten will form the ‘implementation group’ (in Dutch:
uitvoeringsalliantie) in which Rijkswaterstaat is responsible for the procurement while
Natuurmonumenten is responsible for further raising funds and being the ‘face’ of the project
(Staatscourant, 2014b). Furthermore, different roles within this group are distributed in
accordance to the IPM-model mentioned before:
‘’Within the implementation group the project director [Roel Posthoorn, who can be understood as the
project manager] will assign in consultation with the executive board [NM and RWS] the following IPMfunctions: A project control manager nominated by RWS [Marijke Visser]; an environmental manager
nominated by NM [Suzanne Klaassen];.an contract manager nominated by RWS [Jeroen Eikholt];.an
technical manager nominated by RWS [Bert Flach]. The IPM-team will be assisted by two asset
managers. One for the contactmanagement towards RWS [Ben Viveen] and one for the contact
management towards NM [André Rijsdorp].’’ 37 (art. 8 in Staatscourant, 2014b; translated by author)





‘The framework agreement’ (in Dutch: kaderovereenkomst) in which Natuurmonumenten,
National Government and the province of Flevoland make appointments with ‘Stichting
Groenfonds’ about management of the budget, which will be done by Groenfonds (Ministerie
I&M, 2014; Provinciale Staten, 2014).
‘The leasehold agreement’ (in Dutch: erfpachtovereenkomst) in which Natuurmonumenten
and the National government agree that Natuurmonumenten will receive the leasehold of the
project area (which was a condition of Natuurmonumenten to invest in the Marker Wadden).
The issuance of the leasehold will begin after the contractor finishes the first phase of the
project. However, this leasehold can be terminated if necessary in which case
Natuurmonumenten will receive compensation unless in the case RWS needs the area for
public work (Ministerie I&M, 2014).

37

Original in Dutch: ‘’Binnen de Uitvoeringsorganisatie benoemt de Projectdirecteur in overleg met het Dagelijks
Bestuur bij deze Uitvoeringsovereenkomst gezamenlijk de volgende IPM-rolhouders: een manager
projectbeheersing, voor te dragen door Rijkswaterstaat; een omgevingsmanager, voor te dragen door
Natuurmonumenten; een contractmanager, voor te dragen door Rijkswaterstaat; een technisch manager, voor
te dragen door Rijkswaterstaat; het team wordt aangevuld met twee assetmanagers, één die het relatiebeheer
richting de Rijkswaterstaat-organisatie voert en één die het relatiebeheer richting de Natuurmonumentenorganisatie voert. De twee assetmanagers worden voorgedragen vanuit Rijkswaterstaat
enNatuurmonumenten.’’ (art. 8 in Staatscourant, 2014b)
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A notable development that happened in the meantime is the application for the European LIFE
programme in July 2014 (Natuurmonumenten, 2014; Rijkswaterstaat & Natuurmonumenten, 2014).
This fund of approximately €3,5 billion was adopted in March 2014 as successor of the LIFE+
programme to contribute to the ‘’implementation, updating and development of EU environmental
and climate policy, and legislation by co-financing project with European added value’’ (European
Commission, 2016) Furthermore, it aims to develop instruments to put a stop to biodiversity loss and
restore ecosystems. To apply for a financial contribution from this programme a proposal with the
basic concept of the project was sent. However, the LIFE subsidy was not awarded even though a
second attempt was made later in the process. The reasons for the rejection of the proposal that
Natuurmonumenten sent appears to be vague. Where for some the reasons for the rejection are
formally absent, vague and non-transparent (I2), others make note that the main reason would be that
the Marker Wadden project engages in nature development rather than nature restoration:
‘’The most important [reason] was the fact that it was not nature restoration. There never have been
any [islands]. ’’You are building something new, which is beautiful but you will not get any subsidy for
this’’.’’ 38 (I1)
‘’They did not fully understand our project. ‘’Again those crazy Dutch people who just have to build
nature’’.’’ 39 (I2)

Others also mention the early governmental grant of €30 million as a reason. Although offering a
substantial kick-start to the project’s first steps in the initiation phase, the grant was seemingly seen
as a reason to reject the application for European funding. The ecologist from RWS during the
excursion to the opening ceremony of the Marker Wadden on the 24th of September 2016 (Fogol,
2016)hereby indicated that ‘this was a mistake and showed a lesson for future reference’ (E1).

38

Original in Dutch: ‘’Het belangrijkste was dat het geen natuurherstel was. Er is nooit [een eiland] geweest.
‘’Jullie gaan iets nieuws bouwen, dat is prachtig maar daar krijg je geen subsidie voor.’’ (I1)
39

Original in Dutch: ‘’Wat je had […] dat ze ons project niet zo goed begrepen. ‘’Gekke Nederlanders die weer zo
nodig natuur moeten maken’’.’’ (I2)
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Despite this financial setback, the project continues. So during this decision phase , a so-called projectm.e.r. was executed and published in December 2014. Where in the previous initiation phase the planm.e.r. provided in a Strategic Environmental Assessment, a project-m.e.r. denotes the execution of an
Environmental Impact Assessment (RWS, 2014) and is necessary for applying to the necessary permits
in accordance to the Law on Excavations (in Dutch: ontgrondingenwet) (Commissie mer, 2015). In
addition to these two permits, a permit is necessary in light of the Nature Protection Law from 1998
(in Dutch: Natuurbeschermingswet 1998; Nbw). The Dutch Agency of Environment and Transport (in
Dutch: Inspectie Leefomgeving en Transport; ILT) will be the coordinating body to apply for all the
necessary permits. The permit for the Nbw was hereby applied for in December 2014 and granted by
the Province of Flevoland in January 2015 (ILT, 2014; Provincie Flevoland, n.d.). The excavation permit
was applied for in December 2014 and granted by the ILT in June 2015. In addition to these two
permits, it is necessary to determine a so-called ‘Project plan law on water’ (in Dutch: Projectplan
Waterwet) since the Markermeer is ‘national water’ and the Marker Wadden would entail change to
this national water. The final Project plan was determined in March 2015 which comprised further
agreements on spatial demarcations (specific coordinates), a list of measures to be implemented and
an evaluation in accordance to the Law on Water. The latter comprised assessment of (1) flood and
water scarcity management, (2) protection and improvement of chemical and ecological quality, (3)
and the quality of the societal functions of the water system (e.g. recreational purposes). In the final
Project plan, is was determined that the Marker Wadden project corresponded with the Law on Water
(RWS, 2015, p. 9).
Project phase analysis
Although at this point in time, it was not yet clear how the Marker Wadden would look like, one can
observe that the project is increasingly being demarcated in this ‘project decision phase’ through
reached agreements on possible partners, designs, procurement and tendering procedures,
responsibilities, finances, permits and environmental assessments procedures. The phase builds
hereby on the dimensions from the previous initiation phase by capturing decision into formal
agreements. For instance, where the previous phase comprised primarily promises of financial support
from governments, the collaboration between the actors is now also being captured in formal
agreements. In this sense, the previous phase’s first outlook of the project is in this decision phase
being written down into formal documents.
With regard to actors and coalitions, the decision phase portrays a clear wish to collaborate with a
wide variety of partners (Staatscourant, 2013). This resulted in a ‘partnership’ agreement between the
Ministries of I&M and EZ, Rijkswaterstaat, Natuurmonumenten and the Province of Flevoland
(Staatscourant, 2014a).
The resources during this phase mainly comprised of knowledge gathered by for instance the
experimental island Ierst but also by the reference designs from Vista. Although an attempt was made
to receive funding from the LIFE foundation, any financial contribution appear to have remained
absent during this period.
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Concerning the dimension of Rules of the game, the decision phase shows an increasing demarcation.
This is done in the form of reference designs, formal agreements, and spatial planning procedures like
the establishment of the procurement procedure, execution of a project-m.e.r. and the application of
permits. On a more informal level, this dimension portrays an actor inclusive approach, which is for
instance shown by the invitation to collaborate in the partnership (Staatscourant, 2013).
Besides the continuation of a perspective that underlines the sustainable development of the
Markermeer, the rejection of the European LIFE foundation portrays a interesting chasm about
whether the project entails nature restoration or nature development. On the one hand it is argues
that the Marker Wadden might restore the ecological conditions, but on the other hand the islands
were never there but are instead brand new. So to what extent can this be considered as nature
restoration?
4.3.3. Project design
As mentioned above, the start of the procurement phase and the competitive focused dialogues
denotes the start of the project design phase in which clients and possible contractors collaborate to
develop a practical and specific design within the set framework. It is necessary to highlight the
procurement procedure further as it denotes a special characteristic within the project development
of the Marker Wadden. The mentioned ‘competitive focused dialogues’ were here put into practice.
The procurement procedure began with the publication of the contract in May 2014, which attracted
eight market parties (I2). To save time, energy and money the wish was to quickly reduce this number:
‘’To reduce the big amount of candidates to one the market, but also us, demanded a quick funnelling.
Quickly go into dialogue with less parties. Otherwise it would cost a lot of money for both sides, a lot of
time and energy and thus money.’’ 40 (I2)
‘’It has been stated that for all parties this is a costly matter, therefore quickly funnelling is desirable.’’ 41
(Royal HaskoningDHV, 2013, p. 2)

To quickly reduce to three parties, the candidates were asked to develop a so-called ‘action plan’ (in
Dutch: plan van aanpak) in which they elaborated on: the amount of wetland and sheltered shores;
spatial qualitative of the design and its implantation; the cost effectiveness of using silt as material for
building islands; the collaboration between the different parties (Natuurmonumenten & RWS, 2014).
These criteria were evaluated by a committee comprised of members from RWS, Nstuurmonumenten,
engineering bureau’s and external experts (I2). After this funnelling to three candidates, the actual
dialogues took place. The candidates were Boskalis, Van Oord, and de Vries en van de Wiel (I2). Nine
dialogues of around 2 to 2,5 hours were organised with each candidate (i.e. thus a total of 27) (I2).
During these dialogues the candidates organised the meetings in which discussed ‘’what they wanted
to know to develop a good offer in the end’’ (I2). So during the dialogues, the candidates ‘finetunes’
their designs using the input from these dialogues. As the project executive from Boskalis stated:

