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ABSTRACT
Public participation is generally expected to improve the implementation of coastal restoration
projects. Nevertheless, the public’s participation is scarcely captured in the context of managed
realignment. This research examines how understandings and perceptions of participatory processes
differ in this overlooked context. I examine the case of the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration
project, and capture stakeholders’ perspectives on public participation through a mixed method
approach, i.e., interviews, surveys, and document analyses. The results reveal that stakeholders do
not merely perceive participatory processes differently but carry fundamentally different
understandings of public participation as a concept. Given these differences, it appears crucial to
consider managed realignment’s context while opening up decision-making processes. Moreover,
results hint that privately funded participatory processes may not necessarily differ substantially from
those that are publicly funded. Future research is needed to understand participatory differences
more thoroughly between public and private project.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Climate change adaptation is necessary to ensure acceptable levels of coastal safety for coastal
communities (Schoonees et al., 2019). As the effects of climate change, such as sea level rise,
increasing temperatures and unpredictable weather patterns, are being felt globally, international and
local government bodies have had to adapt to the consequences. Many scholars and policy makers
suggest that coastal areas need climate change adaptation to deal with the unpredictable and likely
disastrous effects of climate change (Cazenave & Llovel, 2010; Han et al., 2010; Schoonees et al., 2019;
Spalding et al., 2014; Weisner & Schernewski, 2013). Coastal communities and ecosystems are
especially vulnerable to these effects of climate change (Morris, Konlechner, Ghisalberti, & Swearer,
2018; Temmerman et al., 2013). The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines
climate change adaptation as the action of adjusting natural or human systems in response to actual
or expected climate change and its effects (Parry et al., 2007).
Currently, most research on climate change adaptation for coastal protection has focused on coastal
engineering measures, but nature-based solutions may provide a more sustainable solution in the long
run. Most research on climate change adaptation through coastal protection has focused on coastal
engineering measures such as dikes and seawalls (Rosenzweig et al., 2011; Schoonees et al., 2019;
Spalding et al., 2014). However, there is increasing awareness by both scholars and policy makers of
the potential role that coastal ecosystems can play in nature-based coastal protection (Schoonees et
al., 2019; Temmerman et al., 2013). Research by Spalding et al. (2014) highlights that healthy
ecosystems can provide coastal protection and can decrease coastal communities’ vulnerabilities to
climate change and coastal hazards (Hale et al., 2009; World Bank, 2010). For example, coastal
wetlands such as salt marshes can provide protection against sea level rise and wave erosion (French,
2006; Shepard, Crain, & Beck, 2011).
It is becoming increasingly clear that coastal ecosystems can play a crucial and cost-effective role in
the protection of coasts to climate change (Spalding et al., 2014). As the United Nations (UN) General
Assembly recently declared the UN Decade on Ecological Restoration for 2021-2030, it is a timely
moment to explore how coastal ecosystem restoration can continue to contribute to coastal
protection as a nature-based solution. With the repeated degradation of coastal ecosystems,
ecosystem restoration can provide vulnerable coastal communities protection against sea level rise
(Bayraktarov et al., 2020; Spalding et al., 2014). Ecosystem restoration can be defined as “the process
of assisting the recovery of an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged or destroyed” (Aronson
et al., 2004, p. 2). The broad definition of (coastal) ecosystem restoration encompasses several aspects
that ranges from preventative management with the goal of relieving pressure to the ecosystem, to
full habitat restoration (A. Abelson et al., 2020).

1.1 MANAGED REALIGNMENT AS A FORM OF COASTAL ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
Managed realignment can be considered a form of coastal ecosystem restoration. Managed
realignment is the process of removing or breaching the sea walls so that the land behind them can
be purposely flooded, allowing for migration of inter-tidal habitats (mudflat, low salt marsh and high
salt marsh) more inland (MacDonald, de Ruyck, Field, Bedford, & Bradbury, 2020; Weisner &
Schernewski, 2013). Thus, it involves shifting the border between land and sea landwards in order to
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manage the coastline and adapt to sea level rise through the creation of a natural tidal zone that
protects the coast by mitigating the effects of storms and flooding (French, 2006; Valdemarsen,
Quintana, Thorsen, & Kristensen, 2018). In doing so, the restoration of previously existing natural
habitats is rehabilitated through allowing an area of previously reclaimed land to be re-submerged by
the sea (French, 2006). This allows the natural movement of coastal ecosystems landward not only to
restore its natural coastal ecosystem, but also as an adaptive measure against climate change and sea
level rise (Spalding et al., 2014). In this manner, managed realignment attempts to modify biophysical
conditions through the breaching of dikes and allowing the ecosystem to thrive naturally. Therefore,
managed realignment could be considered a form of restoration.
There are currently environmental, economic, and social benefits and challenges to managed
realignment restoration projects. Current research on managed realignment restoration projects has
tried to assess the benefits of managed realignment on biodiversity (MacDonald et al., 2020), quantify
the biogeochemical values useful for climate change adaptation (Andrews et al., 2006) and the
benefits it brings for sustainable flood and coastal management (Ledoux, Cornell, O’Riordan, Harvey,
& Banyard, 2005). In addition to its function in coastal protection, managed realignment can also
restore ecosystems through habitat creation, contribute to the economy through tourism and
contribute to climate mitigation through carbon sequestration and storage (Burden, Garbutt, Evans,
Jones, & Cooper, 2013; French, 2006; Needham & Hanley, 2019). As more research is being done on
managed realignment projects, new scientific findings on the physical and ecological changes within
managed realignment projects are being considered to improve its success (Esteves & Williams, 2017).
The technical capabilities of managed realignment projects are also being investigated to develop
better project designs and implementation (Esteves & Williams, 2017). However, despite this
progress, the wider implementation of managed realignment projects has still been hindered by a
number of economical, technical and societal challenges such as public acceptance, funding, land
availability and uncertainties regarding the evolution of coasts (Esteves & Williams, 2017).
Managed realignment projects are especially gaining traction in low-lying countries such as Denmark.
Due to the benefits of managed realignment restoration projects for climate change adaptation,
managed realignment is especially becoming popular in low-lying, flood-prone coastal areas that are
sensitive to sea level rise (Rupp-Armstrong & Nicholls, 2007). This is true for countries with large
amounts of reclaimed land, such as Denmark (Quintana, Kristensen, & Petersen, 2021; RuppArmstrong & Nicholls, 2007). Denmark is a flat country with 80% of its municipalities near the coast.
Currently, Denmark relies on dikes for protecting its coasts.
Denmark has shifted away from traditional coastal protection towards managed realignment projects
due to environmental legislation and flood risk mitigation. There has been a recent shift in focus
towards managed realignment and nature-based solutions due to two main drivers (Esteves &
Williams, 2017). Firstly, European Union (EU) environmental legislation calls for the prevention of loss
and degradation of coastal habitats and their biota (Esteves & Williams, 2017). Secondly, there is a
need to mitigate flood and erosion risk for people and their properties in coastal areas (Esteves &
Williams, 2017). The country expects a sea-level rise of about 70 cm by 2100, and climate-change
induced variations in storm characteristics that are often associated with extreme water levels. Thus,
there is a need to regulate the increasing maintenance costs necessary to protect coastal areas.
Managed realignment provides a viable solution to future climate change impacts, as building sea
dikes may not be sustainable in the long run. Sea dikes are often destroyed during storm surges in
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Denmark, creating life-threatening situations and extensive flooding (Stanczak, 2008). Additionally,
the maintenance of sea dikes is expensive and will become more expensive to maintain as the local
impacts of climate change are felt. Managed realignment can provide a cost-effective option to
mitigating to these impacts, thereby making managed realignment an important climate adaptation
measure to ensure the protection of coastal areas (Hesselbjerg, Eivind, Roy, & Jens, 2014; Vuik, Borsje,
Willemsen, & Jonkman, 2019). In this thesis, the managed realignment project at Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon in Denmark will be the focus of the research.
The Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project (hereafter referred to as Gyldensteen project) is
chosen as a case study due to several unique characteristics. Firstly, it is the first large-scale restoration
project implemented in Denmark that follows the coastal management principle of managed
realignment (Faragò, Rasmussen, Fryd, Nielsen, & Arnbjerg-Nielsen, 2018). Secondly, it is the largest
managed realignment project in Europe, and the worlds’ first project to allow permanent inundation
of farmland (Faragò et al., 2018). Lastly, Denmark is a unique country case as flood protection in
Denmark is the responsibility of private homeowners whereby they have to make decisions about
coastal protection and pay for the solutions they choose (Baron, 2020). This makes managed
realignment projects a community issue, emphasising the need to study public participation in
managed realignment projects in Denmark (Baron, 2020).
Additionally, the Gyldensteen project has been considered successful ecologically and economically
by various scholars, however the social success of the project has yet to be investigated (Faragò et al.,
2018; Quintana, Petersen, & Kristensen, 2021; Valdemarsen et al., 2018). It is seen as an ecologically
successful restoration project due to the colonisation and establishment of benthic fauna in the area
(Valdemarsen et al., 2018) and the increase in bird population (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021).
Economically, the Gyldensteen project has been successful as a tourist destination with more than
90,000 visitors within 1.5 years after opening (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). Socially, there is
acknowledgement that not all members of the public and relevant stakeholders accept the project
(I.A.; I.E.; TV2Fyn, 2012). It has been acknowledged that the participation of stakeholders before
flooding was necessary for the acceptability and success of the project. However, there has been no
evaluation of the perceptions that the stakeholders had on the public participation processes.
Therefore, due to the success of the large-scale coastal restoration project both economically and
ecologically, and the complex network of stakeholders involved, it would be relevant to evaluate the
public participation processes that took place. This would contribute to a better understanding of how
stakeholders perceive public participation in the process of managed realignment projects in
Denmark.

1.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND KNOWLEDGE GAP
Public participation processes have often been highlighted as important in the governance of
restoration projects for better project outcomes (Druschke & Hychka, 2015; Kittinger et al., 2016;
Stewart-Sinclair et al., 2020). This is because good public participation can enhance the legitimacy of
the project through increased accountability from the organisers and fair involvement of stakeholders
(G. Smith, 2020). Public participation is the practice of consulting, involving and informing the public
or stakeholder actors to grant those afflicted by a decision to have some contribution to that decision
(L. G. Smith, 2014). Good public participation is the extent to which public participation processes are
fair and legitimate from the perspective of relevant stakeholders involved (Cunningham &
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Tiefenbacher, 2008; Hassenforder, Pittock, Barreteau, Daniell, & Ferrand, 2016). Good public
participation is especially necessary for managed realignment projects as these projects often require
taking farmland away from landowners to convert it into a nature area. In light of these high stakes,
the perceived legitimacy and fairness of public participation is likely important for the success of the
managed realignment project. If stakeholders perceive the public participation processes to be
illegitimate and unfair, this may result in civil unrest and impact the projects’ success (A. Abelson et
al., 2020; Saunders et al., 2020).
Despite its importance, there is hitherto very little research done on public participation in coastal
ecosystem restoration projects and more specifically, managed realignment restoration projects that
aim to adapt to climate change (Couix & Gonzalo-Turpin, 2015; Saunders et al., 2020). Current
research on managed realignment projects focusses on the technical and economical to the local
community (Andrews et al., 2006; Esteves & Williams, 2017; Gerwing et al., 2020; Ledoux et al., 2005).
However, we do not yet understand how the social perceptions on public participation can influence
the public participation process, thereby influencing legitimacy and acceptability of the managed
realignment projects. Additionally, there is a need for more research regarding the different social
perceptions on public participation between stakeholder groups (i.e., organisers and participants). If
perceptions between stakeholders differ considerably, it could suggest new ways of organising and
evaluating public participation. Research regarding the different social perceptions on public
participation can also provide insights into how public perception can influence the development of
managed realignment projects and the perceptions that stakeholders can have on the project
outcomes (Phalen, 2009).
This research aims to explore this knowledge gap by evaluating the perceptions of public participation
in the context of managed realignment projects. In doing so, the theoretical contribution is two-fold.
Firstly, this study contributes to research on public participation in managed realignment projects by
evaluating perceived public participation using a pre-defined set of criteria of good public participation
by Rowe and Frewer (2000). This framework has been used extensively in the field of environmental
policy to evaluate public participation. However, it has not yet been used in the context of assessing
the different perspectives of public participation between stakeholders (i.e., organisers and
participants) within managed realignment projects. Secondly, although there is significant research
done looking at factors contributing to good public participation, few have explored the diversity of
perceptions and understandings of the concept of public participation. Furthermore, this research will
explore how these different understandings affect motivations for public participation and the
influence it may have on participatory processes and outcomes.
This knowledge gap is addressed by capturing and assessing perceptions of public participation in the
case study of the Gyldensteen project in Denmark based on a pre-defined set of criteria by Rowe and
Frewer (2000). Through assessing different perceptions of public participation within the Gyldensteen
project, this thesis contributes to literature on public participation in managed realignment projects
by providing evidence that could expand the empirical understanding of public participation in
managed realignment projects. This research will contribute to a better understanding of different
perspectives of public participation in the case study of the Gyldensteen project through assessing and
comparing the perceptions that stakeholders have on the public participation processes that took
place. In doing so, it may identify promising future research directions within the field of public
participation in restoration and managed realignment projects and the extent that perception can
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influence the legitimacy and acceptance of future similar projects. The practical contribution of this
research lays in providing practitioners with novel insights that may help policymakers understand the
different perceptions of public participation.

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVE AND QUESTIONS
The objective of this thesis is to understand the different perceptions of good public participation in
the participatory processes of one managed realignment project, the Gyldensteen project in Denmark.
To this end, this research explores the concept public participation and how it is understood and
perceived through capturing the perceptions of the stakeholders in the case study of Gyldensteen
project, which has been deemed successful by researchers (Faragò et al., 2018; Quintana, Kristensen,
et al., 2021; Valdemarsen et al., 2018). Through this investigation, the criteria by Rowe and Frewer
(2000) will be used to investigate the different perceptions of public participation that the
stakeholders had. Additionally, the challenges that surfaced during the participatory processes will be
discussed, along with further research for future managed realignment projects. Therefore, this thesis
aims to address the following research question:
“How do stakeholders’ perceptions of the public participation processes that took place in the
Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project differ?”
The following sub-questions have been formulated to answer the main research question:
1. Who were the stakeholders involved in the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration
project and how do they understand public participation?
2. How were public participation processes organised in the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon
restoration project?
3. What were the motivations for public participation in the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon
restoration project of stakeholders?
4. How do the perceptions of public participation within Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon
restoration project differ amongst the stakeholders?
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This section explains the different concepts and theories used within this research. Section 2.1 looks
at the different levels and methods of public participation, with references to Arnstein (1969)’s ladder
of public participation and Rowe and Frewer (2000)’s classification of public participation methods.
Section 2.2 then explains the concept of public perception, explaining the importance of perception
in public participation. Section 2.3 introduces the concept of good public participation and the predefined criteria used to assess good public participation. Section 2.4 summarises the concepts and
theories previously described to form the conceptual framework used in this research.

2.1

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN ALL ITS FORMS

According to Smith (2014), “public participation” can be described as the practice of consulting,
involving, and informing stakeholder actors to grant those afflicted by a decision to have some
contribution to that decision (Reed et al., 2018, p. 7). Reed et al. (2018) elaborates upon this definition
of public participation by adding that the involvement of stakeholders can be passively via
consultation or actively via two-way engagement. The public here is defined as those “who are not
affected by or able to affect decisions but who engage with the issues to which decisions pertain
through discussion” (Dewey, 1927; Reed et al., 2018, p. 3) and stakeholders is defined as “those who
are affected by or can affect a decision” (Freeman, 1984; Reed et al., 2018, p. 3).
There are various ways to involve stakeholders in managed realignment projects. The so-called ‘ladder
of public participation’ by Arnstein (1969) as shown in Figure 1 provides a helpful overview of the
various participatory methods available and the extent of influence that stakeholders have in those
processes. The way that influence is distributed can affect the fairness and legitimacy of the process,
which affects the acceptability of the project. At the bottom of the ladder, ‘non-participation’ is the
objective whereby top-down communication may occur between decision-makers and the public
through therapy and manipulation (Arnstein, 1969; Rowe & Frewer, 2000). Higher up the ladder is
‘tokenism’ whereby stakeholders are informed and consulted but lack the any influence on the
outcome. Placation falls under this category as well where advice is sought but influence remains with
decision makers on the extent the advice is accepted or taken into account during deliberation
(Arnstein, 1969; Rowe & Frewer, 2000). Higher up the ladder are ‘degrees of citizen power’ with
greater influence in decision-making. There is partnership that allows them to partake in the
negotiation of trade-offs and compromises with traditional powerholders while delegated power and
citizen control gives stakeholders either the majority or full managerial and/or decision-making
influence (Arnstein, 1969).
In this ladder, influence plays a role in the process, namely, who has it and whether stakeholders can
access it. The distribution of influence can affect the perception of good public participation processes.
For example, the fairness of the process does not depend on the general nature of the different
participatory methods but on their specific applications (Rowe & Frewer, 2005).
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FIGURE 1 EIGHT RUNGS ON A LADDER OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

2.1.1 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION METHODS
Research by Rowe and Frewer (2000) have provided an overview of the most formalised public
participation methods. These participation methods are explained in Table 1 and would be useful in
identifying the different participatory methods present in the Gyldensteen project. The different
participation methods hold different objectives with different stakeholders, time scales and
characteristics. For example, the public hearings and public opinion survey include larger amounts of
participants, while negotiated rule making and citizen/public advisory committees are limited to
selected stakeholder sample.
The participation method should be chosen based on the goals and objectives of the public
participation processes (Lawrence & Deagan, 2001). For example, if the goal is to inform stakeholders
on project plans, then a public hearing/inquiry would be the cost-effective option. If the goal of the
participatory process is to create a platform for discussion, then a negotiated rulemaking or
citizen/public advisory committee would be the better option. The goals of the participatory process
are often influenced by those creating the process (i.e., project initiators). These goals are influenced
by the motivations of the project initiators to conduct public participation. On the other hand, the
motivations of stakeholders (i.e., local community), is influenced by the public participation method
chosen. Therefore, public participation methods and the motivations behind them can influence the
process and objectives of public involvement.
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TABLE 1 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION METHODS AS DEFINED BY ROWE AND FREWER (2000)

Participation Method
Referenda

Nature of Participants
Potentially all members
of national or local
population; realistically, a
significant proportion of
these
Interested citizens,
limited in number by size
of venue. True
participants are experts
and politicians making
presentations
Large sample (e.g., 100s
or 1000s), usually
representative of the
population segments of
interest

Time Scale/Duration
Vote cast at single
point in time

Negotiated rule
making

Small number of
representatives of
stakeholder groups (may
include public
representatives)

Uncertain: strict
deadline usually set
(days/weeks/months)

Citizen/public
advisory committee

Generally, ten twelve to
twenty members of
public selected by
stakeholder panel to be
roughly representative of
the local population

Not precise but
generally involve
meetings over a few
days

Public
hearings/inquiries

Public opinion
surveys

May last many
weeks/months, even
years. Usually held
during
weekdays/working
hours
Single event, usually
lasting no more than
several minutes

Characteristics/Mechanism
Vote is usually choice of one
of two options.(Rowe &
Frewer, 2005)All participants
have equal influence. Final
outcome is binding
Entails presentations by
agencies regarding plans in
open forum. Public may voice
opinions but have no direct
impact on recommendation.
Often enacted through
written questionnaire or
telephone survey. May
involve variety of questions.
Used for information
gathering
Working committee of
stakeholder representatives
(and from sponsor).
Consensus required on a
specific question (usually a
regulation)
Lay panel with independent
facilitator questions expert
witnesses chosen by
stakeholder panel. Meetings
not generally open.
Conclusions on key questions
made via report or press
conference.

