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1 Introduction 

 

This report presents the participatory capacity building process for flood risk mitigation in four 

municipalities at high flood risk of flooding in the Ebro river basin in Spain: Pradilla de Ebro, 

Boquiñeni, Alcalá de Ebro, and Cabañas de Ebro.  

The participatory capacity building process is divided in four main steps: Capacity assessment 

and context analysis, planning participatory actions, implementation pilot actions and 

evaluation of actions: 

Table 1: Participatory capacity building program 

Steps Objectives Calendar 

Context analysis and 
capacity assessment 

Assess social and civic capacities of the 
community 

June-July 2016 
 

Planning To validate the capacity assessment  
To Co-design pilot actions 

January-March 2017 

Implementation To implement, at least, two pilot actions April-June 2017 
Evaluation To evaluate the pilot actions April-June 2017 

 

In the following pages we present the main features of the context and the main results of the 

capacity assessment developed in the region1, and a description and results of the 

participatory capacity building process, including planning, implementation and evaluation 

phases.  

 

2 Characteristics of the area selected for participatory actions 

2.1 Geographical, political, administrative and social features of the selected 

area 

The case study is focused on four of the most affected municipalities by floods in the Ribera 

Alta del Ebro (RAE) region: Pradilla de Ebro, Boquiñeni, Alcalá de Ebro and Cabañas de Ebro. 

The region is located in the North East of the Iberian Peninsula, within the administrative 

boundaries of the autonomous community of Aragón.  

 

The entire region lies within the Ebro river basin. The main stream that goes through the 

region is the Ebro river.  Ebro river basin has a surface of 85.362 km² and a total length of 910 

km. The length of the Ebro river in RAE is 63 km. The Ribera del Ebro is a flat alluvial strip, 

located on the banks of the Ebro, shaped by river overflow processes and where the flow has 

                                                 

1
 Complete report: ‘Social an civic capacity assessment: Ribera Alta del Ebro, Ebro river basin (Spain)’ 

(Ballester, Fernández, Parés, 2016) is available at: alba.ballester@gmail.com  

mailto:alba.ballester@gmail.com
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a flattened structure. The old floodplain terraces abandoned by encasement are the usual 

fluvial geomorphological feature on the banks of the Ebro. They are flat surfaces defined by a 

slope and interrupted by confluences or other points of concentration of flows. This 

floodplain has fertile alluvial soils and riparian forests organized based on the direct flow 

base and rivers. The bed grade is very low in this area since Ribera Alta belongs to a 

depression. The average flood risk extension for Ribera Alta is 4,4 km. The convex part of 

meanders mostly contains thick sedimentary materials such as point-bars that can easily be 

affected by a flood event. On the other hand, the concave part of meanders is lightly higher 

and made of thinner materials as a result of historic flood episodes (Ollero, 2005).  

 

The population of the area of Ribera Alta is around 15.000 inhabitants. However, the four 

municipalities chosen for the fieldwork represent all together 2.237 inhabitants. From a 

social point of view, it is important to highlight that Ribera Alta’s population average (50 

years old) is considerably older than in Zaragoza and the rest of Aragon region (44 years old). 

 

The main public authority in water management in the region is the Ebro River Basin 

Organization (RBO). For an effective integrated water management with the nine 

autonomous communities along the basin, the RBO has two principal bodies, the Committee 

of Competent Authorities (public authorities with concurrent competences along the basin), 

and the Basin Water Council (restricted to stakeholders’ representatives). Beyond this, no 

specific participation process has been developed for the elaboration of the Flood Risk 

Management Plan except for the formal public consultation process through written 

submissions. However, after the approval of the FRMP some dissemination activities have 

been developed (i.e. informative session on flood insurance for municipalities).  

 

2.2 Flood risks in the area  

Flood events in this area are recurrent. There is by average 1,2 floods per year in Ebro basin. 

The most important episodes in the XX Century took place in  December 1960 to January 

19612;  November 1966, February 1978,  December 1980, January 1981. In XXI Century have 

been registered two extraordinary flooding episodes in 2003 and 2015, and two almost 

extraordinary flooding episodes in 2007 and 2013 (Sánchez et al, 2015). Following the 1960 

floods there was a proliferation of unplanned construction of residual pits, rockfills, dams, 

breakwaters, concrete walls or dredging for the protection of economic interests, mainly 

alfalfa and vegetable crops and certain livestock farming. These measures have generated 

social conflict in its wake, especially between different institutional levels, citizens and 

institutions, and aFRMculture and environmental sectors, due to the diverse perceptions as 

                                                 

2
 As a reference: While the annual flow average is 600m3/s, during the floods of 1960 the flow went up 

to 4950 m3/s in the town of Castejón and 4.130 m3/s in Zaragoza, located 60km downstream the RAE 

region.   
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regards risk and how to manage that risk, and on the assumption of an increase in damages 

due to flooding, with an equal flow rate the damages are greater (Ollero, 2005).  

Floods in this region are associated to serious socioeconomic damages. The FRMP show that 

for a 10 year return period both Pradilla as well as Boquiñeni are surrounded by water, 

primarily Alcalá and well as the urban section of Cabañas (the unaffected section is mainly 

industrial). In addition to damages to the urban area and social infrastructure, the main 

damages are in the cultivation areas, and to the industrial areas in Pradilla and Boquiñeni. 

 

As a reference, the annual average of Euros compensated in the basin through insurance 

companies is €130 M/year (PFRM, 2015), and the average amount of damages related with 

floods with less than 10 year return period, is €59 M (CHE, 2016: 41).  

In order to have a reference  of flood damages in the case study herein we take as an 

example those damages related to the March 2015 floods in the RAE, when the maximum 

flow rate was 2691 m³/s, corresponding to a 5-10 year return period of recurrence interval. 

Accordingly on the public report of 2015 flood event (CHE, 2016), it can be estimated that an 

investment in the section under consideration will amount to at least €3,150,000 plus the 

proportionate share for technical assistance that is, €137,700, of four of the eight 

municipalities included in this phase. Elsewhere, it is estimated that hectares flooded in 

Aragon were approximately 28,000 ha (Ortega, 2015), on the basis of which the loss of crops 

was estimated at €25M (Efe Zaragoza, 2015). Added to these damages are the compensation 

costs related with urban areas (insurance), which is not accessible, and the costs of the 

complete evacuation of the municipalities of Pradilla and Boquiñeni, and the preparation for 

the evacuation of Alcalá and Cabañas, which in the end was not carried out. 

 

2.3 Management of flood risks in the selected area: characteristics of the 

network/s of actors and strategies  

Actors involved in the risk management system are multiple and there are different 

understandings coexisting.  We distinguish among institutional actors (political, bureaucratic), 

expert actors, and social actors (economic, social) from different administrative levels. 

At state level we find several ministries (Interior, Defence and Environment), the insurance 

sector and a scientific network (Foundation for a New Water Culture). Main instruments on 

flood risk management at this level are 

At supra-regional level we find regional government (Autonomous Community of Aragón) with 

competences on environment management, land use planning, civil protection, responsible of 

the development of Regional Civil Protection Plan of Aragón and the Aragón land use plan. 

There are also two main actors operating at basin scale, an ecologists network, composed by 

small groups of ecologists along the basin, and the RBO that operates also at basin scale (under 

state powers), in charge of the elaboration of the FRMP.   
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At intermediate-regional scale we find an administrative unit (comarca) within the regional 

planning, composed by 17 municipalities. It has specific offices such as the Natural 

Catastrophes Prevention or Civil Protection and Environment Office, responsible of the 

implementation of the Sub-regional civil protection plan of Ribera Alta del Ebro, in 

coordination with social services office. At social and political level there are two platforms 

that operate at that level, the Commission of Municipalities affected by Ebro river and the 

Association of people affected by the floods of the Ebro. And finally, a business related to 

environmental education, Ebronautas, than could also be considered an expert actor on fluvial 

dynamics.  

At local level operate the city councils, in charge of the evacuation plans, that should be also 

included in the regional sub-regional civil protection plan. The mayors play a key role in the risk 

management structure acting as the link between regional authorities, river authorities and 

citizens. On the other side we can identify the irrigation community and the general public, 

with very little social organisations (i.e. women’s associations, and elderly groups).    

Table 2 Type and level of actors involved in flood risks prevention and management in the 

selected area  

Level Type of actors 

Political Bureaucratic Experts Economic Social 

National  X X X   
Regional  X X X  X 

Intermediate 
regional 

 X  X X 

Local  X X  X X 

 

Figure 1: Relationships between main groups 

 
Source: Compiled by author 



8 
 

2.4 Social capacities for flood risks prevention and management in the area  

Firstly, improved risk management requires the management of conflicts between the 

different stakeholders. These conflicts stem from diverse risk perceptions which are derivative 

from different types of knowledge. As a consequence, no shared diagnosis exists either in the 

FRM or in the CS, and conflict of interests is present in all discussions related to flood risk 

mitigation. On this basis, three remarkable conclusions could be drawn: 1) There is significant 

room for improvement as regards existing knowledge on the riverside population, with little 

substantiated information. 2) Deep knowledge and learning capacity as regards emergency 

management has been identified on those in charge of FRM in the RBO. 3) Despite no 

communication strategy has been identified, the local authority is situated in the central 

position of the knowledge and information dissemination process, as being in contact with all 

parties or stakeholders, a fact which may be an opportunity in the capacity building process.  

 

The actions related to flood risk management focus on the emergency itself, where there is 

much social involvement and collaboration between the parties or stakeholders. The 

preparation in order to cope with episodes of flooding is considered important and the degree 

of motivation to become involved in the management thereof is high, suggesting that if 

mitigation actions are promoted it will have a good social response. Nevertheless no interest is 

perceived by all the groups to work together but only with those groups with which knowledge 

is shared. Conflict management and the building of a common analysis or interpretation as 

regards the problem can help to achieve greater collaboration between the parties or 

stakeholders. The motivation is related to the experience of episodes of flooding. In the last 15 

years there have been 4 episodes of major flooding of the RAE and seems to be an appropriate 

time to commence a capacity building process.  

 

Further beyond that of community networking in emergency situations, the only network 

which works on the subject matter of floods, although not exclusively, is the environmentalist 

group. There are other groups which do not act as networks but are structures that can be 

used as a starting point for capacity building, such as ASAFRE, a working group of 

municipalities on a specific regional scale as regards floods which meets regularly. However 

there are no consistent networks and no fluent relationships among the whole FRM structure, 

not even during flooding, when an improved coordination is needed among public authorities.    

 

As far as financing is concerned there is a wide gap of information and knowledge, especially 

as regards who should be responsible financially for managing the risk, if there are resources 

for risk mitigation or even in the existence of insurance against flood damage is perceived. The 

financing of groups has been given in the past during the implementation of the Water 

Framework Directive, and therefore not in regards to the specific issue of flooding. That 

financing has not continued over time and therefore is not a resource available nowadays but 

may perhaps be recoverable. Innovation in financing does not seem likely in the affected 
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community, mainly due to lack of motivation to undertake mitigation actions and absence or 

lack of ability to obtain resources and management experience.  

 

Despite the fact that social implication is active during episodes of flooding, the current 

management approach does not contemplate public participation in flood risk management, 

even though it is a requirement of the Flood Directive. The community does not therefore 

have a space to participate nor a position of power in management and decision making. 

Nevertheless, the sectoral administration seems permeable to change, although apparently 

with few resources to materialise same. 

 

In conclusion, a high degree of inference, collaboration and capacity of organisation in the 

response phase but not in the mitigation phase, where is discerned a margin and potential for 

improvement particularly in knowledge, finance and participation capacities. Participation 

capacity is very much related on the RBO will, and the current opportunities of public 

involvement for the people in the region. Thus, within the framework of CAPFLO project, the 

most appropriate sphere of actions would be working on knowledge and finance capacities, 

and working with the RBO in particular for trying to develop a more participated FRM. 

