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Abstract 
The Environment and Planning Act (EPA) places a strong emphasis on citizen and stakeholder participation in 
area developments. Developers are encouraged, and in some cases required, to organize participation efforts 
prior to applying for permits or zoning changes. However, due to the EPA’s deliberately flexible framework, many 
developers face uncertainty in meeting participation expectations. In response, they are exploring and optimizing 
new methods. One such initiative is Kijk op de Wijk (KodW), a market-based participation tool that leverages 
digital means. The practical use of digital tools in participation processes remains relatively underexplored, this 
study investigates the following question: How can developers use Kijk op de Wijk as a Private Organised 
Participation in area developments under the Environment and Planning Act? 

The research adopts a qualitative approach, combining literature and document review with interviews, a case 
study on the development project The Kaai, and validation through an expert panel. The findings suggest that 
KodW holds conceptual potential as a POP method, particularly in its ability to reach a wide audience through 
digital platforms. However, practical challenges persist, including the need for better internal integration and 
strategic deployment. Aligning expectations among stakeholders and establishing a clear plan that combines 
both physical and digital tools is essential for successful implementation. 

This thesis offers concrete recommendations for enhancing KodW so that it can be more easily integrated into 
the development process and more closely aligned with EPA requirements. Ultimately, such improvements can 
make participation more accessible for developers and help shift it from a legal obligation to a valuable standard 
practice. 

 

Keywords: Kijk op de Wijk, private organised participation, Environment and Planning Act, municipal frameworks, 
balance of interests, area development 

 

 

Abbreviations and terms 
Abbreviations Description 
BF BuurtFormule (step 3 in Kijk op de Wijk) 
BPa BuurtPanel (Step 4 in Kijk op de Wijk) 
BPe BuurtPeiling (Step 2 in Kijk op de Wijk) 
BVV BuurtVisieVormer (Step 1 in Kijk op de Wijk) 
EPA Environment and Planning Act (Omgevingswet) 
POP Private Organized participation 
KodW Kijk op de Wijk 
  
Terms Dutch translation 
Views Zienswijzen 
Environment Plan Omgevingsplan 
Environment Ordinance Omgevingsverordering 
Water Board Ordinance Waterschapsverordering 
Environmental Permit Omgevingsvergunning 
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Executive summary 
Introduction 
In recent years, spatial development projects in the Netherlands have increasingly faced delays due to formal 
objections and community resistance. One-third of projects experience delays for this reason, while 83% of 
municipalities report related challenges (Zonneveld, 2024). This has brought renewed attention to public 
participation as a key strategy to build support and reduce legal pushback. In this context, the Environment and 
Planning Act (EPA), presents both an opportunity and a challenge. While the EPA formally integrates participation 
into spatial planning procedures, it leaves much of the process deliberately undefined, especially for privately 
led projects. This flexibility allows for tailored approaches but also creates ambiguity in execution. 

For private developers, who are now often required to initiate participatory efforts as part of their permit 
applications, this has introduced a new layer of responsibility. Participation is no longer the sole domain of public 
institutions; instead, developers are expected to engage meaningfully with stakeholders and residents from the 
outset. There is a growing need to examine practical applications of participation methods that can facilitate 
more inclusive and effective engagement. Especially the methods which make use of digital tools are relatively 
understudied.  

Kijk op de Wijk (KodW), a digital participation methodology developed by VORM, is one such initiative. Designed 
to collect and interpret public input through a structured, data-driven process, KodW aims to help developers 
meet EPA requirements while adding value to their planning outcomes. This thesis investigates the use of KodW 
as a Private Organised Participation (POP). 

 

Research Aim and Question 
This research explores KodW as a practical example of Private POP within the framework of the EPA. It aims to 
evaluate the viability and effectiveness of KodW as a structured, digital tool for early stakeholder engagement in 
spatial planning. By doing so, the study seeks to offer valuable insights into how private actors can design legally 
compliant and meaningful participation processes. In addition to informing the broader discourse on 
participatory planning, the research supports developers in understanding KodW’s potential, assessing its real-
world performance, and enhancing its applicability in area development projects under the EPA. 

The central research question addressed in this study is: How can developers use Kijk op de Wijk as a Private 
Organised Participation method in area developments under the Environment and Planning Act? 

To answer this main question, there are four sub-questions: 

1. SQ1: What are the characteristics of Kijk op de Wijk compared to traditional participation 
methods? 

2. SQ2: What are the results of using Kijk op de Wijk in practice? 
3. SQ3: What challenges arise when implementing Kijk op de Wijk? 
4. SQ4: How can Kijk op de Wijk be improved? 

These questions guide the analysis of KodW from both a theoretical and empirical perspective. By answering 
them, this thesis contributes to a broader understanding of how private participation tools can be designed and 
deployed to align with evolving legal and societal expectations for urban development in the Netherlands. 

The conceptual framework provides a structured overview of the key components and relationships in this study. 
It shows how the digital participation tool KodW, the EPA, and POP are connected through the main research 
question and four sub-questions. 
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Figure a Conceptual framework. Created by author using Miro. 

 

Methodology 
This study adopts a qualitative exploratory approach to investigate KodW. Given the limited availability of prior 
data, the research aims to deepen understanding of KodW’s structure, practical application, and potential for 
improvement. A deductive research strategy is used to evaluate how the method aligns with existing theoretical 
frameworks and practical demands. This qualitative approach enables a detailed analysis of how KodW’s various 
components function together and how it operates as a strategic tool within participatory planning processes. 

The research consists of a theoretical and an empirical component. The theoretical part provides the conceptual 
foundation for the empirical analysis. It is based on a literature review of key topics, including the EPA, 
participation practices, the KodW approach, and relevant municipal frameworks.  

The empirical component addresses the main research question and its four sub-questions using a combination 
of data sources and methods. Sub-questions 1 and 2 are addressed through a review of literature and internal 
documentation, supplemented by interviews. Sub-question 3 builds on the findings of the first two sub-
questions, with further insights drawn from in-depth interviews. Sub-question 4 primarily relies on interview data 
and is subsequently validated through an expert panel. To maintain a focused scope, specific selections and case 
boundaries were established prior to addressing the sub-questions. 

Data collection involved both primary and secondary sources. Primary data was gathered through semi-
structured interviews and an expert panel. Secondary data included internal documents from VORM, academic 
literature, and other relevant datasets. Materials were selected to provide both conceptual background and 
practical examples, with a particular emphasis on The Kaai case, participatory methods, and the KodW tool.  

Two types of semi-structured interviews were conducted: one exploratory interview for sub-question 1 and six 
in-depth interviews covering sub-questions 2, 3, and 4. Interview participants were selected for their diverse 
roles and relationships to the KodW method, allowing for a broad range of perspectives. The findings and 
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proposed improvements generated through the study were validated in an expert panel session held at the end 
of the research process. 

To analyse the collected data, a combination of deductive coding, thematic and comparative analysis, and 
qualitative content analysis was employed. This methodological approach allowed for a systematic and nuanced 
interpretation of the findings, contributing to an informed assessment of KodW’s effectiveness and applicability 
within the framework of the EPA. 

 

Figure b Research design. Created by author using Miro. 

 

Kijk op de Wijk 
Kijk op de Wijk (KodW) is a digital engagement method developed by VORM, a Dutch developer and contractor 
active in residential and area developments. KodW consists of three phases and four sequential tools: 
Buurtvisievormer, Buurtpeiling, Buurtformule, and Buurtpanel (see figure c).  

Phase 1: Mapping and Validation Phase 1 includes two tools:  

1. Buurtvisievormer: Developers analyse public data (e.g., CBS) to identify strengths and opportunities in 
a neighbourhood. This tool is only used by the developer.  

2. Buurtpeiling: The findings are validated through resident feedback via an app. Residents respond to 
targeted statements related to the themes. This tool ensures the analysis is grounded in local 
perceptions and highlights which aspects need improvement or are considered strengths. This app is 
intended to be used by the residents to validate the data.  

Phase 2: Translating Needs into Design:  

• Buurtformule: Based on the outcomes of Buurtpeiling, the developer selects appropriate design tools 
to address areas for improvement. Tools are selected based on the local context and liveability goals. 
This tool is used by the developer to connect the needs of the residents to the physical design measures, 
which will be used in the BuurtPanel.  

Phase 3: Resident Decision-Making 

• Buurtpanel: Residents participate in an interactive, gamified app where they allocate a fictitious budget 
across design choices (e.g., greenery vs. parking). This game helps prioritise preferences and makes 
trade-offs visible. The results feed directly into the planning process and can be shared with the 
community in follow-up sessions.  
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KodW enables resident involvement at multiple stages, using both data-driven analysis and interactive 
engagement tools. Its digital format, particularly in Buurtpeiling and Buurtpanel, supports broader reach and 
flexibility in implementation.  

 

Figure c Infographic Kijk op de Wijk (Van Woonwens Naar Wensbuurt, Kijk Op de Wijk, 2025) 

 

Key Findings 
Figure d presents patterns identified in the research, revealing how different characteristics of participatory 
methods interact. These patterns demonstrate how specific characteristics interact and influence each other 
across the methods.: 

• (–) Greater room for participant input may reduce accessibility. 
• (–) Broader engagement can lower overall effectiveness; more influence can hinder reaching wider 

audiences. 
• (+) Increased participant input tends to enhance effectiveness. 
• (++) Greater participant influence allows for more expression and negotiation. 
• (0) Higher citizen influence does not necessarily lead to higher effectiveness, contradicting theoretical 

expectations. 

 

Figure d Pattern matrix. Created by author using Miro. 

Pattern matrix 
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In the radar diagram in Figure e, KodW is positioned as an average method, particularly in participant influence, 
accessibility, and overall effectiveness. While the platform allows for wide engagement, ultimate decision-making 
remains with the initiators, placing it within placation-level participation. KodW’s digital design integrates 
gamification, data validation, and analytical tools, improving accessibility and structuring participation. However, 
statistical analysis revealed a negative pattern between digital formats and stakeholder involvement, suggesting 
potential exclusion of participants with lower technological proficiency. 

KodW scores highly in stakeholder inclusion, particularly among underrepresented groups. Yet, findings indicate 
that broad inclusion can reduce effectiveness due to challenges in building consensus. Despite this, KodW 
maintains an above-average effectiveness score, demonstrating its ability to balance inclusivity with structured 
engagement. A weak positive pattern between participatory formats and effectiveness suggests that while KodW 
is not the most impactful method, it contributes meaningfully to organised and predictable participation 
processes. 