2.2 CONCEPT OF PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS
This research aims to assess and understand the different perceptions of public participation in the
participatory processes within Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project. According to Oxford
Dictionary, perception can be defined as “a) the way you notice things, especially with the senses.; b)
the ability to understand the true nature of something.; c) an idea, a belief, or an image you have as a
result of how you see or understand something” (Oxford Advanced American Dictionary, n.d.).
Previous research has found that stakeholders perceptions about public participation were more
important than actual participation. Grisez Kweit & Kweit (2007) have researched how stakeholder
perceptions of participation have impacted decision-making processes and outcomes. More
specifically, they researched the views that stakeholders had on their impact on decisions in the
aftermath of a flood disaster and the efforts made by the city to involve the stakeholders in their
decision-making processes. Their research found that the role of perception in public participation
was the most important predictor of satisfaction and of trust in different participation processes
(Grisez Kweit & Kweit, 2007). Additionally, they found that perceptions about participation were more
important predictors of project acceptability than the reports of actual participation. They conclude
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that stakeholders’ perception of legitimacy and satisfaction is increased when participatory processes
exist, even if only symbolically (Grisez Kweit & Kweit, 2007).
Research also found that the perceived fairness of the participatory process can influence project
acceptability and success. Rowe and Frewer (2005) argue that the definition of good public
participation includes the fairness of the exercise. The concept of fairness concerns the perceptions
of stakeholders and whether they believe that public participation has been conducted honestly and
with the intent to seriously consider the views of the stakeholders and to act on those views (Rowe &
Frewer, 2005). Previous research has shown that “if the public perceives the decision making process
of a project to be ‘fair’, it is willing to live with a project that impacts different interests un-equally”
(Bleiker & Bleiker, 1995, Chapter 3, page 7). This gives stakeholders the perspective of being seriously
considered and to possibly have their concerns translated to outcomes in the decision-making process.
The perception on fairness of the public participation processes therefore has implications for the
success of the project.

2.3 ASSESSING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
2.3.1 D EFINING GOOD PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
There is no consensus on what good public participation entails. The concept of good public
participation is rather ambiguous and is reliant on the perspectives of those considering it (J. Abelson,
2006; Bobbio, 2019; Rowe & Frewer, 2004). Stakeholders may not agree on what is considered “good”
if they do not have the same goals and expectations for that process (J. Abelson, 2006). The definition
of good public participation is currently not universally agreed upon (Rowe & Frewer, 2004).
Therefore, many scholars have tried to identify several contributing criteria for good public
participation based on literature reviews (Renn, Webler, & Wiedemann, 1995) and case study
perspectives (Carnes, Schweitzer, Peelle, Wolfe, & Munro, 1998; Chess & Purcell, 1999; McCool &
Guthrie, 2001; Rowe & Frewer, 2000) to understand what good public participation may entail.
Rowe and Frewer (2000) highlight different factors that can be used to assess good public
participation. They identified stakeholder representativeness, independence, early involvement,
influence, and transparency as an evaluative criteria for assessing public participation. This will be
used to investigate the different perceptions of public participation during the public meeting and
negotiated rulemaking with landowners in the process of the Gyldensteen project.

2.3.2 CRITERIA TO ASSESS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Good public participation can be assessed through the criteria created by Rowe and Frewer (2000).
The criteria tries to assess the effective development and application of a procedure that make it
acceptable to stakeholders, thereby addressing the fairness of the procedure (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
It consists of five sub-criteria points. Namely, criterion of representativeness, criterion of
independence, criterion of early involvement, criterion of influence and criterion of transparency.
Criterion of representativeness refers to the diversity of the representative sample of the stakeholder
population. Good public participation must ensure the inclusion of representation for all stakeholders,
making sure to not oppress poorer groups or segments of society or to only employ an
unrepresentative or biased elite sample (Rowe & Frewer, 2000; Vaughan, 1993). Research has found
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that individual demographic factors can impact the level of awareness of managed realignment
projects, thereby affecting the acceptance and fairness of the process (Myatt, Scrimshaw, & Lester,
2003a). To combat this, it is essential that stakeholder participation methods fully capture a
representative range of views (Ledoux et al., 2005).
Criterion of independence refers to how the participation process should be managed in an
autonomous and equitable manner. Management of the participation process should be autonomous
and equitable in ensuring that the process is not influenced by biased organisations in any way (Rowe
& Frewer, 2000). Powerholders such as project organisers must ensure an independent process that
does not misuse their power. In doing so, this can increase the legitimacy of the project. Research by
Roca and Villares (2012) found that if the organisations facilitating the project are negatively perceived
by the public and deemed untrustworthy, the public participation process is affected.
Criterion of early involvement explains that stakeholders should be involved in the process as early as
possible and as soon as value judgments become notable (Rowe & Frewer, 2000). Stakeholders should
be involved as soon as reasonably possible, assuring them of the opportunity for public debate rather
than discussing narrow, predefined problems that were previously contextualised without them
(Crosby, Kelly, & Schaefer, 1986; Moffet, 1996). This relates to the concept of fairness as it should give
stakeholders the opportunity to participate whenever deemed suitable. Research on managed
realignment projects have found that involving stakeholders at an early stage and gaining support
early on helps with avoiding major planning delays (Ledoux et al., 2005), thereby creating more
acceptance amongst the community, leading to better participation.
Criterion of influence explains that the outcome of the procedure should have a real impact on project
outcome (Rowe & Frewer, 2000). Referring to the ladder of participation by Arnstein (1969), this
criterion would expect public participation to be higher on the ladder. Public participation should not
be used as an act to legitimize a project without any intent of acting on recommendations and input,
it should be considered and when relevant, implemented in the final decision making. Therefore,
power should be given to stakeholder when promised, and in doing so can increase the fairness of the
process as their involvement is able to influence the decision-making process. Previous research found
that by viewing managed realignment projects as a partnership, with degrees of citizen power
whereby stakeholders are able to influence the outcome, trust and confidence is built (Milligan,
O’Riordan, Nicholson-Cole, & Watkinson, 2009; Myatt et al., 2003a).
Criterion of transparency highlights that the process should be able to be seen by stakeholders to
ensure that they are aware of what is happening and how decisions are being made (Rowe & Frewer,
2000). Stakeholders should be able to participate in the process (e.g., see decisions being made).
Aspects of the procedures and minutes of meetings should be accessible to stakeholders to ensure
transparency. Previous research on managed realignment projects have identified transparency and
involvement as a factor that has greatly influenced trust and confidence in the project and project
organisers, thereby affecting the public participation processes (Myatt et al., 2003a; Roca & Villares,
2012).
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2.4 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

FIGURE 2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ADAPTED FROM CONCEPTS BY ROWE AND FREWER (2000)

Figure 2 shows the conceptual framework used within this research study. The concept of “public
participation” is influenced by the stakeholders’ interpretation of the concept, whereby the
understanding of public participation can influence the way that participation is conducted or
executed. Additionally, the perceptions of stakeholders on how public participation was conducted is
influenced by their interpretation of the concept. This in turn shapes their perception of public
participation. Lastly, the motivations of stakeholder to participate influences the way that public
participation is conducted and the objectives of the participatory process. All these concepts
contribute to how public participation in the Gyldensteen project was conducted and perceived. The
criteria by Rowe and Frewer (2000) is then used to assess the different factors of good public
participation. Namely the criteria of representativeness, independence, early involvement, influence,
and transparency is used.
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3. CASE STUDY: GYLDENSTEEN COASTAL LAGOON
3.1 INTRODUCTION OF RESEARCH SITE
Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon provides an example of managed realignment as a coastal restoration
project. Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon is located on the north side of the island Fyn, Denmark
(Valdemarsen et al., 2018). Denmark is a low-lying country with 146 reclaimed areas, making up 1% of
its national territory (Stenak, 2005). By 2100, model projections show that flooding associated with
sea level rise will greatly affect the reclaimed areas (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). This is one of
the reasons why the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon was developed.

PICTURE 2 GYLDENSTEEN COASTAL LAGOON AREA (AAGE V. JENSEN NATURE FOUNDATION, 2022)

Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon, as shown in Picture 2, was initiated by the foundation Aage V. Jensen
Nature Foundation (hereafter referred to as the Foundation). The Foundation bought an area of 616
hectares of Bogense Gyldensteen Estate in February 2011 to flood the area in response to climate
change (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). At the time, the area was drained and predominantly used
as farmland for more than 140 years (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021; Sømod et al., 2011;
Valdemarsen et al., 2018). The dikes surrounding the area were damaged three times following the
1870’s storm surges, making the maintenance of the dikes and drainage system expensive,
contributing to the attractiveness of managed realignment (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). The
dikes were breached, and the area flooded in March 2014 to connect the reclaimed area to the sea,
creating the 214 ha Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon.
The project goals of the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon as described in its Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) are:
•
•

To secure and improve the current natural values in the area
To give the public the opportunity to experience the nature-restored area
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•

To investigate the consequences of climate-related increases in sea level in natural areas

Source: (Sømod et al., 2011)
With many different stakeholders involved in the project, it was required by Danish law to involve the
public in the planning process to ensure that the public had time to express their different interests
and opinions. This was done through private meetings and public hearings in partnership with other
stakeholders, coastal authorities, port authorities, municipalities and more (Quintana, Petersen, &
Kristensen, 2021; I.B.).

3.2 SOCIAL ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT CONSEQUENCES
The EIA report provided important information regarding the social consequences of the restoration
project. The EIA report mentioned that the area before the start of the Gyldensteen project contained
few recreational opportunities for visitors, with limited public access and no established recreational
facilities. The EIA explained that outdoor life prior to the project included hunting, fishing, and bird
watchers. The report suggested that the Gyldensteen project would lead to increased recreational
opportunities with regards to cycling, walking, and wildlife watching. The project additionally aimed
to improve access conditions and opportunities to learn about the area’s natural and cultural values
through exhibition centres. The EIA report concluded that the project would not have significant
ramifications for wildlife but would yield new opportunities for the public (Sømod et al., 2011). For a
more detailed description of the social consequences (i.e., on agriculture, tourism, jobs) that the
Gyldensteen project would have on the local community, refer to Annex F.

3.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN GYLDENSTEEN COASTAL LAGOON
3.3.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND TIMELINE
Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon is the first large-scale managed realignment project in Denmark. As
previously mentioned, it covers an area of 616 hectares that was purchased by Aage V Jensen Nature
Foundation in 2011. The Foundation is a Danish nature foundation whose purpose is to support nature
conservation and development, as well as the protection of wild animals (Aage V Jensen Nature
Foundation, 2022). The Foundation’s overall mission is to preserve, protect, develop, and make Danish
nature more visible through collaboration on important nature projects. Their vision is to provide
everyone in Denmark with the opportunity to experience diverse nature now and in the future (Aage
V Jensen Nature Foundation, 2022).
The Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon has had different functions between the 1880s to the 2000s. The
Foundation purchased the 616 hectare area from Bogense Gyldensteen Estate in February 2011
(Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). The land was an agricultural field for more than 140 years and had
recent plans to be developed into a golf course. However, Gyldensteen Estate was reaching
bankruptcy to develop the golf course and therefore was looking to sell the land. The land area was
diked, although the dikes had been damaged three times following storm surges in the 1870s
(Quintana, Petersen, et al., 2021). There were also dike breakthroughs in 1945 and 1954 which
required dike reinforcement to block out any intrusive water should it breakthrough the sea dike again
(Holm, 2011). Due to the unprofitable economic situation in the period of 1959-1960, the Gyldensteen
Estate decided to drain the area and placed several windmills. They also added two new pumping
stations in the 1960s in order to cultivate most of the Gyldensteen area (Holm, 2011).
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The Foundation purchased the land with hopes to provide lessons learned on restoration and
managed realignment projects in Denmark. When the Foundation took over the area in 2011, it was
a large area of farmland, intersected by hedges a few hunting grounds. The Foundation saw the land
as an opportunity to explore managed realignment restoration projects and to closely monitor the
project for the benefit of future similar projects. Thus, the dikes were breached and the reclaimed
land was successfully restored by the Foundation to a coastal lagoon and freshwater lake, and the
restored area was monitored scientifically by the University of Southern Denmark from 2013
(Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). A before and after picture can be seen in Picture 3 and Picture 4.

PICTURE 3 JUNE 2010. AERIAL PHOTO OF GYLDENSTEEN AREA BEFORE
THE NATURE RESTORATION. PHOTO: VIGGO LIND

PICTURE 4 2020. AERIAL VIEW OF THE ENTIRE GYLDENSTEEN AREA AFTER
NATURE RESTORATION. PHOTO: VIGGO LIND

Due to the large amount of land that would be transformed, the Foundation thought it would be
important for them to involve stakeholders in the project (I.B.). Prior to buying the land, a public
meeting was organised in the summer of 2010, advertised through a public announcement that was
made through media platforms. For example, the local newspaper and the local television station
aired a public advertisement to disseminate the information regarding the public meeting. In February
to March 2011, the foundation bought the land in order to conduct the managed realignment project.
In doing so, an EIA was deemed necessary by North Funen Municipality. Through the EIA requirement,
there was an invitation period of six weeks for ideas and suggestions from the public regarding the
project. In 2012, individual negotiations started with landowners to ensure a good relationship and to
make compromises on certain aspects of the project.
Individual negotiations were conducted with several ministries due to the cultural and historical
importance of the land. For example, there were negotiations with the Ministry of Culture and
Ministry of Environment due to the culturally relevant status of the reclaimed land. The reclaimed
land was seen as historically and culturally important as the land was reclaimed in 1871 and it was a
historical representation of how it was done at the time. The dikes were built along with pump stations
and draining channels, and because of that, the area had been recognised as a cultural heritage area.
Although it was not legally registered as a cultural heritage area, it was registered in the municipal
planning as one and therefore the Foundation had to negotiate solutions with the different Ministries
to discuss which elements of the cultural heritage area had to be kept.
Additionally, the Foundation was in consultation with the Danish Ornithology Foundation and Culture,
and Archaeology Museum due to some disagreements with the project plans. The Danish Ornithology
Foundation and Culture and Archaeology Museum mentioned potential significance of the area for
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cultural-historical elements such as irrigation history and potential archaeological sites inside the
project area. The EIA mentions that these interests include archaeological sites such as stone walls
and listed ancient monuments (Sømod et al., 2011). After consultations with the various stakeholders,
compromises were made regarding the affected areas and how the Foundation could accommodate
to the requests of the Danish Ornithology Foundation and Archaeology Museum by allowing them to
oversee certain aspects of construction and to conduct screenings in the area for any overall culturalhistorical and archaeological findings. The North Funen Municipality then adopted the EIA report and
supplemented it to its municipal plan, which put the construction of Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon in
motion. Work was able to commence at the end of 2012 with the development of a carpark and
footpaths.
In 2013, all the relevant licenses were received, and the construction of the Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon was able to begin. This also began the scientific monitoring of the Coastal Lagoon by the
University of Southern Denmark. In March 2014, the dikes were breached with an official public
opening ceremony, attended by hundreds of people.
One of the Foundation’s objectives was to raise awareness on the environment and climate change
amongst the public and the local community. To do that, the Foundation built several modern visitor
facilities from 2014-2015 in an effort to raise public awareness and involvement within the project.
The aim of these facilities was to strengthen the opportunities for dissemination of research and
teaching on biodiversity and nature. In 2015, the first biological results were discovered and published.
The results looked promising, with the first few animal species’ colonising the lagoon. In June 2020,
the exhibition of nature space was opened for the public to provide more opportunities for schools
and the public to get involved in the project. In 2021, researchers followed the development of the
ecosystem in the lagoon very closely. In doing so, they have decided to extend the research of the
restoration project as they found problems with the soil composition. Thus, they will continue
“restoring the restoration project”.
The project timeline described above and as shown in Table 2 provides insights into public
participation processes moments that occurred prior to the breaching of the dikes. There was a public
meeting to discuss and introduce the Gyldensteen project in summer 2010. There were also many
individual negotiations conducted with various stakeholders such as the Ministry of Environment,
Ministry of Culture, the Danish Ornithology Foundation, and the Archaeology Museum. Additionally,
there were private meetings with the North Funen municipality and the neighbours living on the
peninsula. As this research aims to study the different perspectives that stakeholders had on the public
participation processes, this research will focus and reflect on two public participation moments:
firstly, the public meeting in summer 2010 and secondly, the individual negotiations with landowners
in 2012.
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TABLE 2 CHRONOLOGICAL TIMELINE OF THE GYLDENSTEEN PROJECT

Time

Summer 2010
February – March
2011

Project timeline

o
o

o
o

2012

o
o

o

o
2013

o
o

2014
2014-2015

o
o
o

2015

o

June 2020
2021

o
o

o

Public meeting of 300 participants
Foundation Aage V. Jensens Nature Foundation
bought the area for the purpose of managed
realignment
EIA and Natura 2000 impact assessment required
North Funen Municipality had an invitation period of
six weeks for ideas and suggestions from the public to
the project
Individual negotiation with landowners
Negotiations with Ministry of Culture, Ministry of
Environment. In consultation with Nature Foundation,
Danish Ornithology Foundation and Culture and
Archaeology Museum
North Funen Municipality adopted an EIA report and a
supplement to its municipal plan, paving the way for
the project at Gyldensteen coastal lagoon.
Work commenced at the end of 2012 with the
development of a carpark and footpaths.
Licenses received, construction starts
Start of scientific monitoring by University of Southern
Denmark
Dikes breached, and coastal lagoon created
Big public opening ceremony
Number of modern visitor facilities built to strengthen
the opportunities for dissemination, research, and
teaching
First results in newly created lagoon are promising.
After algae and mussels, initially dominated the area,
there are now signs of better conditions for the rest of
the animal and plant life
Exhibition of nature space for the public opened
Researchers follow the development in the flora and
fauna composition, the exchange of nutrients and
carbon dioxide between soil and water and the
exchange of nutrients between the lagoon and the
surrounding sea
Extension of research project of “restoring the
restoration project”

Public
participation
process
Public meeting

Negotiations
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3.3.2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION METHODS AS IDENTIFIED BY ROWE AND FREWER
As mentioned in the previous section, Rowe and Frewer (2000) provide an overview of various public
participation methods. Two of the public participation methods identified in Table 1 can be identified
in the public participation processes that took place in the Gyldensteen project, thereby answering
the sub-question “How were public participation processes organised in the Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon restoration project?”.
Firstly, the public meeting in Summer 2010 is similarly defined to the public hearings/inquiry whereby
interested citizens were present, mostly limited by the size of the venue. However, the true
participants were the experts and the organisers as they provided information to the participants
present.
Secondly, the meetings with landowners can be identified as negotiated rulemaking. This is because
the meeting with landowners only involved a small number of representatives of stakeholder groups.
However, it is important to note that the organisers had chosen this group of representatives due to
their proximity to the project area. It is not specified in Rowe and Frewer’s definition if the stakeholder
representatives should be self-identified or chosen by the organisers. The public participation
processes classifications of public hearing and negotiated rulemaking will be used to describe the
public meeting and meetings with landowners respectively.

