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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This deliverable (D6.1) focuses on creating the stakeholder engagement implementation plan for the UPWATER 

project, encompassing the description, set-up, and timing of stakeholder engagement. The plan includes an analysis 

of best non-technological preventive practices already implemented in the three case studies; this prospection will 

help the characterization of such solutions, and the identification of site-specific challenges. The present document 

introduces the approach to be applied. Following the  definition of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD), stakeholder engagement is the process of involving individuals or groups with an interest or 

stake in water-related topics, who can influence outcomes positively or negatively. The stakeholder engagement 

process follows a progressive approach, through communication, to consultation and/or participation. The project 

utilises various communication channels such as the project website and webinars, along with Focus Groups and 

workshops for consultation and deliberation. UPWATER stakeholders’ contacts are effectively organised and 

conveniently accessible to all UPWATER partners through a structured list in an interactive Excel file in the 

SharePoint. The project partners are expected to propose and add relevant contacts from their own existing networks 

to the stakeholder list. Timely engagement with stakeholders is crucial to incorporate their input and perspectives, as 

highlighted in the project timeline. By effectively engaging stakeholders, the UPWATER project aims to achieve its 

objectives and contribute to improved groundwater (GW) management and policy development. 

 

 

  



D6.1 Stakeholder engagement implementation plan, v 1, 25 July 2023  

 
 

p. 5 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This deliverable has two distinct elements. The main element is to create the Stakeholder Engagement 

Implementation Plan for the UPWATER project. It includes the description, set-up, and timing of stakeholder 

engagement over the course of the project. The second element, which is integrated into the ‘stakeholder 

engagement implementation plan’, is establishing the characterisation of best non-technological preventive practices. 

We will start out by describing what is understood as stakeholder engagement in the context of the project and the 

concrete actions – workshops, and Focus Groups – are described in more detail. All actions involving stakeholders 

are projected to happen within the time limit of the project, so the timing of the actions is quite important. Hence a 

timeline of the total duration of the project is provided, detailing the most important moments of stakeholder 

engagement. Stakeholders are effectively organized and conveniently accessible to all UPWATER partners through 

an interactive Excel file in the project SharePoint, the setup of which is detailed in this document. 

The Stakeholder Engagement Implementation Plan should be carried out together with the Dissemination, 

Communication and Exploitation plan (D7.1) in which, among other things, the target groups and communication 

channels are defined.  In month 40 of the project, we will report (D6.6) on how the stakeholder engagement worked 

out in practice and which non-technological preventive practices were applied. 

The non-technological measures preventive practices refer to legal, economical social and land management 

solutions implemented in the three case studies of the UPWATER project to protect the GW. The proposed approach 

consists of the elaboration of measure-wise questionnaires to be answered by the institution(s) responsible for its 

implementation and maintenance. The gathered information will feed the discussion during the participative 

processes with local stakeholders in each case study. 

 

 BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE PROJECT 

Groundwater is a significant freshwater resource that supports various aspects of life in response to the growing 

water scarcity issue. However, human activities contribute to the widespread pollution of GW with organic and 

inorganic chemicals, as well as viruses and bacteria. The UPWATER project aims to achieve three scientific and 

technological goals: (1) provide scientific knowledge on the identification, occurrence, and fate of pollutants in GW 

using cost-efficient sampling methods based on passive samplers for chemicals and pathogens; (2) develop sources 

apportionment methods, including Compound Specific Isotopic Analysis (CSIA), to identify and quantify pollution 

sources; and (3) validate and assess the performance of bio-based engineered natural treatment systems designed 

as mitigation solutions.  

The project will validate monitoring and mitigation solutions in three case studies representing various EU climate 

conditions and pollution sources (rural, industrial, and urban). The existing hydrogeological models will be updated 

with innovative water quality modelling tools, allowing the simulation of a set of different policy options. These policy 

options will integrate mitigation and non-technological preventive measures. The non-technological preventive 

measures will include, among others, those to minimise the release of chemicals at source (chemicals regulation, 

taxation, consumption campaigns, public procurement, etc.). The models will help to the scaling-up of the policy 

options, involving both, technological and non-technological solutions. The exploitation of specific UPWATER results 

will lead to expected mid-term outcomes, including updating the EU chemical priority lists, scaling up the pilot bio-

based solutions to a demonstration scale, adoption of preventive measures in the case studies, and the development 

of passive sampling devices close-to-market. 
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 PRINCIPLES OF PARTICIPATIVE PROCESSES IN THE PROJECT 

DEMAND-DRIVEN RESEARCH 

Demand-driven research is a key aspect of UPWATERs’ approach, aiming to achieve both, midterm outcomes and 

long-term impacts. By actively engaging with stakeholders and understanding their specific needs and challenges, 

we can tailor the research to address those demands effectively. This collaborative process ensures that the 

outcomes of UPWATER are directly relevant and impactful for the stakeholders involved. Aligning our research with 

real-world needs and priorities allows us to generate meaningful results that bring short-term benefits while also 

creating long-lasting effects. This demand-driven approach strengthens the practicality and applicability of 

UPWATERs’ outcomes, fostering a stringer connection between academia and the real world. 