The case of the Kaai project provides insight into how KodW performed in practice. While the conceptual 
ambitions of the tool were clear, its practical contributions varied: 

• BuurtVisieVormer effectively mapped local characteristics and themes. However, these insights were 
not sufficiently integrated into the participatory design process. 

• BuurtPeiling was used internally to validate assumptions and refine survey design. Though not made 
public, it supported tool development and procedural reflection. Its earlier implementation could have 
increased its relevance. 

• BuurtFormule played a technical role in linking BuurtPeiling to BuurtPanel. While invisible to users, it 
was essential for maintaining workflow efficiency and structuring content. 

• BuurtPanel reached a wide audience but suffered from low response rates and limited strategic 
integration. Due to rushed implementation and minimal promotion, it had little impact and was 
excluded from the final participation report. 

Two main categories of challenges emerged in the application of KodW. First, implementation-related challenges 
involved strategic, procedural, methodological, communicative, participatory, and content-related factors. 
Strategic and process-related issues were most pressing, particularly the absence of clear coordination and 
planning. These foundational weaknesses undermined transparency, outreach, and the integration of 
participation outcomes. 

Second, challenges in balancing stakeholder interests were tied to municipal participation frameworks, which 
require early dialogue, transparency, mutual trust, and shared decision-making. When these principles were not 
met, meaningful participation became difficult. Misaligned roles and expectations—such as municipalities acting 
as facilitators of public interest, while developers focus on project delivery—further complicated collaboration. 
Without early and consistent communication between stakeholders and the community, participatory efforts 
remained fragmented and limited in their effectiveness. 

 

Figure e Combined radar diagrams. Created by author. 
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Proposed Improvements 
The expert panel confirmed the relevance of the proposed improvements to KodW and emphasized the need for 
stronger integration and practical feasibility. Panelists noted that many of the suggested improvements are 
interdependent and must be treated as part of a cohesive approach rather than isolated interventions. Key 
challenges discussed, such as unclear timing, limited procedural guidance, and difficulties in embedding KodW 
within existing project structures, directly informed the refinement of the final improvements. 

Two main improvement areas emerged in response. First, to support clearer integration into development 
processes, the internal structuring of KodW must be strengthened. This includes defining when and how each 
tool is used, particularly in early phases, and standardizing participation scenarios to promote consistency and 
reduce uncertainty for developers.  

Second, enhancing participant engagement was identified as essential. The panel reinforced the need for 
combining digital tools with physical interaction to enhance deeper dialogue. Ensuring accessible contextual 
information and transparent communication of results, particularly around areas of actual influence, will improve 
both inclusivity and trust. 

In sum, the panel's input validated the direction of the proposed improvements and highlighted the need for 
better alignment between methodology, project workflows, and stakeholder dynamics. The resulting 
refinements aim to make KodW more structured, transparent, and responsive to both developer practices and 
participatory ambitions under the Environmental and Planning Act. 

 

Conclusion 
Developers can use KodW as a viable method for privately organised participation under the EPA, but this 
requires more than simply applying its tools. KodW must be strategically embedded into the full development 
process. Developers should define roles, coordinate early with municipalities, and establish a clear participation 
plan that incorporates both digital and physical methods. Transparent communication, timely feedback, and 
inclusion of multiple perspectives are key. KodW can help meet EPA requirements, but only if developers view 
participation as a continuous, relational process rather than a one-time data collection effort. 

In practical terms, this means starting with the BuurtVisieVormer in the preparation phase to identify key themes 
and social dynamics. The insights gained can shape the participation plan and inform communication strategies. 
The BuurtPeiling and BuurtPanel can then gather input from a wider audience, while in-person activities ensure 
feedback, dialogue, and accountability. Although the BuurtFormule functions as a technical backend, its 
legitimacy increases when stakeholders are offered an opportunity to validate or reflect on its outputs. 
Developers must also ensure transparency in how input is interpreted and integrated into the design, and 
communicate clearly about where participants can and cannot influence decisions. 

KodW becomes most effective when its tools are used not in isolation, but as facilitators of interaction and 
collaboration. When strategically applied, KodW provides developers with a practical and legally compliant 
framework for engaging communities, managing expectations, and legitimising decisions in spatial development. 
The strength of KodW lies not only in its structure and scalability, but in its potential to support developers in 
fulfilling their participatory responsibilities under the EPA while also enhance a more inclusive and informed area 
development. It is therefore crucial that developers look beyond the technological aspect of KodW and focus on 
embedding it within a comprehensive process that actively involves all relevant stakeholders. In doing so, KodW 
can become a valuable asset in creating participatory area developments that reflect local values, mitigate 
conflicts, and improve the quality and legitimacy of spatial plans. 
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Recommendations 
To strengthen the application of KodW as a method for privately organised participation under the EPA, the 
following recommendations are proposed.  

Method: Strategic Use of Digital and Physical Participation Tools 

1. Emphasize the digital strengths, but do not neglect physical interaction 
2. Use the BuurtVisieVormer primarily as an internal strategic instrument 
3. Use the tools as a means of support, not as an end in themselves 

Process: Internal Clarity and External Coordination 

1. Establish a shared participation strategy from the outset 
2. Promote transparency to build trust 
3. Clearly position KodW within the development process 

Balance of Interests: Stakeholder Engagement and Documentation 

1. Ensure a comprehensive and transparent consideration of all interests 
2. Prioritize active engagement over passive data collection  
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Section 1 Introduction 
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1.1 Problem statement 
In recent years, growing numbers of objections have delayed spatial development projects in the Netherlands. 
One-third of these projects face delays due to formal objections, with 83% of municipalities reporting related 
challenges (Zonneveld, 2024). These objections lead to cost overruns and delays for all stakeholders. While 
participation is often seen as a way to reduce such resistance through early engagement (Fokkema & Zandvliet, 
2024), its value also lies in improving decision-making, legitimacy, and societal acceptance. 

The EPA aims to strengthen participation but does so with limited specificity. It requires participation only for 
"outer physical plan activities" and remains optional for projects within an existing environmental plan 
(Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, 2024e). Even when mandatory, the EPA only requires participation to be 
conducted and results to be reported, offering no guidance on its scope, depth or execution. While this flexibility 
allows for project-specific tailoring, it also introduces ambiguity and uneven implementation. 

As a result, developers tend take a cautious, minimal approach. High public expectations, coupled with vague 
legal requirements, can lead to superficial engagement and public disappointment (Hollanders et al., 2024). 
Participation is sometimes treated as a "tick-off" obligation, lacking the depth needed to build support or reduce 
objections. Although there are calls for clearer guidance (Bouwhuis & de Gruyter, n.d.), the EPA’s open-ended 
nature leaves responsibility with initiators to define the process. 

Beyond ambiguity, participation also faces practical challenges. In early-stage or non-urban developments, 
relevant participants may be hard to identify. In contrast, in established areas, vocal minorities may dominate 
discussions, while neutral or supportive voices remain unheard. These issues raise questions about how to ensure 
participation is both inclusive and representative. 

In summary, developers face legal, procedural, and structural challenges in organizing meaningful participation. 
While the EPA promotes flexibility, it can result in uncertainty and minimal engagement. To prevent participation 
from becoming a formality, this study investigates how private actors, specifically developers, interpret and apply 
participatory methods. By evaluating tools such as Kijk op de Wijk, this research aims to contribute to more 
effective and inclusive participation under the evolving EPA framework. 

 

1.2 Critical overview and main findings from the literature 
Participation is widely recognised in academic literature as a multifaceted concept, varying from basic 
information sharing to co-creation in decision-making. Classic models such as Arnstein’s ladder (1969) and Fung’s 
frameworks (2006) underline the role of power distribution and stakeholder involvement in shaping meaningful 
participation. However, translating these theoretical principles into practice, especially within the legal 
framework of the EPA, remains a challenge. 

The EPA positions participation as a key element in spatial development. It mandates participation for specific 
types of plans but intentionally leaves much undefined: the method, scope, involved stakeholders, and success 
criteria are not specified. While this flexibility allows for contextual adaptation, it also creates ambiguity. 
Municipalities attempt to bridge this gap through their own guidelines, yet these vary greatly in approach, leading 
to an inconsistent participation landscape. 

Private actors, particularly developers, are increasingly expected to shape participation strategies independently, 
especially in large-scale projects. However, the literature offers limited practical guidance on how to do so 
effectively. While examples of public participation exist, there is a lack of concrete research into POP, especially 
in relation to digital methods. As developers begin to adopt innovative tools and methods such as Kijk op de Wijk 
(KodW), a digital platform using gamification and data analysis, there is a growing need to understand their actual 
effectiveness and alignment with EPA requirements. Section 2.4 provides a detailed explanation of this private-
initiative.  
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1.3 Identification of problems that remain to be resolved 
The shift toward developer-led participation reflects broader societal changes, as private parties aim to align 
their methods with evolving norms and values. However, this transition is occurring within a legal environment 
that is still in development. The EPA’s open-ended nature, combined with diverse local interpretations, leaves 
developers navigating unclear expectations. 

This research responds to these challenges by examining KodW as a practical case of POP under the EPA. It aims 
to provide insight into how private actors can design meaningful, legally compliant participation processes, while 
also contributing to the broader discourse on structuring participation in spatial planning. 

 

1.4 Societal and Scientific Relevance 
End-user involvement is a key principle of the EPA, reflecting a broader move toward inclusive decision-making 
in spatial development (Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, 2024e). As the built environment shapes daily life 
(Rashidfarokhi & Danivska, 2023), individuals increasingly seek influence over their surroundings. This is evident 
in the growing engagement of municipalities, developers, and residents. While the built environment does not 
dictate social behaviour, it enables or restricts interaction (Larsen, 2013). As more actors participate, diverse 
perspectives emerge, enriching the process but also creating potential for conflict. Managing these differences 
is therefore essential to successful, inclusive participation. 

This research is socially relevant in its contribution to improving participation practices in spatial planning. By 
examining how stakeholders engage and how potential conflicts can be addressed early, it supports the 
development of more inclusive, transparent, and effective participation strategies. As the EPA places greater 
emphasis on end-user involvement, understanding how to implement participation meaningfully has become 
essential for both developers and public authorities. 