3.3.3 STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED IN GYLDENSTEEN COASTAL LAGOON RESTORATION PROJECT
After clarifying the timeline of the project and gaining insight on the overview of the processes
involved, it was possible to identify the relevant stakeholders that were involved in the public meeting
and individual negotiations. The identification of the stakeholders as shown in Table 3 has helped in
answering the first sub-question on “Who were the stakeholders involved in the Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon restoration project”. The stakeholders identified were categorised as organisers and
participants.
The organisers included Aage V Jensen Nature Foundation, the Nature Council and North Funen
Municipality. The Foundation is the owner and implementer of Gyldensteen project. As Gyldensteen
project was the first large scale managed realignment and restoration project in Denmark, the
Foundation created the Nature Council for discussing and planning the process of Gyldensteen project.
The Nature Council consisted of the BirdLife Denmark (Dansk Ornitologisk Forening), Danish Society
for Nature Conservation (Danmarks Naturfredningsforening) and the Outdoor Council (Friluftsrådet).
BirdLife Denmark is one of the oldest nature conservation organisations in Denmark whose focal
activities include birdwatching, citizen science and public talks (BirdLife International, 2022). They
engage with 2,000 volunteers and have the support of 17,500 members. The Danish Society for Nature
Conservation is Denmark’s largest green organisation with more than 130,000 members and 1,500
permanent volunteers (Danish Society for Nature Conservation, 2022). They are a community of
people who act for nature, the environment and the climate and are a strong advocate for
conservation issues in Denmark. Lastly, the Outdoor Council is an umbrella organisation for outdoor
life and protects the interests of the entire outdoor life through political advocacy, projects, labelling
schemes and campaigns (FriluftsRådet, 2022). The Outdoor Council brings together 85 organisations
and aims to provide outdoor opportunities for everyone in rich biodiversity and in a sustainable
manner. The North Funen municipality were the authorities who were able to influence the
implementation of the project.
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The participants included six families living in the peninsula, other landowners and farmers in the area,
hunters that enjoyed hunting in the area, the local community of Bogense and the University of
Southern Denmark. The six families living in the peninsula is shown in Figure 3. The other landowners
and farmers in the area refer to those not living on the peninsula next to the Gyldensteen project. The
hunters refer to people from the local community that are a member of the local hunting organisation
that enjoys hunting in the area. The University of Southern Denmark here is considered a participant
as they were not involved in the planning process of the project and therefore were able to participate
in the public participation processes as a member of the local community. They only became involved
in the project through scientific monitoring once the project had been completed in 2013.
The research will follow the distinction of participants and organisers when describing the findings
based on the different perceptions of stakeholders.
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TABLE 3 IDENTIFIED STAKEHOLDERS IN THE GYLDENSTEEN PROJECT

Stakeholders involved
Organisers

Participants

Aage V Jensen Nature Foundation

Six families living in the peninsula

Nature Council
Consisting of three local representatives from
different NGOs: Birdlife Denmark (Dansk
Ornitologisk Forening), Danish Society for
Nature Conservation (Danmarks
Naturfredningsforening) and the outdoor
council (Friluftsrådet)
North Funen Municipality

Other landowners and farmers not living in the
peninsula

Hunters represented by the hunting
organisation
Local community of Bogense
University of Southern Denmark

FIGURE 3 MAP OF SIX NEIGHBOURING FAMILIES ON THE PENINSULA (HOUSES SHOWN IN ORANGE)
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4. METHODOLOGY
4.1 RESEARCH DESIGN
This research adopts a case study design as it entails the detailed and intensive analysis of a managed
realignment case study, namely the Gyldensteen project (Bryman, 2008). The Gyldensteen project
was chosen as a unique case as the project has been deemed successful by researchers and is the first
large-scale restoration project of its kind (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021). Through semi-structured
interviews and open-ended surveys, empirical experiences can be derived. As with any case study, the
external validity to other managed realignment projects may be limited as the results may be very
specific to the context of the case study. However, as Denmark aims to implement more managed
realignment projects, some lessons from the Gyldensteen project can be derived to help inform the
decision-making process of future similar managed realignment projects. In order to strengthen
internal validity, a triangulation of data sources was conducted.

4.2 DATA COLLECTION
The data collection for the Gyldensteen project consisted of a document analysis, semi-structured
interviews, and an open-ended survey. The document analysis helped with understanding the
important stakeholders and the project timeline. The semi-structured interviews helped to generate
a detailed investigation of the case (Bryman, 2008). The open-ended surveys served as an alternative
to the semi-structured interviews for non-English speakers and therefore may not be as in-depth as
the interviews due to lack of probing and live interaction (Bryman, 2008). The interviews aimed to
provide a better understanding of how the participation was structured. Additionally, both the
interviews and the survey attempted to capture stakeholder perceptions of this structure. This
allowed for a better understanding of how different stakeholders’ perceptions were in practice.

4.2.1 SECONDARY SOURCES
A qualitative document analysis was conducted to better understand the processes that took place in
the Gyldensteen project. This analysis identified the relevant stakeholders involved in the project, the
different timeframes of each decision-making moment and the implementation of the Gyldensteen
project. The analysis also provided valuable background information on the project regarding the risks
involved for the environment and for the local community. The documents analysed included an EIA,
municipal reports, letters of complaints from the local community, presentation slides, internet
webpages, television interviews with stakeholders and more (a list of other sources can be found in
Annex D). While conducting the document analysis, contact was continuously made with new
stakeholders in order to gain access to as many documents as possible. This was especially useful in
finding documents that were not accessible online or to the public. Therefore, the document analysis
was conducted alongside the online interviews and online surveys in attempts to better understand
the public participation processes that took place in the Gyldensteen project.

4.2.2 SEMI -STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS
The online semi-structured interviews were conducted in order to better understand the public
participation processes beyond what was documented in the secondary sources discussed above. This
is partly possible because semi-structured interviews provide flexibility in the questions and provides
room to pursue topics that may be more relevant for answering the research questions (Bryman,
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2008). These semi-structured interviews were conducted online for convenience and due to the travel
uncertainties surrounding the current COVID-19 pandemic. A list of topics, which was discussed in the
theory section of this thesis, was used during the semi-structured interviews as an interview guide to
ensure relevance of the questions. The list of topics can be found in Annex B. The interview questions
that were asked were a translation of the codes, turning each criterion into a question that could help
with understanding the extent that the criterion was present in the public participation processes. The
interview guide and questions can be found in Annex C.
The respondent selection for interviewees was conducted through purposive sampling, followed by
the snowball sampling technique. Purposive sampling is a non-random form of sampling whereby
stakeholders are chosen in a strategic way, using the research question for sampling considerations
(Bryman, 2008). Snowball sampling refers to making initial contact with a small group of relevant
stakeholders and then using these contacts to establish further contacts (Bryman, 2008). Initial
contact was made with the key project coordinators from the University of Southern Denmark, Aage
V. Jensen Nature Foundation and North Funen Municipality. Through contact with these stakeholders,
contact details and information on other relevant stakeholders were collected. Around twenty emails
were sent to potential interviewees, however only five interview invites were accepted, making the
respondent rate for interviews about 25%.
As the Gyldensteen project started their public participation process in the summer of 2010, the
interviews specifically incorporated oral history interview questions. Oral history interviewing refers
to asking questions that reflect on specific events in the past (Bryman, 2008). The interviews were
then recorded and transcribed to minimise interviewer bias. Recording and transcribing the interviews
are useful for correcting the natural limitations of memory and limiting the interviewers’ own
potential bias that may have been placed on what was being said during the interview (Bryman, 2008).
The transcription also allowed for more thorough examination of what was said during the interview
(Bryman, 2008).

4.2.3 D ANISH OPEN -ENDED SURVEY
After contacting important stakeholders through email, it became clear that some stakeholders were
not comfortable with being interviewed in English. Therefore, to ensure as many responses as possible
for data collection, a survey in Danish with the same interview questions was created. This was an
online open-ended survey with open-ended questions that were similar to the English interview guide.
As with the English interview questions, the survey questions were a translation of good public
participation according to the criteria by Rowe and Frewer (2000). The survey’s language of both the
interview guide and explanations were made simpler to enhance its comprehensibility for lay persons.
The translated survey was checked twice, once by a native Danish speaker and once by a native Danish
speaker working in academia. Once it was checked for grammar, understanding and appropriate
content, the survey was sent by email to local community members that had already expressed an
interest in participating.
The survey link was first sent personally to the five participants that filed a complaint against the
creation of the Gyldensteen project. They then received a reminder of the survey a week after, with
the google form included in the email for easier accessibility. Afterwards, the survey was sent
personally through email to twenty people. These people are members of the community and were
found through search platforms such as Google or krak.dk. A reminder email was sent to them a week
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later. The survey was also posted to online social media platforms in the region (i.e., Æblo Facebook
page). The online survey also had a section that specifically requested that respondents forward and
share the survey to other relevant individuals within their network. Through sending personal emails,
using online platforms, and directly contacting people who had expressed objections against the
project, attempts were made to derive a representative sample of perspectives. The survey data was
collected anonymously unless the respondents provided their contact details for further information.
This was to encourage respondents to be as honest as possible regarding the progress, and to have
the freedom to express their opinions. The survey was also slightly more accessible than the online
interviews as the survey was in Danish, thereby overcoming the language barrier. Additionally, it was
not as time consuming as the online interviews. In the end, the survey received thirteen responses,
making the response rate around 43%.

4.2.4 INTERVIEW AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Insights were provided by five interviewees and eleven survey respondents, see Tables 4 and 5. This
paper refers to the respondents as I.n. (interviewees) and R.n. (respondents), with n. referring to the
exact person within these groups, represented by an alphabet. During the participation process
interviewee I.A. and I.D. were participants while I.B., I.C., and I.E. were organisers of the participation
process. Similarly, survey respondents R.A., R.B., R.F., R.H., R.I., R.J. and R.K. were participants while
R.C., R.D., R.E., R.G. were organisers.
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TABLE 4 INTERVIEWEES AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Interviewees
ID
Name
I.A. University Researcher
I.B.
Environmental Consultant
I.C.
Aage V Jensen Project Manager
I.D. University Professor
I.E.
Biologist
Survey respondents
ID
Name
R.A. Affected landowner
R.B. Neighbour
R.C. Member of the Nature Council under Aage V Jensen Nature Foundation
R.D. Supervisor/assistant
R.E. Board member of Danish Society for Nature Conservation
R.F. Visitor - Active ornithologist
R.G. Member of DN-Nordfyn
R.H. Nature tour guide at Gyldensteen Strand. Writer of book “along the dikes of
Gyldensteen Strand”. Member of Danish Society for Nature Conservation’s
Branch Board on North Funen
R.I. Guided bike rides tour guide at Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon
R.J. Visitor
R.K. Visitor and nature photographer for Aage V Jensen Nature Foundation

Role
Participant
Organiser
Organiser
Participant
Organiser
Role
Participant
Participant
Organiser
Organiser
Organiser
Participant
Organiser
Participant

Participant
Participant
Participant

TABLE 5 DISTRIBUTION OF INTERVIEW AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS AMONG STAKEHOLDER GROUPS

Organisers
3

Interview respondents
Participants
2

Organisers
4

Survey respondents
Participants
7

4.3 DATA ANALYSIS
4.3.1 CONTENT ANALYSIS OF DOCUMENTS
The documents for the content analysis were derived from various sources and provided important
background information for this research. At the beginning of this research, important municipal and
project documents were provided by Interviewee I.A. and Interviewee I.B. These documents included
the EIA, municipal supplementary plan, the Annex to the EIA which included complaints regarding the
project and background information. These documents were analysed for background information
and to create a project timeline. The documents were mostly in Danish and therefore the documents
were first translated from Danish to English using Google Translate and DeepL Translation. Next, they
were read thoroughly while taking notes of relevant information such as the cultural-historical
significance of the area which led to conflict and the social consequences of the project to the local
community (in Annex F). The documents were able to provide details regarding important contact
persons as well as other sources to find more information. After the documents were analysed, more
data was sought on online news channels such as TV2Fyn and other online newspapers (refer to Annex
D for full list).
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The documents and web sources strengthened the interviews and surveys. The documents provided
insights into the types of questions to be asked during the interview and surveys. Through the analysis
of documents and web sources, the knowledge derived from the documents guided the formulation
of questions. Additionally, the documents complemented the information mentioned during the
interviews and surveys as it provided an important basis for understanding the participatory
processes.

4.3.2 ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEWS AND SURVEY DATA USING EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
To answer the main research question, the interview transcripts were thematically analysed and
coded against the criteria derived from Rowe and Frewer (2000), using the definitions in Table 6.
Coding refers to systematically deriving key insights from texts such as interview transcripts. This
involves the cutting up and grouping of data into different files representing a certain code (Bryman,
2008).
A thematic analysis refers to searching the data for relevant themes (Bryman, 2008). According to
Bryman (2008), a theme refers to the following:
•
•
•
•

“a category identified by the analyst through his/her data
that relates to his/her research focus
that builds on codes identified in transcripts and/or field notes
and that provides the researcher with the basis for a theoretical understanding of his or her
data that can make a theoretical contribution to the literature relation to the research focus”

(Bryman, 2008, p. 584)
In this research, the evaluation framework (in Table 6) provided the main themes for the analysis,
namely, representativeness, independence, early involvement, influence, and transparency. The
interview transcripts were thematically analysed whereby specific interview statements found in the
transcript that describe public participation criteria were highlighted (codes). These codes were
clustered according to the criteria (theme) that they relate to (e.g., criterion of representation) in a
Microsoft Excel file (as shown in Annex D). As such, this provided an understanding of how the
participation process was structured.
The survey analysis is done through a similar approach. Each question was directly related to the
evaluation framework by Rowe and Frewer (2000) (refer to Annex C for survey questions). The
answers derived from the open-ended survey were collected in a Microsoft Excel sheet. These answers
were then analysed for the relevant themes. Once a relevant theme was found, the content would be
highlighted (codes) and clustered according to the criteria (theme) that they relate to.
The coding for both the interview transcripts and surveys was done in relation to the context. The
context in which the themes and codes were derived from was always double checked to ensure that
the context was accurate. In addition to the themes mentioned in Table 6, an exploration of other
themes was conducted during the thematic analysis. These other themes were repetitive themes from
the data that were identified through the analysis, such as the challenges, motivations for public
participation, lessons learned for the future and success factors. The repetitive themes identified may
be useful for a fruitful discussion, possibly contributing to the identification of knowledge gaps that
may be relevant for future research (Bryman, 2008).
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TABLE 6 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (RELEVANT THEMES) BASED ON ROWE AND FREWER (2000)

Concept
Criterion of
representativeness

Definition
The representation of the affected public during the participation
process.

Criterion of
independence

The participation process should be conducted in an independent,
unbiased way.

Criterion of early
involvement

The public should be involved as early as possible in the process as soon
as value judgments become salient.

Criterion of influence

The output of the procedure should have a genuine impact on project
outcome.

Criterion of transparency

The process should be transparent so that the public can see what is going
on and how decisions are being made

4.4 DATA MANAGEMENT
The nature of this research was not necessarily a sensitive topic. However, as interviews were
conducted, it was important to consider the ethics and proper management of the data acquired
during the interviews. The interviews addressed individual perspectives and opinions and therefore
should be protected appropriately. According to Diener and Crandall (1978), ethical principles in social
research revolve around four points: whether there is harm to participants, whether there is informed
consent, whether there is an invasion of privacy and whether deception is involved.
Harm to participants: Harm can refer to physical harm, harm to participants’ development, loss of selfesteem, stress and “inducing subjects to perform reprehensible acts” (Diener & Crandall, 1978, p. 19).
To ensure that participants were comfortable with the interview content, the interview guide was sent
prior to the interview meeting. If the participant felt uncomfortable in any way, the option to
terminate the interview was always proposed, to ensure that no harm was brought upon the
participant.
Informed consent: Informed consent refers to ensuring that all prospective participants are provided
as much information as necessary to make an informed decision about whether they would like to
participate in the research (Bryman, 2008). Therefore, all participants were given information about
the objective and aim of the research before the interview. The form for informed consent created by
the Environmental Policy chair group (in Annex A) was used in both English and Danish to distribute
to participants in aiding their decision. This informed consent highlighted their role in the research,
the implications of their participation and sought for their agreement in participating in the interviews
(Bryman, 2008). The interviews were also recorded, and this was explicitly mentioned prior to
beginning the interview and on the informed consent form.
Invasion of privacy: The issue of privacy is often linked to issues of anonymity and confidentiality
(Bryman, 2008). Personal information obtained during the research is kept confidential. Anonymity
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was also offered to the participants and will be respected. If there is a need to include personal
information, permission will be sought prior to including that information.
Deception: Deception arises when researchers falsely represent their research (Bryman, 2008). As
mentioned before, the interview guide was shared with participants to ensure that they were aware
of the content of the interviews. Although the interviews were semi-structured interviews, they did
not deviate from the main topics included in the interview guide, thereby minimising any potential
deceptive behaviour.
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5. RESULTS
This section presents the findings derived from in-depth interviews, the online surveys, and the
document analysis. Section 5.1 provides a recap of background information regarding the Gyldensteen
project and identifies the stakeholders that participated in this research. Section 5.2 explains the
different understandings these stakeholders had on public participation while section 5.3 explores the
different motivations that stakeholders had in participating. Lastly, Section 5.4 uses the evaluation
criteria to analyse the perceptions of stakeholders on public participation in the Gyldensteen project.
The main themes that were identified in the participatory processes include an inclusive/exclusive
mechanism (representation), a bias/unbiased approach to the processes (independence), arguments
for/against early involvement (early involvement), the lack of influence participants had on the
processes (influence) and the burden participants received in informing themselves (transparency).
Section 5.5 explores the perspectives of stakeholders on the success of the Gyldensteen project.