 

 

3 Participatory capacity building process: Planning 

3.1 Validation and co-design of pilot actions 

This phase aims to validate the results of the capacity assessment in the area, and co-design 

the pilot actions concerning the participatory capacity building process. It is made of 4 main 

steps: validation, identification, selection and organization of the pilot actions. And it is 

developed through 3 participatory mechanisms and activities: Citizen polling (public 

comments), public meetings (public hearings) and deliberative workshops (brainstorming). 

Each step includes a description and the results obtained after the implementation of each 

participatory action.  

 

3.1.1 Validation of the capacity assessment and selection of pilot actions 

3.1.1.1 Description 

 

Step Validation of the capacity assessment and identification of 
potential pilot actions 

Participatory mechanism Deliberative workshop 

Participatory Action Public hearing and brainstorming 
Description of the action 3 meetings with stakeholders:  

- local stakeholders, 
- regional stakeholders,  
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- regional public authorities (water and civil protection) 
Each meeting is organized in two parts:  
1) Validation of the capacity assessment: Presentation of the 
capacity assessment results and discussion on weaknesses and 
improvements to be made.  
2) Identification of potential pilot actions: Based on the 
categorisation of participatory mechanisms and activities, a list 
of potential types of actions is presented: Informative session, 
dissemination materials, local dissemination, public event, field 
trip, formative session, formative workshop, deliberative 
workshop, role playing and citizen science. We redefined the 
participatory mechanisms foreseen in the participatory tool 
trying to simplify the understanding of the potential types of 
actions. Moreover, we do not present a detailed proposal of 
participatory actions in order to give more room for creativity in 
the identification of potential actions.  Thus, the discussion of 
the potential pilot actions is made upon the 10 previous 
categories of participatory actions, and taking into account the 
most lacking capacities identified in the validation of the 
capacity assessment.  

Target group Interviewed stakeholders during the capacity assessment 
Duration 2h30/meeting 

Information needs Presentation of the capacity assessment 
Categorisation of different types of participatory actions 

 

3.1.1.2 Results 

 

Validation: 

 There is a discussion on whether it makes sense to prioritize the different type of 

capacities. There is a broad agreement among participants that all the capacities are 

equally important for FRM.  

 There is a need on differentiate types of knowledge: knowledge of the risk, knowledge 

on flood causes and consequences, knowledge on flood risk management structure, 

etc.  

 Certain type of information exchange exists between citizens and water authorities, 

despite only few stakeholders and general public are engaged on this (i.e. twitter).  

 There is a knowledge leadership of certain social groups. The rest of the population is 

not concerned on verify this information but reproducing what these leaderships says.  

 There is a lack of institutional coordination, which has consequences on knowledge, 

participation and the whole FRM. 
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 Organization capacity in the region is higher than in other regions that have not 

experienced as many flood events as in the Ribera Alta river stretch.   

 Despite there is an agreement on that collaboration between stakeholders with 

different ideas or interests is limited, there is a perception that collaboration between 

different groups of interest is increasing, due to the willingness of some individuals of 

the different groups. Moreover there is a perception that this kind of relationship 

between different stakeholders is easier when personal relationships are in place. 

 Collaboration and exchange of information and knowledge is mainly during the flood 

event, but there is an effort to keep the information exchange active beyond the 

emergency.   

 An improvement in motivation capacity analysis would be differentiating among 

motivation to protect urban areas and motivation to protect crops and fields.  

 Causes of motivation could be more explicit, as it is not only related with recent flood 

events. Motivation is caused by multi-causal factors: Recent flood events not only in 

the territory but in other regions, fear on the impacts of climate change to flood 

events, measures included in the FRMP, social media have huge capacity to have an 

impact on citizen’s motivation, live in a high flood risk river stretch. 

 Civil Protection Authority perceives low level of social implication on FRM. A 

suggestion to differentiate motivation during floods and in the mitigation and recovery 

phase is needed in more detail in the summarized assessment.   

 In general, no culture of insurance is perceived, except for the aFRMcultural sector 

that seems to be informed. 

Co-design: 

Based on the results of the brainstorming session on potential actions in each workshop, table 

X presents a general overview of the proposed actions, organized by type of actions and 

related content. The actions that have been identified in more than one workshop are marked 

with an asterisk plus the number of times that it has been proposed in red colour.  

 Table 3 Summary of the proposed actions by stakeholders in deliberative workshops  

Contents 
 
Type  

Best practices 
on FRM 

Key aspects 
of FRM 

Monitoring Involving Finance Actors and 
networks 

Informative 
session 

      Information 
on how 
citizens can 
be involved in 
FRM, and 
what to do in 

Talk on urban 
and 
aFRMcultural 
insurances 
(*3) 
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Contents 
 
Type  

Best practices 
on FRM 

Key aspects 
of FRM 

Monitoring Involving Finance Actors and 
networks 

each situation 

        Talk on flood-
resistant 
crops (*2) 

  

Local 
dissemination 

  Information 
campaign 
through local 
media 

  Creation of 
local 
informational 
groups 

    

Information 
material 

Best practices 
on prevention 

Dissemination 
materials on 
principles and 
obligations of 
Floods 
directive 

    Sustainable 
entrepreneur
ship 

Table with 
responsibilitie
s 

Specific 
training 

  Training on 
fluvial 
dynamics 

  Promoting 
training 
sessions for 
mayors 

Insurance 
promotion 

  

Formative 
workshop 

  Training 
workshops on 
key issues 

    Workshop on 
European 
funding (*2) 

Workshop for 
creating 
networks of 
volunteers 

Visit/Field trip     Visit to 
infrastructure
s (*2) 

      

Public event Exhibition on 
best practices 
in other 
regions 

Exhibition on 
principles and 
key issues of 
the Floods 
directive 

Painting past 
and potential 
levels of 
flooding 

      

Deliberative 
workshop 

    Assessment 
post-flood 

Participatory 
process on 
FRM with 
general public 

    

      Public 
referenda on 
preventive 
measures 
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Contents 
 
Type  

Best practices 
on FRM 

Key aspects 
of FRM 

Monitoring Involving Finance Actors and 
networks 

      Workshop for 
the 
identification 
and design of 
useful actions 
for 
information 
exchange 

    

Role playing       Role playing 
on flood 
mitigation 
measures 

    

Citizen science     Fluvial 
transects, 
App (*2) 

      

 

3.1.2 Selection of pilot actions 

3.1.2.1 Description 

Step Selection of pilot actions 

Participatory mechanism Public polling 
Participatory Action Survey 

Description of the action Accordingly to the results of the three previous meetings the 
project organizers select a list of actions to be developed, taking 
into account: 

- Lacking capacities 
- Proposals repeated in more than one workshop 
- Feasibility (human, financial and temporal resources’ 

needs) 
The proposal will be sent by email to the participants of the 
workshops. The participants have the opportunity of feedback, 
sending comments on the proposal. The promoters review the 
proposal and prepare a final version. 

Target group Interviewed stakeholders during the capacity assessment 
Duration 30’approx 

Information needs Description of potential actions 
 

3.1.2.2 Results 

 

No substantial comments have been received on the description of potential pilot actions. The 

foreseen actions are grouped in two pilot actions: knowledge and financial. 
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Knowledge pilot action: 

- Interpretative kayak field trip on floods: Visit to some mitigation actions and 

interesting points in the river stretch. It is planned to do 2 field trips with different 

target groups: regional journalists and local school teachers; and general public.   

- Interpretative walking trip on floods: Visit to the latest mitigation actions along the 

river stretch (Pradilla-Boquiñeni-Alcalá-Cabañas). The action is separated in two sub-

visits: Stretch 1: Pradilla-Boquiñeni, and stretch 2: Alcalá-Cabañas. Target group: 

General public.  

- Leaflet on competences and instruments of FRM in the region. It is addressed to the 

general public.  

- Informative session on Floods Directive (principles and obligations) and local flood 

management measures foreseen in the FRMP. Target group: General public.  

- Formative session on floods management at schools. Developing a flood model for 

kids. Target group: Primary school pupils.  

- Role playing on floods management measures. Target group: Stakeholders. 

Financial pilot action: 

- Informative session on urban insurances. Target group: General public. 

- Informative session on aFRMcultural insurances. Target group: Stakeholders 

(aFRMcultural sector) 

- Formative session on flood-resistant crops. Target group: Stakeholders (aFRMcultural 

sector) 

- Deliberative workshop on funding: Preparation of a European project on flood risk 

mitigation. Stakeholders: Mayors and other interested actors.  

Actions promote public involvement on FRM, and thus participatory capacity is also being 

developed, despite  

 

3.1.3 Organisation of the pilot actions 

 

Based on the final proposal of participatory capacity building actions, we develop a detailed 

proposal of actions, including: type of action, target group, duration, information needs and 

level of feasibility in terms of resources, and calendar for the implementation of actions 

(Tables 4 and 5). Moreover, we have identified potential risks of participatory actions and 

strategies for their mitigation (Table 6). 



Table 4 Description of the actions of Pilot action 1: Knowledge 

PILOT ACTION I: KNOWLEDGE 

Type of action Title Target group Duration Information needs Calendar 
Field trip (kayaking) Mitigation actions and fluvial dynamics trip 

down the river.  
Regional 
journalists 
Local school 
teachers 

3h Map with points of interest 
Leaflet on FRM responsibilities 

19/04/2017 
17-20h 

Dissemination 
materials (reading) 

Competences and instruments of FRM in the 
region 

General public 10’  Review of the national regulation in 
relation with FRM 

11/04/2017 
 

Field trip (kayaking) Mitigation actions and fluvial dynamics trip 
down the river. 

General public 3h Map with points of interest 
Leaflet on FRM responsibilities 

22/04/2017 
10-14h 

Field trip 
(x2)(walking) 

Flood mitigation actions between Pradilla-
Boquiñeni-Alcalá-Cabañas and flood 
interesting points 

General public 5h Map with points of interest 
Leaflet on FRM responsibilities 
Maps with simulations of potential effects 
of mitigation actions 

07/05/2017 
11-13:30 
16-18:30 

Informative session Principles and obligations of Floods Directive 
and local measures in the FRMP 

General public 2h Presentation on Floods Directive 
List of measures related with the region 

07/05/2017 
14.30-16h 

Formative session. 
Dissemination 
materials. Role 
playing. 

Understanding floods by playing  Primary school 
pupils 

2h Flood model: wooden pieces (town and 
riverside), balls (water), wheel (sheets, 
ordinary flood, extraordinary flood)  

17/05/2017 
15-16.30h 

 

Table 5 Description of the actions of Pilot action 2: Financial 

PILOT ACTION II: FINANCIAL 
Type of action Title Target group Duration Information needs Calendar 

Informative session Urban insurances for flood risk mitigation General public  1h30 Presentation 18/04/2017 
18-19.30h 

Informative session AFRMcultural insurances for flood risk Stakeholders 1h Presentation 29/04/2017 
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mitigation (aFRMculture 
sector) 

17-18h 

Formative session Flood-resistant crops for flood risk mitigation Stakeholders 
(aFRMculture 
sector) 

1h Presentation 29/04/2017 
18-19h 

Deliberative 
workshop 

Co-design a project with funding purposes 
for flood risk mitigation 

Stakeholders 
(mayors and 
other 
interested 
actors) 

3h Presentation on European and national 
funding 
Pre-proposal with different alternatives of 
projects 

04/05/2017 
17-20h 

 

Table 6 Risks of participatory actions and strategies foreseen for their mitigation  

Risks foreseen  Level of the 
probability that 

risks occur  
(low/medium/high) 

Impact of expected 
risks on the 

effectiveness of the 
action 

(low/medium/high) 

Strategies for mitigating identified risks 

Low participation in the 
actions 
 

Medium High Broad dissemination through social networks and municipalities, posters, 
mailing. 

Low dissemination of the 
results 

High High Broad dissemination of the contents and results of the participatory 
actions through social networks and municipalities. For that purpose we 
will produce a set of informative materials for being disseminated to the 
population after the pilot actions.  