40

Original in Dutch: ‘’Om toch vrij snel van dat grote aantal gegadigden naar één te komen is er vooral vanuit de
markt maar ook vanaf ons snel getrechterd [selection of suitable candidates]. Snel met minder partijen het
gesprek voeren, omdat anders voor beide kanten het heel veel geld kost, heel veel tijd en inzet en dus geld.’’ (I2)
41
Original in Dutch: ‘’Het is daarbij echter ook uitgesproken dat dit voor alle partijen een kostbare
aangelegenheid is, en dat snel trechteren daarom gewenst is.’’ (Royal HaskoningDHV, 2013, p. 2)

53

‘’In principle you will get a list with conditions that the project should adhere to. However, sometimes
you cannot get everything from this [list], so then it is quite nice if you can talk to each other.’’ 42 (I3)

As stated earlier, topics that were discussed during the dialogues were: visions and design; silt capture
experimenting; method of working within the conditions of the permits; measurements and demand
for the deposition; and sandy shores (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014). However, according to
Leidraadse.nl (2016) a lot of attention was paid to the criteria of spatial quality during these dialogues.
Furthermore, although the nature of the dialogues was to create an open atmosphere between client
and candidate, it turned out that often ‘’the contractor already made a choice and presented their
solutions’’ (Leidraadse.nl, 2016; translated by author). All in all these dialogues lasted for around nine
months. They started in June 2014 with the announcement of the three chosen candidates (in Dutch:
gegadigden) and ended in March 2015.
Parallel to these dialogues was a formal process of questions and answers, in Dutch referred to as a
‘spoor van nota’s en inlichtingen’. During this process, the candidates could ask the contracting
authority about certain aspects (e.g. technique, process, evaluation criteria) after which the answers
would gain a formal status and were included in the contract (I2). Again, this allowed the candidates
to further specify their designs:
‘’There are a couple of question rounds in which you can assess the client’s wishes and see whether you
are on the right track. Obviously as a candidate you try to get as much out of it as possible, so in the end
you can write the proper thing down in the [final design] […] So the entire process of question rounds is
quite a bit about putting your ‘antennas out’ and listen what the best chance is to win [the tender].’’ 43
(I2)

In June 2015 the candidates could sent in their proposals from which one would be chosen in
September 2015 (RWS & Natuurmonumenten, 2014). The tender award was here based on an
evaluation of the so-called EMVI criteria for a maximum amount of €33 million:





spatial quality;
control and risk management;
approach to the silt issue;
amount of offered acres of wetland (Natuurmonumenten & RWS, 2014).

42

Original in Dutch: ‘’In principe krijg je gewoon een lijst met eissen waaraan het project moet voldoen. Dus daar
kan je soms niet alles uithalen, dus dan is het wel lekker dat je een keer met elkaar kan praten.’’ (I3)
43

Original in Dutch: ‘’je krijgt een aantal vragen rondes waarin je de opdrachtgever eigenlijk een beetje kunt
peilen van ‘’joh zit ik op het goede spoor’’. En je probeert als aannemer natuurlijk daar zoveel mgoelijk uit te halen
om uiteindelijk het juiste in dat boek neer te zetten […] Dus dat hele proces van die vragenrondes is toch een
beetje die voelstprieten uit en horen hoe je nou de meeste kans maakt om winnend te zijn.’’ (I2)
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In the end, a consortium of the dredging
company Royal Boskalis Westminster N.V. as the
contractor, supported by Witteveen+Bos for the
ecological aspects, Arcadis for morphological
aspects and Vista for drawing the final design,
won the tender on the 14th of September 2015
(Veenstra, 2016). A few days later, on the 23th
of September 2015, the final design for the
Marker Wadden was presented (see figure 13
and annex 2). Despite the idea of the
competitive dialogues to be open, it is stated on Figure 13) Front page of the design for the Marker
Leidraadse.nl (2016; translated by author) that Wadden.
after awarding the tender to Boskalis: ‘’the
dialogues [between contractor and clients] became more open, after the battle was won, and the client
could give a direction to the propositions of the contractor [and] articulate their preferences.’’

Figure 14) Artist impressions of the future Marker Wadden, comprising a marina, trails, bird observatory spots and a
watchtower. From (Vista, 2015)

Corné Appelo, project leader Marker Wadden from Boskalis, Harry Mols from Witteveen+Bos and Hans
Pohlman from Arcadis elaborate on their design in an article from Veenstra (2016) and on De
Ingenieur.nl (2016). They explain that the plan includes public facilities, like a marina, walkways, bird
observatory spots, a watchtower, and a ‘play valley’ for kids (see figure 14). However, most importantly
the winning consortium was the only that tendered with a design focused on sand instead of stones.
Also the project executive from Boskalis explains during an interview that although this approach is
more complex from a hydrological perspective due to the strong waves, it is a favourable approach to
realise the islands from an ecological perspective as it allows for the development of shores with
shallow slopes and dynamic depth due to the incoming waves.
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‘’Those soft borders [i.e. the sand dams and dunes] was a point that made us distinctive […] another
option would be to wrap it all up in stone. […] But that open structure, that allows the water to move
through the soft borders into the wetland due to the wind, that makes us distinctive.’’ 44 (I3)

Despite silt is most of the time mentioned as building material of the island in the media, the design
from the winning consortium actually requires a variety of materials, ranging from sand, clay and peat
from a Holocene soil layer in the Markermeer, as is explained by Boskalis (Fogol, 2016; I2). From a 30
meter deep extraction pit, sand is extracted for the development of sand dams that form the exterior
of the first main island (as elaborated in box 1) (I3). However, as this sand layer is beneath a 8 meter
thick layer of clay, the sand for the first sand dams was initially imported from a project in VeessenWapenveld (3). When the first underwater dam was finished, it could be ‘filled’ with the Holocene clay
from the extraction pit after which the sand would become available for the construction of the
subsequent sand dams (I3).
‘’Of course silt has deposited in the pit during the dredging of the clay, so that has been dredged along
[with the clay]. So that is used for the construction of the islands, but the bulk, for the filling of the
compartments, that is the Holocene clay.’’ 45 (I3)

Pohlman explains on De Ingenieur.nl (2016) that even the design of this pit is done with an ecological
perspective in mind as the slope of the pit will be specially designed to giver shelter to hibernating fish.
The so-called ‘cutter suction dredger ship’ Edax (in Dutch: snijkopzuiger) pumps up clay and peat from
the pit which are subsequently deposited in layers trough a three kilometre conduit by a pontoon that
deposits the material at the desired location.
By depositing the extracted material with substantial amounts of water, it is expected that creeks and
gullies will develop. Furthermore, by depositing the material at a high rate, relief is created; heavier
material will deposit close to the nozzle of the pontoon whereas lighter material will deposit further
away (Veenstra, 2016). Only the Western part of the island, which has the most impact from wind, will
have a ‘hard’ dike from stone, as well as the two piers (De Ingenieur.nl, 2016; I3; Veenstra, 2016).
Furthermore, to catch and break parts of the incoming waves, a sand beach with a gentle slope will be
developed as well at this side of the island. Behind the beach, dunes with a length of around 20 meter
and four to five meters high will be realized. In the shelter of these dunes, a wetland of reed will be
developed with shallow parts allowing water vegetation to develop and making it a suitable place for
fish, birds and shellfish. It is here, as Veenstra (2016) writes, that waves which are repelled by the
Houtribdijk will enter the Marker Wadden and deposit the silt from the Markermeer. Subsequently,
this part will comprise a dynamic area where seasonal differences wind and water will lead to
fluctuations of 20 to 30 centimetres. It is for this reason, as the future nature manager of the area
Andre Donker states in Veenstra (2016), that the area can be called Wadden.

44 Original in Dutch: ‘’Die zachte randen is wel een punt waarmee we onderscheidend zijn geweest.

[…] Je had het ook helemaal
kunnen inpakken in steen. Maar dat is toch wel iets waarmee we onderscheidend zijn: die open structuur waardoor de wind
het water aan de voorkant door die zacht rand het moeras gebied in kan lopen.’’ (I3)
45

Original in Dutch: ‘’Gedurende het baggeren van de klei is natuurlijk ook gewoon slib in de put er bij gekomen
dus dat is gewoon mee gebaggerd dus daar zijn de eilanden mee opgespoten maar de hoofdmoot, waar het
compartiment mee worden gevuld, is die holocene klei.’’ (I3)
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Where the first island is built with substantial amounts of sand and clay, the subsequent islands will be
developed using more of the silt from the Markermeer. This silt has to be collected from a two
kilometre long gully that has been dug specifically for this purpose. The alluvium of silt in this gully is
expected to be around one meter per year (De Ingenieur.nl, 2016; I2), which will be used to further
develop the islands. Furthermore, once the islands are there an important expectancy of the Marker
Wadden is that alluvium of silt will occur naturally. However, Appelo explains that it could take one to
two years before enough silt has been collected to start with the development of the subsequent
islands (Veenstra, 2016). Still, the adoption of silt as building material is unique and challenging. Where
using sand as building material has been done before, building with silt, which can be described as a
‘wet soft mud’, offers a new and innovative way (I3). As project director Posthoorn explains:
‘’The Markermeer is 4,5 meter deeps and the soil is one big pool of mud. That is a big difference with
building islands in a lake with a soil of sand. This is much more complex from a technical perspective.’’
46
(NOS, 2015)