5.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND INFORMATION
This section aims to provide a quick recap of project information. As mentioned, Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon is Denmark’s first large scale managed realignment project, and it was purchased by the
Foundation in 2011. The project required transforming large amounts of land that were of significance
to varying stakeholders. Participation processes were set up by the Foundation to interact with these
stakeholders (i.e., participants and organisers). The participants included the six families living in the
peninsula, farmers, other landowners, hunters, the local community of ‘Bogense’, and the University
of Southern Denmark. The participatory process’s organisers include the Foundation, the Nature
Council and North Funen Municipality. The Foundation along with their consultants arranged for two
public participation processes to take place: the public hearing in 2010 and the negotiated rulemaking
in 2012. The interviewees and survey respondents reflected on these two participatory processes and
provided an overview of stakeholders involved in the project.

5.2 DIFFERENT UNDERSTANDINGS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Different understandings of public participation were identified in this research. Public participation
should be the practice of consulting, involving, and informing stakeholders to grant those afflicted by
a decision to have some contribution to that decision (Rowe & Frewer, 2000; L. G. Smith, 1984).
However, the interviews and surveys showed that public participation had varying meanings to
different stakeholders. The different views of the organisers and participants regarding public
participation are described below, answering the sub-question “How do the different stakeholders
understand public participation?”.
O RGANISERS
Local opinion and representation were identified as important elements in public participation. When
initially asked to be interviewed on the public participation processes that took place in the
Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project, interviewee E replied by email “we have not had a
public participation process, so there is not much to discuss” (I.E.). The interviewee did not portray
public meetings and individual consultations with landowners as forms of public participation. During
the interview however, he mentioned that the Nature Council could be considered as a form of public
participation. This is because the Nature Council consisted of three local representatives from
different NGOs. These NGOs represented more than 80 organisations, over 130,000 members, and
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took their interests into account when deciding on alternative solutions. Thus, an element that may
be considered important for public participation here is representation of local opinion.
Another important element identified is the type of engagement within the participatory process,
ensuring that there should be a two-way engagement. Interviewee I.C. mentioned that to her, public
participation means to be actively participating and to have a say in the project process and plans. She
elaborated by stating “If you are informing them, that’s fine, but for me, public participation means
you have actual public meetings where people are heard, and they can comment on the project and
they can also have a say on which way you are going. If it is participation, then they should also have
a say” (I.C.). Here public participation is seen as a step further whereby two-way engagement is
necessary. Similarly, respondent R.E. mentioned that it is important that everyone can benefit from
the project, likewise highlighting the importance of two-way (R.E.).
Other responses showed conflicting opinions regarding public participation. Respondent R.C.
mentioned that participation has many meanings and is context dependent, however, they believe it
to be very important. On the contrary, respondent R.D. mentioned that public participation is
meaningless to them, and participation is unlikely to provide benefits.
P ARTICIPANTS
Participants identified public perception and relevance as important factors for public participation.
Interviewee I.D. defined public participation as “having many meanings. It can be public opinion about
the projects, especially the local public. They need to make it relevant to the local population and to
have good projects, otherwise it will not get support from the local people” (I.D.). Here public
participation is seen as public perception due to the desire to make it relevant for the local population.
In addition, public opinion, and public acceptance also play an important role as the local people
decide whether they will support the project or not.
Another important factor identified is public involvement and engagement. Interviewee I.A.
mentioned that “there are different levels of public participation, at least in my view. For example, for
me, it means interacting with the public that comes and visit the area and educating them on what is
going on there in terms of research” (I.A.). As such, public involvement and education after project
implementation is considered important by this stakeholder.
Other respondents mentioned various opinions on what public participation is and whether it is
necessary. Public participation differed in meaning to the survey respondents. Two respondents
mention that public participation means “being a part of a democracy” (R.F.) and that they “have a
democratic right to express their views” (R.I.). Thus, making public participation a requirement in a
democratic society. One respondent mentioned that “it [public participation] is important, but not
always necessary” (R.K.). The majority recognises the imperative of participation. Yet, the motivation
behind participation is contested as some mention that it is not always necessary while others claim
it to be a democratic right to express their opinions and to be heard.

5.3 MOTIVATIONS FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
This sub-section describes the different motivations that underpinned the stakeholders’ participation
in the public participation processes, therefore answering sub-research question three: “What were
the motivations of stakeholders for public participation in the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration
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project?”. Section 5.3.1 describes the various motivations given for the public meeting while Section
5.3.2 describes the motivations behind the negotiated rulemaking.

5.3.1 MOTIVATIONS FOR THE PUBLIC MEETING BY STAKEHOLDERS
ORGANISERS

The organisers had several motivations behind organising the public meeting. Firstly, the obligation
that they had under Danish legislation. Denmark adopted the European Union (EU) Directive on EIA
(EU Directive 85/337/EEC) in 1989. However, it was only in the late 1990s that the EIA gained
considerable credibility as a widely used-decision making tool due to the new types of planning found
in the Water Framework Directive and Natura 2000 (Christensen, Kørnøv, & Nielsen, 2012). North
Funen Municipality carried out a screening to determine whether the project requires an EIA.
Eventually, this was concluded to be necessary due to the potential for significant environmental
impacts. Within the EIA report, the direct impact on humans, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climate,
landscape, material goods and cultural heritage must be described. Additionally, the interplay
between these factors must be described. The purpose of the EIA report from the organiser’s
perspective is to provide the best possible basis for discussion during the public meeting and for the
final decision on the project. North Funen municipality had a consultation period from 15th February
to 29th March 2011 to invite ideas and suggestions from stakeholders about the project (Sømod et al.,
2011). During this consultation period, other authorities, organisations, and citizens could comment
and express any objections to the project. Therefore, under this EIA requirement, a public meeting
was held to discuss the project. This was done through a public announcement.
The second motivation the organisers had behind organising the public meeting is to gauge the
acceptability of the project. The organisers wanted to gauge the acceptability of the Gyldensteen
project by involving stakeholders such as the public and relevant authorities. For example, the six
families on the peninsula were consulted prior to the public hearings to assess whether there would
be conflict resulting from the land trade. One organiser mentioned that the public hearing’s purpose
was to present the project, and subsequently implement or cancel the project depending on
stakeholders’ reactions (I.B.). If the local community opposed the project, problems would likely arise
during its implementation.
The organisers wanted to gauge the acceptability of the project because they saw an opportunity to
create and monitor a major restoration project. The land that is now Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon used
to be a golf course owned by Gyldensteen Estate. At the time, the Estate could no longer maintain the
land as they were bankrupt. The Foundation saw the land as an opportunity to create Denmark’s first
large scale managed realignment project, and to monitor its progress for future similar projects (I.C.).
Thus, the Foundation agreed to buy the land.
North Funen municipality additionally wanted to gauge the acceptability of the project as they saw an
opportunity to create tourism interests in the North Funen region. The municipality was furthermore
interested in the Gyldensteen project as the area’s closest city, Bogense, is exposed to high flood risks
(I.E.). The land takeover by the Foundation would not merely boost tourism numbers, but also
contribute to the flood risk mitigation through the restoration of the area (I.C.). As both the
Foundation and North Funen municipality were interested in creating this project, their motivations
behind organising a public hearing were because they could gauge the acceptability of the project by
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participants through the private meetings and public hearing. This would in turn influence the
municipality’s decision to implement the project.
P ARTICIPANTS
The participant’s main motivations included learning more about the project plans and providing their
opinions. The affected members of the local community described that their motivations for
participating stems from the influence the project would have on their land and community (R.A. and
R.B.). This was also evident in the EIA whereby four complaints against the project were received
(Nordfyns Kommune, 2011). Additionally, there were various signs of mistrust regarding the
Foundation’s motives in terms of state funds and the power they would gain within the region with
this project. Respondents claimed that they attended the public meeting to ensure their opinions and
interests would be considered in the process (R.A. and R.B.).

5.3.2 MOTIVATIONS FOR NEGOTIATED RULE -MAKING
O RGANISERS
The main motivation that the Foundation had to organise a public participation process with the
neighbouring families was to establish a good relationship with their neighbours (location of
neighbours seen in Figure 3). The Foundation proposed their project idea through private meetings to
the six families neighbouring the Gyldensteen project as they would be the closest affected
neighbours. Their involvement was sought in order to diffuse any conflicts that may arise once the
project would go public (I.B.).
Additionally, the Foundation held private meetings with landowners and public meetings with
stakeholders to gauge the extent that the rest of the community would oppose/support the project’s
implementation. During these meetings, the Foundation made small land trades such as buying land
from owners. These were done to create connections and to maintain a good relationship with the
neighbours (I.B.). Therefore, they tried to involve participants to detect any social unrest that may
occur early in the project.
P ARTICIPANTS
The motivations of participants were to ensure their opinions and interests would be legitimately
considered in the process. Both an affected landowner and a neighbour described their motivation
to partake stemmed from the project’s influence on their land (R.A. and R.B.). One landowner filed a
complaint regarding the project plans as they were worried that problems would arise with their
property, such as future flooding and erosion due to the coastline being moved inland (Nordfyns
Kommune, 2011). Another respondent expressed concerns about how the project would influence
their property’s nature. This would be because of the extensive construction of dikes and sluices that
would be required. Additionally, the landowners raised concerns regarding the usage of state funds
for the coastal lagoon and the goals of the Foundation (R.A and R.B.). One respondent mentioned in
the survey that he/she thinks the organisers bribed authorities to approve the project (R.B.), which
highlights the existing mistrust against the organisers. This created dissonance in the process, which
affected public acceptance and the legitimacy of the project. The respondents expressed that they
wanted to ensure their opinions and interests would be considered in the process (R.A. and R.B.).
Some participants participated in the negotiated rulemaking with the hope of improving the quality
of decisions that may lead to a better outcome for them and their neighbours. The participants wanted
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their suggestions to be considered in the process and there was some evidence that the participants
were able to change the project outcome slightly (R.A.). Respondent R.A. mentioned that their input
changed the placement of the dike. Respondent R.A. informed the Foundation that the dike was
placed too close to the edge of his/her land, and the placement of the dike was readjusted. This
respondent wanted to influence the project outcome as it affected their land. There were other similar
complaints against the project that were mentioned in the EIA report. These are the examples
expressing similar concerns:
“We fear that the coastline will be within 300m of our property if the coastline changes from its original
point and thus cannot be used as building land”
“I am afraid of the water level ratio and the drainage ratio on my land. I am worried about the flood
risks due to the project and how it will affect the value of my house”

5.4 EVALUATION OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESSES
This section provides an evaluation of the different perceptions of public participation that were
discovered during the interviews and survey responses. In doing so, this section aims to answer the
sub-question “How do the perceptions of public participation within Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon
restoration project differ amongst the stakeholders?”. This evaluation is conducted against the criteria
adapted from Rowe and Frewer (2000), namely perceptions on representativeness, independence,
early involvement, influence, and transparency. The two public participation processes that are
evaluated are: the public hearing and the negotiated rulemaking with landowners in 2012. In
evaluating each criterion, different themes were extracted from the responses and transcripts. Each
sub-section describes the evaluation from the perspective of the organisers and participants.

5.4.1 PERCEPTIONS ON PUBLIC HEARING
P ERCEPTIONS ON REPRESENTATIVENESS
Criterion of representativeness refers to the diversity of the representative sample of the population
of the affected stakeholders (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
O RGANISERS
From the perspective of the organisers, there was an attempt for a diverse sample of the population
of affected stakeholders. As mentioned above, a public hearing was held as part of the EIA
requirement of the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project. The public hearing was shared
through media platforms such as local newspapers and local televisions stations. The organisers also
wanted to broaden the audience that would receive this information by publishing it in free
advertisement papers. The organisers did so to ensure that everyone in the area code of 5500 received
the invitation for the public meeting. Everyone in Bogense received a public invitation for the public
meeting (I.B.). The public hearing was organised at a big local restaurant whereby the goal of the
hearing was to explain the project to stakeholders and receive their questions. According to a
consultant for the Foundation, more than 300 people were present at the public hearing and there
was a ‘good attitude’ at the meeting. Therefore, there was an effort made to include everyone in the
process and no exclusion mechanism was present. The aim of the public hearing was to achieve full
representation and the Foundation had made attempts to do so.
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A consultant for the Foundation explained:
“We were at a huge local restaurant where we invited people to come and hear about the project and
come with their questions. There were more than 300 people so it was a wonderful late summer
evening at the end of August. There were not enough chairs so we opened the windows and people
were sitting in their windows but there was a good attitude at that meeting” (I.B.).
From the perspective of the organisers, they had tried to include everyone in the process, with no
exclusion mechanism present. Their aim for the public hearing was to achieve diverse representation
and from the Foundation’s perspective, they had made attempts to do so. The Foundation believed
they had also tried to involve a diverse population of stakeholders through the multiple sources
chosen to distribute the information, i.e., a free newspaper that everyone received and other sources
that required a subscription. Thus, from their perspective, there were attempts for a representative
sample at the public hearing.
P ARTICIPANTS
The interviewees felt that the representativeness of the sample population was not sufficient. One
interviewee mentioned that “if they had taken all the farmers into a meeting and told them what the
project meant for them, they might have avoided all those grumbling farmers” (I.D.). This implies that
not all the farmers were present at the public hearing. When looking on the map in Figure 3, there are
indeed other farm areas that were not limited to the six families on the peninsula. Therefore, the
interviewee implies that these other farmers were not aware of the public hearing.
The survey respondents, however, mentioned that there were diverse citizen groups present at the
various public meetings. Although one respondent mentioned that “it was actors with a broad
background – but not always with equal knowledge” (R.A.). This respondent implies that the
participants came from varying backgrounds, however, the knowledge that they brought to the
meetings were not the same. From their perspective, no exclusive mechanism was present during the
meeting as it allowed for participants from varying levels of background and knowledge. Therefore,
although the public hearing may not have reached everyone, there does not seem to be an exclusive
mechanism present from the perspective of the participants.
P ERCEPTIONS ON INDEPENDENCE
Criterion of independence refers to how the participation process should be managed in an
independent and unbiased manner (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
O RGANISERS
From the perspective of the organisers, the nature of the project did not allow for independence in
the process. The organisers mentioned that the Gyldensteen project was a unique case as it was a
privately owned project. The Foundation had bought the land and were the main owners and funders
of the land. Therefore, the Foundation had already decided what they wanted to do with the project
prior to informing other stakeholders. Thus, the management and organization of the public
participation processes of the project at the public meeting was not completely independent, from
the perspective of the organisers. The representatives at the meeting were from the Foundation and
they already had an idea in their head, as explained by Interviewee I.B.:
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“Because the foundation had decided what they wanted to create at the time when we [Aage V Jensen
Nature Foundation consultants] presented the project to the public. And the reason for that was that
the foundation was paying for everything. Therefore, it was their [Aage V Jensen Nature Foundation]
money and their project” (I.B.).
Another interviewee from the Foundation highlighted the lack of independence in the way that public
participation processes were managed within this project by comparing it to publicly funded projects.
This respondent said that:
“If this was a public process then the local municipality would first make a plan for the area and consult
the public to discuss what it was or how it should be. The public would be consulted to investigate
whether local resistance would be too high. However, by being private, the foundation was able to the
buy the land and to not include that process as they already owned it”. (I.E.)
From the perspective of the organisers, this form of public participation was normal for privately
funded projects. There was also mention that many private projects are run this way whereby you
inform stakeholders about project plans (I.E.). That stakeholders are occasionally involved depending
on the size of the project and the cost-effectiveness of public participation (i.e., depending on how
much resistance you expect). However, a lot of these projects are mainly driven by private owners
with money to do it the way they want (I.B.; I.E.). A survey respondent also mentioned that the
Foundation is “not subject to democratic control” (R.H.), implying a lack of independence. Therefore,
from the organiser’s perspective, the managed realignment project was not very independent as the
organisers already had a project plan and did not expect the public hearing to affect or change these
plans.
P ARTICIPANTS
The public hearing was not perceived by participants as being independent. This is because the
meeting was proposed and conducted by the Foundation and their consultants. One respondent
mentioned that the project had already been established prior to the meetings, and so there was a
perception of being bias towards the implementation of the project (R.B.). Therefore, from the
participants’ perspective, there was little consideration of their input on the project outcome during
the public hearing.
P ERCEPTIONS ON EARLY INVOLVEMENT
Criterion of early involvement explains that the public should be involved in the process as early as
possible and as soon as value judgments become notable (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
O RGANISERS
According to information derived from the interviews, the stakeholders were only involved once the
project was established. There was a long planning process that occurred prior to the project
becoming public. For example, in deciding the area to be purchased and transformed into a coastal
lagoon, stakeholders were not included in the decision-making process (I.B.). The Foundation and their
consultants made that decision based on scientific expertise.
An engineering and nature restoration consultant for Aage V Jensen (I.B.) mentioned that:
“The project was well prepared for presentation. It was not just an idea so that, so the involvement of
the public was very different from the normal scheme. When you are going, for instance, to build a
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new road or new railway. Because when you are going to build a new road, normally you have a
situation where you want to create a road between town A or town B, and then you’re discussing where
do we want to place this road. But here, the foundation had already decided what they wanted to
create at the time it was presented”.
Therefore, stakeholders were involved only when legally necessary due to the EIA. There is evidence
that stakeholders were not involved in the process as soon as value judgments become notable as
they had already been decided prior to involving the stakeholders.
P ARTICIPANTS
Participants found that their perspectives were not considered at the beginning of the project phase
and therefore, they were not involved in the project early enough. For example, one respondent
mentioned that if farmers were considered more carefully in the project planning phase, it would have
been easier to gain the consensus of these stakeholders (I.D.). This relates to current perceptions of
the coastal lagoon as well, as some farmers have expressed their dissatisfaction with the public
participation processes that took place (R.A.;R.B.;R.I.; TV2 Fyn, 2012) . From their perspectives, their
opinions and worries were not taken seriously in the planning phase of the restoration project.
There were participants that perceived their involvement to be early enough, but not prior to value
judgments being made. For example, a landowner mentioned that they were involved from the start
of the project, whereby their first meeting regarding the project was at the first public hearing
organised in summer 2010 (R.A.). From their perspective, they were involved from the start, thereby
implying that it was the earliest possible moment. However, this respondent implies that decisions
were already made prior to their involvement. Therefore, value judgments were made without their
opinions considered.
There were also participants that were not aware of any participatory processes. For example,
interviewee I.A. was not aware of prior involvement of stakeholders before the project was initiated.
Interviewee I.A. was aware that the Foundation had contacted key participants in the local area to
discuss the project however, they were not aware of any larger meetings that involved other
stakeholders (I.A.). This lack of awareness could have also been more prevalent within the local
community, affecting the involvement of participants in the process as early as possible.
From the responses of the participants, it seems that stakeholders were only informed prior to the
execution of the project. It seems that they were not involved early enough to be able to provide their
opinions on the project outcome.
P ERCEPTIONS ON INFLUENCE
Criterion of influence explains that the outcome of the procedure should have a real impact on project
outcome (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
O RGANISERS
From the organiser’s perspective, the influence that the public hearing had on the project was limited.
As explained above, the Foundation already had an idea of what they wanted to do with their project
prior to the public hearing. This was elaborated upon during an interview:
“There was no open question posed to the public asking, ‘what are we going to do here?’. This is
because if we came with that, with such a project, there would have been a lot of different opinions.
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In fact, we could not avoid coming in that situation in some instances in the process, but we tried to
avoid that kind of involvement”. (I.B.)
Thus, there is the perception that the more influence stakeholders had, the harder it would be to
implement the project.
Furthermore, the influence of the participants was limited in comparison to the organisers. One
interviewee gave an illustrative example of this, explaining that the hunters did not have much
influence in the decisions being made. The interviewee explained that if the Foundation opened the
dikes and allowed the sea to come into the coastal lagoon, that people would legally be allowed to
hunt birds in the area as long as they were sailing. At the public hearing, local hunters expressed their
interest in the creation and participation of a private hunting ground. However, the Foundation did
not want to create an area that would serve as a private hunting territory, as one of their objectives
for creating the lagoon was to secure and improve the current natural values in the area (Sømod et
al., 2011). The Foundation therefore ultimately told the responsible authority that if they did not get
the status as a hunting free area, they would not open the dikes. This shows that the participants did
not have much influence in the decisions being made, despite being able to influence setting the
agenda.
P ARTICIPANTS
Participants perceived their influence at the public hearing in 2010 as rather limited. This is because
the hearing was meant as an informative meeting and so there was no intention by the organisers for
negotiating the project details. Participants were merely given the space to ask for more information
on the project. This is supported by one respondent mentioning that “the public in this case does not
really have much influence in the project. Then it is more about perception” (R.C.). From the data
derived from the respondents, the participants also perceived their influence to be limited. This is
especially so during the public hearing as the Foundation facilitated the meeting and was able to
decide the agenda points. Additionally, with the project being privately owned and funded,
participants were not aware of many decision-making processes, and therefore were not able to
influence those aspects of the project.
P ERCEPTIONS ON TRANSPARENCY
Criterion of transparency highlights that the process should be able to be seen by the public to ensure
that they are aware of what is happening and how decisions are being made (Rowe & Frewer, 2000).
O RGANISERS
The organisers had several challenges during the planning phase and decision-making process that
were not shared with other stakeholders. For example, the Ministry of Culture was using the Ministry
of Environment to veto the implementation of the project in 2012. The reason for their veto was that
the land was reclaimed in 1871 where dikes, pump stations and draining channels were built (I.B.).
Due to the reclamation, the area had been recognised as a cultural heritage area. Although it was not
a legal recognition, it was a planning recognition whereby the area was a typical example of this kind
of land reclamation. Thus, the Foundation then had to conduct meetings with representatives from
the two ministries to brainstorm compromises. Eventually, all those involved compromised on some
specific elements of the landscape that should be protected (I.B.). Once all parties were happy with
the compromises, the veto was withdrawn, and the Foundation could start construction work. The
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compromises were only discussed between the organisers and the ministries, other stakeholders were
not involved in the decision-making process here.
From the organiser’s perspective, the participants had the information that they needed to participate
in the public hearing and that they were transparent enough. Although stakeholders did not know
about the project until the project was fully established, the organisers perceived the process to be
transparent enough. The information they shared with participants included an EIA report, which they
believed was sufficient. From the perspective of the organisers, the stakeholders did not need to know
about the different challenges that the project faced. From their perspective, they informed the
stakeholders sufficiently through the public hearing, public announcements (i.e., newspaper and
municipality website), and other forms of communication (i.e., individual email correspondence).
P ARTICIPANTS
Participants expressed a lack of information regarding the project plans and how decisions were being
made. For example, some respondents mentioned that they were not aware of any public hearings,
thereby highlighting that not everyone received information on the project (I.A.; I.D.). This could have
been attributed to the area codes of where they live or to their involvement within the municipality.
The public hearing was also not necessarily conducted transparently as it was not made apparent to
the participants how the project plans were derived or how decisions were being made. The public
hearing was a space to discuss the project details that had already been decided and established in
the project plan. Thus, it was slightly unclear to the participants what roles they had within the hearing
as the hearing seemed to be merely an informative one (R.A.; R.I.). Therefore, from the perspective of
the participants, more information could have been shared prior to the public hearing to help the
participants to understand the goals and objectives of the project.