 

SCIENCE-TO-POLICY 

In line with the science-to-policy approach, we prioritise the active involvement of relevant knowledge actors and 

foster a collaborative environment from the project’s inception. Through the utilisation of a participatory and 

multicriteria framework, we aim to create an inclusive space where stakeholders can actively contribute to the 

project’s development. By incorporating their knowledge and expertise, we ensure that the research outcomes 

translate into valuable policy recommendations. This participatory approach enhances the relevance and applicability 

of the project while fostering a sense of ownership and collective responsibility among all involved actors. 

 

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 

Qualitative research enables to delve into the subject matter, better understand the intricacies, and capture the 

qualitative, non-objective aspects of stakeholder perspectives, experiences, needs, conflicts, and more. It can help 

go beyond surface-level insights and gain a comprehensive understanding of the complexities involved, allowing to 

explore contextual factors, foster meaningful dialogue, and uncover the multifaceted dynamics at play. Qualitative 

research also encourages creativity and the generation of new perspectives by providing a possibility for stakeholders 

to co-create as they express their unique insights, ideas, and visions of the future, allowing us to work prospectively, 

envisioning possibilities and potential outcomes that quantitative approaches alone may overlook. Its possibilities in 

terms of enhancing the decision-making process with increased resilience make it an interesting tool for achieving 

effective science-to-policy outcomes in this domain. 

 

OPEN SCIENCE 

Open science practices ensure the active involvement of stakeholders at any stage of the project. This approach 

promotes a co-discovery process, enabling us to identify challenges together with stakeholders. Additionally, it 

facilitates a co-design process for generating solutions, leveraging the valuable insights and expertise of 

stakeholders. By fostering collaboration, transparency, and knowledge sharing, we enhance the quality of our 

research and cultivate a sense of ownership among stakeholders. This collaborative and open approach contributes 

to more effective and sustainable outcomes. 

 

2. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

In the context of the UPWATER project, a stakeholder refers to any individual, group, organization, or entity that 

has a vested interest or is affected by the project's outcomes, activities, or decisions and - to quote the OECD 

(2015:34) - “have the ability to influence the outcomes positively or negatively”. Stakeholders play a crucial role in 

this project as they bring diverse perspectives, expertise, and resources to the project. They may provide input, 

contribute to decision-making processes, offer expertise and knowledge, and help ensure the project's relevance, 

effectiveness, and impact.  
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We are following the OECD (2015) on the definition of engagement in relation to involving stakeholders. The OECD 

defines engagement as the “Process by which stakeholders are involved in the water-related policy/project processes 

and activities to ensure effective water governance”. The engagement process can happen at different stages of an 

initiative (design/conception, development, implementation, evaluation, etc.) and can have different objectives, from 

information production and sharing to co-production and co-decision. Furthermore, engagement can take various 

forms depending on the degree of involvement of stakeholders”. Engaging stakeholders throughout the project 

lifecycle is important for fostering collaboration, knowledge exchange, and achieving project goals that align with the 

needs and interests of various stakeholders.” 

The OECD (2015:35) distinguishes various levels of stakeholder engagement that build upon one another, with each 

level serving as a foundation for the subsequent level (Figure 1). This hierarchical approach facilitates a progressive 

and comprehensive engagement process. By ascending through these levels, stakeholders can deepen their 

involvement and influence in decision-making processes. This iterative progression helps foster a sense of ownership 

and collaboration among stakeholders, ultimately leading to more effective and inclusive outcomes.  

Within UPWATER, we plan to move through communication, consultation to participation (Fig. 1). The end goal is to 

have the stakeholders actively involved in the process of providing feedback on relevant information for the final 

policy brief. For this, there is no need to move into representation, partnerships and co-production, the three top 

levels of stakeholder engagement by the OECD (Fig. 1).  

 

Figure  1: Levels of stakeholder engagement (OECD, 2015).  

 

 COMMUNICATION 

Communication represents the first level of engagement. It intends to make the project information and public data 

available to the stakeholders and general public with a specific interest on UPWATER. A description of the 

communication strategies used in the project can be found in the Dissemination, Communication and Exploitation 

Plan (D7.1). The main communication channels used in the project will be: 

• Project website: www.upwater.eu 

 

http://www.upwater.eu/
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• Webinars, self-hosted and in collaboration with other EU projects through the ZeroPollution4Water Cluster 

which consists of seven different projects that received funding through the same call - HORIZON-CL6-2022-

ZEROPOLLUTION-01-01 and 01-04. The “sister” projects are: 

o UPWATER - Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081807  

o MAR2PROTECT -Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101082048  

o NINFA -Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081865  

o SafeCREW - Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081980  

o ToDrinQ – Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101082035  

o H2OforAll -Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081963  

o intoDBP-Cordis: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081728   

• LinkedIn: https://www.linkedin.com/company/upwater  

 

 CONSULTATION 

Consultation aims at gathering stakeholders’ comments, perceptions, information, advice, experiences, and ideas on 

policy related to the project implementation. This process is headed by FNCA and is based on the received inputs 

during the characterisation of best practices for the non-technological solutions to prevent GW contamination, the 

specific topics to be addressed in the Focus Groups with experts and policymakers (yet to be defined), and the 

multiple workshops planned within the project. At this level of stakeholder engagement, a thoughtful selection process 

is employed to determine which stakeholders will be invited to specific meetings, events, workshops, or Focus 

Groups. The selection is based on the information documented in the stakeholder list (Table 2). This list provides 

valuable insights into individual stakeholders, including their background, sector, previous participation in project 

workshops, and other relevant information. By carefully considering this information, the project team can tailor their 

invitations to ensure that the right stakeholders are included in each engagement activity, maximizing the relevance 

and effectiveness of the discussions and collaborations. 