As mentioned before, only the first main island will be accessible to the public. Here, trails will be
developed on the sand dikes, a marina will be constructed with a ferry departing from Lelystad, a
playing valley, bird observatory spots, and a watchtower. Outside the trails access is prohibited. Not
only because this area is meant for inter alia nesting birds, but also because the ground is too soft for
people to walk on (i.e. quick sand) (De Ingenieur.nl, 2016). Although almost all of the vegetation will
be developed spontaneously, to retain the sprouting of willows, which can quickly dominate the
surrounding vegetation, reed will be sowed in (Fogol, 2016; I2). Additionally, water will be left on the
surface of the islands during the germination period of willows so that there is little chance for the
seeds to sprout (De Ingenieur.nl, 2016). This way, the expectancy is that the vegetation will mainly
comprise reeds and aquatic plants (De Ingenieur.nl, 2016).
Project phase analysis
To sum up, the project design phase can be understood as that moment in project development in
which the tender was awarded among the designs from the clients and potential contractors who
engaged in answering the question that was articulated by Natuurmonumenten and Rijkswaterstaat
at the start of the procurement procedure in May 2014; how should a dynamic wetland be developed
within the specified framework of design boundaries and legal and financial agreements from previous
phases? Traditionally, the design phase distinguishes itself as a phase in which the reference design
from the previous decision is made more specific. However, within the Marker Wadden project this
reference design was barely used, thereby allowing the different candidates to bring in their own ideas
(I2). In this sense, apart from the existing coalition and already promised finances, the design phase
constitute a new design based on new knowledge (i.e. knowledge from the different candidates).

46

Original in Dutch: ‘’Het Markermeer is 4,5 meter diep en de bodem een grote blubberpoel. Dat is een groot
verschil met het opspuiten van eilandjes in meren met een zandbodem. Dit is technisch veel lastiger." (NOS, 2015)
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With regard to actors and coalitions, this phase portrays an intensive collaboration between on the
one hand Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten as the ‘implementation group’ (I5), and the
interested parties and candidates throughout the ‘competitive focussed dialogues’. Although these
dialogues were the responsibility of Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten and the Province of
Flevoland also took place during these meetings. Throughout nine dialogues with each of the three
candidates that were selected on the basis of their previously submitted action plan, the public and
private project partners engaged with the market parties on specifying a suitable design.
As no further funding appear to have been raised, the resources during the design phase arguably
therefore mainly consisted of knowledge that was used by the market parties to develop their designs
along the demands and wishes of the project partners. Alongside with this, the experimental island
Ierst delivered some key insights about how ‘not’ to construct the islands.
As for the dimension Rules of the Game, formal procurement legislation applied. A distinct feature of
this became apparent when the three candidates were selected and their knowledge level about the
project were not equal in respect to one another. To assure a fair procurement process, this level had
to be levelled:
‘’We had to bring those parties on an equal information level. That was on a technical level in the
procurement an important aspect […] you have to treat them equally, a level playing field, and take care
that the information level is approximately equal at the start’’ 47 (I2)

Furthermore, as the contract manager explained, the procurement process was made as transparent
and objectively as possible. To do so, teams of five to six people comprised of Rijkswaterstaat,
Natuurmonumenten, the Province and external experts, were organized per criteria (I2; I4). Despite
these seemingly strong procedural rules, the tendency was to keep the dialogues open:
‘’You should not sit there in a convulsive manner. Furthermore, you should not bring too many lawyers
to such meetings. It should be done in a relaxed manner, not too much fixation and writing things down.
Just going into the dialogue in an open manner, without approaching them [the candidates] differently.’’
48
(I2)

During the procurement phase a discourse of sustainable development continues. However, this
discourse is complemented with a discourse that underlines the application of innovative techniques.

47

Original in Dutch: ‘’Maar die partijen hebben we wel op gelijk informatie niveau moeten brengen. Dat was
aanbestedings-technisch wel een belangrijk ding […] Je moet ze wel gelijk behandelen, een ‘level playing field’.
Zorgen dat de informatie niveau ongeveer bij het begin op hetzelfde hoogte is.’’ (I2)
48

Original in Dutch: ’’Je moet ook weer niet krampachtig er in gaan zitten. Je moet ook niet teveel juristen
meenemen in zo’n gesprek. Je moet proberen het op een losse manier [te doen], niet teveel vastlegging. Gewoon
proberen lekker open dat gesprek aan te gaan, zonder dat je ze heel verschillend benaderd.’’ (I2)
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4.3.4. Project implementation
On the 22th of March 2016 the official start of the development began with the arrival of the Boskalis
crane vessel ‘De Kreeft’ which started with the development of the underwater dams and sand dikes
(Natuurmonumenten.nl, 2016b). This date thus also denotes the start of the ‘project implementation
phase’ which, as is stated by Korbee (2015, p. 13), ‘’deals with the actual construction of the project
[and] in in which the design is put into in practice’’. Furthermore, Korbee (2015, p. 13) indicates that it
is often necessary in this phase that the set design is altered due to (unforeseen) practical implications.
For the Marker Wadden, a variety of notable processes run parallel in this implementation phase. First
and most obviously, Boskalis starts with the construction of the first phase of the Marker Wadden
which entails developing the first main island. To do so, the design from the previous phase is put into
practice as the Boskalis crew ‘’work day and night’’ to build the underwater dams and sand dikes, and
pump layers of Holocene clay and peat within these frames of sand (RWS ecologist during excursion of
Fogol, 2016). Although often in the implementation phase changes are made to the designs (Korbee,
2015, p. 13), the Marker Wadden characterizes itself by its consistency to the original design (I1;I2).
Actually the one big alteration that was made to the design was already made in the previous design
phase, namely the location of the harbour. It is in this regard that the procurement procedure of
‘competitive focused dialogues’ shows its strengths since the wishes and demands from
Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten are already captured in the design due to the intensive
dialogues with the candidates. This in turn allowed for the development of a design which is specifically
tuned with the set conditions while keeping open for innovative ideas from the candidates.
Secondly, raising additional funding comprises a vital aspect during the development of the first phase.
As ‘only’ €50 million was raised until now, which is enough to realise the first main island (see photo
1), Natuurmonumenten is responsible for collecting the required money for the subsequent island (i.e.
which was agreed upon in 2014 in ‘the ‘implementation agreement’). Although one might expect that
an international company like Boskalis could easily contribute or pay up front, Natuurmonumenten
and Boskalis made an explicit agreements that the fund raising would be the sole task of
Natuurmonumenten and no private contribution or ‘loan’ would be given:
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‘’No, we do not help with that [fund raising]. We do try to come up with ideas for better efficiency or
with ideas for the development of future islands […] But raising funds is a serious task of them
[Natuurmonumenten] […] And they [Natuurmonumenten] also do not want that. You can imagine that
it might be easy for a big company like Boskalis to just contribute €10 million in advance. Than we can
continue with the development and we will get the money back someday. But Natuurmonumenten
deliberately does not want that. If you ask a possible financer ‘’can I have money?’’ and they see that
Boskalis already is financing it, than ‘’why would I give money if it is already there?’’.
Natuurmonumenten does not want to be in that position, they always want to need money, and not
having money in advance. For somebody that gives financial support that is a big difference.’’ 49 (I3)

Realising the other islands would presumably require an additional €25 million. Since the sand
extraction pit has been dug, the silt is being collected in the gully and the working material is already
present, this fund raising is thus faced with a certain amount of time pressure as it would decrease
costs if the contractor could continue to work right after the completion of the first island, which is
scheduled to be finished in the end of 2016 (see photo 1). If the funds are present, construction of the
second phase of the Marker Wadden could then continue in 2017.

Photo 1) RWS ecologist explains the current planning for the first phase of the Marker Wadden (own photo during
excursion of Fogol, 2016).