The legal obligation introduced by the EPA has increased interest in participation but has also exposed a lack of 
practical guidance, especially for private actors. Addressing this gap can lead to stronger community support, 
reduced resistance, and more efficient and accepted area developments. 

Scientifically, the study contributes to the evolving field of POPs, where academic research remains limited. The 
use of digital participation tools, such as Kijk op de Wijk, has yet to be systematically explored. By analysing how 
such tools align with legal frameworks and stakeholder needs, this research aims to bridge the gap between 
participation theory and practice. Ultimately, the study offers insights for improving engagement strategies, with 
broader benefits such as increased public trust, fewer objections, and accelerated project implementation, 
supporting societal goals like addressing the housing shortage. 

 

1.5 Research questions 
In this section, first the main and sub questions will be discussed, followed by the conceptual framework and 
context.  

1.5.1 Main and Sub-questions 
This study investigates the following main question: 

“How can developers use Kijk op de Wijk as a Private Organised Participation in area developments under the 
Environment and Planning Act?” 

The research focuses on the developer’s perspective, exploring how KodW, a digital participation tool, can be 
used to facilitate POP within the legal framework of the EPA. POP refers to participatory processes initiated by 
private actors rather than public institutions. The study assesses how KodW meets both the practical needs of 
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developers and the legal requirements for participation under the EPA, including challenges related to 
stakeholder inclusion, timeline management, and process structure. 

To answer the main research question, the following sub-questions are addressed: 

SQ1: What are the characteristics of Kijk op de Wijk compared to traditional participation methods? 

This question explores KodW’s distinctive features and situates the tool within the broader literature on 
participation, forming the theoretical foundation of the study. 

SQ2: What are the results of using Kijk op de Wijk in practice? 

Focusing on recent implementations, this question evaluates how developers perceive KodW’s 
effectiveness and efficiency in achieving their participation goals. 

SQ3: What challenges arise when implementing Kijk op de Wijk? 

This question identifies both practical and municipal policy challenges developers face, particularly in 
relation to municipal frameworks derived from the EPA. Together with sub-question 2, this forms the 
basis for assessing KodW in practice.  

SQ4: How can Kijk op de Wijk be improved? 

Building on the previous findings, this question proposes improvements to enhance KodW’s alignment 
with EPA requirements, municipal expectations, and the needs of both participants and initiators. 

Together, these sub-questions create a structured approach to evaluating KodW as a POP method. The research 
aims to support developers in understanding its potential, assessing its real-world performance, and improving 
its applicability in area development projects under the EPA. 

1.5.2 Conceptual framework 

 

Figure 1-1 Conceptual framework. Created by author using Miro. 
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The conceptual framework (Figure 1-1) provides a structured overview of the key components and relationships 
in this study. It shows how the digital participation tool KodW, the EPA, and Privately Organised Participation 
(POP) are connected through the main research question and four sub-questions. An important element in the 
conceptual framework is the overarching theme of the characteristics, namely that the characteristics outline 
the conceptual foundation of KodW, while the results and challenges highlight its practical application. On one 
hand, the framework examines the theoretical basis of KodW, and on the other, how it functions in practice. 
Based on these two themes, potential improvements can be identified to enhance KodW. These improvements 
may help position KodW as a suitable form of  a POP within the context of the EPA, thus contributing directly to 
answering the main research question. 

This research is set in the context of area development projects, which are large-scale and involve multiple 
stakeholders. These projects make participation complex, especially when trying to reach the right participants 
and ensure input is balanced and representative. Segmenting participants into clear target groups is often 
necessary. 

The study takes the developer’s perspective, focusing on private developers who hold land positions and typically 
initiate participation processes. While municipalities may impose participation requirements under the EPA, it is 
usually the developer who designs and manages the process. Developers are therefore well positioned to provide 
insight into both the benefits and difficulties of private participation efforts. 

 

1.6 Dissemination and Audiences 
This research will be published in the TU Delft repository and will include the final report, the P5 presentation 
slides, and the appendix. Within this report a separate section with practical recommendations and key focus 
areas for developers to improve their privately organised participation in line with the EPA. This document will 
be shared with VORM, accompanied by a condensed presentation of the findings based on the P5 presentation. 
The final report is intended for TU Delft staff, students, researchers, and other interested stakeholders. 

 

1.7 Goals 
The primary goal of this research is to develop actionable, evidence-based recommendations that enable project 
developers to more effectively tailor privately organized participation processes (POPs) to the requirements of 
the EPA. This study seeks to support the design of inclusive and responsive community engagement practices 
that enhance meaningful involvement in area developments. 

Another goal is to accelerate the development process for project developers and reduce the risk of objections 
at later stages. Furthermore, the research aims to provide guidance on innovative participation methods, 
tailoring these approaches to specific situations, and assessing the effectiveness of new methods. 

 

1.8 Personal study targets 
In this research, several personal goals have been set. The idea behind these goals is to stay motivated and 
focused throughout the research. The first goal is to establish clear deadlines. These deadlines help ensure a 
structured process and contribute to motivation by providing opportunities to reach milestones. This creates a 
sense of progress, which can be valuable in research, where progress is not always immediately visible. 

Another personal goal is to independently conduct academic research. Delving deeply into a specific topic over 
an extended period is not always a given in the master’s program, as courses were often limited to 10 weeks. 
Now there is an opportunity to focus on a topic for several months. The goal is to independently manage the 
planning and ensure a high-quality research outcome. 
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The final personal goal relates to the content of the research. This goal is to gain a deeper understanding of the 
participation process and to streamline the process from the idea and planning phase to the actual 
implementation phase.  

 

1.9 Thesis outline 
Section Description 

1. Introduction Covers the introduction to the topic, problem statement, relevance, and 
research questions. 

2. Theory The theoretical section delves deeper into the literature review in relation to 
the empirical research. Key elements in this context include the EPA, 
participation, understanding participants, KodW, and the municipal 
frameworks. 

3. Methodology The methodology section outlines how this research was conducted and the 
steps taken throughout the process. It includes a description of the data 
collection methods, analysis techniques, and selection criteria. Additionally, 
the chosen case study and the accompanying interviews are explained in 
detail. 

4. Empirical research The empirical part of this study first outlines the key characteristics of KodW, 
followed by its practical outcomes and the challenges encountered during 
implementation. This section concludes with potential improvements to the 
method. Each chapter is structured consistently: it begins with the 
presentation of findings, followed by analysis and/or discussion, and ends 
with a summary conclusion that reflects on the insights gained. 

5. Discussion, 
Conclusion and 
Recommendations 

The closing section of this thesis presents the discussion, conclusion, 
recommendations, and reflection. 

Table 1.1 Thesis outline. Created by author. 
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Section 2 Theory 
This section outlines and analyses the key findings from the literature, forming the conceptual foundation for the 
empirical research. It begins with an in-depth examination of the EPA, followed by a discussion of the concept of 
participation, including its definitions, available methods, and relevant assessment frameworks. Additionally, 
KodW is introduced as a privately organised participation method, which will be explored further in the empirical 
section. Lastly, this section reviews municipal participation frameworks to contextualise how participation is 
interpreted and applied at the local level under the EPA. 
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2.1 Environment and Planning Act (EPA) 
The Environment and Planning Act (EPA), which took effect on 1 January 2024, merges approximately 26 old laws 
into one. This law deals with the space where people live, work and play. The EPA concerns the physical living 
environment and the activities that impact it. According to Article 1.2, paragraph 1 (Omgevingswet, 2024), the 
physical living environment consists of buildings, infrastructure, water systems, water, soil, air, landscapes, 
nature, cultural heritage, and world heritage. Given that people live in the physical living environment, it is 
important that this law is well-organized. There is a balance between utilizing and protecting the physical 
environment, the EPA helps facilitate this balance. 

2.1.1 Focus points of improvements 
The EPA was introduced to simplify and unify the various laws governing housing, infrastructure, the 
environment, nature, and water. The reform is guided by four key improvements: 

1. Insightful environment law - The EPA aims to make environmental legislation more transparent, 
predictable, and easier to navigate. By reducing legal complexity, it becomes more accessible to a 
broader group of stakeholders and helps prevent issues during implementation. 

2. Living environment central - A core principle of the EPA is that all policy, regulation, and decision-
making should consider the interconnectedness of spatial elements. This includes the relationships 
between buildings, infrastructure, environmental quality, and cultural heritage, ensuring a holistic 
approach to spatial planning. 

3. Room for local customization - The Act provides municipalities with greater autonomy to tailor 
regulations to their local context. As stated in the EPA (2025), “in principle, everything is managed 
locally unless there is an overarching interest that requires central regulation.” This decentralised 
approach enables communities to respond to their specific needs and circumstances. 

4. Faster decision-making - By streamlining procedures and simplifying complex regulations, the EPA 
seeks to accelerate planning and permit processes. This aims to reduce delays and improve the 
efficiency of spatial developments 

These four pillars form the foundation of the EPA and are intended to create a more responsive, flexible, and 
efficient planning system. 
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2.1.2 Core instruments participation 
The EPA sets societal goals in Article 1.3 and assigns a duty of care to governments, businesses, and citizens in 
Article 1.6 to help achieve them. Participation is a key mechanism to support these objectives and is integrated 
into decision-making procedures. The Act requires early involvement of stakeholders in environmental decisions 
(Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2021). 

 While participation is mandatory in some cases, the EPA deliberately allows flexibility in how it is structured, 
aligning with its principle of local customization. Participation requirements vary by legal instrument. As shown 
in Figure 2-1, most obligations rest with the government, except in the case of an environmental permit, where 
responsibility shifts to the private party. This research focuses specifically on the environmental permit, as it 
places the duty of organising participation on developers. 

Figure 2-1 Participation rules by instrument. (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2021). 
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The EPA includes six core legal instruments that govern the use and protection of the living environment: the 
environmental vision, programme, decentralised rules (including the environment plan, ordinance, and water 
board ordinance), general state rules, environmental permit, and project decision. Each of these instruments 
comes with its own participation requirements (Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, 2024b). 

Environment vision 
The Environmental Vision is a strategic instrument used by municipalities, provinces, or the state to develop an 
integrated plan for the living environment. When preparing this vision, the competent authority must justify how 
participation was conducted, as required by Article 10.7 of the Environment Decree. This includes explaining how 
citizens, businesses, civil society organisations, and other public bodies were involved. While the authority has 
flexibility in designing the participation process, it must clearly state how its approach aligns with its own policies 
(Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, 2024a). 