Lack of involvement of public 
authorities 

Medium Medium Invitation long time before the actions. 

Weather events (rain, etc.)  Medium High The risk cannot be mitigated. The actions will be planned again before 
June.   



3.2 Planning the evaluation of the capacity building process 

Protocols for the evaluation of the capacity-building process have been developed through the 

assessment tool and the participatory tool. The capacity assessment tool includes a list of 

questions for the evaluation of social capacities. Furthermore, the participatory tool identifies 

a list of participatory mechanisms and actions to build social capacities. Thus, a link between 

each action and each social capacity is proposed. Upon this, each participatory action is 

associated with a different list of questions depending on the capacity that each action 

potentially develops. A questionnaire with the pertinent questions will be developed for each 

participatory action and will be completed by participants before and after each participatory 

action. 

Clearly these actions are potentially contributing to build social capacities of the participants in 

each action, but not necessarily social capacities of the whole region. Pursuing this goal, two 

main efforts will be made: In one hand a broad dissemination of the actions in order to get a 

wide range of public during the implementation of the actions. On the other hand, we will 

work on a broad dissemination of the results after the implementation of the actions. Further 

beyond these efforts, we cannot expect that a reduced number of punctual actions can 

contribute to build social capacities in the whole region. Thus, further implementation of 

actions in a wide range of time will be needed in order to build social capacities of the whole 

community.  And further evaluation processes after a certain time will be needed.  

 

3.3 Expected change and link to the FRMP 

In the following table we present the expected change in social capacities, expected through 

the implementation of the participatory actions, and the link of each action with the Flood Risk 

Management Plan.  

Table 7 Expected change on social capacities and link with FRMP  

Title of the action Expected change Relation with 
the FRMP 

Mitigation actions and fluvial dynamics trip down 
the river. 

Knowledge Prevention, 
protection 

Competences and instruments of FRM in the 
region 

Knowledge, 
participation 

Preparedness, 
prevention 

Mitigation actions and fluvial dynamics trip down 
the river. 

Knowledge Prevention, 
protection 

Flood mitigation actions between Pradilla-
Cabañas and flood interesting points 

Knowledge Prevention, 
protection  

Principles and obligations of Floods Directive and 
local measures in the FRMP 

Knowledge, 
participation, 
motivation 

Prevention, 
protection, 
preparedness 

Understanding floods by playing Knowledge, 
motivation, 
participation 

Prevention 
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Urban insurances for flood risk mitigation Financial, knowledge, 
participation 

Prevention 

AFRMcultural insurances for flood risk mitigation Financial, knowledge, 
participation 

Prevention 

Flood-resistant crops for flood risk mitigation Financial, motivation Prevention 

Co-design a project with funding purposes for 
flood risk mitigation 

Financial, motivation, 
networking, 
participation, 
knowledge 

Prevention, 
protection, 
preparedness 

 

 

4 Implementation of the capacity building process  

The planned actions have suffered some modifications since the planning phase, in order to 

adapt the calendar to the different speakers, guides, and stakeholders: The calendar of actions 

was shared with stakeholders and the organizers contacted the identified speakers for each 

action. As a result of this first consultation we needed to change the calendar of the actions. 

Moreover some of the activities have been merged in one action, for instance, the informative 

session on Floods Directive has been linked to one interpretative descent down the river. 

However, despite the initial organization has suffered some changes all the activities have 

been performed. 

In terms of dissemination of the actions, we have to distinguish between the dissemination on 

actions ‘by invitation’ and ‘opened activities’. For the first group of actions we have contacted 

people by email and telephone. For the second group different dissemination actions have 

been performed in order to arrive to the maximum number of participants: We have created a 

Facebook page of the case study and pay for different Facebook announcements of the actions 

in the case study area; we have created an email list with around 56 contacts and we sent 

them information about the actions; we have also created a whatsapp dissemination list with 

37 contacts for sharing the activities and some other relevant information about the 

development of the project and pilot actions, and we putted up posters with the information 

of the activities in the four municipalities (Annex I).  

In the following pages we describe the main characteristics of the developed actions and the 

expected contribution to social capacity building. 

 

4.1 Action 1: Walk and river descent 

Table 8 Main characteristics of action 1 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target 
group and 
number of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date, 
duration 
and place   



19 
 

Visit to flood 
risk mitigation 
actions and 
interpretative 
kayaking 
down the 
river 

Yes Journalists 
and teachers 
from the 
local 
schools. 
16 people 
involved 
(limited 
places) 

Citizen 
engagement 
initiative 

Capflo brochure, 
FRMP brochure, 
summary of the 
social capacities 
assessment, two 
dissemination 
materials, 
orthophotos of the 
river stretch. 

19/05/2017 
3h30min. 
Alcalá de 
Ebro and 
Cabañas de 
Ebro 

 

Expected contribution to social capacity building:  

The subject of capacity construction in each action is different. We differentiate between three 

levels of importance: level 1 means ‘main subject of construction’, level 2 ‘secondary subject of 

construction’, level 3 ‘potential subject of construction’. 

Capacity subject of construction Level 

Awareness of flood risk 2 
Understanding of the causes, characteristics, and current FRM 1 

Spreading of knowledge about the FRM 2 
Generation of social commitment in the FRM 3 

 

Description: 

The action consisted on a presentation of the objectives of the action, a walk to mitigation 

actions, an interpretative river descent with kayaks, and a plenary discussion at the end. For 

the organization of the action we contacted with one of the stakeholders in the case study 

area, ebroNAUTAS, an enterprise focused on environmental education on water issues which 

main action are interpretative descents dawn different stretches of the river Ebro. They have 

local knowledge on floods and knowledge on fluvial dynamics and FRM. 

We visited two of the latest flood risk mitigation actions implemented during 2016, after the 

major flooding episode during 2015: the setting back of a dike in the urban area of Alcalá de 

Ebro, and the creation of a riverbed relief in front of the village. With this walk we introduced 

the strategic lines of FRM in the EU Floods Directive and in the FRMP of the Ebro river basin 

(photo 1). We also used this context for the revision and explanation of the main features of 

FRM in the area from the seventies, and also for opening a discussion on the effectiveness of 

the different type of implemented measures.  

After the visit we moved with vans to the ‘shipping’ point, and initiate the second stage of the 

action. There were two rafts (one with teachers, the other with journalists) with two guides 

(photo 2) talking about fluvial dynamics, visiting the riverbed relief from the inside, showing 

the water levels in the walls of the villages, etc. The guides used an interesting interpretative 

point to make a stop during the descent, where they introduced two key issues in the area 

related with FRM: discussion on drainages their cost and effectiveness, myths of aggregate 

extraction in the past at local level, and discuss about some proposals for sustainable 
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management of flood risk (photo 3). The descent finalized with a final pooling around a table 

(and drinks) for the evaluation of the action with participants.  

The action had a media coverage thanks to different journalists involved in the action. There 

were two news on two different regional newspapers, both in their paper and online version, 

and regional night TV news (Aragón TV) (photo 4). The action also motivated the development 

of a wider report comparing other experiences of FRM in Navarra with the ones in Aragón, 

which has not been published yet.  

There were no difficulties on involving both target groups. We contacted the coordinator of 

both groups (she (teacher coordinating all the rural schools in the area) and he (journalist)), 

and they took the responsibility to disseminate the action within their group. The existence of 

a network of professionals on education and journalism facilitated the organization of the 

action.  

1

2

3

4
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4.2 Action 2: Informative session on Floods Directive and Flood Risk 

Management Plan and river descent 

Table 9 Main characteristics of action 2 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target 
group and 
number of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date, 
duration 
and place     

Informative 
breakfast on 
Floods 
Directive and 
the FRMP of 
the Ebro 
basin, and 
interpretative 
kayaking 
down the 
river 

Yes General 
public. 
(limited 
places) 
29 

Public 
meeting and 
citizen 
engagement 
initiatives 

Capflo brochure, 
FRMP brochure, 
summary of the 
social capacities 
assessment, two 
dissemination 
materials, 
orthophotos of the 
river stretch. 

23/04/2017 
4h 
Cabañas de 
Ebro-
Puente de 
Alagón 

 

Expected contribution to social capacity building:  

Capacity subject of construction Level 

Understanding of the causes, characteristics, and current FRM 1 
Operating in the administrative structure of FRM 1 

Awareness of flood risk 2 
Spreading of knowledge about the FRM 3 

 

Description: 

The action consisted on a breakfast where the objectives of the action were presented, a 

presentation about the principles of the Floods Directive and the FRMP of the Ebro basin, open 

session for questions, interpretative river descent and conclusion lunch.  

Main strength of the informative session was achieving the presence of the head of the unit of 

Hydrology of the River Basin Organization (the responsible of the implementation of the 

Floods Directive in the Ebro river basin). As a summary, the contents of the informative session 

were: introduction to flood risk, presentation of principles and objectives of the FD, definition 

of extraordinary floods and other key aspects related with FRM, presentation of flood risk 

maps of the area, strategic lines of the FRMP of the Ebro river basin in the area (photo 1). 

Following the informative session a session for questions and comments was opened.  

The interpretative river descent on fluvial dynamics and its relation with floods, as in action 1, 

was guided by ebroNAUTAS. Different aspects related with FRM along the descent were 

observed: flooded areas in the last flood event, erosion and sedimentation areas, discussion on 

the effectiveness of the flood risk mitigation actions in the past, etc. The guides used an 
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interesting interpretative point to make a stop during the descent, where they introduced two 

key issues in the area related with FRM: discussion on drainages their cost and effectiveness, 

myths of aggregate extraction in the past at local level, and make some proposals for 

sustainable management of floods (photos 2 and 3). The descent finalized with a collective 

lunch and a final pooling session and evaluation of the action.  

Some difficulties were identified in involving people of the four municipalities in the case study 

area. Most of the people that participated in the descent were from surrounding 

municipalities. An effort for a more intense dissemination on the four municipalities of the 

case study was done but at the end very few people of the municipalities joined the action. 

Different explanations to this fact will be identified in the evaluation chapter.  

1

2

3
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4.3 Action 3: Interpretative visit to the last flood risk mitigation actions and 

deliberative workshop on communication strategies 

Table 10 Main characteristics of action 3 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target group 
and number 
of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date, 
duration 
and place     

Interpretative 
visit to the 
floodplain and 
to the last 
mitigation 
actions, and 
deliberative 
session on 
communication 
strategies 

Yes Stakeholders, 
also opened 
to the 
general 
public 
(limited 
places) 
20 

Citizens 
engagement 
Deliberative 
workshop 

Capflo brochure, 
FRMP brochure, 
summary of the 
social capacities 
assessment, 
orthophotos of the 
riverbed, maps of 
the last mitigation 
actions. 

14/05/2017 
3h Pradilla-
Boquiñeni 
1,5h 
Pradilla 
2,5h Alcalá-
Cabañas 
 
 

 

Expected contribution to social capacity building:  

Capacity subject of construction Level 

Understanding of the causes, characteristics, and current FRM 1 

Exchange of knowledge between different stakeholders 2 

Spreading of knowledge about the FRM 2 

Proactive attitude for collective protection 3 

 

Description: 

The agenda consisted of a presentation of objectives, a visit to the Pradilla-Boquiñeni section 

(walking and van travel), a lunch and discussion on FRM communication mechanisms, and a 

visit to the Alcalá-Cabañas section. One of the main strengths of the action was achieving the 

presence of the head of the emergency works after the extraordinary flood event on 2015. He 

guided the walk in coordination with ebroNAUTAS. During the visits, points of interest were 

visited where the emergency works carried out after the floods of 2015 ( i.e.  dikes reduction, 

dikes setback, relief riverbeds, etc.) (photos 1,2,5). After lunch, a deliberative workshop on 

FRM communication strategies was held, based on a diagnosis of the limitations of the current 

communication systems and a first proposal of measures for the improvement of 

communication on FRM at local level (photo 3 and 4). 