49

Original in Dutch: ‘’Nee daar helpen wij niet bij. Wij proberen wel ideeën aan te dragen, van hoe het soms
goedkoper kan of voor de toekomst nog bepaalde manieren om die volgende eilanden tot stand te maken. […].
Maar de fondswerving, dat is een hele serieuze tak van hen. […] Al dat soort zaken, daar helpen wij ze niet bij. En
dat willen ze ook niet. Je kan je voorstellen dat een manier voor een groot bedrijf als boskalis om te helpen is
gewoon om €10 miljoen voor te financieren. Kunnen wij door met bouwen en dat geld krijgen wel later een keer
weer. Maar Natuurmonumenten wil dat bewust niet, want als jij aan een fondswerving vraagt ‘’mag ik geld
hebben?’’, terwijl als die ziet dat Boskalis het al voor financiert ‘’waarom zou ik nog geld geven, het geld is er toch
al?’’. En Natuurmonumenten wil niet in die positie komen, ze willen eigenlijk altijd geld nodig hebben, en niet geld
op termijn hebben. Dat is voor iemand die geld wil geven een groot verschil.’’ (I3)
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Since European funding was a dead end, the additional required money should be raised from other
actors. To do this, Natuurmonumenten appear to have set up a quite successful campaign to put the
project in the spotlights. Not only does the project has its own Facebook page, which has almost 2,000
followers, and where notable events are posted, the project is also closely followed by national and
regional press and television.
The National Nature Quiz (in Dutch: Nationale Natuur Quize) of May 2016 is a good example of this. In
this quiz a variety of Dutch celebrities, nature lovers and people watching from home participated in a
quiz organised by BNN-VARA and Natuurmonumenten on national television. the quiz was presented
by two Dutch celebrities, Sophie Hilbrand and Chris Segers, and two nature managers from
Natuurmonumenten, Hanne Tersmette and Bart Zwiers (Natuurmonumenten.nl, 2016a). During the
quiz, questions were asked regarding Dutch nature accompanied with, as stated on
Natuurmonumenten.nl (2016a; translated by author), ‘’special images, like the birth of the Marker
Wadden. With this archipelago of islands the Dutch map will change and the Markermeer will be
restored’’. During the quiz substantial attention was paid to the development of the Marker Wadden.
Already during the first minutes, the project was introduced as it was broadcasted on the same day
that the first tip of the first island emerged above water, namely the 11th of May 2015. Also later in the
programme it received some minutes of ‘air time’:
Sophie Hilbrand (presenter 1): ‘’Here in the studio we commit ourselves to nature […] and that especially
on the day that new land is born within the Netherland […] and you were there Chris.’’
Chris Segers (presenter 2; CS): ‘’Yes, it was big, big news. New land, new nature and a big honour to be
there.’’
CS (while he steps on a boat to the Marker Wadden): ‘’good morning, is this the boat towards the new
land? […] it will really happen today […] the Markermeer was surrounded by dikes leading to dwindling
life in the lake due to a lot of silt […] new nature has to be created, actually a nature restoration project,
the biggest nature restoration project of Europe {…] that is what will happen here today and I am a
witness of the first part of the land that will emerge above water; the Marker Wadden.’’
CS (exclaims, as the first land emerges): ’’it is happening, new land in sight, new land, new nature, the
birth of a new part of the wadden! […] it is incredible, I can see birds, they are already here, beautiful!’’
CS (back in the studio): ‘’I was very enthusiastic, but it was not only I, everybody who is involved in the
project is very enthusiastic, and that demonstrates that it is very special.’’
Bart Zwiers (responding to CH): it is incredible that we create new land for nature. However it is not only
a present for nature but also for us. Because we can dock there, hike beautifully, we are building a
watchtower and then in 2018 we can enjoy this. And you know, I am very proud of the team of
Natuurmonumenten. Not only because I work there, but because of the people that support us, because
they ‘make’ Natuurmonumenten. And if you are not already participating, I would like to ask you: ‘’please
support us and text ‘nature’ to […].’’ (BNN-VARA, 2015; translated by author)

Furthermore, a crowd funding action has been organised in the course of 2016 where private actors
could show their support by means of donation. As can be seen in figure X, it appears incentive was
created by making financial support tangible and portraying what a certain donation could contribute
to the project: €25 would lead to 10m2 clear water, whereas €100 would also allow the development
of reed and beach.
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Figure 15) Overview of the crowd funding action of Natuurmonumenten (Natuurmonumenten.nl, n.d.-a)

Also the official opening of the first island on the 24th of September was seized as moment to put the
project in the spot light. During this day there was the possibility for the general public to set foot on
the first island and take a walk on the first sand dikes where Boskalis and Natuurmonumenten
explained what they were doing (see photo 2 and Annex 3). Furthermore, State Secretary of EZ (in
Dutch: staatssecretaris) van Dam officially opened the island and announced that an additional €4
million will be given by the ministry of EZ and urged the private sector to invest in this project:
‘’It is incredible to see how such an island develops. Thousands of birds are already using this island to
rest. There is both national as international interest for this project. The newest techniques are being
used to realise these islands thereby making it a sing board for the private sector. I call upon the private
sector to follow my lead and also invest in this project.’’ 50 (Rijksoverheid.nl, 2016; translated by author)

Photo 2) Part of the outer dike which could be trailed during the ceremonial opening (own photo during excursion of
Fogol, 2016).

50

Original in Dutch: ‘’Fantastisch om te zien hoe zo’n eiland ontstaat. Duizenden vogels gebruiken dit eiland nu
al om uit te rusten. Er is belangstelling vanuit het binnen- en buitenland voor dit project. De nieuwste technieken
worden gebruikt om deze eilanden te realiseren waardoor het een uithangbord is voor het bedrijfsleven. Ik roep
het bedrijfsleven op om mijn voorbeeld te volgen en ook in dit project te investeren.’’ (Rijksoverheid.nl, 2016)
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In the meantime, North-Holland announced that the Provincial Executives (in Dutch: Gedeputeerde
Staten; GS) proposed to the Provincial Council (in Dutch: Provinciale Staten; PS) to contribute €4 million
to the project (Province of North-Holland, 2016). Although financial support long remained absent
from the province of North-Holland, it appears that at this point North-Holland saw potential in the
project:
‘’The amount of people that live along the coast of the Markermeer-IJmeer is increasing due to building
plan. Increasing amount of people want to have their own boat […] The Markermeer-IJmeer can also
possible lead to the necessary dispersion of tourist from the Randstad.’’ 51 (Province of North-Holland,
2016; translated by author)
‘’By contributing to the restoration of the Markermeer, North-Holland beliefs to increase possibilities for
water sport, inland shipping and housing along the waterfront.’’ (Omroep flevoland, 2016)

Also the fact that investing now could save money on the long run, since construction could then
continue, seemed to have convinced the province to contribute (D66 North-Holland, 2016).
Although the province of Flevoland already contributed €4 million, they were requested for additional
funding by Natuurmonumenten (Province of Flevoland, 2016). Under the condition that other parties
would contribute as well, and ‘’under the impression that these parties would be stimulated to do so
if the Province would grant extra funding’’, the GS of Flevoland proposed to the PS to contribute €3
million (Province of Flevoland, 2016). An important reason to give this extra money appears to be lying
in the success for the development of a new National Park:
‘’To combine nature and recreation, it is important that the archipelago will be big enough […] The
recreational programme will decrease if the first phase will be implemented incomplete [and] will have
effect on success of the development of the National Park.’’ 52 (Province of Flevoland, 2016; translated
by author)

This initiative of the Province of Flevoland, in which Staatbosbeheer, Natuurmonumenten, Stichting
Het Flevo-landschap, the Municipalities of Almere and Lelystad and RWS collaborate, would bear the
name ‘Nieuw Land’ (in English: New Land). This seems fitting as the park would comprise the
Oostvaardersplassen, the Lepelaarplassen, the Marker Wadden and the Markermeer; all man-made.
The nascent park even competed in a competition for the title of ‘National park of world class’
organised by the Ministry of EZ under the catch phrase of ‘’biggest man-made nature area in the world’’
(Stentor.nl, 2016). However, this competition was one by the Wadden area.

51

Original in Dutch: ‘’Het aantal kustbewoners van het Markermeer-IJmeer neemt toe vanwege de
woningbouwplannen. Steeds meer bewoners willen een boot(je) bij de woning of in de buurt. Het MarkermeerIJmeer kan ook meer gaan betekenen voor de noodzakelijke spreiding van het toerisme uit de Randstad. ‘’
(Province of North-Holland, 2016)
52
Original in Dutch: ‘’Voor het combineren van natuur en recreatie is het van belang dat het archipel groot genoeg
wordt. Deze combinatie past goed bij de benadering waarin economie en ecologie elkaar versterken. Als de 1e
fase niet volledig wordt uitgevoerd, zal het recreatief programma naar beneden worden bijgesteld. […] Het nietvolledig ontwikkelen van de 1e fase Marker Wadden heeft daarmee ook een effect op het slagen van de
ontwikkeling van het Nationaal Park.’’ (Province of Flevoland, 2016)
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Although the fund raising during the implementation of the project appears to be successful so far, to
complete the Marker Wadden an additional amount of around €14 million will be necessary to
complete the first phase of the Marker Wadden. At the moment of writing an amount of approximately
€61,5 million has been collected (see table 2).

Table 2) Estimate of the raised funds.

Depending on the release of additional funds, further planning is at the moment of writing roughly as
follows (Natuurmonumenten.nl, n.d.-b):

Table 3) Planning for the coming years (Natuurmonumenten.nl, n.d.-c)

A last important aspect which has been developed in this phase is a monitoring system which is also
referred to as a sort of accounting system (I4;I5). This accounting tool currently consists of two
developed tools and one tool which is still in development (I5). The first developed tool is a registration
tool which keeps track of all the investments made in the area. These developments can be either
nature or economic projects (e.g. new marina, new piers, dike enhancement, etc.). Furthermore, the
tool captures the permits that are necessary for these projects and developments (I5). The second
developed tool is the so-called ‘nature thermometer’. This thermometer consists of different layers
that each three years evaluate conservation objectives from Natura-2000, WFD and TBES on the basis
of quality and quantity which in turn indicate as output whether it goes ‘well’ or whether it goes ‘bad’
with a certain objective (I5). Although the thermometer can easily be used as it clearly indicates
whether it goes good or bad, currently some discussion is going on about the true applicability of this
‘one output’ of the thermometer as it runs the risk of being short sighted:
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‘’You currently notice that when you explain it [the nature thermometer], you can get a lot of discussions.
Because in the thermometer you compare apples and oranges. You come to one verdict about whether
it [the conservation objective] is good or whether it is bad. However, where it might go well one bird it
can go bad with another.’’ 53 (I5)

Currently, only one measure moment has been undertaken last year. The next measure thus will be
done in two years after which statements might be made about improvements or deteriorations of
specific objectives. As a provincial civil servant states:
‘’This was only the first measure. I am very curious about what will happen during the second measure
since then you can really see whether it will give us insight in what we want.’’ 54 (I5)

The third tool of the accounting system, which is still in development, aims to capture the relation
between investments in nature and investments in other spatial developments. As a civil servant from
the Province of Flevoland explains:
‘’Does somebody who invests in the TBES receive the rights to initiate other developments? Or does
somebody who develops has to pay for nature? That is a very difficult discussion. We put that [discussion]
on a hold because we couldn’t figure it out.’’ 55 (I5)

Project phase analysis
Overall, the implementation phase still depicts a diverse setting of activities. Following upon the
agreed upon responsibilities from the previous phases, Boskalis started with the project execution
while on the other hand Natuurmonumenten is still raising funds for the development of subsequent
islands.
Where in previous phases public, private and market parties closely collaborated, the implementation
phase portrays a more segregated approach in which Boskalis is busy with the execution of the project,
Rijkswaterstaat is focussed on contract management, Natuurmonumenten is raising additional funds
and communication to the public and the Province of Flevoland is supporting the project with external
communication.