 

 PARTICIPATION 

Participation in the project entails stakeholders being actively involved in the decision-making process and 

participating in discussions and activities organised by the project. The primary channels for this engagement will be 

the recurring policy Focus Groups (online) and participatory workshops. These platforms provide opportunities for 

stakeholders to contribute their insights, share their expertise, and collaborate with other participants. 

The specific format and topic of engagement will vary, with some sessions being connected very specifically to a 

particular case study site, while others will address overarching themes. The aim is to provide opportunities for 

stakeholders to participate and contribute their insights in a tailored and interactive manner. 

 

2.3.1. PARTICIPATORY WORKSHOPS | ON-SITE 

The participatory workshops will be held at the location of each case study site. The stakeholders invited to these 

workshops have a direct connection to that particular case study. The development of the individual case study site 

towards cleaner GW lies at the heart of the participatory workshops. This is in contrast to the Focus Groups, which 

address an issue within the broader scope of GW quality and quantity (Read more about the participatory workshops 

in D7.1, 4.3.3 Organising Focus Groups and workshops). 

 

https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081807
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101082048
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081865
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081980
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101082035
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081963
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101081728
https://www.linkedin.com/company/upwater
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• The flow of the workshop will have a common basis for all Case Studies, and it will be specifically adapted 

to the local stakeholders participating, and the particularities of the Case Study and the region. Also, the 

participatory workshops will be intertwined with T6.1, T6.2., T6.3. and T6.4. But overall, the scheme will be 

as follows:  

o Information Collection and Analysis: UPWATER collects information from various Case 

Studies to identify and analyze best practices. 

o Knowledge Sharing: UPWATER shares the identified best practices with stakeholders, 

ensuring they are aware of successful approaches from other Case Studies. 

o Contextual Analysis: stakeholders analyze the applicability and effectiveness of the best 

practices (mitigation and preventive solutions, both technological and non-technological 

measures) within their case study’s specific context. 

o Criteria Proposal and Discussion: stakeholders propose, discuss, and prioritize criteria for a 

Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA), which will be used to evaluate governance and 

policy options. 

o Future Scenario Criteria Definition: stakeholders define criteria for future scenario building 

related to their Case Study, considering the aspects that are relevant and important for 

modeling. 

o Scenario Presentation and Exploration: UPWATER presents future scenarios with applied 

modeling specifically tailored to the Case Study, allowing stakeholders to explore the 

consequences and considerations associated with each scenario. 

o Policy Recommendations: stakeholders develop, assess and prioritize policy 

recommendations based on the knowledge gained from analyzing best practices and 

exploring future scenarios. 

o Recommendation Communication: UPWATER communicates the policy recommendations 

to stakeholders involved in the different case studies, ensuring they are informed and can 

provide feedback. 

 

(Read more about the approach of the participative processes in D6.1, 2.4 Overall approach of the participative 

processes in the case studies) 

 

2.3.2.  FOCUS GROUPS | ONLINE 

The Focus Groups, as the name suggests, are in principle dedicated to a policy theme within the broader scope of 

GW quality and quantity. The Policy Focus Groups address substantial foreseen policy developments within the 

project that will be gathered in the form of Policy Briefs (D6.4, D6.5) at the European level. Policy Briefs scope how 

to include an assessment on GW issues into chemical assessments focusing on awareness raising and providing 

the outline of a practical testing procedure. The organizational procedure is described below:  

• Each project partner is invited to suggest themes on Focus Groups and to propose at least two stakeholders 

per theme. The unique instruction to proposed attenders is that those has to represent an appropriate expert 

and/or policymaker role for the specific topic. The compilation themes and attenders will be finished at the 

end of Summer. Project partners may add their contributions directly into the stakeholder list on SharePoint 

or by email to FC and FNCA. Due to the expertise requirement, it is not expected that every proposed person 

joins all (6) Focus Groups. 

• As leader of Work Package 6 (WP6), FNCA will be the responsibility for determining the themes of each 

focus group session with the consensus of all project partners involved in WP6. Along the project, FNCA will 

gather inputs from project partners and consider the progress made in writing the policy brief, such that topics 

of each session will be scheduled in the agenda. This approach ensures that the focus group sessions align 

with the ongoing developments in the project and address the specific needs and priorities identified by the 

project partners.  
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The Focus Groups will be conducted online to accommodate that participants are spread across Europe and 

potentially even beyond the continent. This is particularly relevant considering that associated organizations to the 

UPWATER project such as ANSTO and the University of Western Australia are located in Australia. The virtual nature 

of the Focus Groups allows for effective participation and collaboration despite geographical distances. It provides 

an opportunity to engage stakeholders from diverse locations and ensure a comprehensive and inclusive discussion 

on relevant topics within the project. 

 

The UPWATER grant agreement states to not only hold policy Focus Groups but also end-user Focus Groups. Upon 

reflection, the end users’ role is already extensively represented in the workshops at local scale. Therefore, and in 

order to not overload the stakeholders and ease the interaction between them and the UPWATER partners during 

the entire project, the end-user Focus Groups were omitted from the stakeholder engagement plan. We leave the 

option to instigate additional Focus Groups open in case we identify opportunities/benefits in holding a focus group 

with other profiles. 