It was difficult to rise interest on the general public. We expected more interest by the general 

public for the action and less by stakeholders and at the end it was the opposite.   
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1

2

3

4 5
 

 

4.4 Action 4: Workshop on floods in the schools: Playing with a model 

Table 11 Main characteristics of action 4 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target 
group and 
number of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date, 
duration 
and place     

Deliberative 
workshop on 
FRM in 
schools 

Yes Pupils 
between 9-
11 years old. 
29 
participants 
in three 
rural schools 
3 teachers 

Deliberative 
workshop 
Simulations 
and role-
playing 

Model with pieces 
(fields vulnerable to 
floods, poplars not 
vulnerable to floods, 
natural groves, houses, 
dikes, farms, extensive 
farming), and cards for 
each use: name of the 
use, picture, installation 
cost, productive 
capacity, flood damage, 
observations. 

15/05/2017, 
Alcalá 
16/05/2017, 
Cabañas 
17/05/2017, 
Boquiñeni 
2h 
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Main contribution to social capacity building:  

Capacity subject of construction Level 

Awareness of flood risk 1 

Understanding of the causes, characteristics, and current FRM 1 

Deliberative participation in the FRM 1 

Proactive attitude for group protection 2 

Proactive attitude for the protection of the environmental values of the 
rivers 

2 

Operating in the administrative structure of FRM 3 

 

Description: 

It was proposed to the students to be the managers of the territory. The objective was to 

create a puzzle in which socio-economic activities were developed in a sustainable way. 

Around a model (photo: 1) two teams were created (left margin and right margin of the river), 

with initial capital and land uses (model pieces) that could be placed according to their 

economic availability (40 "ebrons" were given to them as a starting point). Throughout the 

game it was reproduced the historical evolution of the FRM in the area (construction of dikes, 

transformation of the riverbed, etc...). Each 'shift' involved an annual cycle in which a flood 

event occurred (ordinary or extraordinary) (photo: 2), non-flooded uses ‘produced benefits’ 

according to their parameters (there were tabs with information on the different uses), 

flooded ‘produced damages’ according to its parameters (photos 3 and 4) and a damage count 

was made (photo: 5). In each of the scenarios students were asked to think on different 

alternatives of solution, a discussion was opened, and decisions taken after the negotiation (in 

case that any alternative is proposed, they can be raised by the facilitator). During the game a 

crisis committee was made when the affectation by an extraordinary flood was massive 

(photo: 6).The game ended with a future scenario in which they could modify uses and 

propose new uses and their location (photo: 7). It is noteworthy that the different scenarios 

built during the game reproduced the historical evolution of the FRM in the area. 

Rural schools in the area integrate different ages. Despite the action was planned for pupils 

with 9 to 11 years old, in the first school we had pupils from 6 to 11 years old. This allowed us 

to observe that the model works better with older children. We would recommend to use this 

kind of model from 8 to 11 years old. For younger pupils the model has to be adapted.  
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4.5 Action 5: Informative session on urban insurances 

Table 12 Main characteristics of action 5 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target 
group and 
number of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date and 
duration 
and place     

Informative 
session on 
urban 
insurances to 
floods 

Yes General 
public 
28 

Public 
meeting 

Capflo brochure, 
FRMP brochure, 
summary of the 
social capacities 
assessment, power 
point presentation, 
brochure on 
mitigation the 
vulnerability of 
houses 

20/05/2017 
1,5h 
Boquiñeni 

 

Main contribution to social capacity building:  

Capacity subject of construction Level 

Proactive attitude for self protection 1 

Spreading of knowledge about the FRM 2 

Exchange of knowledge between different stakeholders 3 
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Description: 

The agenda consisted of a welcome by the mayor of the municipality, a presentation of the 

objectives, content and the speaker of the session (photo 1), and a presentation (delegate in 

Aragón of the Consortium of Insurance Compensation (State public entity) (photo 2), and open 

question time (photo 3).  

Main strength of the informative session was achieving the presence of the territorial head of 

the Consortium of Insurance Compensation, since it is the responsible entity for managing 

compensations related with damages of Floods in Spain. The content of the session included 

the following aspects: insurance contracting procedure, policy, indemnification and 

compensation, types of damages compensable, and elements that can reduce or increase the 

compensations.  

The action had a direct influence on some of the participants, as the speaker went to visit 

some of the affected houses after the session, that were not compensated after the 

extraordinary flood event of 2015. Moreover, a second meeting on urban insurances, for 

reviewing and see the ways to improve personal insurances agreements was proposed at the 

end of the open question time.  

The content of the session was not easy for the general public. We prepared a list of simple 

and relevant questions as regards urban insurances, and asked to the speaker to respond the 

questions in his presentation in a simple way.  

1

2 3
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4.6 Action 6: Informative session on potential funding calls, exchange of 

experiences on funding in other regions, deliberative workshop for 

preparing a project 

Table 13 Main characteristics of action 6 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target 
group and 
number of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date, 
duration 
and place     

Workshop on 
funding of 
projects 
related with 
FRM 

Yes Stakeholders 
(personal 
invitation) 
10 

Deliberative 
workshop 

Capflo brochure, 
FRMP brochure, 
summary of the 
social capacities 
assessment, power 
point presentation 
on potential calls, 
power point 
presentation on 
experience sharing 
(the case of Navarra), 
power point 
presentation of a first 
draft of a LIFE 
project, maps of 
potential mitigation 
actions (DIN-A3) 

10/05/2017 
3h 
Alcalá 
 

 

Main contribution to social capacity building:  

Capacity subject of construction Level 

Access to general financing for projects and investments related to FRM 1 

Access to specific financing for projects related to FRM 1 

Entrepreneurialism in activities linked to the FRM 1 

Exchange of knowledge between different stakeholders 2 

Deliberative participation in the FRM 2 

Proactive attitude for group protection 3 

 

Description: 

The agenda consisted of the introduction of objectives, a first session on potential project 

funding lines, a second session on exchange of experiences, and a third session on the 

European project proposal.  
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In the first session different grant applications were presented, in which some FRM-related 

projects could be proposed at both the State and European levels (photo: 1). For the second 

session we invited one representative of the government of Navarra to explain its history of 

European projects linked to ‘environmental issues’ in order to identify what are the key 

contents and conditions of the funded projects (Foto: 2), with him a dialogue was facilitated 

with the assistants. This debate was finally linked to the third part of the workshop, where a 

draft proposal for an EU project was presented and discussed. The discussion was focused on a 

feasibility analysis of the proposal: lights and shadows of the lines of action and identification 

of those potentially affected, and the identification of different cost-effectiveness alternatives 

(photo: 3). 

All the invited stakeholders attended the meeting, showing the interest on the contents of the 

workshop. Some difficulties were identified on involving public administrations for the 

coordination of the proposal. An effort has been done on that direction after the workshop 

and the Directorate-General of Water of the Spanish government will lead and coordinate the 

proposal involving, besides regional governments and others, the Ebro River Basin 

Organization.  

1

2

3
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4.7 Action 7: Informative session and workshop on aFRMcultural insurances 

Table 14 Main characteristics of action 7 

Title Planned 
action 
(yes/no) 

Target group 
and number 
of 
participants  

Participatory 
mechanism 
used for its 
delivery  

Delivered materials  Date and 
duration 
and place     

Workshop on 
aFRMcultural 

insurances 

Yes Stakeholders, 
also opened 
to the 
general 
public 
24 

Public 
meeting  
Deliberative 
workshop 

Capflo brochure, 
FRMP brochure, 
summary of the 
social capacities 
assessment, power 
point presentation 
on potential calls, 
power point 
presentation on 
aFRMcultural 
insurances, power 
point presentation 
on guidelines for 
vulnerability 
reduction in 
aFRMcultural 
exploitations-flood 
resistant crops 

11/05/2017 
2h 
Cabañas 

 

Main contribution to social capacity building:  

Capacity subject of construction Level 
Proactive attitude for self-protection 1 

Exchange of knowledge between different stakeholders 2 

Understanding of the causes, characteristics, and current FRM 3 

 

Description: 

The agenda consisted of the introduction of objectives, a first session on aFRMcultural 

insurance, a second session on the vulnerability of aFRMculture and land-resilient crops, and a 

third part of discussion.  

For the first part we had the delegate in Aragón of the insurance company Agroseguro, Spanish 

Association of Agrarian Insurance that integrate different insurance institutions, to 

characterize aFRMcultural insurance against floods, explain the state of the agrarian insurance 

in Aragón, give concrete examples of insurances, and identify advantages and limitations of 

the insurance system, describe the compensation processes, etc. (photo: 1).  
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For the second session the coordinator of the guide to adaptation to the risk of flooding of 

aFRMcultural and livestock farms was invited. This guide is being developed by Tragsatec on 

behalf of the Ministry of AFRMculture and Environment of Spain, who recommended the 

speaker. He presented the basic contents of the guide (via skype) (photo: 2).  

The last part of the meeting consisted of a debate with the participants to identify limitations 

and opportunities of the agrarian insurances and the adaptability of crops (photo: 3 and 4). 

The identification and persuasion of the speakers was very difficult, involving more than one 

month of negotiations with different public organizations, change of dates, and discussion of 

the contents. Finally, they attended the meeting, despite the same day of the workshop one of 

the speakers sent us an email saying that finally he wouldn’t be able to attend the meeting. As 

organizers, we made different phone calls in order to find another speaker and ask to the 

Ministry the reasons for that late change. Finally we managed to have an online connection 

with him.  

 

1

2

3

4
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5 Evaluation of the participatory capacity building process 

5.1 Action 1: Walk and river descent 

Overall, figure 2 shows that the 97% of participants have improved significantly or a lot the 
capacities subject of construction.  

Figure 2: Social capacity building during action 1 

37%

60%

3% 0%

Construcción de capacidades

A lot

Significantly 

A little

None

 

Through these general results we can observe the percentages of the construction of the 
different social capacities, according to the responses in the questionnaires: 

Table 15: Social capacity building in action 1 

Evaluated social capacities None 
(%) 

Little 
(%) 

Significantly 
(%) 

A lot 
(%) 

Understanding of the causes, 
characteristics, and current FRM 

0 0 57 43 

Awareness of flood risk 0 7 64 29 
Spreading of knowledge about the 
FRM 

0 0 50 50 

Elaboration of dissemination materials 0 0 79 21 
Access to technical information on 
FRM 

0 7 50 43 

 

These results enables one to differentiate a series of different observations:  The differences 

between constructed capacities are not sufficiently pronounced (in all demonstrating a 

significant degree of construction in the large majority of the participants). There is certain 

difference between 'very significant' construction ('a lot' answer) and 'significant' 

('significantly') construction. In this regard, where the greatest degree of construction is 

identified, is in the principal capacity, that of communication (relevant for journalists and 

teachers). This enables envisaging an impact of the action on the professional development 

of the participants, as both journalists and teachers considered that their communication 

skills had increased "significantly" or "a lot" (very significantly).  Secondly as per degree of 

construction apparent is  the "understanding of the causes and the current management of 

the FRM", a preliminary and required competence for that of communication. 

The "access to information" capacity, a competence the construction of which was assessed 

as "third level" and which should in theory show inferior, likewise yields very high results. It is 

possible that the latter competence has a drafting (or formulation) error, whilst wishing to 
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ask as to whether they had developed the skill for accessing technical information (knowing 

where to look, whom to ask etc.), and not if through the action of having had access to 

technical information, and which is what was confirmed is that this fact had been understood 

as regards a certain number of interviewees.  

Although the 'very significant' percentage is reduced in terms of the capacity to draw up 

information materials, most responses specified that the increase in this competence has 

similarly been significant.  

It is worthwhile noting that the detailed analysis of the cases of negligible improvement in 

the "risk awareness" capacity responds to a person who commented that the action has 

allowed him/her to consolidate his/her knowledge which he/she already possessed, which 

may be specifying that precisely these persons have conditioned that the SCC construction is 

somewhat lower as the case may be. 