5.4.2 PERCEPTIONS ON NEGOTIATED RULE MAKING
P ERCEPTIONS ON REPRESENTATIVENESS
O RGANISERS
The Foundation and their consultants organised negotiated rulemakings with landowners to discuss
specific issues regarding their properties, exhibiting exclusive mechanisms. They had private meetings
with their closest neighbours, which were the six families that lived on the peninsula as shown in
Figure 3. The closest neighbours were chosen as they would be the most affected within the project
due to their proximity to the project. The neighbours received information on the project one week
before the information went public. They were told about the project during this meeting as they
would be affected by the changing coasts. No other participants or stakeholders were involved in
these meetings.
There were other negotiated rulemakings that exhibited exclusive mechanisms. For example, there
were also negotiated rulemakings with other local landowners and representatives of landowners in
an area which could be affected by the project (I.B.). The private meetings were organised to discuss
potential technical solutions, for example, by creating a new sluice. The Foundation offered to create
and pay for a new sluice, replacing the old sluice, under the condition that the new sluice would be
installed in another position. The Foundation wanted to position it such that the water would flow
into the coastal lagoon. The meeting ended with no solution as there was no consensus on the final
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proposal. This meeting was also limited to the other local landowners and representatives of
landowners.
Therefore, the negotiated rulemaking exhibited some exclusive mechanisms. For example, the
Foundation only chose to invite their closest neighbours, the six families, and no other stakeholders
to the meeting. In the meetings with other local landowners (not the six families), it was also limited
to that group of individuals. Thus, the representativeness here would be affected as an exclusive
mechanism that limited the groups to those that were invited to the meetings.
P ARTICIPANTS
From the perspective of the participants, the meetings were representative enough as the key
participants were present. For example, the negotiated rulemaking with the neighbours only involved
the families and landowners that were invited to it. However, there may have been other stakeholders
that had a stake in the project implementation and process, such as individuals or companies living
close to the Coastal Lagoon that were not living on the peninsula. From the data derived from the
respondents, however, they seem to think that those meetings were representative enough. The
respondents that were at the negotiated rulemaking felt that the people who needed to be at the
meetings were there (R.A.; R.B.). Therefore, although there was an exclusive mechanism present, it
may not have hindered the purpose of the meeting.
P ERCEPTIONS ON INDEPENDENCE
O RGANISERS
From the perspective of the organisers, the independence of the participation process was limited.
For example, Interviewee I.B. and Respondent R.C. highlighted that the Foundation had the capacity
to do the project with or without the support from the landowners as they were already in the process
of getting approvals from North Funen municipality. Therefore, the negotiated rulemaking meetings
with the landowners were organised more as a sign of goodwill and to build a good relationship with
the neighbours (I.B.). From the organiser’s perspective, the project would have been implemented
regardless of the outcome of the negotiated rulemaking, thereby affecting the independence of the
process.
P ARTICIPANTS
The negotiated rulemaking in 2012 was not perceived to be independent by the survey respondents.
One respondent mentioned that “we were listened to, but the project was so large with highly
influential people that it would be implemented regardless” (R.A.). Therefore, they felt that there was
bias towards the implementation of the project. They also perceived the power of the Foundation as
being much greater than their own and that despite their opinions and objections, the project would
be implemented regardless.
Participants also felt that the participatory process was bias towards the organisers’ goals and
objectives of the project. For example, a survey respondent mentioned that “at meetings there was
an understanding, however, the mood changed very quickly once the meetings were over” (R.B.). The
respondent explains that during the negotiated rulemaking meetings, their input for the project
seemed to have been considered by the organisers. However, the previously agreed upon
arrangements were not always followed through as the respondent perceived their input and opinions
to have been disregarded after the meetings. Thus, from the data given by the participants, the
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participation process was conducted with perceived bias towards the Foundation’s objectives and
goals.
P ERCEPTIONS ON EARLY INVOLVEMENT
O RGANISERS
From the perspective of the organisers, they seemed to have involved the participants in the process
early enough. For example, one interviewee mentioned that he had “discussions with all the
neighbours and that it was important to do so at the time as it was important to discuss what this will
mean to them and to make local agreements on how to do this while making everyone happy” (I.E.).
This interviewee explains that the participatory processes started early on to ensure the acceptability
of the project. Therefore, claiming that the participants were involved early in the process.
P ARTICIPANTS
The participants perceived the negotiated rulemaking in 2012 to have not been early enough.
Respondents mentioned that they did not have enough time to react to the project. For example, one
respondent mentioned having no objection to the project when it was introduced (R.B.). However,
the respondent realised that because they were not involved in the decision-making process, their
input was not considered early enough to change the project outcome. They felt that they should have
been involved earlier, prior to important decisions already being made and established as the project
implementation would have consequences for their land. However, as it was, they were unable to
participate in the project planning phase and could not contribute or influence the project plans. The
survey respondents also felt that their input did not change anything within the overall project plan,
thus, giving the perception that they were not involved early enough to influence the project outcome
(R.A.; R.B.).
P ERCEPTIONS ON INFLUENCE
O RGANISERS
From the organiser’s perspective, there were instances in the meeting with landowners whereby
stakeholders did have some influence. Firstly, in building a new sluice. The Foundation wanted to build
a new sluice within Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon and were willing to use around €200,000 to build a
new sluice. Therefore, they had a meeting with nearby landowners and farmers to propose the
building of this new sluice. However, the landowners and farmers refused the new slice due to the
disproportionate consequences and benefits (I.B.). The sluice was not built, and the proposal was
withdrawn. Therefore, in this example, participants had some influence in the project outcome.
Although the participants had some influence with the building of a sluice, the organisers did not
perceive the participants to have much influence on the overall project outcome. From the
perspective of the organisers, the influence of the participants was limited as they already had a plan
in mind and were seeking acceptance through small compromises. The example given regarding the
influence the participants had on building a new sluice was aside from original project plans. The
original project plans being the creation of the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project. When
it came to the original project plans, the influence that public participation processes had was limited.
P ARTICIPANTS
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From the perspective of the participants, the negotiated rulemaking meetings with landowners
seemed to have limited influence as well. For example, during the process of public participation,
there was a close neighbour that was against the project. This is because he feared that he would have
to pay a high price for the project due to the possibility of the sea eroding his land (Sømod et al., 2011;
TV2 Fyn, 2012). He believed that when the dikes opened and the water would enter the coastal lagoon,
that there would be more current going in and out. He anticipated that this would change the size of
his land. He allied with a local politician to try to veto the project. However, the compromise that was
created in order to solve the problem was to compensate the neighbour financially for the land (TV2
Fyn, 2012; I.B.). The neighbour also had to sign an agreement whereby he would not be able to make
further objections regarding the project. Therefore, the influence the neighbour had on the project
outcome was limited.
Another respondent also perceived their influence within the project as limited, with minor influence
over the area around their land. He/she mentions that due to the highly influential people and the
size of the project, there was “no doubt that the project would be implemented” (R.A.). However,
he/she mentions that their wishes were listened to in the design of the immediate area around their
property (R.A.). Therefore, their opinion was considered in some way during the planning process of
the project.
One respondent mentioned that although their input changed nothing within the coastal lagoon
project itself, they were able to influence another small aspect of the project (R.B.). The Foundation
had initially misplaced one of the dikes too close to their land, which they pointed out to the
Foundation. The dikes were eventually adjusted to the correct location, based on the respondents’
suggestion. However, this was also a small detail compared to the rest of the project planning.
Therefore, the landowners seemed to have had some influence in the smaller details of the project.
However, they had very limited influence on the overall project plans.
P ERCEPTIONS ON TRANSPARENCY
O RGANISERS
From the organiser’s perspective, the information they provided to the participants at the negotiated
rulemaking were sufficient for the context as they did not think that the process required much more
transparency. The information that the landowners received from the organisers largely came from
the legally required EIA. The information was shared on a ‘need to know’ basis whereby challenges
along the way that did not directly include the landowners were not necessarily shared with other
participants (I.B.). Although there were negotiations with landowners privately, the specific
information on how decisions were made and who made the decisions does not seem to have been
shared with the landowners. Instead, most information on the project was made available to the
landowners once decisions were made and public acceptance was sought after. However, from the
perspective of the organisers, this was sufficient.
P ARTICIPANTS
The participants perceived the participatory process to have limited transparency. According to
respondents, the main source of information for the participants was through the EIA report.
Respondents mentioned that it was their own responsibility to find that information or to contact the
Foundation (R.A.; R.B.). They also mentioned that the EIA was nearly four hundred pages long and it
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was their responsibility to thoroughly read it and identify the consequences for their properties (R.B.).
Therefore, they were not explained how decisions were made and who made them but merely what
these already made decisions were.
There were participants that were able to get more information from the organisers through personal
communication. From the perspective of another respondent, it was possible to seek out information
about the project and that they were able to have direct mail correspondence with the Foundation
and with the advisory engineer (R.A.). However, it is unclear whether this was merely on a ‘need to
know’ basis or whether the organisers willingly shared information and provided updates to the
landowners regarding the decision-making process.
Overall, the majority of participants felt that the information was not necessarily provided to them.
Instead, they had to seek out this information themselves through their own initiative. This implies
that transparency was rather limited as participants had to go out of their way to find information on
the effects the project would have on them.

5.4.3 THEMES IDENTIFIED IN THE PERCEPTIONS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Using Rowe and Frewer (2000)’s evaluative framework for public participation, the following themes
have been identified, as shown in Table 7. For the criteria on representativeness, there was either an
inclusive or exclusive mechanism present that varied depending on the public participation methods
chosen and on stakeholder perspectives. In the public hearing, an inclusive mechanism was present
while in the negotiated rulemaking, an exclusive mechanism was present. The criterion of
independence holds the themes of being bias or unbiased towards the organisers’ project goals.
However, from the perspective of all stakeholders, both the public hearing and the negotiated
rulemaking were perceived to be bias towards the organisers’ goals. In terms of early involvement,
the responses argued for or against the claim that there was early involvement of participants. For
both participation methods there were varying perspectives for and against the claim of early
involvement of participants. The influence that stakeholders had were shown to either be through the
power that organisers had over setting the agenda and decision-making, or the lack of power that the
participants had. For the public hearing, participants had limited influence over the agenda-setting
and decisions while the organisers had that power and influence. For the negotiated rulemaking, the
participants had some influence over smaller decisions, however, the organisers still held power over
the final decisions and project outcome. The responses on transparency seem to show that there was
a large burden placed on the participants to inform themselves, as opposed to being provided with all
necessary information voluntarily. This was for both the public hearing and the negotiated rulemaking
as the participants’ main source of information was the EIA and the possibility to contact the
Foundation personally.
TABLE 7 THEMES IDENTIFIED FROM INTERVIEW AND SURVEY RESPONSES AGAINST THE EVALUATION CRITERIA

Criterion
Representativeness
Independence
Early involvement
Influence
Transparency

Themes identified
Inclusive or Exclusive mechanisms
Bias or Unbiased
For or against early involvement
Agenda setting and decision-making power of organisers or lack of power from
participants
Burden of informing yourself or voluntary information provided
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5.5 HOW SUCCESSFUL IS THE GYLDENSTEEN COASTAL LAGOON RESTORATION PROJECT ?
5.5.1 RESULTS FROM INTERVIEW AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS
From the interview and survey respondents, there is some consensus that the project outcome has
been a success. However, some survey respondents express concern with the participatory processes
that took place prior to the project implementation and the intentions of the Foundation (R.A.; R.B.;
R.G.).
From the perspective of stakeholders, the project outcome has been successful while the project’s
participatory process and intentions raises some concerns. Interviewees I.A., I.B., I.C., and I.E., and
respondents R.A., R.B., R.C., R.D., R.E., R.F., R.H., R.I. and R.J. have mentioned that the project outcome
has been somewhat successful. However, there are still some doubts regarding the motives of the
project and their motives for stakeholder involvement. Respondent R.A. mentioned that the project
has been successful environmentally and economically. However, they are worried about the social
influence that the Nature Foundation may have within their hometown. For example, the town of
‘Bogense’ receives coastal protection from sea through dikes that are located within the Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon. This has caused some members of the local community to question the intentions of
the Foundation. The local community members expressed their doubts regarding the influence that
the Foundation may have on their coastal safety and protection due to the location of the dikes. The
dikes are currently within the Foundation’s property and influence. It is suggested that there is a lack
of trust from the local community towards the Foundation and the intentions they may have behind
the Gyldensteen project. Additionally, Respondent R.G. explains that the Foundation is “beyond
democratic control, which is fundamentally wrong”. This shows that although the project was deemed
as a success environmentally and economically, more could have been done to improve the social
perspectives and outcomes of the Gyldensteen project. This is especially true in terms of the
legitimacy and acceptability of the project and the Foundation itself.
There were also some stakeholders that expressed dissatisfaction with how the participatory process
was conducted. For example, a respondent mentioned that aesthetically, the project is great,
however, the public participation process was not conducted well in their opinion. The respondent
mentions that there was “a total lack of respect for the neighbours” (R.B.). This may show that the
process was not perceived to be very fair as they felt that they were disrespectfully treated. Other
respondents explained that the process could have been conducted better, with more involvement of
the local community during the planning phase. This was especially supported by Interviewee I.C. who
mentioned that the Foundation could have informed people about the project more. Interviewee I.A.
also supported this by saying that “the public participation processes could have been better due to
the different interests at stake” (I.A.).
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TABLE 8 RESPONSES WHEN ASKED IF THE GYLDENSTEEN PROJECT HAS BEEN A SUCCESS