53

Original in Dutch: ‘’Je merkt nu heel erg dat als je het uitlegt, je er heel veel discussies over kan hebben. Want
in die thermometer vergelijk je appels met peren. Je komt tot 1 uitspraak over of het goed is of niet goed is. Maar
met de ene vogel gaat het goed en met de andere gaat het niet goed.’’ (I5)
54

Original in Dutch: ‘’Maar dit was pas de eerste meting. Ik ben heel benieuwd wat er met die tweede meting
gaat gebeuren want dan zie je pas echt ’gaat het ons het inzicht bieden, wat we zouden willen hebben’.’’ (I5)
55

Original in Dutch: ‘’Dus krijgt iemand die geïnvesteerd heeft in TBES rechten om andere ontwikkelingen plaats
te laten vinden? En moet iemand die ontwikkeld betalen voor natuur? Dat is een hele ingewikkelde discussie. Die
hebben we op pauze gezet, want daar kwamen we niet uit.’’ (I5)
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The resources of the implementation phase depicts an interesting aspect of the dimensional analysis.
Where normally one might expect that the project budget is complete at the moment of
implementation, Natuurmonumenten is still busy with raising additional funds by means of inter alia
lobbying, raising attention to the project (e.g. the nature quiz and the ceremonial opening), and crowd
funding. Although it is unknown how much is collected through the publicized numbers show that
governments have contributed considerably: the ministry of EZ with an additional €4 million, The
province of Flevoland with an additional €3 million and the province of North-Holland with €4 million.
Finances thus depict a fundamental aspect throughout all the project phases, which is not surprising
considering the substantial budget necessary for the project and the phased approach.
Although knowledge obviously still is considered important, it appears that it portray a less significant
role than in previous phases in which a lot of research and models have been undertaken. Instead, the
phase portrays a more practice oriented approach in which the stamina is ‘’we will see what the future
brings’’. Instead of trying to negate all the uncertainties, the lack of knowledge about how for instance
how the deposited silt reacts, is accepted. Furthermore, what is interesting to note is that in the face
of development of future islands the project executive from Boskalis stated that knowledge is in this
phase of the project not always considered helpful for a contractor. Although Boskalis won the tender
for the first phase of the Marker Wadden, which consists of five islands, Natuurmonumenten still has
a vision for the area which comprises many more islands. Due to procurement legislation, development
of these islands have again to be tendered on the market. Since Boskalis might have insight knowledge
about the current project they might actually develop a more expensive design as they also are aware
of the risks:
‘’Knowledge means that you know your chances, but also know the risks. Chances you sometimes take
along in your budget, but the same goes for risks. If another candidate is unaware of these risks he will
write a cheaper tender. And then he is the contractor.’’ 56 (I3)

With regard to the formal aspects of Rules of the Games, the contract and financial management
appear to be the main formal frameworks at this phase. Especially keeping an eye on the quality that
the contractor delivers through so-called ‘system focussed contract management’ (in Dutch:
systeemgerichte contractbeheersing; SCB) which is the responsibility of Rijkswaterstaat, plays an
important part. Where Rijkswaterstaat traditionally was focussed on detailed, on-site aspects of a
project, SCB implies a more abstract approach which is more focussed on the processes:

56

Original in Dutch: ‘’Kennis betekent dat je weet waar je kansen liggen maar ook wat de risico’s zijn. Kansen
neem je soms mee in je begroting maar risico’s ook. Als een andere aannemer dat risico niet ziet schrijf die veel
goedkoper in. En dan is hij de aannemer.’’ (I3)
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‘’In the past […] we would assess everything. We do not do that anymore. Now we assess the processes
and systems of a contractor […]. We audit […]: procurement processes, changes, risk management,
project management. […] That way you assess whether he [the contractor] meets the conditions that
have been established. […] Boskalis has to proof whether they meet these conditions. That is their
contractual obligation. And we assess that. Initially process-oriented, but if we see any risks or if we are
worried […] than we go into more detail.’’ 57 (I2)

Another formal instrument that allows the evaluation of objectives from Natura 2000, the WFD or the
TBES is the so-called ‘accounting system’ which currently consists of a monitoring system and a ‘nature
thermometer’. Although these two tools are currently developed, any usable observations can be
made over two years since the measurements are done every three years and the first measurement
was done last year (I5).
In a more informal sense, the Rules of the Game for the project implementation phase depicts a clear
approach to seek out the public and find additional funds. Through for instance the nature quiz, social
media and the ceremonial opening Natuurmonumenten actively engages in external communication.
Besides a continuing discourse of environmental modernizations, a PR-campaign that underlines the
‘making of new land’ becomes increasingly apparent through the National Park competition in which
the Marker Wadden enrolled.

57

Original in Dutch: ‘’In het verleden […] toetsten we alles. Dat doen we niet meer. Nu toetsen we de processen
een systemen van een opdrachtnemer […] . Maar we auditten […] Inkoopprocessen, proces van wijzigingen,
risicomanagement, project management. […] En op die manier toets je dus of hij [de aannemer] voldoet aan de
verplichting die hij zich zelf heeft opgelegd. […] Boskalis toont aan dat ze aan die eis voldoet. Dat is de
contractverplichting. En wij toetsen dat zo. In Eerste instantie procesmatig, maar als we daar risico’s zien of al we
zorgen bij hebben […] dan gaan we wat verder op detailniveau.’’ (I2)
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4.4.

Overall results

Table 4) Summary of the results.

The results from the MIPA analysis of the Marker Wadden case, as depicted in table 4, portray on the
one hand the complex development of the project while on the other hand it also show aspects that
persisted throughout the different project phases. Furthermore, the MIPA analysis offers a systematic
way to deconstruct a case in ‘analysable bits’ (i.e dimensions in project phases). Although this results
in a structured table in which each phase is analysed separately, as depicted above, a general
observation which really sets the Marker Wadden apart can be made. Where traditionally projects are
increasingly specified (i.e. from ‘first outlook’ in initiation phase to ‘reference design’ in decision phase
to ‘specific design’ in design phase), the Marker Wadden characterizes itself by its flexibility. The ‘Rules
of the Game’ dimensions in this sense, which normally can be used to delineate projects through
capturing design plans and decisions in formal documents, are in the Marker Wadden kept open
throughout the project. This resulted in the end in a design which was greatly founded on innovative
ideas from the contractor Boskalis, despite the many reference designs and artists impressions which
were made in the previous phases. With regard to the separate dimensions, a summary is provided in
the following sections.
4.4.1. Actors
Overall, intensive collaboration between public and private actors occurred throughout project
development. Already in the initiation stage, during which a vision for the Markermeer was developed
and finally the Marker Wadden initiative from Natuurmonumenten emerged, national government,
the Province of Flevoland and North-Holland, and local governments worked closely together with
private actors and societal organizations like Natuurmonumenten, ANWB, and Staatsbosbeheer. With
the further development of the Marker Wadden initiative a public-private partnership between the
national government, Province of Flevoland, Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten persisted
throughout the subsequent decision, design and implementation phase.
During these phases, actors like Boskalis as the contractor and later also the Province of North-Holland
as co-financer joined the Marker Wadden venture. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that
throughout the project resistance from inter alia local residents is largely absent. Reasons for this are
not only due to the open approach in which parties are invited to collaborate and finance but also
simply due to the fact that the Marker Wadden is relatively far away from ‘civilization’:
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‘’It is located eight kilometres from Lelystad and 12 kilometer from Enkhuizen. Local residents will thus
not see it [the islands].’’ 58 (I3)
‘’It [the Marker Wadden] is not in the way for anything. Nothing has to be relcated. In that sense it is
easy to be positive.’’ 59 (I5)

4.4.2. Knowledge and money
Throughout the Marker Wadden project knowledge and finances were in varying degrees the prime
resources. Finances actually still is, considering the budget for the complete project is still being
complemented with additional funds. Furthermore, the finances played an important role during the
initiation phase in the form of the private contribution of NPL which ‘sparked’ the development of the
project and creating momentum. Arguably due to this initial private contribution, it was also during
this phase that the most substantial amount of the total budget was collected in the form of national
and provincial governmental contributions. In addition to finances, the knowledge gathered about the
ecological status of the Markermeer played a vital role in the initiation phase. Some considered this
research to be the foundation of the TBES (I4), which in turn constitutes a vital framework for the
further development of the Marker Wadden (I4;I5). In later phases of the project, the collection of
finances appear to have been more arduous. A European LIFE subsidy was rejected twice and it was
only until the implementation phase that the Province of North-Holland also made a financial
contribution to the Marker Wadden. During this implementation period also additional contribution
from national government and the Province of Flevoland were made available.
4.4.3. Rules of the game
The Marker Wadden project portrays a variety of regulative and legislative frameworks on different
levels. First of all, since the Markermeer is inter alia of importance for fish-, clam- and aquatic planteating birds the it has been designated as Natura-2000 meaning certain conservation objectives apply.
Second, the Markermeer being part of the RRAAM report is part of the national and regional
government vision for the Almere-Amsterdam and Markermeer area with the Marker Wadden as a
section of the in this report elaborated TBES vision. Although the Marker Wadden is currently more a
separate project, originally it was mentioned as part of the threefold ambition of creating housing,
jobs, better infrastructure and the TBES. Another important legislative framework was the
procurement procedure during the design phase. Three main features in this sense were: creating a
level playing field for the candidates, which implied that the knowledge ought to be equal among all
three candidates; the as objectively as possible evaluation of designs through assessment of the socalled EMVI-criteria; and the intensive bilateral ‘competitive focussed dialogues’ through which
candidates, Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten specified and adjusted the developed designs.
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Original in Dutch: ‘’Het ligt natuurlijk 8 kilometer van Lelystad en 12 km van Enkhuizen. Dus het is niet zo dat
de bewoners het zien.’’ (I3)
59