Figure 3: Influence of the action 1 in future actions related with FRM 

43%

50%

7% 0%

Influencia en acciones respecto a 
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A lot

Significantly 

A little

None

 

Figure 4: Change on flood risk perception in Action 1 

50%
43%

7%
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Cambio de percepción del riesgo 
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A lot

Significantly 

A little

None

 

As far as the general question as regards the influence on the future actions of FRM 

participants is concerned, high percentages have been obtained, in line with the previous 

questions, which show a coherence between the answers obtained and similarly the 

potential of the SCC construction for the transformation of the local FRM (Figure 3). As far as 

the second general question is concerned, which in this case inquired as to whether there 

had been a change in the perception of risk, we likewise discern that the majority of the 

change is very significant or significant, reason why it is likewise consistent with the results of 

the questions as regards specific competences (Figure 4).  

Beyond the capabilities envisaged to be constructed, certain interviewees have identified the 

improvement of other skills not raised by the researcher as the subject matter of an action. 
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Specified below are shown the answers obtained and with which SCC of the FRM are further 

related: 

Table 16: Improvement of unplanned social capacities in Action 1 

Responses in the questionnaire Related social capacities 

Natural aspects of the river Proactive attitude of protection of the 
environmental values of rivers 

Motivation to keep learning on river 
management 
Motivation to inform about these issues 
 

Proactive attitude of self-protection 
Generation of social commitment in the FRM 

 

Finally, the ebroNAUTAS guides-geologists who were in charge of carrying out the action, and 

who are in turn very active stakeholders in the territory, valued very positively the action 

highlighting the opportunity of contributing to a better communication as regards the FRM via 

two groups having high social responsibility on the subject due to its strong communication 

potential and opinion generation:  journalists and teachers. 

 

5.2 Action 2: Informative session on Floods Directive and Flood Risk 

Management Plan and river descent  

Overall, figure 5 shows that the 97% of participants have improved significantly or a lot the 
capacities subject of construction. 

Figure 5: Social capacity building during action 2 
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Through these general results we can observe the percentages of the construction of the 
different social capacities, according to the responses in the questionnaires: 

Table 17: Social capacity building in action 2 

Evaluated social capacities  None 
(%) 

Little 
(%) 

Significantly 
(%) 

A lot 
(%) 

Knowledge on principles, obligations 
and priorities of FD 

0 6 41 53 

Knowledge on the FRMP of the Ebro 0 6 65 29 
Understanding of the causes, 
characteristics, and current FRM 

0 6 65 29 

Awareness of flood risk 0 0 65 35 
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Access to technical information on 
FRM 

0 6 65 29 

Spreading of knowledge about the 
FRM 

0 12 65 23 

 

These results enables one to differentiate a series of different observations: Although the 

similarity of the answers to the different SCC leaves no room for multiple interpretations of 

the results, we indeed discern that the case in which the impact is less significant is in the 

capacity related to 'communicating information as regards floods'.  This is consistent with the 

"control" nature of this parameter (level 3), which does not represent a specific objective of 

the action, although it likewise could be interpreted as due to the fact that the capacity itself 

implies a greater establishment of knowledge coupled with a communicative action to which 

not all participants are accustomed to or can take on.  

Elsewhere, it is interesting to note that the greatest improvement occurs in the principal 

capacity as regards the management of the FRM structure and particularly the legal 

framework, a fact that is significant, given that it is an aspect which socially is not generally 

paid much attention or interest to, and on which there was foreseeably lower previous 

knowledge (or in other words, lower previous capacity). Beyond these trends, the valuation 

of the improvement of capacities has been very positive.  

Figure 6: Influence of the action 2 in future actions related with FRM 
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Figure 7: Change on flood risk perception in Action 2 
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As far as the two general questions are concerned, the influence on future actions of the 

participants related to FRM is perceived as high and therefore the result is in line with 

previous responses (Figure 6). Nevertheless, it can be discerned that the results in the change 

in general perception do not seem consistent with previous responses as regards specific 
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competences, given that the percentage of people who assessed same as "slight" (not 

significant) reaches a relatively high 21% (Figure 7).  

In order to an attempt to understand this seemingly incoherent result we have resorted to a 

more detailed analysis of the answers related thereto. It can be discerned that 75% of people 

who do not identify a significant change in perception are people with prior high knowledge: 

This would explain that, even if these persons positively valued specific action and learning, 

their perception of risk is not modified.  

Nevertheless, the other 25% who did not identify changes in perception do not appear to be 

consistent with their previous responses or previous knowledge. It is not understood why 

with prior little knowledge and having identified significant improvements in the majority of 

the other aspects, there is no significant change in risk perception. There may be various 

reasons for this. Firstly, the definition of risk perception is not shared; secondly, that a 

change of perception requires a period of establishment of concepts and knowledge. 

Although this latter explanation could have been tried and tested by the second subsequent 

valuation, nevertheless, none of the participants in this set of answers answered the 

question. Beyond these possible explanations it is considered that the questions as regards 

specific construction capacities give less scope for doubts in their interpretation and answer, 

and therefore same is considered as more reliable for the valuation of the action.   

In addition to the capabilities envisaged to be constructed, certain interviewees have 

identified the improvement of other competences not raised by the researcher as the subject 

matter of an action. Specified below are shown the answers obtained to the question as 

regards other results obtained by the participants in the action and with which capacities are 

further related: 

Table 18: Improvement of unplanned social capacities in Action 2 

Responses on the questionnaires Related capacities 
Local wildlife Proactive attitude of protection of the 

environmental values of rivers 

Yes, knowing other points of view Deliberative participation in FRM 
Relation with technical stuff of the RBO Creation of specific networks for the FRM 

 

Finally, the "drivers" of the interpretive descent action very positively valued the presence of 

CHE (Ebro River Basin) technicians in the action, and in particular that of the Head of the 

Hydrology Department (who participated as speaker) due to her important position in the 

FRM and detailed knowledge as regards the FRMP (flood risk management plan) for the Ebro 

River. It was very interesting to have this speaker also during the descent, given that she 

provided the opportunity of having a discussion with her, which several participants valued 

very positively.  It is noted that traditionally the CHE (Ebro River Basin) has not maintained a 

discussion with the territory and the rapprochement of certain technicians through the 

actions is a significant added value for these actions. 

 



37 
 

5.3 Action 3: Interpretative visit to the last flood risk mitigation actions and 

deliberative workshop on communication strategies 

Overall, figure 8 shows that the 77% of participants have improved significantly or a lot the 

capacities object of construction, while 22% consider that the improvement was little 

significant.  

Figure 8: Social capacity building during action 3 
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Through these general results we can observe the percentages of the construction of the 

different social capacities, according to the responses in the questionnaires: 

Table 19: Social capacity building in action 3 

Evaluated social capacities  None 
(%) 

Little 
(%) 

Significantly 
(%) 

A lot 
(%) 

Knowledge on lines of action in FRM 0 22 67 11 
Understanding of the causes of FR 5 39 39 17 

Exchange of knowledge between 
different stakeholders 

0 6 83 11 

Spreading of knowledge about the 
FRM 

0 22 72 6 

Proactive attitude for collective 
protection 

0 22 61 17 

 

These results enables one to differentiate a series of different observations: Firstly, the sub-

action which has received the best response is the FRM communication deliberative 

workshop. Elsewhere, it can be discerned that one of the capacities which are considered as 

a main subject matter of construction, is that of the understanding of the causes of flooding, 

does not significantly construct capacities in a considerable percentage (39%) of the 

participants. Looking at a case-by-case analysis of the responses, we have identified: in seven 

cases, prior knowledge manifests itself as high and is aligned with the contents of the action, 

reason why it stands to reason that there is no improvement in the knowledge of the causes 

and characteristics of current management as they are already known. Elsewhere, there are 

two cases in which the prior knowledge is not high and yet do not state having significantly 

acquired that capacity. Further reviewing these two cases in detail it is discerned that they 

are councillors of the town hall of Pradilla, the municipality which has historically sustained 

most losses and damages in relation to floods and that has been evacuated on several 

occasions. As a hypothesis based on their statements and attitude during the participatory 
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action, it is argued that they are interested stakeholders with closed mindsets, who are in 

favour of dredging and somewhat reluctant to changes in stances and to new knowledge, 

and therefore are not willing to acquire (or perhaps admit) improvements in their knowledge 

as regards causes for flooding. In summary, the participants' attitude determines their 

capacity construction, or at least their accounts as regards that construction. 

In those secondary and third level capacities a significant competence improvement is 

identified in the majority of the participants, but up to 22% stated negligible improvement. 

This may be due to the fact that said  capacities were not the principle subject matter of 

construction, which would underpin  the validation of the evaluation method, or that other 

factors have been able to intervene in that assessment, as prior high capacities. 

Figure 9: Influence of the action 3 in future actions related with FRM 
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Figure 10: Change on flood risk perception in Action 3 
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As far as the remaining two general questions are concerned, the results revealed in the 

answers are significantly lower than those of other actions in terms of the influence of the 

action in future actions with respect to the FRM (Figure 9). It should be noted that it was not 

an objective of the action but remembering that it is indeed a general intention of the 

participative SCC construction process that the impact of the actions has a medium-term 

course. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable that there is not a high impact on the capacity to 

undertake future actions as regards the FRM by the participants with a single action, 

therefore this data is taken as a general trend, where in either event the majority (61%) of 

the participants consider that the action will significantly influence their future actions as 

regards the FRM.  Elsewhere, we once again find a changeover scenario of the negligible risk 

perception (61%), which is not consistent with the 23% that we had initially discerned with 

an overall assessment of capacity construction through this action.  
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As we have pointed out in other actions, the different valuation of capacity improvement and 

change of perception as regards FRM (Figure 10) may be due to different reasons, most 

likely, that there is a different idea of the content behind the question, although in the event 

of this particular action there are other significant factors, such as that of a certain number of 

the participants have entrenched mindsets, constructed long ago, and nothing prone to 

changing their initial perception.  It can be concluded from this that with stakeholders with 

closed mindsets which are necessary for other types of participatory action, and judging by 

the percentages included in this same action during the deliberative workshop, the 

apparently more appropriate types of actions would lead to deliberation, and probably with 

greater time for debate.  Changes in perception when there is a clear prior position requires 

a greater trajectory.  

Beyond the capabilities envisaged to be constructed, certain interviewees have identified the 

improvement of other competences unidentified by the researcher as the subject matter of 

construction for this action. Specified below are shown the answers obtained and with which 

capacities are further related: 

Table 20: Improvement of unplanned social capacities in Action 3 

Responses on the questionnaires Related capacities 

Understanding with people who defend the 
environment 
Improve the knowledge on the opinion of 
other citizens 
Knowledge on the opinions of other people 
Relation with the affected parties 

Deliberative participation on FRM 
 

Providing of perceptions and proposals on 
FRM 
Exchange of knowledge between 
stakeholders 

Creation of specific networks for the FRM 
 

As it can be observed, the benefits of the relationship with citizens with different opinions 

are highly appreciated by the participants.  

Finally, the guides of the action were very satisfied with the results of the action, considering 

that there is a slow but real change on the positions of stakeholders, going from the idea of 

structural control of floods to a more sustainable approach. 

 

5.4 Action 4: Workshop on floods in the schools: Playing with a model 

As regards participatory workshops in schools there is a different approach to that of  actions 

with stakeholders or the general public. Attempts have been made to tailor the valuation and 

participation tools to a very particular public: Second cycle primary school students.  It must 

be taken into account that in the territory all the schools are unitary schools and the primary 

cycles are grouped, therefore with mixed age children groups ranging between 9, 10 and 11 

years old.  
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This action, has been evaluated through the questionnaires of the pupils (about their 

perception of self social capacity building), teachers (about their perception on the 

improvement of social capacities of the pupils), and an open question at the end of the 

questionnaire, evaluated by the promoters of the workshop. 

Overall, Figure 11 shows that 91% of the participants stated that they have significantly 

improved the capacities the subject matter of construction. 

Figure 11: Social capacity building in action 4 
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These general results can be separated into the following main aspects: 

 Flood risk knowledge (figure 12). 