 

 OVERALL APPROACH OF THE PARTICIPATIVE PROCESSES IN 

THE CASE STUDIES 

The local participative process in the case studies of the UPWATER project is structured in four sequential and 

interdependent tasks: 

• T6.1. Stakeholders’ engagement and policies and best practices analysis: FNCA will be in charge of the 

analysis of the existing non-technological case-specific measures by providing tailored questionnaires to 

their corresponding operators. Such expertise may lie in project’s partners (e.g., BR, EYDAP) and/or 

stakeholders. The collection of best practices is the basis to extend the analysis of the non-technological 

measures implemented worldwide in the next task.  

 

• T6.2. Definition of relevant governance and policy options: the first step is the state-of-the-art on water 

governance and policy options aimed to prevent and mitigate risks affecting GW resources carried out by 

FNCA. The resulting document will include a catalogue where each measure, including technological and 

non-technological solutions (regulatory, planning, economic instruments, nature-based solutions, among 

others) will be characterised using a common format in a specification sheet, also including previous 

experiences in case studies external to the project. 

 

In a second step, the identification, compilation, and evaluation of such measures will be enriched with the 

contribution of stakeholders to build a set of alternative policy options. Each policy option will integrate a 

specific selection of technological and non-technological measures. Each case study will count with an 

adapted forum to delve into their case-specific conditions, present and future challenges, and improvement 

opportunities to GW quality. FNCA will foster the exchange of information among case studies whenever 

synergies can be identified. The participatory work will commence with a first contact to stakeholders 

(individual interviews/surveys): (i) to introduce them the scope and approach of the participative discussion, 

and the identification of challenges and key questions in each case-study. This preliminary work will be 

elaborated by FNCA and validated by the case study leaders. The stakeholders have the opportunity to 

contribute with their expertise, when missing information is identified (background knowledge of the case 

study, considerations to be included on the discussion, etc); and (ii) to include their concerns on local and 

regional GW challenges. A close collaboration among case studies’ leaders and FNCA is crucial at this step.  

Subsequently, the participatory workshop will be held, whose main objective is to open a window opportunity 

to share knowledge and to face ideas, thoughts, strategies and constraints aimed to prioritise the most  
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appropriate site-specific policy options. The participatory methods applied during workshops will be selected 

from sound and validated techniques for the common analysis prioritisation of measures. This will be done  

 

in line with task 6.3., related to the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCDA) as is explained in the following point. In 

order to guide the discussions needed for the MCDA during the participatory workshop, the use of 

participatory methods will be adapted to the number of participants and the duration of the participatory 

workshop in each case study. We will most likely use techniques such as Phillips 66 * (Piñuel et al., 2011) 

or World Café ** (Brown et al., 2005). The trigger questions to tackle during the session will be previously 

agreed among facilitation team and the case study leaders, considering all the best practices and information 

on the specific case study.  

 
* Phillips 66 (Piñuel et al., 2011) is a structured brainstorming and group discussion method that aims to 

generate a large number of ideas or solutions quickly. It involves dividing participants into small groups of 

six people, each engaging in a six-minute brainstorming session. After each session, one member from each 

group moves to a different group, sharing ideas, and the process continues. By the end of the exercise, a 

diverse range of ideas and perspectives are collected, making it a powerful tool for problem-solving and idea 

generation. 

 

 

** The World Café technique (Brown et al., 2005) is a structured and participatory method for facilitating 

meaningful conversations and collective knowledge-sharing within a large group of people. The primary goal 

is to foster open dialogue, exploration of ideas, and the co-creation of new insights. Participants are typically 

seated at small café-style tables in groups of four to five people, and they engage in focused discussions 

around a set of questions or topics. After a round of conversation at one table, one or two participants, known 

as "table hosts," remain at that table to welcome new participants from other tables. The new participants 

then build upon the previous discussion while the table host summarizes the earlier conversation. This 

process of rotating and exchanging ideas continues through multiple rounds, allowing for cross-pollination 

of thoughts and diverse perspectives. 

 

For the generation of short- and mid-term local scenarios related to expected global change, we will be using 

the Future Scenario technique (Piñeiro & Lucio, 2023). It is a prospective tool where scenarios are relevant, 

possible, and plausible future visions exploring different development alternatives. They aren't predictions 

but help answer key questions guiding the process. 

o Phase 1: Constructing Future Scenarios This phase explores four plausible alternatives with 

varying probabilities for preventing GW pollution, based on the best practices and/or the 

policy recommendations previously prioritised. Factors influencing the situation are 

identified, and each quadrant represents a unique scenario. Participants create narratives 

for these scenarios, envisioning life in 2040 using present tense verbs. 

o Phase 2: Developing Proposals Using the backcasting technique, stakeholders develop 

further tuning of the recommendations in order to achieve desirable outcomes and avoid 

undesirable ones. Proposals are grouped into strategies, facilitating idea organization. 

 

The expected output of the workshop participatory consists of (i) a set of policy options; (ii) a set of short- 

and mid-term scenarios to be tested within the numerical tools developed in WP3 for each case study.  