Respondent
Interviewee A

Interviewee B

Interviewee C

Interviewee D

Interviewee E

Respondent A
Respondent B
Respondent C

Respondent D
Respondent E
Respondent F
Respondent G

Respondent H
Respondent I
Respondent J
Respondent K

Is the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon Restoration
Project a Success?
Successful but could be even better. There are many
visitors but there should be more awareness on the
benefits of a project like Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon
Restoration project.
It has been successful. There were many technical
challenges but has been a huge success as a
demonstration project for climate change mitigation.
It has created discussion and awareness on mitigating
rising sea levels.
Socially, there are some small groups (e.g., marine
hunters) who are against the project, but the
majority of guests are very positive.
Biologically, it still needs work. Socially, it has been
successful quite quickly, but I would like to see more
involvement of the local community (i.e., schools)
Scientifically it has been successful and challenging.
Socially, it has been successful in communicating the
message of climate change and mitigation and has
boosted visitors in the area. Very few things to
criticise.
Yes, it has been a huge success for studying the
environment. It has also been successful for tourism
and for the local community to enjoy the biodiversity
Successful project but unsure about motives of the
Foundation
Beautiful project but lack of respect for neighbours
Resounding yes. Many doubters and opponents have
been ‘reversed’ with the result and Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon has become an eye opener for what
this type of nature restoration can do
Fairly successful
It has gone well
It has succeeded
Difficult to answer because the Foundation is
Denmark’s largest and most important nature fund
and therefore an important player and resource for
nature. However, the Foundation is beyond
democratic control, which is fundamentally wrong
It is going well
The whole process of establishment and subsequent
operation has succeeded
It is successful
-
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5.5.2 PROJECT OUTCOME : ENVIRONMENTAL , ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL SUCCESS?
The responses from the interviewees and survey respondents as seen in Table 8 are mostly positive,
with many claiming that the Gyldensteen project outcome has been a success. As mentioned before,
the Gyldensteen project has been considered an environmental and economic success by scholars and
respondents (Quintana, Kristensen, et al., 2021; Quintana, Petersen, et al., 2021; Valdemarsen et al.,
2018). The results from this research show that the project outcome may also be considered a social
success from the perspective of the respondents.
Environmentally, the project has contributed to research on managed realignment projects, with
lessons learned for the future. For example, the Gyldensteen project will undergo a “restoration of
the restoration project” (I.D.; I.E.). This is because the clay soil in the coastal lagoon is not good for
benthic animals. The clay on top of the soil is due to the deep ploughing of the land in the 1960s for
agricultural purposes. This is not normal for coastal ecosystems. The “restoration of the restoration
project” then refers to putting sand on top of the clay. This is something that was discovered during
the monitoring phase of the Gyldensteen project, providing new insights and lessons learned on the
environmental aspects of managed realignment projects that convert farmland into coastal lagoons.
Respondents mention that although the coastal lagoon has contributed to research on managed
realignment projects and restoring farmland to nature, more research is still required (I.A.; I.D.; I.E.).
Economically, the Gyldensteen project has boosted Bogense’s position as a tourist destination. It has
been successful as a tourist destination with hundred thousands of visitors a year (Quintana, Petersen,
et al., 2021; I.E.). Bogense has been able to enjoy the influx of tourists visiting the town, contributing
to the income of the local community.
Socially, the Gyldensteen project has raised public awareness on nature restoration and climate
change (I.B.). It has provided a platform for individuals to learn more about biodiversity in lagoons and
a space for the local community to learn more about nature. The local community created a volunteer
group to communicate information with guests and provide guides (I.D.). This has helped to simplify
scientific research at Gyldensteen as science communication plays an important role in educating the
local community.
Through the Gyldensteen project, scientists from the University of Southern Denmark have also
learned important lessons about science communication. A scientist at the University of Southern
Denmark was interviewed by the local newspaper, asking about the biodiversity of the coastal lagoon.
In response to the question, the scientist mentioned that the coastal lagoon was a desert, and that
the coastal lagoon was dead. This created a different perception of the coastal lagoon amongst the
public, creating the idea that the coastal lagoon was not restoring nature properly. However, the
coastal lagoon is indeed not dead, but currently has a low diversity of species, with worms and fish
(I.D.). This created some controversy and so, from the perspective of biologists, more work needs to
be done in communicating and sharing the results of the Gyldensteen project.
Overall, there are varying perceptions on the outcome of the Gyldensteen project, however, the
majority seem to perceive it as a success. In terms of whether the project is currently perceived as a
success, Interviewee I.C. explains that although there have been some protests from the local
community, many people today are grateful for the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon. On the other hand,
Interviewee I.B. mentions that although most visitors from the local community are very positive
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about the coastal lagoon, there are some groups that are strongly against the project and the
Foundation. This has affected the perceived legitimacy of the project and the Foundation (I.B.).
Interviewee I.B. attributes this to not being allowed to hunt in the new coastal lagoon, which decided
upon during the public participation process. The public participation processes seems to have
influenced current stakeholder perceptions on the Gyldensteen project.
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6. DISCUSSION
This research contributed to the understanding of different perceptions and motivators vis-a-vis public
participation in Danish managed realignment projects. In doing so, it first identified the stakeholders
involved in the Gyldensteen project and compared their roles during the public participation
processes. This helped identify the different understandings that they have on the concept of public
participation. Section 6.1 explores how these different perceptions on public participation influences
project success and good public participation. Section 6.2 looks at the role of ideologies and local
knowledge in public participation, which was found to often favour scientific knowledge. Section 6.3
compares the motivations for public participation in the Gyldensteen project against traditional
rationales identified in current literature. Section 6.4 explores and discusses the similarities and
differences between the Gyldensteen project and publicly funded case studies. Lastly, Section 6.5 goes
over the most relevant limitations of this thesis.

6.1 DIFFERENT PERCEPTIONS OF WHAT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEANS
This section explains the different perceptions of public participation by both the organisers and
participants. As described in the results, the organisers and participants had different views of public
participation. The organisers perceived it to be related to public perception, representation of public
opinion, the involvement and education of the public and a two-way engagement process. However,
participants perceived public participation to be a democratic right, the representation of public
opinion and an essential component for benefitting everyone involved. These differing perceptions
also influenced the way that participation was organised.

6.1.1 REFLECTION ON HOW DIFFERENT PERCEPTIONS AFFECT PROJECT SUCCESS
A reflection on these different understandings and perceptions of public participation against the
participation levels proposed by Arnstein (1969) would provide insights into the level of participation
required for a successful project outcome. Arnstein’s public participation ladder assumes that the
highest rungs on the ladder (i.e., citizen control, delegated power, partnership) should be preferred
over lower rungs (i.e., manipulation, therapy, informing).
The level of participation described by stakeholders in the Gyldensteen project contradict Arnstein’s
perception of good public participation. For both organisers and participants, the level of public
participation on Arnstein’s ladder seems to remain within the levels of ‘degree of tokenism’ and
‘nonparticipation’. As Arnstein’s ladder assumes that the highest rungs on the ladder (i.e., degrees of
citizen power) should be preferred, it is interesting to observe that the Gyldensteen project did not
perceive to have obtained ‘degrees of citizen power’ in their public participation processes. This could
be attributed to the background of the project whereby it is owned and funded by a private
organisation. From the perspective of both organisers and participants, the public participation
processes were somewhat sufficient, with consensus that the project overall has been a success to
the community. However, the participants expressed dissatisfaction with the public participation
methods chosen.
Although the Gyldensteen project does not align with Arnstein’s assumption of good public
participation, previous research on managed realignment projects found that local resistance did not
always hinder project acceptance and success. Research done by Schernewski, Schumacher, Weisner
& Donges (2018) found that managed realignment’s controversial nature often incites local resistance,
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making public participation difficult. This is similar to the Gyldensteen project, whereby a landowner
had allied with a politician to publicly oppose the restoration project (TV2 Fyn, 2012). Additionally,
their research found that the participatory strategy for their case study of ‘Markgrafenheide and
Hütelmoor’ was deemed insufficient. The strategy in both cases was merely to inform the public
through public hearings (Schernewski, Schumacher, Weisner, & Donges, 2018). They identified that
the main reason for local resistance and dissatisfaction with the public participation process is due to
insufficient information. Yet, like the Gyldensteen project, the result of the project is still accepted by
the public.
Therefore, public participation in the planning phase of managed realignment projects may not always
be a pre-requisite for project acceptance and success. Another case study in Geltinger Birk, Germany
found that initial disappoint and distrust of the coastal realignment project was redeemed through
better active involvement of the local community with regards to decision-making (Schernewski,
Bartel, Kobarg, & Karnauskaite, 2018). The first few years of the participatory process experienced
strong local resistance, negative media coverage, a polarisation of the local community and
misinformation. However, better involvement of the local community and improved communication
and transparency contributed to the eventual successful implementation of the project. In the
Gyldensteen project, the participatory processes did not start until much later in the project process,
with similar characteristics being identified (i.e., local resistance, disappointment, distrust). Yet, the
Gyldensteen project is seen as a success by the majority of respondents. Public participation in the
planning stages may therefore not be a necessity for the acceptance of project outcomes, but the
literature suggests that it may increase the chances on this. This is relevant for future research as good
public participation may differ per project and context of the local community, and it is essential for
organisers and project implementers to find the most appropriate methods for public participation.

6.1.2 COMPARISON BETWEEN RESULTS AND ROWE AND FREWER ’S EVALUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
METHODS

TABLE 9 EVALUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION METHODS BY ROWE AND FREWER (2000)

Public
participation
method
Public hearings
Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon
case study
Negotiated rulemaking
Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon
case study

Representativeness Independence Early
of participants
of
true involvement?
participants
Low
Generally low Variable
Inclusive
Bias
Variable
mechanism
Low

Moderate

Variable

Exclusive
mechanism

Bias

Variable

Influence on Transparency
final
of process to
outcome
the public
Moderate
Moderate
Limited
Burden
of
influence
informing
yourself
High
Low
Limited
influence

Burden
informing
yourself

of
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This research was the first to apply Rowe and Frewer (2000)’s evaluative framework to assess different
perspectives of public participation between stakeholders (i.e., organisers and participants) within
managed realignment projects. Thus, a comparison of the results of Rowe and Frewer’s evaluation
and the results of this research can provide insights into the extent that the evaluation criteria is
applicable in similar case studies. In Rowe and Frewer’s study, an assessment of different public
participation techniques were conducted against the same evaluation criteria that was used to study
public participation in this research. By comparing the two results, similarities and differences can be
identified, providing a basis for discussion.
There were some similar (dis) advantages identified for the public hearing and the negotiated
rulemaking. Firstly, some strengths identified for the public hearing include being quick, affordable
and achieves any legal requirements for public participation. However, some disadvantages include
its one-way communication and timing as important decisions tend to already be made. The public
hearing in the Gyldensteen project seem to have similar advantages and disadvantages, aiming to
inform and co-opt public support from the local community. Secondly, the strengths identified for
negotiated rulemaking is that there is focus on ensuring that the resources are available to make a
good decision, and that the task is clarified and defined (Rowe & Frewer, 2000). Since it only involves
few participants, it is rather cost-effective and should allow for more influence on the project
outcome. However, due to its limited representativeness and transparency, there is contestation on
whether it can be considered public participation (Rowe & Frewer, 2000). This contestation is
dependent on context and was also seen in the Gyldensteen project as organisers were not always
sure if these meetings were considered public participation. Additionally, the influence that the
participants had in the negotiated rulemaking meetings were slightly more influential than the public
hearing.
C OMPARISON OF RESULTS AGAINST EACH SUB - CRITERIA
Table 9 shows the individual rankings that Rower and Frewer (2000) provided for the public hearing.
The results on representativeness by Rowe and Frewer (2000) and the Gyldensteen project were
rather different. Rowe and Frewer (2000) ranked the public hearing as low. In the Gyldensteen
project, this is difficult to determine due to the lack of information on participants that were present,
however, there was no exclusive mechanism used for the meeting. However, for the respondents
were participants that were included in the participatory process and may not be aware of exclusive
mechanisms that were present. From the organisers’ perspective, there were attempts to be as
inclusive and representative as possible. In terms of the negotiated rulemaking, the
representativeness of participants is seen as low by Rowe and Frewer (2000). This was also the case
for the Gyldensteen project as there was an exclusive mechanism present. Only the six families living
on the peninsula were invited to these meetings by the organisers.
The results on independence by Rowe and Frewer (2000) and the Gyldensteen project were the same,
both concluding that there was a lack of independence. For the public hearing, Rowe and Frewer score
the criterion of independence as generally low. This was also seen in this research as all stakeholders
seem to agree that there was some bias present at the public hearing towards the organisers. For the
negotiated rule making, the independence of true participants is ranked as moderate by Rowe and
Frewer (2000). On the other hand, from the perspective of stakeholders in Gyldensteen project, it was
rather low due to the bias towards the organiser’s goals and objectives of the project.

54

The findings on early involvement for both Rowe and Frewer’s and the Gyldensteen project are
variable and dependent on the perspective of the stakeholders. For the public hearing, Rowe and
Frewer (2000) rank early involvement as variable, which depends on the context of the project. In the
Gyldensteen project, the public hearing was organised once the project plans were defined and
developed. Despite that, from the perspective of stakeholders, there were varying opinions for and
against the claim that the participants were involved in the process early enough. Early involvement
for negotiated rulemaking is variable according to Rowe and Frewer (2000) with varying perspectives
in the case of Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project. The organisers felt that the participants
were involved early enough but the participants did not feel that way.
The evaluation of Rowe and Frewer and the Gyldensteen project differ on the criterion of influence.
Regarding the influence on the final policy for public hearings, Rowe and Frewer (2000) rank it as
moderate, which was not the same for Gyldensteen project. In the Gyldensteen project, participants
were able to ask questions regarding the project but the influence they had on the final project
outcome was limited. For the influence at negotiated rulemaking meetings, Rowe and Frewer rank it
as high. However, in the case of the Gyldensteen project, the influence was rather limited with
influence over small aspects of the project rather than in the overall project outcome.
The results on transparency varied between Rowe and Frewer’s evaluation and the evaluation of the
Gyldensteen project. The transparency of the process to the public at public hearings is ranked as
moderate by Rowe and Frewer. For the Gyldensteen project, this was dependent on the perspective
of the stakeholders. For example, the environmental impact assessment was made available to the
stakeholders, but this document was lengthy and difficult to read, thereby burdening individual
participants with informing themselves on the project. The organisers perceived the process to be
transparent enough through making the environmental impact assessment available, but some
participants did not think this was enough. For the negotiated rulemaking, the transparency of the
process to the public is considered low by Rowe and Frewer (2000), which was the case in Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon restoration project as well due to the burden of individuals within the meeting to
inform themselves, and the lack of distribution of the information to the wider public.
Overall, there were some differences in the evaluation by Rowe and Frewer (2000) of public hearings
and negotiated rulemaking and the evaluation derived from the Gyldensteen project. This shows that
public participation is highly dependent on the context and the willingness of the stakeholders to be
involved. Additionally, the extent that the organisers want the participants to be involved play an
important factor in their actual involvement. Although the criteria by Rowe and Frewer is meant to
assess good public participation, this research has shown that good public participation is highly
dependent on the objectives of the public participation method and on the perspectives of those
involved in it. Although it is not possible to conclude whether good public participation existed in the
Gyldensteen project, the evaluation criteria has highlighted the complexities behind evaluating public
participation, especially when attempting to consider various stakeholder perspectives.
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6.2 DIFFERENT IDEOLOGIES AND LOCAL KNOWLEDGE OF INDIVIDUALS IN RESTORATION
PROJECTS
Restoration projects can include diverse backgrounds of individuals with varying ideologies and
beliefs, making it important to consider perspectives of all (Quick & Bryson, 2016). Individuals come
with different knowledge about the area and how the area should be looked after. This was
highlighted in this research as the knowledge of stakeholders were not the same, with the organisers
and the participants having different ideas of how the project should be implemented, which led to
tension between stakeholders.
Current research argues that local communities may not be involved in project plans as organisers do
not see the added value of public involvement. The attitudes of organisers towards local public
participation plays an important role in the success of participatory methods (Migchelbrink & Van de
Walle, 2021). This is because the organisers attitudes towards local public participation affect their
perception on participation, influencing the actual participation of stakeholders. In the Gyldensteen
project, the organisers were reluctant to involve stakeholders in the planning process and viewed
public participation as a legal requirement rather than a democratic opportunity.
There is often a lack of trust in knowledge and/or competence of members of the public, making them
hesitant to involve the public (Fung, 2015; Migchelbrink & Van de Walle, 2021). This was shown in the
case study of the Gyldensteen project as the organisers did not involve stakeholders until all decisions
regarding the project had been made. This lack of trust in knowledge and competence of stakeholders
could have contributed to the lack of perceived legitimacy and fairness of the public participation
processes, resulting in some disappointment.
There is often a preference for scientific knowledge over local knowledge by the organisers. This was
also seen in the Gyldensteen project as the division in ideology and knowledge was present in the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). There was a more scientific approach to assessing project
outcomes in the EIA, with little involvement from the local community. The EIA was written by
consultants hired by the organisers and was mostly based on scientific knowledge. One of the
conclusions from the EIA regarding the societal and cultural impacts of the Gyldensteen project was
that the local communities would hardly have consequences for the community, but instead may bring
new potential and experiences (Sømod et al., 2011). Nevertheless, this research found that the local
communities, especially participants, were socially affected by the project implementation, as they
expressed during the public meetings and individual meetings. The differences in knowledge caused
conflict during the project implementation as it became apparent to participants that their knowledge
was not considered in the official report of the EIA.
In the Gyldensteen project, scientific expertise contributed most to project plans, however, local
knowledge did play a role in influencing the project outcome. In this research we found that local
knowledge did help improve the project, through the example of a misplaced dike, and the farmers
understanding of the land. Yet, the project here was largely planned and based on scientific expertise.
The original idea of the project was solely derived based on scientific and technical expertise of
engineers and biologists. It was not always clear whether the knowledge the local community had was
considered as strongly as the scientific knowledge the foundation had. The legitimacy of the
knowledge and ideologies present was debatable, especially when considering the organisers’
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perspectives. In this case, the organisers’ knowledge is seen as more legitimate than the local
community’s as it is knowledge that is argued to be based on scientific and technical expertise. On the
other hand, the local community’s knowledge was based on practical knowledge and personal
experiences, which does not necessarily hold up in a scientific argument (Herringshaw, Thompson, &
Stewart, 2010).
According to scholars, organisers should consider and include differing ideologies in restoration
projects to increase the success and acceptability of projects. Scholars argue that public participation
is necessary for the success of restoration projects, however, public opinion and knowledge is not
always considered (Druschke & Hychka, 2015; Kittinger et al., 2016; Stewart-Sinclair et al., 2020;
Webler, Tuler, & Krueger, 2001). This has been highlighted in the findings of this research as many
participants expressed their disappointment in the outcome of the participatory process and the lack
of respect for the stakeholders involved. Future similar projects should have more flexibility in
involving different ideologies and local knowledge to increase the acceptability and legitimacy of
project outcomes (Webler et al., 2001).