 Knowledge on the measures implemented in the past (figure 13). 

 Knowledge on principles of the land use planning within an area with flood risk. (figure 
14). 

 Evaluation (by researchers) of an open question on potential measures to be 
implemented for flood risk mitigation. (figure 15). 

Figure 12: Improvement on FR knowledge in action 4 
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Figure 13: Knowledge on measures implemented in the past (action 4) 
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Figure 14: Knowledge on land use planning (action 4) 
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Figure 15: Open question: evaluation of knowledge on causes, consequences and flood risk 

mitigation actions, action 4 
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The very positive results of the student surveys and the evaluation of the teachers contrast 

with significantly worse results according to the evaluation of the open-ended question. 

Student responses in the latter case have been classified as those which clearly reflect an 

understanding of the content of the action ("a lot" value), those responses that suggest 

understanding but similarly include questionable elements of the action ("significantly"), 

those responses which reflect a very partial understanding of the contents, not identifying 

the most relevant measures (little), those responses that do not reflect the contents of the 

action or propose viable alternatives (none).  

It can be discerned that, although 62% of the responses specify a significant or very 

significant capacity construction, this value is much lower than the degree of construction 

perceived by the students, which amounts to 91%.  There is still greater difference in the 

estimation of results by teaching staff, which as a whole confirmed a very significant 

construction of capacities by students.  Our interpretation is that the format of open-ended 

question as regards measures to be adopted was not correct, given that it implies a synthesis 

of the contents which is somewhat complex for children of primary school age. For future 

research, it is recommended using a question based on the prioritisation or assignment of 

relative importance of a list of possible actions and which have been worked on during the 

simulation.  

The interviews carried out with the teachers following the workshop have highlighted the 

importance of the awareness raising simulation as regards the river ecosystem and the floods 
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as well as to carry out participation patterns and agreement and to internalise the complexity 

of the factors which influence the FRM. It is considered important to include this issue into 

the school curriculum, especially in areas where there is a high risk of flooding, and interest 

which is shown for including same in coming years.  It is evident the need and the interest to 

continue working the subject in schools and with that to contribute in particular to the 

knowledge skill, but likewise to that of motivation and that of participation. 

 

5.5 Action 5: Informative session on urban insurances 

Overall, figure 16 shows that the 81% of participants have improved significantly or a lot the 

capacities object of construction, while 19% consider that the improvement was little 

significant.  

Figure16: Social capacity building during action 5 
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Through these general results we can observe the percentages of the construction of the 

different social capacities, according to the responses in the questionnaires: 

 

Table 21: Social capacity building during action 5 

Evaluated social capacities None Little Significantly A lot 

Knowledge on urban insurances 0 5 60 35 

Knowledge to access to compensation 
processes 

0 20 60 20 

Proactive attitude for self protection 0 10 53 37 

Spreading of knowledge about the 
FRM 

0 25 55 20 

Knowledge on housing protection 
measures 

0 35 45 20 

 

These results enables one to differentiate a series of different observations: Firstly, given the 

complexity and difficulty of the subject matter, it is considered very important that a 

significant improvement in knowledge as regards home insurance and the capacity to access 

information as regards compensation processes be valued at over 80%.  It is likewise very 

important that 90% of the participants consider an improvement in their motivation for the 
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taking out of appropriate insurance.  These are key aspects in that there persons who are 

largely ignorant as regards home insurance coverage against extraordinary risks, the 

insurance policy ceilings and the importance of understanding what aspects should be taken 

into account when taking out under contract the policies to guarantee 100% compensation 

for losses and damages.  

As far as disclosure capacity is concerned, it is discerned that 75% feel capable of passing on 

the acquired knowledge to third parties, which is very significant when estimating the 

medium term impact of the actions. 

Finally, a brief presentation of the leaflet as regards reducing vulnerability for dwellings was 

carried out, although despite not taking been submitted in detail, 65% considered same as a 

significant improvement in the measures to be taken.  In this action there does seem to be a 

correlation between the improvement of principal, secondary and thirdly capacities.  

As far as the two remaining general questions are concerned, 73% consider that there has 

been a change in their overall attitude towards self-protection, which is therefore significant, 

and 26% is not significant (Figure 17). These values are in line with the previous values. In 

addition, the capacity to influence future actions as regards FRM is considered to be 70%, 

which similarly seems consistent with previous responses (Figure 18). 

Figure 17: Change of attitude towards self protection (action 5) 
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Figure 18: Influence of the action 5 in future actions related with FRM 
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Finally, there is a proposal to continue working in the area of home insurance through a 

training workshop in which the participants bring a copy of their home insurance and where 

the degree of coverage of said insurance against flooding is analysed. 

 

5.6 Action 6: Informative session on potential funding calls, exchange of 

experiences on funding in other regions, deliberative workshop for 

preparing a project 

Overall, figure 19 shows that the 97% of participants have improved significantly or a lot the 

capacities object of construction. 

Figure 19: Social capacity building in action 6 

30%

67%

3% 0%

Conocimiento del riesgo por inundación

A lot

Sifnificantly

A little

None

 

Through these general results we can observe the percentages of the construction of the 

different social capacities, according to the responses in the questionnaires: 

 

Table 22: Social capacity building in action 6 

Evaluated social capacities None Little Sifnificantly A lot 

Knowledge on other funding 
experiences 

0 0 70 30 

Exchange of knowledge between 
different stakeholders 

0 0 70 30 

Deliberative participation in the FRM 0 0 80 20 
Knowledge on potential funding 
opportunities 

0 10 50 40 

Proactive attitude for group protection 0 0 80 20 
Motivation to get involved in the 
development of projects 

0 10 50 40 

 

These results enables one to differentiate a series of different observations: The evaluation 

of the development of different social capacities the subject matter of construction is 

significant and very significant in all observations for virtually all participants. Two unique 

"negligible construction" evaluations are identified, the first as regards knowledge of possible 

lines of financing, and the second as regards motivation to support project development.  
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These valuations correspond to the same person and the explanation to their valuation has 

been consulted directly with that person. As regards the knowledge about possible lines of 

financing are concerned, the presentation was brief yet concise, but a greater degree of 

detail and definition of calls and lines of work was expected.  As far as the motivation for 

supporting project development is concerned, this ensues from an initial high motivation, 

reason why the workshop does not significantly increase such motivation.  

As far as the other general questions are concerned (Figures 20 and 21), the answers are very 

much in tune with the previous answers. The 10% improvement is negligible once again 

being the same person and considers that his/her attitude has not improved as that person is 

an entrepreneur and his/her field of action is related to the FRM. 

Figure 20: Influence on seeking information on funding (action 6) 
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Figure 21: Change of attitude with respect to seeking funding (action 6) 
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Elsewhere, the complementary constructed capacities were not identified, but two 

submissions have been included which underscores one of those submissions identified as a 

construction objective, and that again has concerns the social relations facilitated by 

participatory action: 

Table 23: Improvement of unplanned social capacities in Action 6 

Responses on the questionnaires Related capacities 
Listen to other citizens’ opinion 
Collaboration with neighbours 

Deliberative participation in FRM 
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5.7 Action 7: Informative session and workshop on agricultural insurances 

Overall, figure 22 shows that the 60% of participants have improved significantly the 

capacities object of construction, while the 40% consider that the construction has been 

little.  

Figure 22: Construcción de SCC totales en la acción 7, seguros agrarios 
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Through these general results we can observe the percentages of the construction of the 

different social capacities, according to the responses in the questionnaires: 

Table 24: Social capacity building in action 7 

Evaluated social capacities None Little Significantly A lot 

Motivation to contract an insurance 
for flood events 

6 40 47 7 

Motivation to act to reduce the 
vulnerability of crops 

0 27 60 13 

Knowledge of the opinion of other 
stakeholders 

0 27 73 0 

Knowledge on agrarian insurances for 
floods 

7 33 47 13 

Knowledge on how to reduce crops 
vulnerability 

7 53 40 0 

 

These results enables one to differentiate a series of different observations: The results of 

capacity improvements in this case are clearly influenced by the previous knowledge of the 

participants, as well as the lack of concrete information in one of the two presentations. It 

was not contemplated that the presentation as regards reducing vulnerability of crops was 

very broad-brushed or so general in nature and contained scarce content that focused on 

what was demanded. There was no opportunity to address this problem in time as despite 

the insistence and perseverance, the presentation was sent at the last minute and the 

presentation made via Skype based on unavoidable reasons by the speaker.  It is likely that 

both factors affected the assessment of the participants. It is likewise stated that the 

expectation as regards this presentation was high and a good part of the participants were 

looking for relevant new information which they did not obtain. Elsewhere, there were a 

FRM insurance experts in the audience, more than small farmers interested in the subject 

and with less knowledge. This fact conditions the improvement of capacities. Nevertheless, 

the debate on the ceilings (or limits) and opportunities of FRM insurance and flood-resistant 
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crops was productive and enlightening, being able to identify key issues which remain 

unresolved and pressuring the Ministry (through Tragsatec and its presentation as regards 

the guide) a second meeting with greater content as regards the vulnerability reduction 

guide on crops exploitations.  Motivation was likewise improved in relation to this type of 

flood-resistant crops. Elsewhere, the poor constructed motivation as regards the taking out 

of agrarian flood insurance contracts ensues from two main reasons: the first is that most 

farmers have these insurance policies, and those who do not have that insurance as it is not 

worth their while to do so.  

These positions coincide with the assessments of the remaining two general questions, 

firstly, the future influence on reducing vulnerability actions (Figure 23), and secondly 

showing a change of attitude in relation to the interest in alternatives, flood-resistant crops 

and reducing vulnerability of agricultural holdings in general (Figure 24). 

 

Figure 23: Influence on future actions of vulnerability reduction to floods in agricultural 
farmland 
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Figure 24: Change of attitude on the implementation of flood risk mitigation measures in crops 
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In this case, no complementary capabilities were identified, since no comments were made on 

the above.  Nevertheless, an interesting result was the opportunity to get in touch with the 

people within the  Ministry (Tragsatec) who are drawing up the guide for the bringing into line 

of agricultural holdings to flood risk, and who committed themselves to holding a working 

session on same in the territory next autumn (when the matter is further developed). 

Elsewhere, certain proposals were put forward that Agroseguro noted, and likewise implored 

the agrarian sector to continue with the discussions for improving the prevailing agricultural 

insurance criteria. 
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5.8 Quality of information, process and representativeness 

5.8.1 Quality of the information 

 

We assume that the quality of information determines the degree and quality of social 

capacity building. During the organization of the pilot actions we took into account to provide 

accessible and adapted information to the participants.  

Through informal chats with participants and observation during the development of the 

activities, we perceived a positive response of the participants to the information provided 

during the pilot actions, both in terms of accessibility (paper, email, online (drive folder with 

information)) and adaptability (general public and interested parties).  

 

5.8.2 Quality of the process 

 

Data obtained on the quality of the pilot actions has been oriented to evaluate four aspects 

that are usually considered key aspects in participation literature: the clarity of exposition of 

the objectives in each action, the possibility of opining and exchanging positions during the 

action, the relevance of the contents, and the quality of the organization and conduction of 

actions. The total results do not give us relevant information about the relationship between 

these aspects and capacity building, since all the valuations are positive or very positive and 

therefore we cannot compare different values of these parameters in relation with different 

degrees of social capacity building (Table 55). What allows these results is to characterize the 

scenario of the participatory process in which the capacity building obtained occurs in a 

scenario with a very significant procedural quality. 

Table 25: Evaluation of the quality of each action 

Evaluated action None 

(%) 

Little 
(%) 

Significantly 
(%) 

A lot 
(%) 

Kayaking with teachers and journalists 0 0 7 93 

Floods directive and interpretative visit-
kayaking 

0 3 32 65 

Interpretative visit-walk 0  54 46 

Deliberative workshop at schools 0 0 0 100 

Urban insurances 0 1 50 49 

Workshop on project’s funding 0 0 68 32 

AFRMcultural insurances and flood-resistant 
crops 

0 5 62 33 
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5.8.3 Diversity and amplitude of the process 

 

The diversity of actors allows more constructive debates with greater capacity to generate 

knowledge, promote the relationship between the different parties, and improve the 

capacity to deliberate among sectors with different positions. We involved all the interests at 

stake in those activities particularly oriented to stakeholders.  