 

• T6.3. Multi-criteria assessment of governance and policy options: This task aims to conduct a participatory 

methodology that concludes the work with local stakeholders with the ranking and prioritization of suitable 

governance and policy options at local scale. The results, in the form of a selection of the most appropriate 

options, can then be used as recommendations for the local implementation in T6.4. The methodology to 

select, assess, prioritise, and validate the best governance and policy options is a MCDA. Thereby the 

evaluation should proceed in a transparent, objective and participatory way, involving the stakeholders in the  
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best possible way. This includes involving stakeholders in the compilation and weighting of the assessment 

criteria and the selection and subsequent evaluation of options. A MCDA will be conducted for each case 

study. During a participatory workshop, local stakeholders discuss and assess a set of policy options for 

each case study according to the outcomes from the numerical analysis, performance, cost-effectiveness, 

indirect methods, benefits, shortcomings, associated uncertainties, social acceptance measures, or other 

suitable criteria. A suitable set of options will be compiled based on the experience of stakeholders on the 

one hand and on the results of the ranking of technical measures in WP5 on the other hand. The project 

partners will support the decision process with their scientific expert knowledge and decide whether it makes 

sense to contrast the participatory results of the MCDA with an expert solution based on an alternative 

weighting of criteria. 

 

• T6.4. Recommendations on policy and governance at local, regional and EU levels: The expected outcome 

of WP6 is the elaboration of Policy Briefs based on the arisen conclusions in each case study and the 

upscaling of the policy options to the regional and EU levels. Along the project, all project partners will be 

asked to propose specific topics to be addressed by policymakers and highly qualified experts within the 

framework of online Focus Groups (approx. 20 attendees). Participatory tools to ensure meaningful 

contributions will be applied. These Focus Groups will be held under demand and are expected to provide 

the required input for the elaboration of Policy Briefs.  

 

Table 1 summarises the methodology related to participative processes at local scale (case studies). The presented 

structure and methodology of the participatory engagement is designed to fulfil demand-driven research, Science-

to-Policy, qualitative research, and Open Science Principles that the UPWATER project stands for.  
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Table 1 – Summary of specific participative methods at local scale (case studies) in WP6.  

Action Tool Timing Responsible 

Analysis of existing non-
technological case-
specific measures. 

Questionnaires, surveys. September 2023 FNCA with support of 
case study’s leaders 
(CSIC-IDAEA, NTUA, 
AU), Partners at case 
studies (BR, EYDAP) 

Catalogue of 
technological & non-
technological solutions 

Literature review September 2023 FNCA 

Build-on sets of 
governance & policy 
options from technological 
and non-technological 
solutions at each case 
study. 

Phillips 66 (Piñuel et al., 

2011) and/or World Café 

(Brown et al., 2005) 

October/November 2023 

(First participatory 
workshop) 

FNCA with support of 
case study’s leaders 
(CSIC-IDAEA, NTUA, 
AU), Partners at case 
studies (BR, EYDAP) 

Build-on sets of short-and 
mid-term scenarios at 
each case study. 

Future Scenarios 
Technique (Piñeiro & 
Lucio, 2023) 

October/November 2023 

(First participatory 
workshop) 

FNCA with support of 
case study’s leaders and 
modellers (CSIC-IDAEA, 

NTUA, AU) 

Modelling of scenarios 
and policy options at each 
case study. 

Future Scenarios 
Technique (Piñeiro & 
Lucio, 2023) 

 

From December 2023 to 
March 2025 

Modellers (CSIC-IDAEA, 
NTUA), with support of 

FNCA 

Ranking & prioritization of 

governance & policy 

options by the 

participatory MCDA. 

Participatory MCDA April 2025 

(Second participatory 
workshop) 

 

IWW and FNCA with 
support of case study’s 
leaders (CSIC-IDAEA, 
NTUA, AU), Partners at 

case studies (BR, 
EYDAP) 

Elaboration of Policy 
Briefs 

Literature review, 
feedback from local 
stakeholders at each case 
study. 

May 2025 TARH with support of 
FNCA 

 

 



D6.1 Stakeholder engagement implementation plan, v 1, 25 July 2023  

 
 

p. 14 

 

3. TIMING 

The timing of stakeholder engagement holds significant importance within the project, as it operates within a finite 

timeframe and has various deliverable deadlines. Stakeholder engagement is a crucial element, particularly for the 

deliverables associated with WP6: Stakeholder engagement, policy assessment and governance recommendations. 

Ensuring timely and meaningful engagement with stakeholders allows for their input and perspectives to be effectively 

incorporated into the project's outcomes and deliverables. By aligning stakeholder engagement activities with the 

project's timeline and deliverable deadlines, the project team can optimise the utilisation of stakeholder insights and 

maximise the impact of the project's outputs. 

¡Error! No se encuentra el origen de la referencia. 2 provides a comprehensive overview of the stakeholder e

ngagement throughout the project, depicted on a three-month scale. The timeline illustrates the important stakeholder 

engagement activities, including workshops, webinars, Focus Groups. Workshops, webinars, and Focus Groups offer 

opportunities for more focused discussions, knowledge exchange, and stakeholder engagement. Newsletters serve 

as regular communication channels to keep stakeholders informed about project developments and outcomes. 