6.3 MOTIVATIONS FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE GYLDENSTEEN PROJECT COMPARED TO
TRADITIONAL RATIONALES FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
In current literature on public participation, three rationales for decision-makers to include the public
in decision-making processes are often described. These rationales include instrumental, substantive,
and normative rationales, first introduced by Fiorino (1990). These rationales frequently shape
problem and solution framings, providing a basis for public participation processes and objectives
(Baker & Chapin, 2018). Firstly, a common instrumental rationale relates to the aim of increasing the
legitimacy of processes, decisions and outcomes (Wesselink, Paavola, Fritsch, & Renn, 2011).
Secondly, a prevalent substantive rationale is the aim of involving relevant stakeholders in order to
broaden the depth and breadth of knowledge and information, thereby improving the quality of
decisions and outcome (Wesselink et al., 2011). Lastly, normative rationales tend to relate to calls for
more democratic processes and to empower stakeholders to have an influence (Wesselink et al.,
2011).
In practice, rationales underpinning public participation may fall in multiple categories. In the case of
the Gyldensteen project, organisers aimed to increase decisions’ legitimacy, and avoid any future
challenges such as resistance from the local community. This suggests an instrumental rationale for
its public participation, however, it could also be identified as a rationale not traditionally classified: a
functionalist-deliberative rationale, whereby organisers want to identify public preferences through
public participation (Bidwell & Schweizer, 2021). A functionalist-deliberative rationale attempts to
reflect on public preferences and values and gives opportunities for discussion (Bidwell & Schweizer,
2021). On the contrary, the participants’ motivations hold a predominantly normative rationale. The
normative rationales were shown in the participants’ perceived definition of public participation. They
argue that public participation is a democratic right, thereby supporting the democratic ideal of as
much participation as possible (Wesselink et al., 2011). In doing so, they aimed to counter the power
of incumbent interests and to allow all stakeholders to have an influence.
Rationales for public participation can contradict amongst stakeholders, which may result in mistrust
and negative perceptions of the project and the organisers. For example, the organisers’ rationales
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contradicted the participants rationales as the organisers did not want extensive public influence. On
the other hand, the lack of influence that the public had in the project outcome affected the
participants’ perception of the participatory processes, resulting in mistrust towards the Foundation.
Some respondents perceived it to be unfair as they had little influence over the project outcome.
The different motivations that the organisers and participants had within the Gyldensteen project
likely affected its participatory processes. Different rationales tend to hinder a genuine ‘opening up’
of decision-making processes (Stirling, 2008). Scholars suggest it to be important that rationales for
public participation are clarified for a better project implementation (Schernewski, Schumacher, et al.,
2018). The Gyldensteen project initially had some local resistance due to conflicting rationales
between the organisers and participants. These rationales may lead to conflicting interests and
misunderstandings.
Scholars argue that in order to reduce conflict, better communication of expectations is necessary.
There needs to be better communication and transparency on the project plans and outcomes to
mitigate conflicting interests and misunderstandings (Schernewski, Schumacher, et al., 2018).
Furthermore, the goals of participation should be made more explicit when developing methods for
public participation. Expectations of organisers and participants should be made clearer to minimise
disappointment.

6.4 COMPARING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE PROJECTS IN DENMARK
Denmark has a unique framework for coastal protection, with local citizens and communities being
responsible for its implementation and upkeep. Denmark is also a unique case as flood protection in
Denmark is the responsibility of private homeowners whereby they have to make decisions about
coastal protection and pay for the solutions they choose (Baron, 2020). This makes managed
realignment projects a community issue, emphasizing the need to study public participation in
managed realignment projects in Denmark (Baron, 2020).
An important finding within this research was the argumentation that public participation within the
Gyldensteen project was very different due the private nature of its funding and ownership. One
respondent mentioned that publicly funded projects often go through a rigorous public participation
process whereby consultations with stakeholders are conducted to create the project rather than
consultation on specific project ideas (I.E.). Thus, it would be interesting to explore and compare
publicly funded projects that have had their public participation processes analysed against the results
of the Gyldensteen project.
Research conducted by Elling & Nielsen (2018), have found that public participation within publicly
funded projects may not be as inclusive as they should be. They analysed four public cases: the first
case being a water planning case that was carried out at both the state and municipal level, requiring
public participation at both levels. The second case is on a subway expansion whereby the state and
municipality developed the project together and were the planning authority and approval authority.
The third case derives experiences concerning the placement of a nuclear waste deposit whereby the
placement is the responsibility of the state however resistance can occur due to fear within the local
area. Lastly, the fourth case explains the possible use of shale gas in a local area with contestation of
the responsible authority, thereby affecting the public’s ability to influence the process (Elling &
Nielsen, 2018).
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Elling & Nielsen (2018) found that the current method of public participation is weak with regards to
public involvement and influence. In all the four public cases, problems arose when the strategic
planning level instrumentalised public participation. This occurs when decisions are already made
prior to any public involvement or participation. This affects the publics’ influence on the project
process, a similar situation as in the case of the Gyldensteen project (Elling & Nielsen, 2018). When
decisions have already been finalised, good public participation cannot be initiated. Instead, in these
publicly funded projects, a formal written hearing process becomes the only answer to public
participation. These written hearings do not allow the addition of substantive content to the plans
(Elling & Nielsen, 2018). Instead, a ‘legality planning’ is conducted with the aim to complete the
minimum requirements relating to public participation. Good public participation is then neglected in
favour of measurable expert solutions (Elling & Nielsen, 2018). When these plans reach the local level,
conflict with local realities start to exist and give rise.
Although the conclusions derived by Elling and Nielsen (2018) were regarding various public projects
in Denmark, it shows many similarities to the privately funded Gyldensteen project. Firstly, the process
of participation whereby a formal written hearing process is the only form of public participation.
Secondly, there is a preference for measurable expert solutions in the public cases, which was seen in
the Gyldensteen project as well. Thirdly, the motivations behind public involvement, namely involving
the public as a legal requirement, are similar in both the Gyldensteen project and the publicly funded
cases. Even though it was highlighted during the interviews that the public participation processes
that took place in the Gyldensteen project were different to publicly funded projects, this may not be
the case in practice.
There were also some differences between the case studies by Elling and Nielsen (2018) and the
Gyldensteen project. Firstly, the Gyldensteen project was created and financed by the Foundation,
which made it clear to stakeholders who was responsible for the project. Unlike publicly funded
projects where this can be confusing due to multiple involved authorities simultaneously, it was easier
for stakeholders to contact the responsible authority to provide input on the project (Elling & Nielsen,
2018). This increased the accountability of the project, which may have contributed to its eventual
acceptance by stakeholders. Another difference between the case studies is that in the Gyldensteen
project, there were attempts to organise separate meetings with key stakeholders. In the publicly
funded case studies, no attempts were made for private meetings with key stakeholders, the level of
public participation was kept to the legally required public hearing and consultation period. Therefore,
the attempts to involve stakeholders were stronger in the Gyldensteen project.
These findings provide initial insights into the differences between publicly and privately funded
projects, however, further research is necessary to explore other differences to investigate the
advantages and disadvantages of both types of projects.
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6.5 LIMITATIONS
The results from this research could be potentially relevant in understanding the conditions that
enable and constrain good public participation processes in restoration projects. However, this
research has various limitations. The most important limitations relate to methodology and the
chosen case study, which are discussed in this section.

6.5.1 REFLECTION ON CASE STUDY
The data used in this research was derived through mainly qualitative methods as part of a case study.
The chosen case study of the Gyldensteen project influenced the kinds of conclusions that can be
drawn from the research findings. Firstly, the sample of the case study affected the outcome of the
research. This is because the interviewees were specifically chosen for their involvement in the
restoration project, limiting the sample population of potential interviewees. Additionally, the sample
only included those that responded to the interview and survey requests and may not have included
all relevant stakeholder perspectives. Therefore, there is limited generalisability of the results to the
use of public participation in restoration projects.
However, there is potential for the results to be generalisable to privately funded managed
realignment projects in Denmark. As mentioned above, Denmark is considered to be an extreme and
unique case study as protection from the sea is seen as a private responsibility in the country (Baron,
2020). In Denmark, citizens must be involved in negotiations on how to use and prioritise public
funding for coastal protection. There is often the challenge of deciding on the best possible coastal
protection methods while considering many different perspectives. This research shows that different
perspectives still prevail in privately funded projects and has contributed to understanding the various
challenges that arise, such as the legal requirement to involve stakeholders in the project process.

6.5.2 REFLECTION ON METHODOLOGY
The data collection methods have some limitations. A literature review was conducted prior to the
semi-structured interviews to understand the project better. However, most of the documents were
in Danish and had to be translated through Google translate. This could have influenced the
understanding and context of the content. Additionally, sources such as old news interviews and
articles were sources that contributed to the document analysis. This also required the recording of
old videos to create subtitles and then translating those subtitles into English from Danish. In doing
so, many grammatical mistakes were found. In order to limit any misunderstandings, the contexts of
videos and articles were discussed with a native Danish speaker, however, this provided a limitation
in the quality of the data collected.
The use of semi-structured interviews also provided some challenges. For example, it was very difficult
to get interviewees that personally participated in or organised the public participation processes.
Around twenty interview invites were sent, however, only five invites were accepted due to lack of
first-hand experiences and a language barrier.
The open-ended Danish survey was created as a response to individuals that wanted to be interviewed
but were not comfortable with being interviewed in English. Around thirty personal emails were sent
out to distribute the survey link to those relevant for the research and there were around thirteen
survey responses. Therefore, the response rate was reasonable. However, the quality of the responses
was affected due to the nature of the chosen data collection platform. Although the survey was open-
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ended and provided ample space for respondents to explain their answers in depth, most respondents
provided short answers to the questions.

6.6 FUTURE RESEARCH
6.6.1 CRITIQUING THE EVALUATION CRITERIA
There are a few aspects of the evaluation criteria that could be improved upon. The criteria by Rowe
and Frewer (2000) used in this research were derived from suggestive sources created by academics
and practitioners. The evaluative framework was therefore created based on suggestions rather than
findings from empirical studies (Rowe & Frewer, 2000). The findings from this research have
contributed to the empirical application of the evaluative framework in measuring public
participation. Although Rowe and Frewer (2000) argue that their framework might be appropriate for
assessing participation exercises in general, a few questions regarding the application of such
evaluative criteria arise.
Stakeholders may have different opinions on the criteria for good public participation. In using one
evaluative framework, the scope of the analysis is limited to that evaluative framework. Webler et al.
(2001) found five competing perspectives emerging in their research on good public participation
processes from the perspective of the public. Two of the perspectives align with the ones used in this
research: namely, legitimacy and fairness. The other perspectives include a good process as one that
facilitates an ideological discussion, conceptualising participatory processes as a power struggle and
highlighting the need for leadership and compromise (Webler et al., 2001).
An evaluation of good public participation must not only focus on the criteria selected but also the
ways in which different participants construct these criteria (Rowe, Marsh, & Frewer, 2004). This
highlights how subjective evaluating participation is as it is difficult to objectively measure the
perceptions of stakeholders. Webler et al. (2001) suggests that to combat these challenges, organisers
should design a process that meets the needs and desires of the potential participants. This was also
shown in the case study of the Gyldensteen project as the motivations between the organisers and
participants were very different. Had the organisers inquired the expectations of the participants prior
to the processes, the perceptions on public participation may have been perceived differently.
The time in which the evaluation is conducted also influences the evaluation of public participation.
For example, this research chose to focus on two specific points in the participatory process. However,
the public participation processes that took place in the creation of Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon was
not stagnant but a dynamic process that was constantly taking place. For example, there were other
meetings with stakeholders that led up to the public hearing and there were also meetings in between
the public hearing and the negotiated rulemaking. Thus, the limitation of the framework used in this
research is that two moments in time had to be chosen to evaluate the public participation processes,
disregarding the processes that took place prior to and in between those points in time.
To combat this, future similar research could use the evaluative method ‘empowerment evaluation’.
The empowerment evaluation is designed to help people help themselves (Crabbé & Leroy, 2008). The
purpose of this method is not so much an evaluation of the project outcome, but on allowing
individuals involved to self-reflect and self-develop. This method could complement traditional
evaluation methods, such as the public participation criteria from this research, while focusing on
evolutions in the project and policymaking. The first advantage of this method is that it provides all
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parties involved with the chance to express their views on their role within the public participation
processes and on the project being pursued (Crabbé & Leroy, 2008). Secondly, it allows for a
continuous process that monitors the progress of the project planning and implementation, thereby
institutionalising self-evaluation within the project’s decision-making (Crabbé & Leroy, 2008).
Using other evaluative methods such as the ‘empowerment evaluation’ could be useful for assessing
public participation in future restoration projects. As public participation continues to be important in
the implementation of restoration projects, constant evaluation is important for improving and
learning from the processes that take place (A. Abelson et al., 2020). Self-reflection throughout the
project could reduce challenges associated with evaluation, such as time and costs constraints, as it is
done continuously throughout the project process. As the method focuses more on self-development
and self-realisation of participants, it could also improve future restoration projects as participants
become more aware of how effective public participation should be.

6.6.2 FURTHER RESEARCH
The findings of this research have contributed to existing literature on the need for public participation
in restoration projects. It has also provided insights into this necessity for managed realignment
projects in Denmark more specifically. In doing so, several ideas for further research can be derived.
Firstly, the application of other evaluative frameworks from various perspectives should be conducted
and compared. Although the need for public participation has been established, it is still unclear when
public participation is enough. The different perspectives involved in public participation make this
distinction ambiguous. Further research could apply different evaluative frameworks on good public
participation and compare it with the results from the Gyldensteen project.
Secondly, the Gyldensteen project was limited by the time frame in which it was conducted, whereby
the research was done retrospectively. Further research could monitor and evaluate public
participation processes simultaneously. This could provide a clearer assessment as objectives and
goals can be established along the way, potentially making it easier to decide whether the public
participation process was good enough or not. As mentioned above, the evaluative method
‘empowerment evaluation’ could provide a useful alternative framework to evaluate public
participation simultaneously to the process.
Lastly, as Denmark aims to implement more restoration projects to combat sea level rise, future
research should be conducted to provide suggestions to move away from public participation that
provides no real influence or substance. An interesting research question could be exploring the
influence of the EIA on good public participation and whether it could be hindering instead of helping
the power and influence that stakeholders have. Another research topic could be related to exploring
the possibility of creating a systemic framework for good public participation in Denmark to ensure
good public participation in the implementation of future restoration projects. These questions are
essential as it seems that currently there is not much space for public involvement in public or privately
funded projects, begging the question of when is the public actually involved in decisions affecting
them?
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7. CONCLUSION
Managed realignment projects as a form of coastal protection and restoration will likely continue to
play an important role for Denmark, making public participation an important component. As
Denmark’s sea levels rise due to climate change, managed realignment projects may continue to
provide a sustainable and cost-effective solution to the problem. Although managed realignment
projects have proven to be effective ecologically and economically, through for example habitat
creation and long-term tourism benefits (Andrews et al., 2006; Ledoux et al., 2005), the societal
benefits may not always be evident to those affected. Additionally, the amount of land required for
managed realignment projects often evokes resistance against the idea of giving up their land to the
sea (French, 2002; Myatt, Scrimshaw, & Lester, 2003b). Therefore, a better understanding of public
participation is necessary to improve decision-making and to better consider stakeholders’ concerns.
This study provided further insights to public participation as it found that there were very different
understandings and motivations behind public participation. This study examined the public
participation methods (i.e., public hearing and negotiated rulemaking) present in the Gyldensteen
project. It found that there were different understandings of the concept of public participation
amongst and between the stakeholder groups. The different understandings of stakeholders can be
challenging as it seems that stakeholders have different ideas of what is being evaluated. Additionally,
the motivations identified for public participation were different between stakeholder groups. The
organisers facilitated public participation under the obligation of Danish legislation and to gauge the
project’s acceptability while participants aimed to claim what they considered their civil right, and to
improve the project outcomes. In doing so, the study’s results hint that the participation motivations
of both organisers and participants influence the respective methods that are employed and the
outcomes of these participatory methods.
This study furthermore aimed to assess and understand the different perceptions of public
participation in the Gyldensteen project. The results shed light on the heterogeneity of perceptions
amongst organisers and participants. While organisers were generally satisfied with the public
participation, participants perceived this to be less the case. The results suggest that while the criteria,
which have become popular amongst scholars, support the views of organisers, they were unable to
fully capture the various perspectives of participants. As such, more research on public participation
is needed which applies evaluative frameworks that are deemed comprehensive from all actors’
perspectives. This is necessary to better grasp how, and under what circumstances, good public
participation can be accomplished (Blackstock, Kelly, & Horsey, 2007). However, it was also interesting
to find that although good public participation benefits the overall project implementation, it is not a
pre-requisite for the success of project outcomes, as was seen in the Gyldensteen project.
With public participation becoming an increasingly more popular instrument for public policy it
appears crucial to recognise and learn from examples of good public participation. Although there is
little research evaluating public participation in managed realignment projects in Denmark, this paper
has contributed to this knowledge gap by providing an example for assessing public participation. For
example, it was found that with the different ideologies and knowledge of the stakeholders involved
in managed realignment projects, organisers should acknowledge and learn to collaborate with these
different perspectives rather than only adopt a scientific based approach. This likely requires better
flexibility from organisers when involving stakeholders. Other important factors this research found
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that contribute to good public participation are improved transparency and better forms of two-way
communication of goals and expected outcomes regarding participation’s goals and outcomes (Heldt
et al., 2016; Webler et al., 2001).
Lastly, this research has attempted to compare public participation in privately and publicly funded
projects, which surprisingly do not seem to differ within the chosen case studies. There were
similarities in the motivations for public participation, such as acceptability of the project and the legal
requirement of consulting stakeholders on the EIA. However, there were also differences in favour of
the Gyldensteen project, such as a clear responsible authority, thereby improving accountability and
communication channels between organisers and participants. Further research should compare and
explore more case studies of publicly and privately funded restoration projects in Denmark. This could
provide useful suggestions for a systematic framework for good public participation and contribute to
improving public participation in future restoration projects.
This thesis has thus illustrated and explained how stakeholders’ perceptions of public participation
processes in the Gyldensteen project differ. In doing so, it has contributed to a better understanding
of how stakeholders do not only perceive participatory processes differently but often carry
fundamentally different understandings of public participation as a concept. Due to these differences,
it appears necessary to consider managed realignment’s context and to create new and improved
ways of opening up decision-making processes to better involve stakeholders.
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9. ANNEX
A. STATEMENT OF INFORMED CONSENT
A1. ENGLISH
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A2. D ANISH
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B. LIST OF INTERVIEW TOPICS
1.