In addition to the criterion of diversity we have taken into account the one of amplitude, 

since one of the desirable features of capacity building is that it affects a large number of 

people during the action, and the ability of participants to disseminate their learning to third 

persons after the action. At this regard two aspects can be highlighted: 

 The 17% of the total population of the four villages has been involved at some point 

in the process, whether in the assessment of social capacities or the pilot actions.  

 Through the ‘late questionnaires’ (one month after the actions)  we saw that there 

is some transcendence of the action beyond the day of its execution, not only in 

relation to personal changes and / or learning, but also in terms of dissemination of 

its contents to third persons, as the 96% of the participants who have answered the 

second questionnaire affirm to have shared their experience and learning with 

other people. The following figures show on the one hand the people with whom 

they have shared the experience (Figure 25) and the ways in which this 

dissemination has been materialized (Figure 26). It is interesting to see that the 

ways are diverse, and they indicate construction of dissemination capacity, 

especially in those cases that the dissemination goes beyond an informal talk and 

introduces the development of products for dissemination, such as news in 

newspapers or networks, talks with students or the organization of activities. 

Figure 25: Type of public with whom the experience has been shared 
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Figure 26: Ways through which the experience has been shared with third parties 
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6 Conclusions  

 

This deliverable presents the whole participatory process developed in four municipalities in 

Ribera Alta del Ebro (Aragón-Spain), with social capacity building purposes. It summarizes the 

context, the social capacity assessment and the preparation of the pilot actions, and describes 

the pilot actions implemented and the analysis of the results in terms of social capacity 

building, according to the indicators of social capacities, previously identified in the project.  

The analysis of the results of the pilot actions permits us to confirm the potential of a 

participatory process to build social capacities. Moreover it allows us to explore what are the 

key factors influencing this social capacity building process: 

 The legal framework, governmental characteristics and socio-cultural characteristics 

can be directly related to the construction of SCC through its relation with the 

provision of "resources" that are considered consubstantial to the FRM-related social 

capacities. We conclude therefore that the context is a fundamental axis in the 

provision of resources that make possible the existence or the construction of social 

capacities related to the FRM. 

 It should be borne in mind that stakeholders often have more previous capacities (in 

several issues) than the general public, which entails the need to adapt the 

participatory actions for each type of public taking into account the observed 

relationships with those capacities and the participatory construction of social 

capacities linked to the FRM. 

 The results show an inversely proportional relationship between the participants' 

previous capacities and their construction of social capacities. This relationship allows 

us to address questions about the appropriateness of contents or typology of actions 

based on the knowledge of the target audience.  

 The results of the process implemented in the case study allows to establishing a link 

between the types of participatory action implemented and the level of construction 

of social capacities obtained. It has been observed that the types of participative 

actions with a marked experiential and / or deliberative character have a greater 

impact in the construction of SCC linked with the FRM. This information can guide us 

to what types of actions are most appropriate to implement future participation 

processes for the construction of social capacities in the context of the FRM. 

 The construction and assimilation of new knowledge by people involved in a conflict 

situation need requires more time for deliberation and a greater depth in the contents 

facilitated. Changes in the perception of risk and its solutions cannot be immediate 

when there are consolidated prior perceptions. However, a single action is effective 

when those previous positions are not consolidated. 
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 The second evaluation of the process, carried out through surveys after the 

implementation of all the participatory actions of the case study, allows to draw a 

proportionality between the degree of involvement of the participants (which we 

consider to be determinant in the number of actions they have attended) with the 

construction of SCC. Participants attending a larger number of meetings not only make 

a better assessment of their own construction of SCC, but also demonstrate a greater 

ability to disseminate-transmit those capacities than those who have only participated 

in a single action. It should be noted, however, that most of the respondents of the 

questionnaire are stakeholders that probably had that ability before their participation 

in the process. 

 It is interesting to note, thanks to the information gathered in the a posteriori survey, 

how the participants have created concrete products and actions following the social 

capacity building participatory process (press articles, posts on social networks, FRM 

related activities, or debate with students, etc.).  

 The process has had a very high impact on those people who had little previous 

knowledge and who assure in the late evaluation that their perception and opinion 

regarding the floods has changed. We assume the bias that people who have 

responded to this voluntary survey probably are the most motivated and most open to 

such processes, which may be conditioning the extremely positive assessment 

collected by the survey. In order to try to reduce this distortion factor, random 

telephone surveys have been made to other participants who did not respond to the 

first online request to complete the survey. Their incorporation has not implied any 

significant variation in the results. 

 

Initial set goals Expected changes Achieved changes/goals Enabling/disabling factors 

April 4th pilot action: visit + descent down the river 

Walk: visiting flood risk 

mitigation actions. 

Descent: Experiencing 

the river and fluvial 

dynamics from the 

inside. 

Understanding the 

causes, characteristics 

and current FRM. 

Improved awareness of 

flood risk. 

Improved 

dissemination capacity. 

More understanding on 

causes and characteristics 

of flood risk. 

Improved knowledge on 

the evolution of flood risk 

mitigation actions in the 

last 50 years. 

Participants increased their 

capacity to disseminate 

information on FRM. 

Generation of social 

commitment in FRM. 

Increased proactive 

attitude of protection of 

Enabling 

Lived experience 

Free entry 

Motivated audience 

Involve stakeholders in the 

organization and 

implementation of the 

action 

Open-minded attitude 

Dissemination strategy 

(using previous networks) 
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Initial set goals Expected changes Achieved changes/goals Enabling/disabling factors 

the environmental values of 

rivers. 

Disabling 

Short timeframe for 

organization 

Accessibility of the action 

(not suitable for all 

audiences) 

April 23rd pilot action: informative session + descent down the river 

Informative session: 

Presenting principles 

and objectives of 

Floods Directive and 

main flood risk 

mitigation strategies of 

FRMP of the Ebro river 

basin. 

Descent: Experiencing 

the river and fluvial 

dynamics from the 

inside. 

Knowledge on 

principles, obligations 

and priorities of FRM. 

Understanding the 

causes, characteristics 

and current FRM. 

Awareness of flood 

risk. 

 

Improved knowledge on 

the preferable lines of 

action marked by the EU 

Floods Directive and 

regional FRMP. 

More understanding on 

causes and characteristics 

of flood risk. 

Increased proactive 

attitude of protection of 

the environmental values of 

rivers. 

 

 

Enabling 

Presence of authority 

representatives 

Lived experience 

Free entry 

Motivated audience 

Involve stakeholders in the 

organization and 

implementation of the 

action 

Open-minded attitude 

 

Disabling 

Limited places 

Accessibility of the descent-

action (not suitable for all 

audiences) 

May 14th pilot action: interpretative visit (walk + drive) + deliberative workshop on communication strategy 

Walk: visiting flood risk 

mitigation actions. 

Discussion: Diagnosis 

on communication 

strategies and 

proposals for their 

improvement. 

Understanding of the 

causes, characteristics 

and current FRM. 

Exchange of knowledge 

between different 

stakeholders. 

Spreading knowledge 

on FRM. 

Improved knowledge on 

the late flood mitigation 

actions.  

Exchange of knowledge and 

opinions between different 

stakeholders. 

Improved motivation on 

collective protection. 

Improved capacity for 

spreading knowledge on 

FRM. 

Learning to deliberate. 

Providing of perceptions 

and proposals on FRM. 

Enabling 

Motivated audience 

Involve stakeholders in the 

organization and 

implementation of the 

action 

 

Disabling 

Diverse previous knowledge 

Entrenched positions 

Lower social involvement 

than expected 
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Initial set goals Expected changes Achieved changes/goals Enabling/disabling factors 

May 15th, 16th, 17th, pilot action: deliberative workshop at schools 

Deliberative 

workshop: Learning by 

doing different 

scenarios of FRM. 

Awareness of flood risk 

Understanding of the 

causes, characteristics 

and current FRM. 

Deliberative 

participation on FRM. 

Proactive attitude for 

group protection. 

Proactive attitude for 

the protection of the 

environmental values 

of the rivers. 

Knowledge on principles of 

the land use planning 

within an area with flood 

risk. 

Knowledge on the 

measures implemented in 

the past. 

Improved awareness on 

flood risk.  

Improved motivation for 

collective protection. 

Increased capacity of 

deliberation. 

Enabling 

Motivated audience 

Open-minded attitude 

Lived experience 

Role plying 

Daily life issue 

 

Disabling 

Short time 

April 20th pilot action: Informative session on urban insurances 

Informative session: 

Knowledge on flood 

risk insurances. 

Proactive attitude for 

self protection. 

Spreading of 

knowledge about the 

FRM. 

Exchange of knowledge 

between different 

stakeholders. 

Improved attitude for self-

protection. 

Improved knowledge on 

the access to compensation 

processes. 

Improved capacity of 

spreading knowledge about 

the FRM. 

Improved knowledge on 

housing protection 

measures. 

Enabling 

Similar previous knowledge 

of the audience. 

Motivated audience. 

Relevant speaker. 

Outreach capacity of the 

speaker. 

High attendance. 

 

Disabling 

Attitude of confrontation 

May 10th pilot action: Deliberative workshop on financing of projects 

Informative session: 

Knowledge on 

potential ways of 

funding related with 

FRM. 

Experiences exchange: 

Knowledge on 

experiences of funding 

related with FRM. 

Project proposal: 

Prepare a proposal for 

being funded, on FRM 

Access to general 

financing for projects 

and investments 

related to FRM. 

Access to specific 

financing for projects 

related to FRM. 

Exchange of knowledge 

between different 

stakeholders. 

Deliberative 

participation in the 

New knowledge on other 

funding experiences 

Opportunity to exchange of 

knowledge between 

different stakeholders 

Improved capacity to 

deliberate between 

stakeholders with different 

positions.  

New knowledge on 

potential funding 

opportunities 

Enabling 

Similar previous knowledge 

Motivated audience 

Representativeness of 

stakeholders 

 

Disabling 

Short time for discussion on 

the project proposal 
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Initial set goals Expected changes Achieved changes/goals Enabling/disabling factors 

in the area. FRM. Improved attitude for 

group protection. 

Increased motivation to get 

involved in the 

development of projects. 

 

May 11th pilot action: Workshop on agricultural insurances 

Informative session: 

Knowledge on agrarian 

insurances for 

mitigation FR, and new 

information on none-

vulnerable crops. 

Discussion: Identifying 

lights and shadows of 

agrarian insurances 

and none-vulnerable 

crops. 

Proactive attitude for 

self-protection. 

Exchange of knowledge 

between different 

stakeholders. 

Increased knowledge of the 

opinion of other 

stakeholders. 

More motivation to act to 

reduce the vulnerability of 

crops. 

Improved knowledge on 

agrarian insurances for 

floods. 

Common identification on 

lights and shadows of 

agrarian insurances, and 

potential and difficulties of 

none-vulnerable crops. 

Enabling 

Presence of relevant 

speakers 

Presence of relevant 

stakeholders 

 

Disabling 

Entrenched positions 

Frustration of expectations 
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Annex I: Dissemination poster with information on opened activities 
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Annex II: Questionnaires for the evaluation of pilot actions 

 

QUESTIONNAIRES FOR THE EVALUATION OF PILOT ACTIONS 

  

Questionnaires after each action (on site) 

The following personal data was asked at the end of each questionnaire: 

 

Nombre y Apellidos: ____________________________________________________________________  

Edad:_________________________________________________________________________________  

Correo electrónico: _____________________________________________________________________  

Teléfono: _____________________________________________________________________________  

Localidad (trabajo):  ____________________________________________________________________  

Comentarios: __________________________________________________________________________  

 

 

Si promueves u organizas acciones formativas o divulgativas relacionadas con la gestión del 

riesgo por inundación ¡nos gustaría conocerlas! 