 

 

Figure  2: Stakeholder engagement activities.  
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4. SET-UP 

Maintaining a clear overview of the stakeholders involved in the project is crucial, and to facilitate this, a structured 

approach is necessary. We have opted to utilise an interactive Excel file hosted on the secure SharePoint 

environment of the project. Table 2 provides an overview of the data that will be gathered from stakeholders. This 

choice was made over alternative solutions like a database, as it allows all project partners to directly add 

stakeholders to the list without the need for an intermediary. This is particularly important during the initial stages of 

the project, as we rely on the existing networks of the project partners. 

The stakeholder list is organised at an individual level rather than an organizational level. This deliberate decision 

enables us to target communication to specific individuals, such as determining whom to invite to the policy focus 

group. In addition to personal information, we will enrich the data with details such as the sector in which they work 

and their participation in project workshops. This information will be utilised by WP6 for analysing stakeholder 

interaction and by Work Package 7 for personalised communication efforts. 

 

Table 2 - Structure of SharePoint list which is used to log stakeholder information. 

Stakeholder list format - last edited on 13-6-2023 
Type of 
question 

 

Contact 

First name 
 

open 

 last name 
 

open 

 Function 
 

open 

 Organisation or network 
 

open 

 Email 
 

open 

 Phone 
 

open 

 Info address?  'x' = yes closed 

     

 

Geographical scope 

Country Use the two letters 
country code 

dropdown 

 

Scope Options: 
> local 
> regional 
> EU 
> world dropdown 

 

Related to CS? Options: 
> Besòs, 
> Athens 
> Stengaarden 
> none 
> all 

dropdown 

 

Involvement 

Workshop x' = yes closed 

 Focus group x' = yes closed 

 

webinar/event x' = yes 

closed 
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Categories 

Category Options: 
> industry 
> policy 
> civil society 
> scientific 
> governmental 
> media 

dropdown 

 

Sector Options:  
> first 
> second 
> third dropdown 

   

Ownership Options: 
> public 
> private 
> other dropdown 

 
Proposed by 

Name Who from within 
the project brought 
in this contact. 

dropdown 

 Entity 
 

open 

 
Other 

Updated in Miro? x' = yes closed 

 Comments 
 

open 

 

 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT ANALYSIS THROUGH MIRO 

FNCA makes use of the visualisation tool Miro (www.miro.com) to manage the information related to the stakeholders 
that are proposed by the project partners. The matrix in Miro allows a quick identification of local and regional (case 
studies), global (Focus Groups), or both stakeholders, as well as their category as described in the deliverable D7.1: 
Policy makers, Customers, Industry, Civil Society, Scientific Community, General Public, Others. A general overview 
of the design of this matrix is showed in Figure 3. Figure 4 shows the different categories of stakeholders involved in 
each case study.  

 

An advantage of the visualisation tools is the possibility to map stakeholder characteristics to better understand the 
current circumstances in each case study, and to avoid possible conflicts of interest beyond the scope of the project 
objectives. The following list of inquiries (“wh- questions”) has to be understood by the research team before opening 
any participative process.  

Stakeholders' identification 

○ Those who are responsible for GW pollution. 

○ Those who have to compensate or finance the damage. 

○ Those who are or will be directly affected. 

○ Those with decision-making authority or other sources of influence. 

○ Those who have resources or skills that may be needed. 

○ Those who will be implementing the results or outcomes. 

○ Those who will actively oppose or attempt to derail the process. 

○ Those who will actively support or promote the process. 

http://www.miro.com/
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● What should we know about stakeholders? 

○ Stakeholder (Name of group or individual) 

○ Interests (What are their biggest concerns?) 

○ Position (To identify their demands) 

○ Influence (Do they have special capacity to influence in the situation?). 

○ Involvement (What level of participation do you predict?). 

 

 

 

Figure  3: Matrix of stakeholders per category and scale: local and regional, in case studies, and European, in 
Focus Groups.  
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Figure  4: Checklist of stakeholder categories represented in each case study. 

 

 

A more detailed classification of stakeholders in the visualization tool Miro and in the MCDA methods may describe 

the stakeholders' groups as follows: 

1. Authorities: This includes environmental and water authorities at national, regional and local levels that are 

responsible for implementing and enforcing GW quality policies and regulations. 

2. Land users / emitters: 

· Farmers: As agricultural activities can have a significant impact on GW quality, farmers and farmers' 

associations are important stakeholders. Policies could include measures to regulate fertilizers, 

pesticides and irrigation practices. 
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· Industrial enterprises: Industrial activities can contribute to GW pollution. Stakeholders from 

various industries such as chemicals, mining and manufacturing would be affected by governance 

options. 

· Others:  Settlement and traffic, wastewater disposal, waste disposal, agriculture and horticulture, 

forestry, interventions in the underground, etc. 

3. Water utilities: Organizations responsible for water supply have a direct interest in GW quality. They could 

be affected by the policy as they may need to implement additional measures to treat and purify GW.  

4. Environmental organizations: non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and environmental groups play an 

important role in monitoring water quality and promoting measures to protect GW. They could be actively 

involved in policy design and implementation. 

5. Consumers: GW quality has a direct impact on drinking water supplies and consumer health. Consumer 

organizations and individuals have an interest in ensuring that GW is clean and safe. In addition, these 

figures on drinking water charges for the treatment of contaminated GW. 

6. Residents of areas with GW resources: People living near areas with GW resources have a direct interest 

in the GW quality and could be directly affected by the impacts of policy and governance options. 