Original in Dutch: ‘’Het ligt nergens in de weg voor. Niks hoeft er voor opzij te gaan. Wat dat betreft relatief
makkelijk om er positief tegenover te staan.’’ (I5)
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Apart from these formal rules of the game, informal rules of the game that characterise the project
throughout its phases is for instance the collaboration between the traditionally bureaucratic
Rijkswaterstaat and the more idealistic Natuurmonumenten. Although both parties follow different
approaches to project management and some scepticism at the start from some, with some effort they
developed an approach in which both worked on aspects from their own expertise (i.e. Rijkswaterstaat
on contract management and technical specification and Natuurmonumenten on fund raising and
public relations) while still collaborating and learning from each other in the partnership:
‘’There were a lot of lawyers at Rijkswaterstaat who said ‘’you should never start with this, it will not end
well with those ‘woolly socks’ [Natuurmonumenten]’’. And among Natuurmonumenten a lot of people
said ‘’if you collaborate with Rijkswaterstaat [it will become] bureaucratic, they will bring their rules, and
everything will take twice as long with extra costs. [But] they [Natuurmonuenten] are extremely
motivated; they want something. All our arguments ‘that it could not be done’ or ‘that it wasn’t allowed’
were not receptive. That is the cultural difference. On the one side you admire their passion; it was done
in a timeframe which would be impossible for Rijkswaterstaat. And they [Natuurmonumenten] have
learned something from us [Rijkswaterstaat]; to organise some things in a structured way and write
these things down. To barging in while stating ‘’I want this’’, but think about the reasons and arguments
in advance […] These things they learned [from us].‘’ 60 (I1)

Furthermore, despite some vagueness surrounding the EU LIFE foundation application, the Marker
Wadden project characterizes itself by its transparent and open procedures. Parties are asked to join
in developed the project (Staatscourant, 2013), a side note being that they ought to bring around €5
million as financial contribution (I5), public, private and market parties collaborate together, and local
parties (e.g. fishermen, residents from Lelystad, recreational sailors etc.) are often informed and
involved through information events in Lelystad. Furthermore, Natuurmonumenten often reaches out
to the wider public, especially in the current implementation phase, through (social) media (e.g. the
nature quiz) and events towards the project site (e.g. the opening ceremony).
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Original in Dutch: ‘’Bij Rijkswaterstaat riepen veel juristen ‘’moet je nooit aan beginnen, gaat nooit goed, die
geitenwollen sokken’’. En bij NM waren veel mensen ‘’als je RWS erbij haalt, bureaucratisch, die komen met
regeltjes aan dan gaat alles twee keer zo lang duren, met extra kosten’’. [Maar] zij zijn vreselijk gemotiveerd, ze
willen iets. En alle argumenten van ons ‘’dat kan , dat mag niet’’. Dat slaat niet aan. […] Daar zit het cultuur
verschil. Aan de ene kant heb je er waardering voor de gedrevenheid. Het is in een tijdbestek gegaan wat voor
Rijkswaterstaat onmogelijk is. En zij hebben van ons toch veel geleerd van even goed geregeld hebben of even
opschrijven dan. Niet aan de deur kloppen en zeggen ‘’ik wil graag dit’’, maar van tevoren even [bedenken] ‘wat
zijn mijn belangrijkste argumenten’ […]. Dat soort dingen zijn lessen die zij oppakten.’’ (I1)
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4.4.4. Making new land together
Throughout the different project phases a discourse of ecological modernization is apparent. This
discourse not only acknowledges the detrimental environmental impacts from anthropocentric
development, it also proposes they can be solved by engineering solutions (Hajer, 1995, pp. 7-8). As
Korbee (2015, pp. 66-67) explains, scientific-technological developments are no longer solely seen as
causes of environmental but can actually be used for restoration or even prevention. Furthermore, the
discourse underlines new opportunities as new roles and responsibilities for state and market emerge
in which state, private and market actors collaborate (Mol, 2000, p. 50; Spaargaren & Mol, 2008, p.
353).
In addition to this environmental modernization discourse that recognizes the need to utilize the
traditional engineering perspective to restore and improve the environment with innovative
techniques and new partnerships between public, private and market actors, the initiation phase also
portrays a sustainable development discourse. During this first phase the idea of developing a TBES to
give room for socio-economic development of the surrounding area and bringing the area up to
standard with Natura-2000 and KRW was still strongly present. However, where initially the Marker
Wadden was strongly linked to housing issues in Almere and infrastructure in Amsterdam (i.e. the
threefold ambition of RRAAM), later during the project procedures the Marker Wadden project
became more ‘self-contained’ (I5).
After the initiation phase, the project denoted several other discourses. The attempt to get European
funding through the LIFE foundation was in this sense a notable event. Where the project team was
convinced of the perspective that the Marker Wadden was a nature restoration project, the foundation
believed it to be instead nature development. Although a second attempt was made for a contribution,
these two perspectives were apparently too far apart to coincide in the form of a European
contribution.
Furthermore, during the design phase the innovative character of the project truly emerged as
Natuurmonumenten and Rijkswaterstaat sat together with possible contractors to develop a design.
This open perspective allowed both for the flexibility both necessary to finetune the design to the
wishes of the project developers (i.e. Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten during the
procurement phase) as well to give room for the innovative aspects of the project (e.g. using silt as
building material).
Lastly, in the current the implementation phase, the project was framed within the ‘National Nieuw
Land’ during a national competition for the most beautiful national park of the Netherlands. Although
the competition was not won, the Marker Wadden arguably aligned themselves with a perspective
that underlined the benefits of newly formed land and nature.
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5. Conclusion and discussion
This concluding chapter presents and discusses the results of the data analysis. The chapter begins by
elaborating on the reasons why this research is performed and briefly discussing the objective and
research questions (section 5.1). Subsequently, the chapter answers each of the research questions
separately (section 5.2). Furthermore, the chapter resumes by reflecting on the adopted theoretical
framework and methodology (section 5.3) To conclude, the chapter presents some recommendations
for further research (section 5.4).
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5.1.

Governance while making new land

Following a BwN approach, the Marker Wadden project portrays a case in which a solution is
developed and implemented to restore and improve the Marker Meer’s ecology, thereby both giving
voice to environmental legislations as well as giving room for spatial economic developments in the
surrounding area. Strongly embedded in ecology and engineering, while at the same time paying
respect to the societal factors, the idea of developing large scale wetland in the North-East part of the
Lake portrays an innovative and perhaps even bold plan. The scale and expenses for the project made
it necessary to not only collaborate with a wide variety of public and private actors, but also adapt a
phased approach. Where in the meantime the contractor already started with the development of the
first islands, the implementation of the plan in its totality (i.e. the first phase of the Marker Wadden)
depends on the raising and releasing of additional funds. Furthermore, Natuurmonumenten even
keeps a long term plan in mind which comprises around 10,000 acres of wetland (see Annex 3).
The complex and expensive nature of the project thus asked for an approach which allowed both for
intensive partnerships between actors while at the same time keeping enough room in designs and
agreements for innovative techniques and inter alia flexible fund raising. To study this complex
environment of actors and their coalitions, resources, rules of the game and discourse, this thesis set
out to ‘’investigate how the governance perspective of the BwN approach enables or constrains
deliberative project development in the Marker Wadden’’. This notion is especially important when
one considers the dualistic and ambiguous nature of the concept of governance where accounts can
vary between either a hierarchical and technocratic structure-related meaning and a deliberative and
inclusive process-related meaning. Insight in this is especially important considering both the overall
aim of the BwN programme (i.e. gaining acceptance and support and developing local fitting designs)
and the intensive collaboration between public and private parties within the Marker Wadden project.
By analysing the Marker Wadden case from initiation through implementation and combining a Marine
Infrastructure Project Arrangement (MIPA) approach with governance theory, this thesis was able to
answer the research questions, which are presented below:
1. What are the characteristics of BwN in the Marker Wadden?
2. How does governance emerge in the BwN project the Marker Wadden?
a. What kinds of actors participate in project development?
b. What different coalitions emerge in project development?
c. How are actors empowered or marginalised in the BwN approach?
d. How are resources used in project development?
3. How does the governance perspective in the BwN enable or constrain deliberative project
development in the Marker Wadden?
The subsequent sections systematically answer each of these questions separately by discussing and
reflecting on the findings from the case study and data analysis.
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5.2.

Research questions

5.2.1. Building with Nature in the Marker Wadden
With regard to the first research question, the case study shows that the Marker Wadden contains a
substantial amount of BwN features. To start and perhaps most importantly, it is apparent that
throughout the project phases all three main BwN philosophies of thinking, acting and interacting
differently were integrated. For convenience these philosophies were:
1. ‘’man-made projects are an inherent part of the environment. They provide a unique
opportunity to induce positive change.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a);
2. ‘’natural processes can be used and stimulated to achieve an optimal and sustainable fit of a
man-made project in its environment.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a);
3. ‘’realisation of Building with Nature projects cannot be achieved without interdisciplinary
collaboration and early and active stakeholder involvement.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a)
Firstly, with the initial policy programmes like PRU and RRAAM and the subsequent work of the
taskforce WMIJ, the environment (i.e. the Markermeer) was thoroughly researched leading to the
account of taking action to solve the diminishing ecological situation by developing a TBES.
Furthermore, with the ANT and NMIJ studies and experiments, like the Ierst island, the collaborating
actors continued the endeavour to understand the system and work out an efficient and effective
implementation of the TBES concept in the Markermeer. Nevertheless, the adoption of these
ecosystem dynamics brings in a certain degree of uncertainty in project development:
‘’In a BwN project, partly unpredictable natural dynamics are proactively used in the projects' designs,
while the traditional approach to hydraulic engineering infrastructures (e.g. dikes and storm surge
barriers) attempts to control nature.’’ (Deltares, n.d.-a).