Action 1 
Visita y descenso interpretativos a los cauces del Ebro (19/04/2017)  

 
¿Por qué has participado en esta actividad? 

 

 

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 

¿Se han expuesto con claridad los objetivos de la actividad?     

¿Has tenido oportunidad de expresar tus dudas y opiniones?     

¿Los contenidos de la actividad son relevantes para el 
territorio? 

    

¿La conducción de la actividad ha sido correcta?     

 
¿Cuánto ha mejorado tu… 

    

 consciencia del riesgo por inundación?         

 comprensión de las causas y gestión actual de las 
inundaciones?         

 capacidad para acceder a información técnica sobre 
inundaciones?         

 capacidad para comunicar información sobre 
inundaciones?         

 capacidad de elaborar materiales divulgativos (p.ej. 
recursos didácticos, artículos, etc.) sobre inundaciones? 

    

     ¿Crees que la actividad realizada influirá tus acciones respecto 
a la FRM?         

     ¿Cómo valoras tu conocimiento previo sobre inundaciones?         

     En términos generales, ¿consideras que ha cambiado tu 
percepción del riesgo por inundación?         

     ¿Han mejorado otros aspectos por los que no te hayamos preguntado?  
(p.ej. Motivándote a actuar, relacionándote con otros afectados y compartir experiencias con ellos, 
etc.). Si es así, por favor indícanos en qué aspectos ha influido:  

     

     

     

   
Sí No 

¿Estarías interesado en colaborar con nosotros compartiendo tu vivencia 
personal o conocimiento en inundaciones con otras personas? 

  

   ¿Estás interesado en seguir recibiendo información de actividades sobre 
inundaciones que se realicen en el territorio? 

  

     ¡Muchas gracias por participar!  
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Action 2 
Desayuno informativo sobre la Directiva de inundaciones y el PFRM del Ebro y descenso 
interpretativos a los cauces del Ebro (23/04/2017)  
 
¿Por qué has participado en esta actividad? 

 

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 

¿Se han expuesto con claridad los objetivos de la actividad?     

¿Has tenido oportunidad de expresar tus dudas y opiniones?     

¿Los contenidos de la actividad son relevantes para el 
territorio? 

    

¿La conducción de la actividad ha sido correcta?     

 
¿Cuánto ha mejorado tu… 

    

 conocimiento sobre los principios, obligaciones y líneas 
prioritarias de actuación de la Directiva de inundaciones?         

 conocimiento de los contenidos del Plan de Gestión de 
Riesgo por inundación del Ebro? 

     consciencia del riesgo por inundación? 
     comprensión de las causas y gestión actual de las 

inundaciones?         

 capacidad para acceder a información técnica sobre 
inundaciones?         

 capacidad para comunicar información sobre 
inundaciones?         

     ¿Crees que la actividad realizada influirá tus acciones respecto 
a la FRM?         

     ¿Cómo valoras tu conocimiento previo sobre inundaciones?         

     En términos generales, ¿consideras que ha cambiado tu 
percepción del riesgo por inundación?         

     ¿Han mejorado otros aspectos por los que no te hayamos preguntado?  
(p.ej. Motivándote a actuar, relacionándote con otros afectados y compartir experiencias con ellos, 
etc.). Si es así, por favor indícanos en qué aspectos ha influido:  

     

     
     

   
Sí No 

¿Estarías interesado en colaborar con nosotros compartiendo tu vivencia 
personal o conocimiento en inundaciones con otras personas? 

  
   ¿Estás interesado en seguir recibiendo información de actividades sobre 
inundaciones que se realicen en el territorio? 

  

     ¡Muchas gracias por participar!  
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Action 3 
Visita interpretativa a zonas inundables (14/05/2017)  
 
¿Por qué has participado en esta actividad? 

 

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 
¿Se han expuesto con claridad los objetivos de la actividad?     

¿Has tenido oportunidad de expresar tus dudas y opiniones?     

¿Los contenidos de la actividad son relevantes para el 
territorio? 

    

¿La organización de la actividad ha sido correcta?     

 
¿Cuánto ha mejorado tu… 

    

 comprensión de las causas de las inundaciones?         

 conocimiento de diferentes líneas de actuación de 
gestión del riesgo por inundación (FRM)?         

 capacidad de comunicar información sobre FRM?         

 motivación a implicarte activamente en la FRM?         

 participación para identificar limitaciones y propuestas 
de comunicación en la FRM? 

    
     ¿Crees que la actividad realizada influirá tus acciones respecto 

a la gestión del riesgo por inundación?         

     ¿Cómo valoras tu conocimiento previo sobre gestión del riesgo 
por inundaciones?         
…y sobre las medidas concretas adoptadas para mitigar el 
riesgo? 

    
     En términos generales, ¿consideras que ha cambiado tu 
percepción sobre la gestión del riesgo por inundación?         

     ¿Este taller ha permitido la mejora de otros aspectos por los que no te hayamos preguntado?  
(p.ej.  Conocimiento de experiencias personales, motivándote a actuar, relacionándote con otros 
afectados, etc.). Si es así, por favor indícanos en qué aspectos ha influido:  

          
     

   
Sí No 

¿Estarías interesado en colaborar con nosotros compartiendo tu vivencia 
personal o conocimiento sobre inundaciones con otras personas? 

  ¿Estás interesado en recibir más información sobre futuras actividades? 
  

     ¡Muchas gracias por participar!  
 

  
 

  



Action 4 
Escuelas 
 
 
 
 

 

¿Cuántos años tienes?  

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 

¿Sabes más sobre el riesgo por inundación en tu pueblo?     

     

¿Sabes más sobre las medidas que se han adoptado en el pasado 
para intentar disminuir los daños por inundación? 

    

     
¿Sabes más sobre cómo ordenar (qué usos fomentar y dónde 
ubicarlos) los distintos usos del suelo para reducir el riesgo por 
inundación? 

    

     ¿Qué acción propondrías en tu entorno para disminuir el riesgo por inundación?  

     

     

     

     

     

     



Action 5 
Sesión seguros domésticos (20/04/2017) 

 
¿Por qué has participado en esta actividad? 

 

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 

¿Se han expuesto con claridad los objetivos de la actividad?     

¿Has tenido oportunidad de expresar tus dudas y opiniones?     

¿Los contenidos de la actividad son relevantes para el 
territorio? 

    

¿La organización de la actividad ha sido correcta?     

 
¿Cuánto ha mejorado tu… 

    

 conocimiento sobre seguros domésticos ante 
inundaciones?         

 capacidad para acceder a información sobre procesos de 
indemnización por daños?         

 motivación para contratar seguros domésticos 
adecuados?         

 capacidad para transmitir información a otros 
conciudadanos?         

 medidas de protección ante inundaciones? 
    

     ¿Crees que esta sesión informativa influirá tus acciones 
respecto a la autoprotección ante inundaciones?         

     ¿Cómo valoras tu conocimiento previo seguros domésticos ante 
inundaciones?         

…y sobre protección ante inundaciones? 
    

     En términos generales, ¿consideras que ha cambiado tu actitud 
respecto a la autoprotección ante inundaciones?         

     ¿Este taller ha permitido la mejora de otros aspectos por los que no te hayamos preguntado?   
(p.ej. relacionándote con otros afectados, etc.). Si es así, por favor indícanos en qué aspectos ha 
influido:  

          
     

   
Sí No 

¿Estarías interesado en colaborar con nosotros compartiendo tu vivencia 
personal o conocimiento sobre inundaciones con otras personas? 

  
   ¿Estás interesado en seguir recibiendo información de actividades sobre 
inundaciones que se realicen en el territorio? 

  

     ¡Muchas gracias por participar!  
 

 



Action 6 
Taller sobre proyecto europeo (10/05/2017)  

 
¿Por qué has participado en esta actividad? 

 

 

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 

¿Se han expuesto con claridad los objetivos de la actividad?     

¿Has tenido oportunidad de expresar tus dudas y opiniones?     

¿Los contenidos de la actividad son relevantes para el 
territorio? 

    

¿La organización de la actividad ha sido correcta?     

 
¿Cuánto ha mejorado tu… 

    

 conocimiento sobre posibles líneas de financiación de 
proyectos sobre inundaciones?         

 conocimiento sobre otras experiencias de financiación?         

 conocimiento sobre la opinión de otros interesados?         

 motivación para apoyar el desarrollo de proyectos?         

 motivación para implicarte activamente en el desarrollo 
de proyectos? 

     capacidad para relacionarte y deliberar con otros 
interesados? 

    
     ¿Crees que este taller influirá en la búsqueda de financiación 

para la gestión del riesgo de inundaciones en tu municipio?         

     ¿Cómo valoras tu conocimiento previo sobre líneas de 
financiación de proyectos relacionados con las inundaciones         

…y sobre otras experiencias ajenas al territorio? 
    

     En términos generales, ¿consideras que ha cambiado tu actitud 
respecto a la búsqueda de financiación para la mitigación del 
riesgo por inundaciones?         

     ¿Este taller ha permitido la mejora de otros aspectos por los que no te hayamos preguntado?  
(p.ej. relacionándote con otros afectados, etc.). Si es así, por favor indícanos en qué aspectos ha 
influido:  

          
     

   
Sí No 

¿Estarías interesado en colaborar con nosotros compartiendo tu vivencia 
personal o conocimiento sobre inundaciones con otras personas? 

  
   ¿Estás interesado en seguir recibiendo información de actividades sobre 
inundaciones que se realicen en el territorio? 

  

     ¡Muchas gracias por participar!  
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Action 7 
Taller sobre seguros agrarios y reducción de la vulnerabilidad de cultivos agrícolas ante 
inundaciones (11/05/2017)  
 
¿Por qué has participado en esta actividad? 

 

 Nada Poco Bastante Mucho 

¿Se han expuesto con claridad los objetivos de la actividad?     

¿Has tenido oportunidad de expresar tus dudas y opiniones?     

¿Los contenidos de la actividad son relevantes para el 
territorio? 

    

¿La organización de la actividad ha sido correcta?     

 
¿Cuánto ha mejorado tu… 

    

 conocimiento sobre seguros agrarios ante inundaciones?         

 conocimiento sobre cómo reducir la vulnerabilidad de 
los cultivos agrícolas ante inundaciones?         

 conocimiento sobre la opinión de otros interesados?         

 motivación para contratar un seguro ante inundaciones?         

 motivación para actuar activamente en la reducción de 
la vulnerabilidad de los cultivos agrícolas? 

    
     ¿Crees que este taller influirá en tus acciones de reducción de 

la vulnerabilidad de cultivos agrícolas?         

     ¿Cómo valoras tu conocimiento previo sobre seguros agrarios 
ante inundaciones         
…y sobre cómo reducir la vulnerabilidad de los cultivos 
agrícolas ante inundaciones? 

    
     En términos generales, ¿consideras que ha cambiado tu actitud 
respecto a la adopción de medidas para la mitigación del riesgo 
por inundaciones en cultivos agrícolas?         

     ¿Este taller ha permitido la mejora de otros aspectos por los que no te hayamos preguntado?   
(p.ej. relacionándote con otros afectados, etc.). Si es así, por favor indícanos en qué aspectos ha 
influido:  

          
     

   
Sí No 

¿Estarías interesado en colaborar con nosotros compartiendo tu vivencia 
personal o conocimiento sobre inundaciones con otras personas? 

  ¿Estás interesado en recibir más información sobre cultivos inundo-
resistentes? 

  ¿Estás interesado en fomentar o implantar cultivos inundo-resistentes? 
  

     ¡Muchas gracias por participar!  
 

 



Ex-post online questionnaire (after one month) 
 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1nA6dFzHcm3o095KdxCLU69VR1g4_PGDdYvbNlrb_r-s 

 

 

 
 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1nA6dFzHcm3o095KdxCLU69VR1g4_PGDdYvbNlrb_r-s
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