Programme 
The programme addresses policies to manage, use, protect and develop the living environment (Informatiepunt 
Leefomgeving, 2024f). The programme is binding only on the relevant governing body and is a flexible tool for 
different phases of a policy cycle. An environment vision defines the general strategic policy for the long term. 
The programme builds on this vision and gives more concrete details such as designating certain areas or working 
areas. Article 10.8 of the Environment Decree states that the competent authority has a duty of justification in 
terms of participation to adopt a programme and has the obligation to include it in the adoption decision.   

Decentralised instruments 
The decentralised instruments Environment Ordinance (Omgevingsverordering) and Water Board Ordinance 
(Waterschapverordering) are subject to the same justification obligations as the instruments Environment Vision 
and Programme. The Environment Ordinance contains provincial rules for the physical living environment, the 
Water Board Ordinance contains the rules for the water system. When notifying the decentralised instrument 
Environment Plan (Omgevingsplan), the competent authority must indicate how participation will be shaped and 
in doing so, it also has a Motivation obligation (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2021). 

Project decision 
The project decision is a procedure in which decisions are made on complex projects such as the construction of 
a road, wind farm or nature reserve and can count as an environmental permit. The competent authority must 
publish a ‘’notification participation‘’ before the start of the exploration. This must describe, among other things, 
who will be involved, about what and when (Informatiepunt Leefomgeving, 2024g). This also includes an 
obligation of justification as described earlier. 

Environmental permit 
The environmental permit is about authorising activities in the physical environment. The competent authority 
herein grants permission to initiators such as citizens, companies and public authorities for the activity. An 
example of such an activity could be carrying out a technical construction activity or demolition work. The 
participation rules for this instrument contain different components and are different from the other 
instruments. The responsibility for participation here lies with the initiator of the activity. Applicants for an 
environmental permit (omgevingsvergunning) are required to indicate whether they have engaged in 
participatory activities. If the applicants have engaged in participatory activities, they should indicate how 
participation has been done and what the results are. It is not an obligation for the applicant, but voluntary in 
most applications and is meant to encourage applicants to engage in participation (Barnhoorn & Van Mannekes, 
2024).  

There are however some exceptions where participation is an obligation. In case of an out-of-plan environment 
plan activity, which are projects where the plan deviates from the environment plan, the applicant is obliged to 
carry out a participation process. This obligation only applies if it is a type of project for which the municipal 
council has indicated that participation is required in the case of an out-of-plan activity. It can therefore vary 
from one municipality to another whether developers are required to participate in out-of-plan activities. If an 
applicant fails to carry out participation or does not do so sufficiently, the application may be disregarded by the 



12.06.2025 26 

competent authority. In the case of mandatory participation, the EPA does not set any obligations as to when 
participation is considered sufficient. The effort for participation must be proportionate to the activity requested. 
In time, the framework of participation may become clearer through future case law (Barnhoorn & Van 
Mannekes, 2024).  

The essence of participation under the EPA is an obligation of effort rather than an obligation of result. This 
means that developers are required to make a serious and genuine effort to facilitate participation, ensuring that 
the procedure is as thorough as possible. However, this does not imply that the outcome must satisfy everyone 
involved. In this context, the results are considered secondary to the effort put into the participation process. 

2.1.3 Regulatory principles 
Three key regulatory principles apply to the national government, provinces, and municipalities under the EPA: 
the Duty to State Reasons, the Duty to Notify, and the Participation Policy (Barnhoorn & Van Mannekes, 2024). 
As of 1 January 2025, the Act on Reinforcement of Participation at the Decentralized Level requires municipalities 
to adopt a participation ordinance (participatieverordening), outlining how they involve stakeholders in decision-
making. 

This requirement aligns with the broader goals of the EPA, which emphasises meaningful and locally tailored 
participation. These participation policies apply across all areas of municipal governance, not just environmental 
planning, and must guide the use of instruments such as programmes, environmental plans, regulations, and 
water board rules. 

To support municipalities, the Association of Dutch Municipalities (VNG) has published a practical guide for 
initiating participation (Blok et al., 2023). In addition, a broader participation framework was jointly developed 
by VNG, IPO, UwV, and the national government (Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeentes (VNG) et al., 2024). 
While the EPA requires municipalities to establish participation policies, it deliberately leaves flexibility in terms 
of methods, involved parties, and duration. 

These policies also play a role in assessing environmental permit applications. Although there are no fixed criteria, 
municipalities are encouraged to evaluate the quality and scope of the participation efforts carried out by the 
applicant as part of their decision-making process. 

2.1.4 Case law 
The EPA in the Netherlands introduces the duty to participate as a cornerstone of its approach to sustainable 
and inclusive spatial planning. This duty emphasizes the involvement of stakeholders in decision-making 
processes, aiming to enhance transparency, collaboration, and the quality of outcomes. However, the 
interpretation and application of this duty can raise questions about when and how participation is fulfilled. 

Case law can play a crucial role in addressing these uncertainties and providing guidance over time. By examining 
specific cases, courts can establish benchmarks for what constitutes meaningful and sufficient participation. Case 
law can provide an interpretation of legal rules (Universiteit Utrecht, 2024). Rulings may for example clarify 
whether certain groups were given a fair opportunity to participate or whether the efforts made by the initiator 
were sufficient. These precedents will help both policymakers and initiators navigate the practical 
implementation of the EPA’s participation requirements. Since the EPA is relatively new, there are also relatively 
few cases. Over time, the accumulation of case law can contribute to a more consistent and predictable 
interpretation of the duty to participate.  

2.1.5 Critical reflection 
Participation is a central element of the EPA, aimed at achieving an integrated solutions to societal challenges by 
promoting greater public support and improved decision-making (Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeentes (VNG) 
et al., 2024). The Act offers governments flexibility in shaping participation policies through various legal 
instruments, enabling tailored approaches that reflect local needs and challenges. 
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Municipalities are responsible for developing their own participation policies, guided, but not bound, by national 
frameworks and recommendations. This results in significant variation across municipalities: while some offer 
detailed participation requirements, others take a more flexible approach. For private initiators such as 
developers, this creates complexity and uncertainty, as participation strategies must be adapted to the specific 
policies of each municipality. 

This variation presents both opportunities and challenges. On one hand, it allows for participation processes that 
are tailored to the specific context of each area development. On the other, it demands that private parties adjust 
their methods for each jurisdiction. Ideally, private participation approaches align with the foundational 
principles outlined in national guidelines, while remaining adaptable to local conditions. 

By combining flexible, context-specific solutions with proven strategies, developers can achieve a more inclusive, 
collaborative, and effective participation. This approach supports meaningful engagement among all 
stakeholders and helps to achieve better outcomes across diverse area developments.  
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2.2 Participation 
Participation plays a central role in the EPA and is defined as “involving stakeholders at an early stage in the 
decision-making process regarding a project or activity” (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en 
Koninkrijksrelaties, 2021). While widely discussed in the literature, participation lacks a single, universally 
accepted definition. It is a broad and flexible concept, open to varying interpretations depending on context 
(Bobbio, 2019; Oakley, 1991). As Bobbio (2019) notes, participation may involve few or many people, be brief or 
long-term, occur online or in person, and range from low to high influence. 

In policy design literature, participation is seen as a procedural tool available to policymakers during 
development processes (Howlett, 2019). Although the EPA positions participation as essential, academic debate 
continues over its actual value and impact. Critics such as Oakley (1991) argue that participation is often stronger 
in rhetoric than in practice, frequently promoted as a key to success, yet rarely backed by effective mechanisms 
for implementation. This gap between intention and execution remains a recurring challenge in participatory 
development efforts. 

2.2.1 Participation ladder 
A foundational concept in the theory and practice of participation is Sherry Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen 
Participation (1969), which remains a cornerstone for initiators of participatory processes (Gaber, 2020). Arnstein 
defines participation as a redistribution of power, allowing previously excluded citizens to take part in political 
and economic decisions. The ladder conceptualizes participation based on the level of influence citizens hold, 
distinguishing between symbolic involvement (“empty ritual”) and genuine influence (“real power”). 

The ladder (see Figure 2-2) consists of eight steps, grouped into three 
categories: 

• Non-participation (1. Manipulation, 2. Therapy): These forms 
serve more to educate or pacify than to engage. 

• Tokenism (3. Informing, 4. Consultation, 5. Placation): Citizens 
may be heard but have limited or no assurance of influence. 

• Citizen power (6. Partnership, 7. Delegated power, 8. Citizen 
control): Here, citizens begin to share or hold real authority in 
decision-making. 

While the degree of power is central to Arnstein’s model, it does not 
determine the success of participation alone. Other factors, such as the 
representativeness and organisation of participant groups, also affect 
outcomes (Bobbio, 2019). Participation can be mediated through 
representatives, associations, or self-organised groups, each 
influencing the process differently. 

The ladder serves as both a conceptual and evaluative framework. It allows initiators to classify participation 
methods based on the intended level of citizen influence and provides a reference point for assessing whether 
participatory practices offer meaningful engagement.  

  

Figure 2-2 Ladder of Citizen Participation. 
(Arnstein, 1969). 
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2.2.2 Three-dimensional classification 
In the classification of participation, Arnstein’s model is one-dimensional which addresses the level of 
involvement and the weight of influence, but this is not the only dimension of participation (Bobbio, 2019). To 
design and evaluate a participation, another dimension in addition to Arnstein needs to be considered. The model 
of Fung (2006) contains three dimensions and are shown Figure 2-3. In Figure 2-3, the extent of authority and 
power is relatively similar to the ladder of Arnstein. Participant selection methods, reflects the dimensions of 
participants and in what way the participants are included in the participation. Modes of communication and 
decision, addresses the intensity of a participation. Together these models can form a three-dimensional 
framework to asses and categorise participation processes. ‘’… participation serves three particularly important 
democratic values: legitimacy, justice, and the effectiveness of public action. Furthermore, no single participatory 
design is suited to serving all three values simultaneously; particular designs are suited to specific objectives.’’ 
(Fung, 2006). According to Fung not all participation designs can serve all these values since it is not a one-
dimensional model, but three dimensional, see Figure 2-4 This figure is a combination of the three separated 
models of Fung. All participation methods can be placed in such a three-dimensional model and indicate three 
elements in a participation, the participants, communication and power, or in short who, how and what. A 
combination of these elements constitutes a participation. 

Figure 2-3 Model of Fung. (Fung, 2006). 