7. Scientific community: Researchers and experts in hydrology, environmental sciences and related fields 

could serve as stakeholders by providing scientific knowledge and expertise to support policy and 

governance options. 

8. Construction companies: As construction activities can affect GW, companies responsible for construction 

and infrastructure projects could be affected by the new policies. This could include restrictions on GW 

extraction, special construction regulations or pollution prevention requirements. 

9. Planning offices could provide insight into what changes in the approval process could accelerate the 

implementation of governance and policy options. On the other hand, they could also be affected by 

restrictions. 

10. Technology providers: Companies that develop and offer technologies and solutions for monitoring, 

treating and purifying GW could serve as stakeholders and benefit from new requirements and opportunities. 
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 WHO DOES WHAT?  

This section aims to clarify the responsible role of each project partner involved in the WP6.  

 

All partners 

• We expect all project partners to contribute to the stakeholder list by adding relevant contacts from their own 

existing networks, considering the previous “wh-questions” Furthermore, each partner has their own fields of 

expertise and a valuable network that comes with working in these fields.In this way we can amplify the 

outreach of the project. 

FNCA  

• FNCA is the lead beneficiary of WP6 and specifically of task 6.2 and its corresponding deliverable D6.2. 

• FNCA will lead, organise, and coordinate with the case study coordinators any activity that implies 

participatory processes with stakeholders related to WP6.  

• FNCA will promote, manage, and lead the conducting of the Focus Groups previous consensus with project 

partners on themes and attenders. 

FC  

• FC is the lead beneficiary for D6.1 (this deliverable), writing the plan but also for D6.6 which deals with 

reporting on the stakeholder engagement and is due for month 40 of the project. 

• FC assists in the establishment of stakeholder engagement interactions by offering webinar software, 

sending newsletters, and managing stakeholder communication. 

• FC has the duty to maintain and update the interactive stakeholder Excel document. 

• FC actively seeks relevant stakeholders and encourages project partners to contribute stakeholders from 

their networks. 

• FC will provide visual aids, such as banners, flyers, and visual representations of case study sites, to support 

stakeholder engagement activities, as long as they align with the communication budget and are requested. 

IWW 

• WW is the lead beneficiary for T6.3 an the corresponding D6.3 (Report on ranking and prioritization of policy 

and governance options per Case Study). For this purpose, a transparent, objective and participatory 

assessment approach in the form of a MCDA is to be developed, which involves stakeholders in the decision-

making process in the best possible way. This concerns the compilation of the evaluation criteria as well as 

the compilation of possible governance and policy options. The technical measures from WP5 will be 

combined with the solutions proposed by the stakeholders to create the best possible set of measures. 

• IWW will assist T6.1 and T6.2 in defining relevant stakeholder groups and governance and policy options 

• IWW will ensure the consistency of the assessment approaches in WP5 and WP6, where MCDAs are to be 

applied in both cases. 

TARH 

• [TARH is the lead beneficiary for D6.4. related to the elaboration and upscaling of Policy Briefs, as ultimate 

and valuable results to present as recommendations on GW policies to the corresponding competitive 

institutions. 
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5. BEST-PRACTICE ANALYSIS OF THE NON-TECHNOLOGICAL 

SOLUTIONS IN THE CASE STUDIES 

This section addresses the best-practices analysis of the already existing non-technological measures for pollution 

prevention in each case study of the UPWATER project. The main aim of such work is to collect, characterise and 

evaluate at local scale the implementation and management of site-specific solutions to prevent GW contamination. 

The resulting analysis is performed as part of Task 6.1 along the project and will provide meaningful information 

considered as a starting point for the proper development of Task 6.2 and onwards. At this initial state of the project, 

the content of this section corresponds to the specific objectives to achieve in the coming months, the proposed 

approach to perform such analysis, and a brief description of the non-technological preventive measures in each of 

the three case studies to be evaluated. 

 

 SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

a. To characterise the current state-of-the policy options related to non-technical solutions in each case study, 

that is, those based on legal, social, economic and/or environmental factors. 

b. To stablish a first contact with key local stakeholders with the aim of involving them along the project in a 

collaborative framework. 

c. To identify strengths and weaknesses of individual preventive measures that may be compared with 

successful measures in other sites. 

d. To identify key factors that may be accounted for correct implementation of individual measures. 

e. When possible, identify synergies and/or inconvenience of complementary measures. 

f. To characterize the scope and realistic expectations of each individual preventive measure according to the 

initial plan and final results.  

g. To identify factors and conditions that may be included in the numerical modelling evaluation at each case 

study in Task 3.5. 

h. To identify criteria and/or objectives  that may feed the multi-criteria decision method analysis in Task 5.3 

based on expert criteria and know-how of the stakeholders will complete and consolidate the characterization 

of the current state-of-the-art at each site study. 