Public participation
Rationale behind public participation
Organisation of public participation
Identifying stakeholders
Challenges regarding public participation

2.

Evaluating public participation
Criterion of representativeness
Criterion of independence
Criterion of early involvement
Criterion of influence
Criterion of transparency
Were the objectives/goals of public participation achieved?

3.

Were the public participatory processes effective?
Overall opinion about the project
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C. INTERVIEW GUIDE AND SURVEY QUESTIONS
C1. INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR ORGANISERS
Public participation
1. What does public participation (offentlig deltagelse) mean to you?
(If not the same, explain my definition: Public participation can be defined as the practice of
consulting, involving, and informing the public (offentlig) or stakeholder actors
(interessentaktører) to grant those afflicted by a decision to have some contribution to that
decision)
a. What does the public mean to you? What do stakeholders mean to you?
2. How was the public involved in the project planning? E.g. focus groups, public debate
meetings
a. Prompt: Arnstein’s public participation ladder for more questions
3. Who were the stakeholders involved in the project?
4. Were you aware of any conflicts/complaints against the project?
If you were aware of any conflict:
a. What was the conflict about?
b. How was this eventually resolved?
Evaluating public participation
5. What was your organisations goals for the project?
6. In your opinion, did you achieve these goals? (expand upon the public participation part if
mentioned)
Effectiveness criteria
7. When were relevant stakeholders or the public involved in the project planning and
implementation? (e.g. Was this early in the project phase or later in the process?)
8. Do you think the groups that participated in the public meetings was diverse enough? Did it
encompass different people from different (financial, educational) backgrounds?
9. Did you facilitate these meetings or was there someone else facilitating it?
10. Do you think the facilitator was neutral? If so, how?
11. How was the input from the local community incorporated in the project outcome? Were
compromises made to take this input into account?
12. Was the local community able to access all information? How was information communicated
with them?
13. Did you experience any challenges in involving the local community? Were there specific
perceptions from the public that impacted the project implementation? Protests?
14. In your opinion, did these challenges severely affect the project? How were they addressed?
According to you, what were helpful in overcoming these challenges? Would they need to be
improved upon for further similar project implementation?
15. What advice would you have/give for future similar projects like Gyldensteen to address the
societal challenges associated with it?
Overall opinion
16. What is your overall opinion about this project? Has it been successful/effective/fair? If
yes/no/partly, why?
17. Are there any additional questions or remarks you would like to make or add?
18. Do you know of other people I could contact regarding this project?
Thank you very much, _____. *short summary of what has been said*. I think I have enough to work
with.
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Would it be alright if I send you some follow-up questions that may come up in the valuation of the
interview?
Do you have any questions for me?

C2. INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PARTICIPANTS
Public Participation

1. How were you or are you involved in the Gyldensteen Strand project? (e.g. This could be
project planning, implementation, monitoring, community awareness). Please elaborate.
2. Were you able to express your opinions on the project if you wanted to? (e.g. public debate
meetings, focus groups, meetings with Aage v Jensen). Please elaborate.
3. Were you against the project in any way? If yes, please elaborate why.
4. Were you aware of any other conflicts/complaints against the project?
If you were aware of any conflict:
a. What was the conflict about?
b. How was this eventually resolved?
Evaluating public participation
5. Did you have any specific goals for participating in the public meetings to express your
opinions on the project? If so, did you achieve these goals? [Why did you join these meetings?]
6. When was the first opportunity for you to express your concerns for the project?
Effectiveness criteria
7. When you participated in these public participation meetings, was the group diverse enough?
Did it include different people from different backgrounds?
8. Did you feel that they were listening to your opinions? Did you feel that they were biased
towards a certain perspective?
9. How was your input incorporated in the project outcome? Did the project organizers make
any compromises to include your concerns in the project?
10. Did you feel that you had enough access to information about the project? Do you think this
information was well communicated to you?
11. Were there any challenges that you faced in participating in these meetings?
12. Did you have any doubts on whether you should participate? If so, what made you decide to
participate eventually?
Overall opinion
13. What is your overall opinion about this project? Has it been successful/effective/fair? If
yes/no/partly, why?
14. Are there any additional questions or remarks you would like to make or add?
15. Do you know of any friends/family/neighbours that were involved in this project too?
Thank you very much, _____. *short summary of what has been said*. I think I have enough to work
with.
Would it be alright if I send you some follow-up questions that may come up in the valuation of the
interview?
Do you have any questions for me?
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C3. SURVEY QUESTIONS
Hi, you are receiving this because you are or have been involved in Gyldensteen Strand in some way.
I am Samantha, an Environmental Sciences researcher from Wageningen University and Research in
the Netherlands. I am currently doing research on the participation of the local community in the
Gyldensteen Strand planning process.
For this research, I would please like to ask you a few questions that would significantly help me in
understanding how you experienced the planning process of Gyldensteen Strand. Please try to answer
each question as in-depth as possible as every detail is important to my research. There is no word
limit so feel free to share anything you think is relevant and to elaborate on it as much as you want
to. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes, with a total of 13 questions. If a question is not
relevant to you, feel free to skip it. You will have to complete the survey in one sitting, it is not possible
to revisit the questionnaire once submitted.
Description of the study
You are being asked to take part in a study. This is a study about the effectiveness of public
participation in the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project.
You are being asked to participate because of your knowledge and participation in the public meetings
that took place in the planning and implementation of the Gyldensteen Strand restoration project.
You will be asked to participate in a survey. It will take about 15-20 minutes to complete. Before
signing, please read this form and ask any questions that you may have.
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study
This study poses little risk to you. You may stop participating and answering the questions at any time.
There are no direct benefits to you from taking part in the study. Your input will be important to
research projects and publications by improving our knowledge of the participatory processes that
took place in the Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon restoration project. Your input is important to these
discussions.
Confidentiality
•
•

The data derived from this study may be used in my master thesis paper and published in
academic journal article(s) but you will not personally be identified without your consent.
I will record the interview and take notes with your permission.

Voluntary Nature of the Study
We thank you very much for your participation. Your decision to participate is completely voluntary.
You may choose not to answer any part of the study or stop taking part at any time without any penalty
to you.
Right to Erasure:
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I understand that I am entitled to have the abovementioned information destroyed at my
request, both during the research and while in storage, in line with the GDPR’s right to
erasure provision.
Contacts and Questions
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Samantha G. Kristensen
(samantha.kristensen@wur.nl) If you have additional questions regarding your rights as a research
subject, please contact the Wageningen University and Research Scientific Integrity Committee at
cwi@wur.nl.
_____ Yes, I would like to take part in the research.
_____ No, I would not like to participate in the research.
FOR PARTICIPANTS
1. How were you or are you involved in the Gyldensteen Strand project? (e.g. This could be project
planning, implementation, monitoring, community awareness). Please elaborate.
2. Were you able to express your opinions on the project if you wanted to? (e.g. public debate
meetings, focus groups, meetings with Aage v Jensen). Please elaborate.
3. Were you against the project in any way? If yes, please elaborate why.
4. Were you aware of any other conflicts/complaints against the project?
If you were aware of any conflict:
c. What was the conflict about?
d. How was this eventually resolved?
5. Did you have any specific goals for participating in the public meetings to express your opinions
on the project? If so, did you achieve these goals? [Why did you join these meetings?]
6. When was the first opportunity for you to express your concerns for the project?
7. When you participated in these public participation meetings, was the group diverse enough?
8. Did you feel that they were listening to your opinions? Did you feel that they were biased
towards a certain perspective?
9. How was your input incorporated in the project outcome? Did the project organizers make any
compromises to include your concerns in the project?
10. Did you feel that you had enough access to information about the project? Do you think this
information was well communicated to you?
11. Were there any challenges that you faced in participating in these meetings?
12. Did you have any doubts on whether you should participate? If so, what made you decide to
participate eventually?
13. What is your overall opinion about this project? Has it been successful/effective/fair? If
yes/no/partly, why?
14. Are there any additional questions or remarks you would like to make or add?

FOR ORGANISERS
1. How were you or are you involved in the Gyldensteen Strand project? (e.g. This could be
project planning, implementation, monitoring, community awareness). Please elaborate.
Please also mention the organization you represent.
2. Who were the stakeholders involved in the project, as far as you know?
3. Were you aware of any conflicts/complaints against the project?
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

If you were aware of any conflict:
c. What was the conflict about?
d. How was this eventually resolved?
Did your organisation have any specific goals for the project? If so, did you achieve these
goals?
When were relevant stakeholders or the public involved in the project planning and
implementation? (e.g. Was this early in the project phase or later in the process?)
Do you think the groups that participated in the public meetings was diverse enough? Did it
encompass different people from different backgrounds?
Did you facilitate these meetings or was there someone else facilitating it?
Do you think the facilitator was neutral? If so, how?
How was the input from the public incorporated in the project outcome? Were
compromises made to take this input into account?
Was the public able to access all information? How was information communicated with
stakeholders?
Did you experience any challenges in involving the public? Were there specific public
perceptions that impacted the project implementation? Protests?
In your opinion, did these challenges severely affect the project? Would they need to be
improved upon for further similar project implementation?
What is your overall opinion about this project? Has it been successful/effective/fair? If
yes/no/partly, why?
Are there any additional questions or remarks you would like to make or add?

You have reached the end of the survey. Thank you for taking the time to answer the questions in this
survey. The answers you have provided will be greatly useful for my research. Would like to be
updated about the outcome of the study?
-

Yes, please contact me at ______
No thank you

Thank you once again for your participation and I hope you have a great day!
Samantha
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D. EXAMPLE OF DATA ANALYSIS

PICTURE 5 THEMATIC CODING WITHIN TRANSCRIPT

PICTURE 6 CODES AND QUOTES GROUPED IN MICROSOFT EXCEL
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E. DATA SOURCES
Title
1. Gyldensteen Costal
Lagoon website which
includes 12 reports on
the area
2. Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon EIA

Source
Aage V Jensen Nature
Foundation

URL
https://www.avjf.dk/avjnf/naturomraader/gyldensteenstrand/#toggle-id-3

Aage V Jensen Nature
Foundation

https://www.avjf.dk/wpcontent/uploads/2018/07/VVM_Gyldensteen_Strand.pdf

3. EIA Annex
document

Aage V Jensen Nature
Foundation

https://www.avjf.dk/wpcontent/uploads/2018/07/VVM_Gyldensteen_BilagsrapportB.pdf

4. Municipal
supplement plan
5. MARE Presentation
slides
6. Report on coastal
protection including
Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon
7. Master thesis from
student at University
of Southern Denmark
researching
Gyldensteen Coastal
Lagoon
8. Video on “Dispute
over nature project”

North Funen municipality

PDF document sent personally

Scientist from University of
Southern Denmark
Scientist from University of
Southern Denmark

PDF document sent personally

Scientist from University of
Southern Denmark

PDF document sent personally

TV2Fyn

https://www.tv2fyn.dk/nyheder/16-02-2012/1930/heleudsendelsen-1930?clip=d06e2f9d-bc08-4a66-b7ba960be40bdec6

9. Video on “No
clarification about
nature project”

TV2Fyn

https://www.tv2fyn.dk/nyheder/16-02-2012/1930/heleudsendelsen-1930?clip=d06e2f9d-bc08-4a66-b7ba960be40bdec6

10. Twitter search on
“Gyldensteen Strand”
11. News article on
“Man loses meadow”
12. Article on “Funen
is getting even nicer
birds”
13. The embanked
landscapes: a
historical geography.
Agricultural History
Society.
14. The lost land
15. Gyldensteen
Strand – Nature was
set free and the water
closed in again

Twitter

https://twitter.com/search?q=gyldensteen&src=typed_query

TV2Fyn

https://www.tv2fyn.dk/nordfyn/mand-mister-eng

Danish Ornithological
Society (DOF)

https://www.dof.dk/om-dof/nyheder?nyhed_id=815

Morten Stenak

https://landhist.dk/portfolio-items/morten-stenak-2005-deinddaemmede-landskaber/

Kjeld Hansen
Kurt Holm

https://www.dettabteland.dk/FYN.htm
https://www.doffyn.dk/images/nyheder/lokaliteter/artikler/
Nordfyns_kommune.pdf

PDF document sent personally
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F. BACKGROUND INFORMATION FROM EIA
P EOPLE AND C OMMUNITIES
The EIA reported the following information related to local stakeholders. Chapter 15 of the EIA report
focused on people and communities, an analysis of the current situation and impacts of the project
implementation (Sømod et al., 2011). The socio-economic analysis was conducted based on the other
chapters of the EIA report, information from North Funen Municipality, Gyldensteen Estate and Aage
V. Jensen Nature Foundation. The analysis describes the effects of the restoration project on
recreation, agriculture, tourism, the effects on local stakeholders and jobs. To identify these effects,
the following groups were consulted:
-

The Municipality of North Funen (including municipal plan, strategies, and other material from
the municipality's website)
Aage V. Jensen Nature Foundation (website, notes)
Stakeholders (Gyldensteen Estate, residents, Bogense population and Digelaget Bogenses stre
Enge).

The EIA limits the local area to the parties likely to be directly or indirectly affected by the
environmental consequences of the restoration project (Sømod et al., 2011). These include citizens
and businesses that may experience any environmental effects. They may include, but are not limited
to the following people:
- Residents of the area, including present and future residents.
- Visitors
- Businesses, present and future
Recreation
The recreational opportunities in and around Gyldensteen Coastal Lagoon prior to project
implementation consisted mainly of hunting and cycling. However, there were no actual recreational
walking paths or cycling paths. The area was not used at the time and access to the area was difficult
to access by car. The area was mostly closed off to the public and motor traffic was only allowed for
residents.
Agriculture
The resource sector accounted for about 25 percent of total private jobs in the Municipality of North
Funen. The resource sector included agriculture and horticulture, processing industry and others. Half
of the activities within the sector included agriculture for food products (Kontur, 2010). The total land
area of the municipality was about 36,000 ha, of which 33,500 ha was used for agriculture, with about
600 farms in the agricultural sector. A major part of the agricultural area – 60 percent – was used by
farms larger than 100 ha divided between about 100 farms. The main crop was cereal, and the main
livestock production were pigs. There were about 250 farms with livestock of almost 20.000 ha.
Tourism
In 2008, tourism in the municipality of North Funen accounted for approximately 1.1 million visitors
(including overnight guests and day-trippers). In comparison, there were 31.5 million visitors in the
region and 140 million nationwide. The average consumption was 277 DKK, which was low compared
to the regional average (DKK 523). At national level, the daily consumption per person was DKK 1 970.
This indicated that the share of one-day visitors is relatively high (VisitDenmark, 2011). Gyldensteen
Coastal Lagoon restoration project was expected to have an impact on one-day tourism as it aimed to
be a tourist attraction for its beautiful scenery.
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Effects on local community
The EIA reported that residents would be affected in the form of construction work and earthwork for
a limited period of time. The works would possibly obstruct access to certain parts of the area. After
the project was implemented, the following effects were expected:
- The nature restoration project would have an impact on hunting opportunities in the area as
hunting will be regulated after the project is implemented
- Access to the area would be affected as several access routes would be removed or flooded.
However, access overall was expected to improve as the area would open to the public and
gravel roads were built, allowing car access to Eriksholm.
- In the area, parking areas, walking, and cycling routes were established
- A visitor centre was established, with the expectation of having a positive impact on the
quality of life of the residents in the area
- No significant negative effects expected for the local residents
- Expectation of having more recreational opportunities, having a positive effect on the health
of residents and visitors in the area
- Tourism industry expected to increase through number of visitors and increase in earnings
- Agricultural sector expected to decrease their earnings as the production area will be
overtaken by the restoration project. 375 ha of production area, 75 ha of marsh/meadow and
a piece of woodland, the production area is mainly used for cereal crops. In the long term, 1/3
of the current agricultural area will be abandoned, resulting in a loss of income and EU
subsidies. The farm machinery and number of employees will also be affected. In order to
compensate, Gyldensteen Estate aims to produce free-range crops with a higher value than
the current cereal production. This change in production will mean a greater share of
vegetables from 25% to 40.45% of vegetables in the future. The main impact would then be
reduced flexibility in relation to field rotation.
Jobs
The impact on the number of jobs were uncertain. With all other things being equal, the EIA predicted
that the restoration project would have a positive effect on the number of jobs. The EIA expected that
the more intensive production of crops would increase employment opportunities. In the tourism
sector, an increased amount of job opportunities was expected as the restoration project generates
more visitors, and a visitor centre was to be established.
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