  

Figure 2-4 Three-dimensional: Democracy Cube. (Fung, 
2006). 
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2.2.3 Participation methods 
Now that a theoretical background has been established on what participation entails, its impact and importance, 
and a categorization framework based on Fung and Arnstein, we can explore the methods associated with 
participation in greater depth. ‘’ ‘Participatory methods’ is an umbrella term describing approaches for 
assessment in which nonscientists, such as policy people, stakeholders or even lay people, play an active role.’’ 
(Rotmans, 2001). According to Rotmans (2001), there are three classes of methods: Dialogue-method, Policy 
exercises and mutual learning methods. The dialogue method uses input from the intended user group and could 
for example take the role of the designer or just a continuous dialogue. Dialogues can take place in any phase of 
the development process. The basis of Policy exercises is within the tradition of a simulation game (Rotmans, 
2001). ‘’A policy exercise can be described as a flexibly structured process designed as an interface between 
scientists and policy makers, in which a complex system is represented by a simpler one with relevant behavioral 
similarity, and from which decision making is part through human participants’’ (Parson & Fisher-Vanden, 1997). 
The mutual learning approaches are founded on the idea that involving stakeholders and citizens enhances 
assessments through diverse perspectives, skills, and knowledge. Participants are viewed as co-creators of 
knowledge (Rotmans, 2001). Examples of this approach are focus groups where scientists are the facilitators and 
interactive approaches where scientists actively participate.  

In the research of Stelzle & Noennig (2019), an attempt has been made to inventory the most common 
participation methods in urban development. Depending on the objectives of the participation, different 
methods are associated with it (see Figure 2-5). Some participation methods can be used for multiple objectives 
(Stelzle & Noennig, 2019). When the goal is to receive feedback or provide information, online tools are generally 
more prevalent. For objectives such as problem-solving, offline methods are more commonly used due to their 
higher communication effectiveness (Stelzle & Noennig, 2019). As shown in Figure 2-5, there are numerous 

Figure 2-5 Participation methods and their objectives. (Stelzle & Noennig, 2019). 
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methods available, providing opportunities for customization. Higher levels of participation require well-
informed participants, necessitating multiple methods to achieve this (Stelzle & Noennig, 2019). In such cases, 
informing is not the sole objective; methods related to co-designing, for example, also play a role. The higher 
levels of participation are based on a greater degree of "power" and interests, as previously explained using the 
frameworks of Arnstein and Fung. According to Stelzle and Noennig (2019) ’’online tools or methods for massive 
co-design are still an unexplored field.’’. This demonstrates that there is still significant room for development in 
the field of online participation. 

2.2.4 Successful participation 
Once a goal is defined, the question arises whether it has been successfully achieved. Assessing success in 
participation processes is complex and depends on various factors, particularly the roles of the initiator and the 
participant. Since the initiator must tailor their methods to match specific objectives, understanding how 
participants perceive success is equally important. 

For initiators, success is often goal-driven. In legal contexts, participation is considered successful if it meets 
procedural requirements and gains approval from the relevant authority (Verheul et al., 2021). However, this 
perspective does not necessarily align with that of participants. Participants tend to judge success based on their 
personal experiences, which may diverge significantly from official goals. Some may focus on individual interests, 
while others aim to achieve broader, collective outcomes (Verheul et al., 2021). 

Figure 2-6 illustrates how different stakeholders perceive success. For municipalities and developers, success is 
easier to measure against predefined objectives. Governments typically aim to serve the public interest, while 
private developers often balance legal obligations with business goals. The participant's perspective is inherently 
more varied due to differing norms, values, and expectations. This diversity makes it challenging to define a 
universal measure of success across all stakeholders. 

Responsibility for conducting participation depends on the relevant legal instrument. For environmental permits, 
the initiator, whether public or private, is typically responsible for organizing participation. In some cases, this 
participation is carried out voluntarily. Public participation involves the broader community, while private 
participation is often led by market actors, such as developers. 

Figure 2-6 Perception of Success within Participation. (Verheul et al., 2021). 
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2.2.5 Private Organised Participation (POP) 
As discussed in section 2.1, the EPA places the responsibility for participation primarily on the initiator, typically 
a private party. While municipalities define the framework and must be motivated in their assessment, private 
actors have considerable freedom in how they implement participation. To better understand this dynamic, it is 
essential to examine the organisational structure and motivations behind POP. 

Private parties, particularly developers, may pursue participation for various reasons. According to Verheul et al. 
(2021), the five main motivations for privately initiating participation are: 

1. Meeting public policy frameworks and building political-administrative support 

2. Avoiding lawsuits and costly project delays 

3. Gaining market insights and improving the quality of plans 

4. Enhancing the image of both the project and the developer 

5. Connecting ambassadors and co-creators to strengthen project support 

These motivations often revolve around reducing risk and accelerating the development process, especially given 
the profit-driven nature of private actors. Participation is also used strategically, to generate ideas, build 
alliances, and prevent objections by fostering early support. 

In POP, the relationship between private developers and municipalities is central. While developers are 
responsible for organising participation, especially when applying for an environmental permit, the municipality 
evaluates whether sufficient effort has been made. Successful participation thus relies on close coordination 
between public and private actors (Verheul et al., 2021). 

This structure reflects broader trends in private sector-led urban development, where developers increasingly 
manage and deliver urban projects (Heurkens, 2018). With greater influence comes greater responsibility, 
particularly in participation. Citizens expect to voice their views and see those views reflected in plans. However, 
if outcomes fall short, frustration is often directed at municipalities, even though the participation was privately 
organised. This can result in disillusionment and diminished trust in government (Greenwood, 2007). 

Both developers and municipalities therefore share responsibility in managing expectations and outcomes. 
When participation is successful, both parties benefit, through smoother processes, stronger community 
support, and improved public perception. Over time, as POP becomes more established, public understanding 
and expectations may also evolve.  
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2.3 Understanding Participants 
Understanding participants is essential for designing effective participation processes. Categorisation serves as a 
key tool in this regard, as it helps identify patterns in decision-making and engagement. As Hamilton et al. (2010) 
note, “categorization is a core psychological process that is central to decision making.” By segmenting 
participants into meaningful groups, participatory approaches can be tailored to better match their motivations, 
behaviours, and psychological preferences. 

In the context of area development, participants form a highly diverse group, each with distinct interests, 
expectations, and motivations. This diversity significantly shapes how individuals perceive participatory efforts, 
particularly those initiated by private developers. As Källström and Smith (2023) highlight, participants do not 
enter processes with a shared understanding of what participation means or what role they expect to play. 

Källström and Smith (2023) offer a typology that categorises participants based on their level of engagement, 
interaction, influence, and empowerment. This typology is visualised in Figure 2-7, outlining eight participant 
types, ranging from those who simply want to be informed, to those seeking active consultation or influence. 
Each type reflects a different understanding and expectation of participation. 

However, while this spectrum offers valuable insights into engagement styles, it does not fully address 
participants’ lifestyles or preferred modes of interaction. A deeper understanding of how people wish to engage, 
aligned with their daily routines, digital habits, or social contexts, remains an important consideration for 
designing inclusive and responsive participation methods.  

Figure 2-7 Participation Spectrum. (Källström & Smith, 2023). 



12.06.2025 34 

2.4 Kijk op de Wijk (KodW) 
A central component of this research is Kijk op de Wijk (KodW), a digital engagement method, developed by 
VORM, a Dutch developer and contractor active in residential and area developments. KodW is an participant 
engagement method aimed at assessing, improving, and monitoring neighbourhood liveability with the 
involvement of residents. It consists of three phases and four sequential tools: Buurtvisievormer, Buurtpeiling, 
Buurtformule, and Buurtpanel. 

Phase 1: Mapping and Validation 

Phase 1 includes two tools: 

1. Buurtvisievormer: Developers analyse public data (e.g., CBS) to identify strengths and opportunities in 
a neighbourhood. Data is grouped under five liveability themes: Social Cohesion, Identity, Inclusiveness, 
Social Safety, and Wellbeing. This tool is only used by the developer.  

2. Buurtpeiling: These findings are validated through resident feedback via an app. Residents respond to 
targeted statements related to the themes. This tool ensures the analysis is grounded in local 
perceptions and highlights which aspects need improvement or are considered strengths. This app is 
intended to be used by the residents to validate the data.  

Phase 2: Translating Needs into Design: 

• Buurtformule: Based on the outcomes of Buurtpeiling, the developer selects appropriate design tools 
to address areas for improvement. These tools are based on ethnographic research and include 
interventions like public seating, greenery, or traffic calming measures. Tools are selected based on the 
local context and liveability goals. This tool is used by the developer to connect the needs of the 
residents to the physical design measures, which will be used in the BuurtPanel. 

Phase 3: Resident Decision-Making 

• Buurtpanel: Residents participate in an interactive, gamified app where they allocate a fictitious budget 
across design choices (e.g., greenery vs. parking). This game helps prioritise preferences and makes 
trade-offs visible. The results feed directly into the planning process and can be shared with the 
community in follow-up sessions. 

KodW enables resident involvement at multiple stages, using both data-driven analysis and interactive 
engagement tools. Its digital format, particularly in Buurtpeiling and Buurtpanel, supports broader reach and 
flexibility in implementation. The method is still under development and has been applied in approximately five 
projects, mainly in Phase 1. In one project, the full Phase 3 was implemented. As KodW evolves, new projects are 
planned to further test and refine the approach. This research explores stakeholder experiences with KodW to 
assess its performance and identify opportunities for improvement, particularly its alignment with the 
participation requirements under the EPA. 
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2.5 Municipal frameworks 
The Dutch central government is actively involved with provinces and municipalities in various urban 
development projects that have both regional and national significance (Ministerie van Algemene Zaken, 2024). 
Two key urban development initiatives include the Amsterdam metropolitan area projects and the urban renewal 
of Stadshavens Rotterdam. The importance of these locations extends beyond municipal interests, as they are 
considered essential by the national government. Given the focus of the Dutch central government and the 
complex nature of urban development, this study examines the participation policies of the municipalities of 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam.  

As the two largest cities in the Netherlands, Amsterdam and Rotterdam have the highest population densities, 
making them particularly relevant for investigating how residents are engaged in urban and spatial development 
processes. It was therefore chosen to analyse the policies of Amsterdam and Rotterdam. The policy examined in 
this study is limited to participation policy under the EPA. Policies related to political decision-making or 
procedural frameworks are not included in this analysis. 