 

 

 APPROACH OF THE BEST-PRACTICE ANALYSIS 

The evaluation of the best preventive measures is based on their impact on the social, environmental, and economic 
dimensions. This analysis includes factors such as performance, cost-efficiency, social acceptance, synergies with 
other measures, arisen challenges, prospective maintenance, or demand for alternatives and/or modifications of the 
measures. The required information will be gathered by literature review of published studies in each case study, and 
later verified by local water managers (stakeholders) responsible for their implementation. For that, tailored 
questionnaires for each measure will be provided to the local experts.  
In the following, a list with the already identified non-technological measures applied in each case study together with 
a preliminary literature research is introduced. 
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CASE STUDY BESÒS-BARCELONA (SPAIN) 

• Management plan for the river basin district of Catalonia 

• Management plan and program of measures 

• Monitoring and control program 

• Flood risk management 

• Discharge sanitation program 

• Wastewater discharge authorizations 

• Social rate of water tax 

• Declaration of water use and pollution 

• Declaration of standard and efficiency in the use of water 

• Drought plan 

• Wastewater sanitation plan 

• Water supply policies 

• Master plan for the integrated water cycle 

• Alternative water resources plan 

In the past decades, the Water Catalan Agency (ACA) has published and updated extensive documentation related 

to the fluvial water management analysis from different perspectives, e.g.: from the environmentally sustainable point 

of view (ACA, 2007a), from the economic and social point of view (ACA, 2007b). ACA (2006) stablished which were 

the main challenges and the priority guidelines to develop related to river basin plans. An updated assessment of the 

River Basin Plans was elaborated later, which included citizen participation (ACA, 2008). Economic analysis of the 

cost-effectiveness of programmes and measures (ACA, 2009) will be considered in our best-practice analysis. The 

municipality of Barcelona published the Technical Plan of alternative water resources in Barcelona (BCASA, 2020), 

a complete assessment on the experience of integrating alternative water resources in urban areas and its effects 

on the local GW resources. The Àrea Metropolitana de Barcelona and Barcelona Regional (BR) analysed challenges 

and effects of climate change in the area on the water cycle, coastline area, ecosystems, agriculture, and more socio-

economic aspects. The report also provides projections of possible scenarios at a regional scale (AMB-BR, 2013). 

 

CASE STUDY ATHENS REGION (GREECE) 

• River basin management plans by the Decentralised Water Authority of Athens  

• Monitoring programme based on the European Water Framework Directive. 

• Citizen campaigns for crowdsourcing by using smart collaborative technologies for monitoring and reporting 

activities.  

Currently, the first update of river basin management plans for the region of Athens is available for the identification 

of implemented and supplementary measures (Special Secretariat for Water, Ministry of Environment & Energy, 

2018). The project partner EYDAP also established an Environmental Policy and Sustainable development Policy 

standing for the fulfilment of environmental protection legislation and measures in line with “the principles of circular 

economy and steadily reducing our environmental footprint”. Research studies in the Athens region describe the 

experience of the citizen campaigns based on smart collaborative technologies (Kagalou & Latinopoulos (2020), 

Assumpçao et al. (2019)). The interest in such measures is supported by previous European Research Projects 

addressing similar analysis but focused on water quality and smart water management policies (BigData4Rivers 

project, Interreg Europe). 
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CASE STUDY STENGAARDEN DUMPSITE (DENMARK) 

• Regulations 

• Taxation 

• Consumption, and procurement measures 

The Danish legislation on soil and GW protection against soil contamination (Miljø og Fødevareministeriet, 2016) is 

an illustrative example to evaluate in terms of problem identification, challenges in the development of the protective 

laws, and the efficiency in the implementation and fulfilment of the legislation. The Environmental Protection Agency 

(https://eng.mst.dk/) and the Danish Nature Agency, belong to the Ministry of Environment of Denmark (). Both are 

the key institutions that stablish the legal framework on GW protection and aquatic environments, and elaborate the 

Water Management Plans, and River Basin Management Plans. The region of Zealand 

(https://www.regionsjaelland.dk/klima-og-miljoe) is compromised with the green transition and particularly with the 

research and remediation of contaminated sites. The landfill Stengaarden  in Hvalsø belongs to the National Network 

of test sites, which act as test site for relevant research topics (https://www.danishsoil.org/testsites/index.php). 

Among other measures, the Danish pesticides taxation is considered one of the principal measures to cope with soil 

and GW contamination across the country. Evidence on the mitigation of pesticide concentrations (Ministry of 

Environment, 2018) are complemented with the evaluation of their effects on the social, economic, and environmental 

dimensions.  

 

An exhaustive literature review is in process by the FNCA and supported by project partners responsible for each 

case study. The next steps involve the elaboration of the measure-specific questionnaires, distribution and collection 

of answers, and elaboration of conclusions to provide information for the sequential tasks in WP6. It is expected that 

an updated version of the section on best practices of the non-technological analysis will be elaborated before the 

celebration of the first participatory workshop in each case study. 

 

  

https://eng.mst.dk/
https://www.regionsjaelland.dk/klima-og-miljoe
https://www.danishsoil.org/testsites/index.php
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6. GLOSSARY 

Mitigation solutions: all technological and non-technological solutions that can reduce or avoid contamination of 

soil and GW resources.  

Preventive measures: all technologies and non-technological measures that prevent contamination of soil and GW 

resources.  

Policy options: a set of selected mitigation solutions and/or preventive measures to protect and/or remediate the 

GW resources. Several sets of solutions and measures may be proposed to handle the same problem, but only one 

policy option will be chosen as the best-practice for the protection of GW in each case study. 

Prospective methodologies: methodologies used to formulate scenarios and anticipation of future situations.  

Stakeholder: Person, group or organisation who has an interest or stake in a water-related topic, may be directly or 

indirectly affected by water policy, and/or have the ability to influence the outcome positively or negatively (OECD, 

2015).  
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