Although many studies have been undertaken and an accounting system with a monitoring tool and
‘nature thermometer’ have been developed to reduce this uncertainty, the Marker Wadden is still a
perfect example where the actors have accepted this fact. Statements like below perfectly underlines
this:
‘’Even if it is a failure, than it still a beautiful experiment’’ 61 (I1)

This uncertainty requires active stakeholder involvement processes (Korbee, 2015, p. 28). Within the
Marker Wadden this becomes not only visible by the early private and market party involvement, but
also by the flexibility with regard to the different designs. By the time market parties were involved
during the design phase already multiple designs were developed. Where normally these reference
designs are utilized during the development of the final design, the Marker Wadden is distinct by
putting these reference designs aside thereby giving room for the innovative ideas from the
candidates.

61

Original in Dutch: ’’al is het een mislukking dan is het een prachtig experiment’’ (I1
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Secondly, with the development Marker Wadden as measure within the TBES concept, the coalition of
the two ministries of EZ and I&M, Province of Flevoland and later North-Holland, Rijkswaterstaat,
Boskalis and Natuurmonumenten captured the account of using the lake’s natural processes (i.e. wind
and current) and material (i.e. silt, sand, peat and natural vegetation) in the final design of the Marker
Wadden.
Thirdly, the procedures within the development of the Marker Wadden project characterise
themselves by the public private collaboration between the traditionally technical and bureaucratic
governmental agency Rijkswaterstaat and the private organization, by some referred more idealistic,
Natuurmonumenten. Furthermore, from initiation to implementation market and social parties were
involved through for instance the ‘ecological market consultancy request’, social media and
information events.
Other features that complement the above BwN features and which might emerge within project
development are mentioned by Korbee (2015) and Korbee and Van Tatenhove (2013):
1) use of ecosystem dynamics in the project design;
2) proactive towards environmental regulations.
Again the case study shows that also these features emerge in the Marker Wadden. First of all, by
adopting ‘competitive focussed dialogues’ as procurement procedure, the implementation group,
consisting of Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten, were able to make sure that ecosystem
dynamics were taken along by the candidates during the development of the designs. For the Marker
Wadden this for instance led to the fact that the constructor Boskalis added a BwN perspective to their
design for developing the wetlands by basing their design on using sand instead of stone. In this sense
the procurement procedure also lines up with the building block of ‘innovative contracting’ mentioned
in the BwN guideline (Deltares, n.d.-a). Secondly, the feature of being proactive towards environmental
regulations implies not only early adoption (i.e. before construction starts), but also the presence of
actors who are knowledgeable about these environmental regulations (Korbee, 2015, pp. 29-30;
Korbee & Van Tatenhove, 2013). For the Marker Wadden these regulations are executed in accordance
to the formal spatial planning procedures by means of a ‘plan-m.e.r.’, which is comparable to an SEA,
and a ‘project-m.e.r.’, which is comparable to a EIA. Furthermore, despite Marker Wadden is quite an
innovative project, Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten as ‘implementation group’ (in Dutch:
uitvoeringsalliantie) arguably carry substantial experience with the formal procedures and regulations
related to nature development projects. As both actors were practically involved from the initiation
onwards and constitute the main actors throughout the project phases it can be stated that the project
can also in this regard be regarded as proactive towards environmental regulation.
5.2.2. Public Private Partnerships
To see which actors were involved and how they collaborated, this section addresses how the concept
of governance emerges within the project development of the Marker Wadden. The case shows that
a wide variety of actors were involved and collaborated with one another, much like a form of a PublicPrivate-Partnership. Public actors were involved through the presence of the Ministries of EZ and I&M,
the Province of Flevoland and later also North-Holland, Rijkswaterstaat and the municipality of
Lelystad. Although both Natuurmonumenten as well as the consortium of Boskalis, Vista,
Witteveen+Bos and Arcadis can be regarded as private actors, the latter actors can arguably also, due
to their economic perspective, be characterized as market parties.
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Throughout the project phases different coalitions can be distinguished. During the initiation phase a
coalition can be seen consisting mainly of national and regional governments in which private and
market parties were involved through for instance the ecological market request. However, with the
adoption of the proposal for the Marker Wadden the role of Natuurmonumenten became more
central. Furthermore, with Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten as the implementation group thus
responsible for the procurement and further implementation, these two actors form from the main
actors in the coalition of national government and the province of Flevoland and later North-Holland.
Although Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten played a central role during the design and
implementation of the project, Boskalis and other candidates were given substantial room during the
procurement procedure to put in their own ideas and initiatives in their designs since the reference
design was not taken along during the dialogues. Overall, the project thus depicts clearly the trend of
empowering private and market actors like Natuurmonumenten and Boskalis to be involved in the
development of the project.
The resources that these actors mobilised range within the Marker Wadden between substantial
financial sums and knowledge. First of all, the knowledge that pinpointed the environmental
degradation in the Markermeer formed a solid foundation for the subsequent development of the
TBES concept. Arguably both the undertaken research and the emergence of the TBES paved the path
for the Marker Wadden proposition of Natuurmonumenten to develop large scale wetlands. The fact
that this proposal went hand in hand with a private funding of €15 million from NPL served as an
important incentive to foster initial governmental enthusiasm for the plan. Subsequent governmental
funds, both national and regional, formed additional important resources to complete the funding for
starting with the first phase of the Marker Wadden. Other mentionable resources were for instance
gathered knowledge on the experimental island ‘Ierst’ which showed ‘how not to develop an island’.
Overall, the case thus clearly depict many features from a process-related meaning of governance.
Through involvement of Natuurmonumenten and giving room to market parties like Boskalis next to
different governmental actors, the Marker Wadden portrays a coalition of several actors in which
experts and governments are merely one of more roles. Although traditionally Rijkswaterstaat can
traditionally be described as a bureaucratic and even technocratic organisation (van den Brink, 2009),
the decision-making within the Marker Wadden was done in close collaboration with
Natuurmonumenten and other actors within the coalition like the province Flevoland. Over the course
of the project substantial amounts of paperwork have been developed to improve knowledge about
the system. Furthermore, through the monitoring tool and nature thermometer, the knowledge about
the system is kept up to date. Although this features sound quite deterministic and objective, the
general approach for developing the Marker Wadden depicted an open environment in which new
knowledge was welcomed and discussed. This is for example portrayed by the procurement procedure
which fostered an open and flexible setting in which candidates like Boskalis were given room to
propose their ideas. Subsequently, it can be stated that, despite some general frameworks were setup, the development of the design was kept flexible through deliberative dialogues between
candidates, Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten.
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5.2.3. Deliberation?
As the latter section elaborated, the Marker Wadden case depicts clear process-related features of
governance. This last section answers the question how the governance perspective from the BwN
enabled or constrained the deliberative project development in the Marker Wadden. To recapture,
the governance perspective from the BwN guidline mentioned three aspects that were vital to consider
in BwN project. These were: (1) identifying and understanding apparent actors, arena’s and processes
and strategic utilization of these networks (e.g. lobbying to crucial government members); (2) taking
the regulatory context (i.e. legal systems in place) into account by understanding and learning how to
deal with the regulatory context; (3) and the integration of sectoral knowledge and practice (e.g.
ecology, hydrology, and technical and social sciences) and strive for mutual understanding through
dialogue and negotiation (Deltares, n.d.-b).
It can be stated that the project developers from the Marker Wadden succeeded in understanding and
utilizing the actors, arena’s and processes. This already became visible when Natuurmonumenten
proposed the Marker Wadden plan during the ecological market consultancy request with a substantial
private contribution. By doing so, Natuurmonumenten actively became engaged in the arena which
decided about the implementation of the TBES concept. Furthermore, by bringing the private funding
from NPL Natuurmonumenten succeeded in creating substantial political will and enthusiasm for their
proposal. With two ministries and the Province of Flevoland on board, one can observe a widened
actors coalition already in the initiation phase which continued throughout the project phases and
which was later supplemented by Boskalis but also by the province of North-Holland.
With the Marker Wadden being privately and publicly funded and capturing aspects from the RRAAM
policy and TBES concept (i.e. improving environmental conditions in the Markermeer), it can be stated
that the project arguably integrated well within the regulatory context of the surrounding area. By
doing so, the project developers appear to have succeeded in aligning the demands and interests of
the actors. Not only does the Marker Wadden capture ecological values, it is also expected to give a
boost to the regional economy due to an increase in recreation and the subsequent possibilities for
spatial development in the area and the learned techniques are expected to be an export product for
Dutch water management.
With regard to the third aspect, the Marker Wadden is an example where sectoral knowledge was
successfully integrated. Not only with regard to the engineering perspective from Boskalis, but also
with regard to the collaboration between the traditionally bureaucratic and technocratic
Rijkswaterstaat and idealistic Natuurmonumenten. Furthermore, with the involvement of Boskalis and
other candidates early on in the procurement procedures through the ‘competitive focussed
dialogues’ the project developers gave room not only to the innovative integration between an
ecological interesting design (e.g. sand instead of stone) and innovative engineering (e.g. silt as one of
the building materials), but also aim for mutual understanding between Natuurmonumenten,
Rijkswaterstaat and the candidates. Additionally, it helped to keep the design development open and
flexible. Hereby, the role of the candidates and future constructor was, as Korbee et al. (2014, p. 13)
puts it, enhanced beyond just the role of dredger.
Overall, it can thus be stated that through a BwN governance perspective, deliberative project
development was enhanced by means of:


A widened actor coalition of public, private and market parties;

77





early involvement within the project development of these actors;
integrating the project into the regulatory context thereby aligning interests and demands;
and lastly, an open and flexible design procedure.