2.5.1 Amsterdam 
The Municipality of Amsterdam has established a structured Participation Guide aimed at supporting individuals, 
businesses, and organisations initiating projects that impact neighbourhoods (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2024). The 
guide emphasizes early engagement, tailored communication, and collaborative decision-making, particularly for 
initiatives requiring environmental permits. Larger or more impactful projects are expected to follow more 
comprehensive participation procedures. 

The city defines three levels of engagement: 

1. Informing – Sharing project information with residents. 

2. Consulting – Gathering feedback and input from stakeholders. 

3. Advising – Actively involving the community in decision-making. 

The municipality has drawn up a road map of participation which consists of three steps. 

The first step 1 is assessing the project impact. To determine the appropriate level of participation, a four-
question impact assessment is conducted: 

1. Type/Size of Initiative – Ranges from small (1 point) to major developments (3 points). 

2. Traffic/Parking Impact – Ranges from negligible (1 point) to significant increase (3 points). 

3. Impact on Green Space – Minimal (1 point) to major (3 points). 

4. Change in Neighbourhood Perception – Minimal (1 point) to major transformation (3 points). 

The total score determines the project category, which can be Category 1: Limited impact, Category 2: Moderate 
impact or Category 3: Significant impact. Projects that conflict with the environmental plan are automatically 
escalated one category. In the case of an area development, this typically results in a Category 3 designation. 

The second step is matching the participation method. Each category corresponds to a recommended 
participation method. Category 1 is informing, notify neighbours via letters, emails, or signage. Category 2 is 
consulting, Conduct surveys, meetings, or workshops to collect feedback. Category 3 is  advising, actively involve 
stakeholders through co-creation sessions, advisory committees, or public consultations. A justification is 
required if final decisions deviate from stakeholder advice. 

The last step is Reporting & Evaluation. The initiator must submit a participation report as part of the 
environmental permit application. This includes the list of stakeholders involved, the methods used to engage 
them and a summary of how concerns were addressed. The municipality assesses the participation process but 
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does not guarantee permit approval. Instead, it balances various interests and evaluates whether the process 
was fair, transparent, and inclusive. 

2.5.1.1 Participation assessment 
The results of participation are ultimately weighed against all the interests at stake in a project. Therefore, a 
successful participation process does not guarantee obtaining an environmental permit. It is therefore a 
balancing of interests on the part of the municipality. It is important for the municipality to get the best possible 
understanding of the various interests of both local residents and initiators and to clearly explain how the initiator 
will respond. The way in which the participation process was carried out, the results and the level of public 
support weigh in the municipality's consideration of interests (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2024). Table 2.1 shows 
how the municipality makes a decision on a permit application as a result of participation. This figure consists of 
general principles and specific circumstances are considered in specific cases. 

 

Table 2.1 Decision permit application. (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2024). 

 

2.5.2 Rotterdam 
The Municipality of Rotterdam has introduced a participation policy specifically aimed at large initiatives, such as 
area developments, that significantly affect the physical environment of a neighbourhood. While participation is 
encouraged for all projects, it becomes mandatory when the proposed development does not comply with the 
current environmental plan. 

The municipality emphasizes early stakeholder engagement to address potential issues, such as noise, traffic, or 
environmental concerns, prior to the formal submission of permit applications. The degree of required 
participation depends on the project’s scale, its impact on the community, and the diversity of involved 
stakeholders. 

To support initiators, Rotterdam provides a structured guideline known as the Grote Participatie Samenvatting 
(GPS). This framework promotes inclusive and effective participation by clarifying which elements of a project 
can be influenced, encouraging broad stakeholder engagement, and ensuring that public input is integrated into 
the decision-making process. 

For mandatory participation cases, a participation report must be submitted along with the environmental permit 
application. This report must address for example the questions ‘’What is the initiative’s goal and purpose?’’, 
‘’Were the participants representative of all relevant stakeholders?’’, ‘’Who was consulted, what topics were 
discussed, and what agreements were made?’’, ‘’How was inclusivity ensured in the participation process (e.g., 
methods used)?’’, ‘’How were different interests weighed and balanced?’’, ‘’What was done with the input (what 
was adopted or rejected, and why)?’’ and ‘’How were the results and considerations communicated back to 
participants?’’(Gemeente Rotterdam, 2025).  
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The report should clearly document the stakeholder landscape and interests involved, the nature of their input, 
adjustments made in response, and the feedback loop used to inform participants of final outcomes. The 
municipality evaluates this report as part of the permit decision-making process.  

2.5.3 Differences and similarities  
There are clear distinctions between the participatory frameworks adopted by the municipalities of Amsterdam 
and Rotterdam. Amsterdam uses a structured, points-based approach, guiding initiators through a step-by-step 
assessment based on project size, traffic impact, green space interference, and neighbourhood perception. This 
system supports clear decision-making, particularly for projects where the impact is initially uncertain. 

In contrast, Rotterdam classifies projects more broadly, distinguishing only between small and large-scale 
initiatives. A “large initiative” is one that significantly affects the physical environment, but this classification is 
interpretative rather than based on quantified criteria, making the process more flexible but less predictable. 

Amsterdam provides detailed procedural guidelines, clearly outlining what constitutes a complete participation 
process and specifying the components required in the participation report. Rotterdam’s framework is less 
prescriptive, focusing instead on eight guiding questions to help initiators shape their participation reports. 

While both cities require documentation of involved stakeholders, feedback collection methods, and responses 
to objections, Rotterdam goes a step further by emphasizing inclusivity and demanding a preliminary assessment 
of competing interests. This includes a justification of how these interests were weighed and addressed. 
Amsterdam’s approach is more descriptive, concentrating on reporting the factual course of participation, with 
the balancing of interests conducted by the municipality during permit evaluation. In summary, Rotterdam places 
more evaluative responsibility on the initiator, while Amsterdam emphasizes procedural completeness and 
transparency, with the municipality leading the final assessment. 
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2.6 Conclusion 
The literature review provides a comprehensive foundation for this research by exploring the EPA, participation 
in urban development, private initiatives, the KodW methodology, and relevant municipal frameworks. It 
highlights the evolving legal and practical context in which private developers must operate. 

The EPA consolidates various regulations into a single framework, aiming to streamline procedures and 
accelerate spatial development. Participation is a core principle, particularly for initiatives outside existing 
environmental plans. While the EPA grants flexibility in implementation, it delegates operational responsibility 
to initiators, often private developers, who must align with locally defined municipal participation frameworks. 
This delegation introduces both complexity and opportunity, requiring developers to adapt to varying local 
expectations. 

Participation methods range from symbolic consultation to shared decision-making. Frameworks such as 
Arnstein’s Ladder and Fung’s model categorize engagement strategies and emphasize the need to match these 
to stakeholders’ capacity and context. Stelzle and Noennig further outline objectives such as informing, co-
designing, and conflict resolution, which must be addressed strategically throughout the development process. 

POP has emerged as a tool for developers to meet legal requirements while enhancing project outcomes. 
Motivations for POP include risk mitigation, image-building, and fostering community support. However, poorly 
executed participation can lead to mistrust and resistance. 

KodW represents a potentially innovative POP approach, combining digital tools, data analysis, and gamification 
across development phases. Its structured format supports POP goals but must be responsive to municipal 
frameworks and stakeholder expectations to be effective. 

A key insight from the literature is the growing emphasis on balancing competing interests. Municipal 
frameworks, especially in cities like Amsterdam and Rotterdam, now require initiators to identify, document, and 
justify how input from diverse stakeholders influences planning decisions. This elevates participation from a 
procedural task to a deliberative process, making interest-balancing a key criterion for both permit approval and 
public legitimacy. 

In conclusion, participation in urban development is shaped by legal obligations, institutional context, and 
stakeholder diversity. Developers must navigate municipal guidelines, meet regulatory standards, and foster 
trust, all while managing conflicting interests. These insights form the analytical basis for evaluating KodW and 
developing recommendations for improving participation under the EPA. 
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Section 3 Methodology 
This chapter outlines the structure and implementation of the research, highlighting how the different 
components are interconnected. The theoretical exploration in Section 2 forms the foundation for the empirical 
part that follows in Section 4. Section 3.2 explains the research design and the relation between theory and 
empirical. Sections 3.3 and 3.4 describe the methods of data collection and analysis, each linked to the sub-
questions. Section 3.5 presents the key choices that shaped the scope and focus of the study. Section 3.6 
addresses the ethical considerations and measures taken to safeguard data and participants. This structure 
clarifies how each element contributes to answering the central research question.  
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3.1 Type of study 
This research adopts a qualitative exploratory approach to investigate KodW, a recently introduced participation 
method. Due to the limited availability of data, this study aims to deepen understanding of KodW’s structure, 
use, and potential for improvement. A deductive strategy is applied to assess how the method aligns with existing 
theoretical frameworks and practical requirements. 

The qualitative methodology enables detailed analysis of the relationships between KodW’s components and its 
role as a strategic tool in participatory planning. Data collection combines both primary and secondary sources. 
Primary data is obtained through semi-structured interviews and an expert panel, while secondary data includes 
internal documentation from VORM and other relevant datasets.  

 

3.2 Research design 
The research is structured into a theoretical and an empirical part. The theoretical part (as explained in Section 
2) reviews existing studies and builds on current knowledge. This foundation is then used to inform and support 
the empirical part of the study. Figure 3-1 shows the research design for this research.  

 

Figure 3-1 Research design. Created by author using Miro. 

The theoretical research focuses on the background of this study and is based on a literature review. This review, 
presented in Section 2, was conducted in preparation for the empirical part. The key concepts covered include 
the EPA, participation, KodW, and municipal frameworks. These concepts are reflected in the conceptual 
framework of the study. 

The empirical part of this study addresses the main research question and its sub-questions, using a combination 
of methods to ensure a comprehensive approach. Sub-questions 1 and 2 are answered through a literature and 
document review, supported by interviews. Sub-question 3 builds on the data collected in sub-questions 1 and 
2, using insights from those interviews. Sub-question 4 draws primarily from interview data across the earlier 
sub-questions and is validated through an expert panel.  

To help narrow the scope of the research, specific selections were made prior to addressing the sub-questions. 
For sub-question 1, a set of participation methods used to compare with KodW is defined in Section 3.5.1. For 
sub-questions 2 and 3, the case study The Kaai has been selected, and will be explained in Section 3.5.2. The 
rationale and selection criteria for both are outlined in Section 3.5. 
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3.3 Data collection 
This section discusses the various data collection methods in more detail. While the previous section explained 
these methods in relation to the specific sub-questions, the focus here is on what data is collected and how the 
collection process is carried out. 

3.3.1 Literature & document review 
To systematically collect the characteristics of various participation methods and examine the practical outcomes 
of KodW, data collection has drawn on a combination of literary sources and both internal and external 
documents from VORM. For each method, insights were gathered from at least three distinct sources, offering 
either conceptual frameworks or practical examples. Additional sources were consulted where necessary to 
ensure a comprehensive understanding. The selected materials primarily focused on the The Kaai case, 
participatory methods, and the KodW approach. 

The data collection of sub-question 1 is placed in APPENDIX B and for sub-question 2 is placed in APPENDIX H. 
The data collected for sub-question 1 consists of excerpts from various sources, selected for their relevance to 
answering the research question. The data for sub-question 2 includes document excerpts, supplemented with 
quotes obtained through interviews (see following section). 

3.3.2 Interviews 
To address the research sub-questions, two types of semi-structured interviews were conducted: an exploratory 
interview for sub-question 1, and six in-depth interviews for sub-questions 2, 3 and 4. Each interview had a 
maximum duration of 60 minutes and followed the interview protocols from APPENDIX D AND APPENDIX K. 
Interview questions were not shared in advance with participants to allow for open-ended responses. Table 3.1 
provides an overview of all interviewees, including their affiliations, roles, and the sub-questions they contributed 
to. 

Interview # Organisation Function Sub-question(s) In-text Reference 

1 VORM Ontwikkeling Manager Social Impact 1 (1-A, 2025) 

2 VORM Ontwikkeling Project Developer 2, 3, 4 (2-A, 2025) 

3 Kickstad Project Manager & Urban Detective 2, 3, 4 (2-B, 2025) 

4 Heijmans Vastgoed Commercial Manager Real Estate 2, 3, 4 (2-C, 2025) 

5 VORM Ontwikkeling Project Manager 2, 3, 4 (2-D, 2025) 

6 Starling Associates Developer 2, 3, 4 (2-E, 2025) 

7 Havensteder Manager Neighbourhoods 3, 4 (3-A, 2025) 

Table 3.1 Interviewees overview. Created by author. 

3.3.2.1 Exploratory interview 
To identify and validate the key characteristics of KodW, a single exploratory interview was conducted. This 
interview focused on understanding KodW in the context of other participatory methods and served to both 
confirm existing theoretical insights and generate new ones. Given the exploratory nature of this interview, one 
expert participant was considered sufficient. 

3.3.2.2 In-dept interviews 
To explore the implementation, effectiveness, and broader challenges of KodW, a series of in-depth interviews 
has been conducted using the Kaai project as a case study. These interviews have addressed the following subject 
in relation the different sub-questions: 

• Sub-question 2: Evaluation of the concrete goals and outcomes of KodW in practice. 
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• Sub-question 3: Exploration of challenges relevant to the participatory process in the Kaai. 

• Sub-question 4: Collecting and identifying possible improvements related to KodW and participation 
processes.  

Due to the semi-structured nature of the interviews, questions have been slightly adapted to each interviewee 
based on their expertise and role. Not all questions have been asked in every session, as this has depended on 
relevance and the flow of the conversation. 

3.3.3 Expert panel 
To ensure the relevance and applicability of the proposed improvements, an expert panel has been convened to 
validate them. The panel has consisted of five individuals selected for their expertise, with the primary aim of 
assessing the feasibility of each improvement in practice. Table 3.2 has provided an overview of the panel 
members. 

# Organisation Function In text reference 
1 VORM New Business BV/ 

BuurtBoost 
Neighbourhood developer (4-A, 2025)  

2 VORM Ontwikkeling Concept developer (4-B, 2025) 
3 Free lance illustrator KodW expert (4-C, 2025) 
4 APPM Process manager & advisor area development (4-D, 2025) 
5 VORM New Business BV/ 

BuurtBoost 
Manager neighbourhood development (4-E, 2025) 

Table 3.2 Expert panel members. Created by author. 

The improvements have been evaluated in relation to the practical constraints of area development projects, 
such as time, resources, budget, and political context. While feasibility may vary across cases, each proposal has 
needed to remain within the boundaries of realistic implementation. 

APPENDIX O has included the diagrams shared with the panel. Each diagram has been explained during the 
session to facilitate a structured discussion. The panel has focused on both the feasibility and implementation 
potential of the proposed improvements, offering critical feedback to refine and position them more effectively. 

The session has lasted approximately two hours and had been recorded and transcribed for further analysis. The 
central question guiding the discussion has concerned the practical feasibility and contextual relevance of the 
proposed improvements. These suggestions have served as a conceptual framework to support reflection and 
help position them within the broader KodW methodology.  
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3.4 Data analysis 
The following data analysis method pertains to the empirical component of the study. Figure 3-2 shows the 
different data analysis methods in relation to the specific sub-question and research method. This section is 
structured according to the different sub-questions and explain how each analysis was conducted.  

 

Figure 3-2 Data analysis overview. Created by author using Miro. 

3.4.1 Sub-question 1 
Sub-question 1: What are the characteristics of Kijk op de Wijk compared to traditional participation methods? 

The position of each analysis in the structure of SQ1 is shown in Figure 3-3. The literature review, document 
review and interviews for sub-question 1 has employed a thematic analysis guided by a set of deductive 
themes: 

• Participation level and influence 
• Formats and techniques used 
• Stakeholders involved 
• Strengths and benefits 
• Challenges and limitations 
• Effectiveness and impact 
• Suggested improvements 

APPENDIX F provides a detailed overview of each deductive theme, including their rationale and application 
within the analysis. These themes served as deductive codes to systematically classify and interpret the data and 
findings. For selected sources, Atlas.ti was used to extract and organize relevant excerpts, which have been 
compiled in an Excel file included APPENDIX B. The initial phase of the analysis focused on categorizing content 
according to these deductive themes, without yet identifying relationships between sources. 

In the subsequent phase (APPENDIX C), cross-source relationships were explored through synthesis within the 
thematic framework. While the structure remained consistent throughout, the depth of interpretation varied 
across themes. This approach enabled a comparative evaluation of participatory methods and contributed to the 
formulation of key conclusions. 

Finally, a comparative analysis has been conducted in which KodW is compared to the seven other selected 
participation methods. Matrices have been used in this analysis to identify patterns and relationships.  
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Figure 3-3 Data analysis structure sub question 1. Created by author using Miro. 

3.4.2 Sub-question 2 
Sub-quesiton 2: What are the results of using Kijk op de Wijk in practice? 

Figure 3-4 illustrates the structure and interrelation of the various components and analyses conducted to 
answer SQ2. To investigate Sub-question 2, this study applies evaluation criteria to assess the participation 
process in the case study. Data were collected through a literature and document review and interviews. The 
analysis is guided by the OECD (2021) evaluation framework, which defines six key criteria: relevance, coherence, 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability. 

However, due to the early stage of KodW the limited availability of concrete cases, this study focuses specifically 
on effectiveness and efficiency. These criteria are well-suited to the project’s scope, as they reflect the core 
concerns of developers, namely, achieving intended goals and making optimal use of resources within practical 
constraints. 

Evaluation, as defined by Rogers (2025), serves as a measure of performance and helps establish benchmarks. 
Standards may vary by context but generally represent minimum requirements or indicators of best practice. 
While theoretical models provide a starting point, participation methods can diverge in practice. Therefore, 
assessing how methods perform under real-world conditions is essential. 

By applying effectiveness and efficiency as analytical lenses, the study examines whether the participation 
methods used in KodW deliver meaningful results and do so in a resource-conscious way. The effectiveness refers 
to the participation outcomes and the efficiency refers to how it is achieved within the process.  

 

Figure 3-4 Data analysis structure sub question 2. Created by author using Miro. 

3.4.3 Sub question 3 
Sub-question 3: What challenges arise when implementing Kijk op de Wijk? 

In Figure 3-5 the structure to answer SQ3 is shown. The interviews addressing sub-question 3 have been coded 
using Atlas.ti, applying a set of deductive codes. These codes are divided into two categories: those related to 
the balance of interests as result of the municipal frameworks (as explained in section 2.5) and those concerning 
KodW and other participation methods. A detailed explanation of these deductive codes is provided in the 
following chapter. 
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Figure 3-5 Data analysis structure sub question 3. Created by author using Miro. 

3.4.3.1 Deductive codes (related to KodW and participation) 
Deductive codes were applied to identify challenges related to both participation in general and KodW 
specifically. As detailed in Table 3.3, these codes are derived from findings in the previous sub-questions and 
offer a structured framework for categorizing the various challenges. The resulting categories encompass the full 
range of issues affecting KodW’s performance, covering both internal process efficiency and external impact 
effectiveness.  

Deductive codes (related to 
Participation and KodW) 

Description 

Strategic & process challenge Focus the challenges related on how to implement and integrate it in 
the participation strategy of a company. 

Method related challenge Focus on challenges related to usability, interface, functionality and 
other operational related challenges. 

Communication challenge Focus on interaction between the different stakeholders and tools. 
How the information will be shared and include various perspectives. 

Participation challenge Challenges related to the participation process from a more general 
perspective. 

Content related challenge Challenges related to the content in the tool itself. It addresses the 
missing aspects and identifies the missing scope of the method. 

Other challenge All not categorizable challenges 
Table 3.3 Deductive codes participation. Created by author. 

3.4.3.2 Deductive codes (related to balance of interest) 
The deductive codes were related to the balancing of interests and were derived from the document analysis of 
municipal frameworks discussed in Section 2.5. These deductive codes are described in Table 3.4. These 
deductive codes help to identify the different perspectives in a balance of interest and helps to structure the 
analysis. These codes were developed based on the various perspectives involved in area development. Through 
the interviews, the interests described by the interviewees were identified and categorized accordingly. Given 
that this research focuses on the perspective of the developer, the analysis emphasizes those stakeholders who 
hold the greatest influence and play the most significant roles in the participation process. 

Deductive codes (related to 
balance of interest) 

Description 

Balance of interest Covers all aspects related to the balancing of interests—both the 
situations in which these trade-offs occur and what exactly is being 
weighed. 

Interest developer Everything related to the interests of the developer. 
Interest municipality Everything related to the interests of the municipality. 
Interest residents Everything related to the interests of the residents. 
Interest others Everything related to the interests of the others. 