5.3.

Discussion

5.3.1. Reflection on theoretical framework
This thesis set out to investigate the governance setting of the Marker Wadden. The theoretical
framework hereby argued that, although the concept of governance is often promoted in policy as a
tool which can be used to guarantee participative decision-making (Colebatch, 2009), the concept is
multi-interpretable due to ambiguity and vagueness around its meaning. The thesis therefore adopted
a typology of two dominant yet contrasting meanings of governance -process- and structure-related
governance- which was also used in an earlier MSc thesis of this author (see also: Volbeda, 2016).
Being a project with a variety of BwN features which promote open and flexible decision-making (e.g.
actors from different disciplines and open procurement procedures) the project denoted a dominant
process-related meaning of governance throughout its development when compared to the typology.
For instance, the project team consisted of a coalition of several actors in which expertise about
different aspects (e.g. contracting or ecology) was divided between the coalition actors. Despite that
this dominant process-related meaning of governance and deliberative approach can be observed, the
argument can still be made that since local citizens were not directly present at decision-making
procedures, the project also bears resemblance to a more technocratic approach and therefore
structure-related meaning of governance. It is in this sense that the typology might elude certain
dynamics like ‘the presence of public and private actors yet absence of local citizens within decisionmaking’. In this sense it merely offers a dichotomizing black and white characterization of governance
which does not allow for ‘intermediate’ types.
Furthermore, the thesis adopted the MIPA approach to ‘deconstruct’ the case. Overall, the MIPA
approach offered a way to structurally deconstruct and analyse a complex project like the Marker
Wadden. However, it must be underlined that although the approach might offer a clear framework
by stating what phases emerges in project development and what often occurs in these phases, the
Marker Wadden shows that this ought not to be taken for granted. Marker Wadden as BwN project
characterized itself by its flexibility and by features that ran parallel to various phases which
traditionally might relate to a specific phase. Most notably the fund raising for the Marker Wadden
portrays a feature that ran from the initiation onward and is currently still not finished. Furthermore,
the fact that for instance the reference design was developed but then on ‘shuffled aside’ in the design
phase, show that features which traditionally can be expected to be utilized in a phase, can be absent.
Analysing BwN project like the Marker Wadden which characterize themselves by their complexity
thus require a flexible research. Adopting a structured approach like the MIPA thus demands from the
researcher to be critical about the features related to the MIPA phases.
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5.3.2. Reflection on research approach
For analysing the governance setting of the BwN approach, the Marker Wadden offered an insightful
case. Portraying a project in which both public as well as private partners closely collaborated, the
Marker Wadden constitute an applicable case to study the governance setting. The case study design
which has been adopted provided the thesis with a comprehensive description of project development
throughout its different phases. Furthermore, through participation of an excursion and conduction of
five in-depth, expert-based interviews data was collected which allowed for the answering of the
research questions. However, although employees from Natuurmonumenten were present and
approached during the excursion, unfortunately no in-depth interview could be arranged within the
time frame of this thesis with Natuurmonumenten. Being one of the main actors of the project this is
a shame, but is with regard to data countered through the interviewing of members of the project
team which closely collaborated with Natuurmonumenten and the extensive content analysis of policy
documents, reports and web sites in which Natuurmonumenten also had a part.
In addition to the above, it must be stated here that the Marker Wadden does not constitute an
exemplarily BwN project. Where other BwN project entail for instance demands related to flood
management or coastal protection, the Marker Wadden is primarily concerned with environmental
restoration and development. As interviewees also indicated, the Marker Wadden is a project which
also allowed for collaboration between Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten as it did not comprise
objectives which ran counter with one another. Furthermore, due to its location in the ‘middle’ of the
Markermeer, there is arguably less chance for NIMBY occurrences in which local residents (who are
technically not really present). In this sense, it was not necessary for, for example, Rijkswaterstaat to
strongly pursue water safety objectives thereby explaining the dominant process-related meaning of
governance.
Lastly, BwN is in this thesis presented in as an approach which can be adopted by project developers.
In this sense it constitute more or less a methodology to include BwN characteristics in project
development. The thesis hereby argued that throughout the BwN project of the Marker Wadden a
dominant discourse of environmental modernization was visible. However, when one looks critical to
the BwN approach within the Marker Wadden and the meaning of discourse which is adopted in this
thesis, namely ‘’a shared way of making sense of the world embedded in language’’ Dryzek, 2005, p.
9), one could argue that BwN constitutes a new discourse (Dryzek, 2005, p. 9). The Marker Wadden is
often framed as ‘’a new piece of Dutch land’’ which is ‘’built by using the lake’s silt’’. This is not only
done by the project actors, but also takes place within the media and press. In this sense a wide variety
of actors appear to view the Marker Wadden as a project in which natural materials are used to build
new land, and consequently BwN can be considered as a new discourse which gave meaning to the
project.
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5.4.

Recommendations

The Marker Wadden portrays a case in which most of the interests and demands from involved actors
are aligned or at least can co-exist without marginalising each other. A type of governance which allows
for deliberative collaboration might not be surprising. Although this allowed for the unique close
collaboration between Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten, a case in which demands from actors
are much more in contrast with each other, might be interesting to analyse. An interesting case to
research could be the controversial plans for a new recreational peninsula in the Veerse Meer in the
province of Zeeland (pzc.nl, 2016). The plans are expected to give a boost to local economy by building
a new restaurant, a hotel and houses. Although the plans state that the peninsula ought to get the
same ‘look’ as the environment with sand and vegetation and form potential for a BwN approach,
there is already a lot of local resistance can be observed from people who are against the plan. Not
only would a MIPA analysis be interesting to execute to see the potential for a BwN approach, but with
the local resistance a governance analysis with regard to a process- versus a structure-related approach
could give insight in BwN and governance in a more controversial project.
Furthermore, the Marker Wadden is currently still in its implementation phase. Therefore, limited
information could be collected about the subsequent ‘management phase’ of the MIPA approach.
With the planning stating that the first phase of the Marker Wadden might be finished somewhere in
2020, it would be interesting to perform additional observation with regard to agreements and
implantation about the management of the island. For instance, it is currently only known that
although Natuurmonumenten will be the manager of the area, Boskalis has a contractual obligation to
ensure the quality of the ‘edges’ of the islands. What this in practice might mean is still uncertain.
Lastly, this thesis set out to shed some light on the way governance emerges within the Marker
Wadden project. However, during the case study it became obvious that knowledge next to finances
was one of the prime resources within the project. Even though the MIPA approach captures
‘knowledge’ within the resource dimensions, it is somewhat limited to this descriptive identification.
A theoretical framework which would further allow the analysis of the knowledge domain would be
through a so-called ‘knowledge arrangement approach’ as portrayed by Janssen et al. (2015). Janssen
et al. (2015, pp. 313-314) here defines a knowledge arrangement as ’’the dynamic interdependent
constellation of a (redefined) policy arrangement (involving knowledge and policy processes) and a
knowledge base within a policy domain.’’ As different knowledge can exist within project development,
Janssen (2015, p. 55) identifies four different modes of interaction that in increasing extent portray
interaction between them: separation; cooperation; integration; and unification. This notion of
interaction between knowledge frameworks would be interesting to put in the perspective of the
intensive collaboration between Rijkswaterstaat and Natuurmonumenten in the Marker Wadden
project.
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Annex 1) List of excursion & interviews
E1:

Opening ceremony Marker Wadden; Excursion, 24 September 2016,

Markermeer.

I1:
I2:
I3:
I4:
I5:

Asset manager from Rijkswaterstaat; Interview, 30 September 2016, Utrecht.
Contract manager from Rijkswaterstaat; Interview, 3 October 2016, Utrecht.
Project executive of contractor Boskalis; Interview, 19 October, Lelystad.
Civil servant of the Province of Flevoland; Interview, 19 October, Lelystad.
Civil servant of the Province of Flevoland; Interview, 3 November, Lelystad.

Annex 2) Interview script
Following a semi-structured interview style, this thesis interviewed the interviewees from Annex 1
using a list of topics which allowed for bringing up new questions and ideas based on the interviewee’s
response. However, since the organised interviews were all undertaken with specifically focussed and
adapted topic list based on the interviewees expertise, no interview was the same, thereby making it
hard to present ‘one’ interview script. Still some general topics can be identified as the interviews tried
to maintain a chronical character starting with the project initiation and moving through decision,
design and finally project implementation. The topics included: a general introduction, in which
recording of the interview and some personal history comprising inter alia the background and
function of the interviewee was discussed; the start of the Marker Wadden in the period from the
North Wing letter in 2006 until the proposal of Natuurmonumenten in 2012 in which for example the
role of the actor, other actors and opinion about the proposal were discussed; the different agreement
that were reached during the decision phase in which partnership, responsibilities and procurement
were settled; the design phase in which inter alia the characteristics of the competitive focussed
dialogues and the design of the Boskalis consortium were discussed; the overall collaboration between
the actors; how an average day of the interviewee looked like ;lessons learned for future projects; and
to conclude whether something was overlooked in the interview and recommendations for future
interviews and interviewees.
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Annex 3) Maps
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Periphery of the first phase
of the Marker Wadden
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