Table 3.4 Deductive codes balance of interest. Created by author. 
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3.4.4 Sub question 4 
Sub-question 4: How can Kijk op de Wijk be improved? 

Figure 3-6 shows the structure to answer SQ4. Sub-question 4 has been addressed through a qualitative content 
analysis, focusing on what was said about each proposed improvement. This analysis was focused on the 
transcripts of the expert panel. The improvements have been categorized into process-related and method/tool-
related enhancements. The analysis primarily focused on practical feasibility, objections raised, and general 
critique. 

 

Figure 3-6 Data analysis structure sub question 4. Created by author using Miro. 
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3.5 Selections 
To maintain a clear and structured scope, several selections have been made in this study. Some of these were 
determined at the start of the research. The various selections which were made at the start are outlined below. 

3.5.1 Participation methods (SQ1) 
To begin examining the characteristics of KodW compared to other participation methods for Sub-question 1, it 
is important to first determine the other participation methods being compared. This is done using Stelzle & 
noennig's (2019) research. The reason for selecting this study is the scarcity of research that has attempted to 
systematically inventory various participation methods. Moreover, both Noennig and Stelzle possess experience 
and expertise in the fields of urban development, management, and digital innovation, making their work a 
relevant foundation. Additionally, the journal in which the paper was published has been awarded 40 points on 
the ministerial list of journals in Poland, where the publisher is based. In this study, the most common 
participation methods in Germany were inventoried and then categorised. This forms the basis for the process 
of selecting methods. From this inventory, a selection is then made based on a number of criteria.  

3.5.1.1 Selection criteria 
The selection of participation methods for comparison with KodW is based on four key criteria: 

• Participation Objectives 
The first criterion is based on the goals that participation processes aim to achieve, as defined by Stelzle 
& Noennig (2019). These include: better cooperation, vision-making, gathering feedback, providing 
information, project optimisation, conflict resolution, and co-design. One method is selected for each 
goal to ensure a broad and balanced comparison across different participatory aims. 

• Level of Public Influence 
To capture a range of citizen involvement, the selection incorporates Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation. 
This ensures at least one method per level: information, consultation, involvement, collaboration, and 
empowerment. This helps contextualise KodW’s position in terms of participant power. 

• Mode of Interaction 
Because KodW is a digital tool, both online and offline methods are included to enable meaningful 
comparison. This distinction allows an evaluation of how interaction formats influence engagement and 
outcomes. 

• Applicability 
Only methods that have been applied in the Dutch context are included. This ensures relevance to the 
legal and cultural framework in which KodW operates. 

3.5.1.2 Selected methods 
Based on these criteria, seven methods were selected (see APPENDIX A): Citizen Information Event, Voting, 
Citizen Exhibition, Participatory Budgeting, Mediation, Citizen Idea Contest, and Planning Workshops. These 
methods represent a range of goals, levels of influence, interaction types, and national relevance. 

3.5.2 Case study (SQ2 and SQ3) 
To address sub-questions 2 and 3, a case study was selected. KodW is a relatively new methodology and has been 
applied in only a limited number of projects. Since its steps can be implemented at different stages of a 
development process, specific selection criteria were necessary. 

The first criterion was the use of KodW in the participation process, enabling assessment of its impact. Although 
it is preferable that multiple steps of the method were followed, this was not strictly required due to the 
method’s recent introduction. The second criterion related to the type of project. As this research focuses on 
participation under the EPA, the case had to involve either a zoning plan amendment (bestemmingsplan) or an 
environmental permit application (omgevingsvergunning), ensuring it falls under a formal planning procedure 
with a participatory component. The final criterion was that the case must involve area development, in line with 
the research’s thematic focus. 
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The only project that met all criteria was The Kaai, which is further detailed in Section 4.2.1. While other projects 
plan to apply KodW, they fall outside the timeframe of this research and were therefore excluded from the 
research scope. 

 

3.6 Data Management Plan and HREC 
All aspects of this study were conducted in accordance with the Data Management Plan (DMP), provided in 
APPENDIX P. Ethical approval was sought through a formal application to the Human Research Ethics Committee 
(HREC), included in APPENDIX Q. 

To protect participant privacy, interview and expert panel transcripts are not included in this report, as they 
contain sensitive personal information. Access to this data was restricted solely to the responsible researcher, 
and confidentiality was maintained throughout the research process. The safeguarding of personal data followed 
the protocols detailed in both the DMP and the HREC submission.  
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Section 4 Empirical research 
This section on the empirical research is structured as follows: first, the characteristics of KodW are described in 
relation to the broader context, including other methods and municipal frameworks (SQ1). Next, the practical 
outcomes, specifically in the case of The Kaai, are discussed (SQ2), followed by a deeper exploration of the 
associated challenges (SQ3). Finally, all findings are used to propose improvements to KodW, aligning it more 
closely with the requirements of a POP and the EPA. 

The structure of each section follows a consistent format: it begins with a general description, followed by the 
findings, then an analysis and/or discussion, and concludes with a sub-conclusion.  
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4.1 Characteristics Kijk op de Wijk – sub question 1  
This chapter explores the sub-question 1: “What are the characteristics of Kijk op de Wijk (KodW) in comparison 
to traditional participation methods?” To answer this, a combination of literature review, document analysis, and 
an explorative interview was conducted as explained in section 3.4 and 3.5. This chapter is structured as follows: 

• Section 4.1.1 presents the findings from a thematic analysis of eight participation methods and KodW, 
including an evaluation against municipal frameworks (Amsterdam and Rotterdam) and validation 
through an expert interview. 

• Section 4.1.2  offers a comparative analysis, identifying patterns between key characteristics across 
methods. 

• Section 4.1.3 discusses KodW’s positioning in relation to the identified patterns and its alignment with 
municipal frameworks. 

• Section 4.1.4 concludes by answering the first sub-question and summarizing KodW’s distinctive traits 
and implications. 

This structure provides a step-by-step comparison to evaluate how KodW differs from and relates to more 
conventional methods of citizen participation. 

4.1.1 Findings 
The findings in this chapter are divided into three parts: the findings on other participation methods, the 
validated perspective on KodW based on interviews, and finally, the assessment of the participation methods in 
relation to the municipal frameworks. 

4.1.1.1 Findings other participation methods 
The findings from the thematic analysis of eight participation methods, based on the six themes defined in 
Section 3.5.1. Radar diagrams have been used to visualize the performance of each method, providing a symbolic 
yet informative basis for comparison. These radar diagrams, along with a detailed discussion of the methods' 
characteristics, are included in APPENDIX G. By combining at least three different sources, the characteristics of 
each method has been defined.  

Citizen Information Events are characterized by broad accessibility and low barriers to entry, typically involving 
general presentations followed by Q&A sessions. While these events encourage transparency and allow residents 
to raise concerns, participant influence remains minimal. The method is largely informative, with limited formats 
and modest impact unless supplemented by follow-up communication or active input mechanisms. 

Voting methods, including popular and assembly-based formats, offer participants a relatively high level of 
influence, particularly when results are integrated into decision-making. While control over the agenda remains 
with initiators, voting can involve large audiences and utilize flexible formats. However, inclusivity and 
deliberative depth vary depending on the format, and effectiveness is contingent on how outcomes are utilized. 

Citizen Exhibitions offer an open and flexible form of engagement, allowing residents to access curated project 
information at their convenience. Though accessible and transparent, this method provides limited opportunities 
for participant feedback and influence, resulting in low direct impact on decision-making. 

Participatory Budgeting grants citizens a high degree of influence by involving them in the allocation of public 
funds. It combines structured decision-making with diverse communication formats. Despite its democratic 
potential, the method’s overall impact is often constrained by limited budget scopes and selective participation, 
though it significantly contributes to civic engagement and shared governance. 

Mediation is a targeted, small-scale method used primarily for conflict resolution. While it allows for flexible, 
case-specific dialogue and can produce high-impact outcomes in terms of relationship-building and consensus, 
it lacks scalability and depends heavily on participants’ willingness to engage constructively. 
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Citizen Idea Contests stimulate public creativity by inviting idea submissions from a broad audience. Participants 
have high influence if their ideas are selected, but the method lacks depth in interaction and often provides 
limited feedback to non-winning contributors. Its primary value lies in symbolic engagement and awareness-
raising rather than structural influence. 

Planning Workshops are interactive and collaborative in nature, encouraging active input and idea generation. 
Though participants do not hold decision-making power, the method supports mutual understanding and can 
significantly shape outcomes when feedback is meaningfully integrated. However, workshops are resource-
intensive and difficult to scale, making them more suitable for targeted engagement. 

KodW blends digital accessibility with long-term community feedback mechanisms. While direct participant 
influence is moderate, the method scores highly on stakeholder involvement and long-term impact due to its 
inclusive, gamified, and data-driven design. Its effectiveness depends on consistent participation and the digital 
literacy of residents. 

4.1.1.2 Validation interview 
This section presents the validation of KodW’s characteristics through an exploratory interview. The interview 
protocol is included in APPENDIX D, and the interviewees are listed in Section 3.4.2. A comprehensive analysis of 
the interview can be found in Section 6APPENDIX E. The interview results provide a validated profile of KodW, 
offering empirical support for the characteristics previously identified in the literature. 

Figure 4-1 Validated radar diagram Kijk op de Wijk. Created by author. Figure 4-1 compares the literature-based 
profile with the validated version using a radar diagram. The two profiles are largely consistent, with the 
exception of the Formats & Techniques theme, where the validated profile scores higher. Insights from 
interviewee 1-A further indicate that the participatory process involves a greater degree of negotiation and 
compromise across a broader range of stakeholders, rather than simply reflecting the majority’s preferences. 

 

Figure 4-1 Validated radar diagram Kijk op de Wijk. Created by author. 

The limitations and constraints of KodW are less emphasized in the literature than in the interview findings. One 
key issue that emerges is that developer input can introduce biases and restrictions, potentially limiting the 
influence of public participation. The developer’s approach plays a crucial role in shaping how KodW is 
implemented, as they may selectively incorporate only the elements they deem realistic or suitable. These 
decisions are often based on data collected through the Buurtvisievormer tool, which, if outdated, could lead to 
choices that no longer reflect the current needs of a neighborhood. 
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A defining characteristic of KodW is that the method is fundamentally rooted in the 2008 Bristol Accord, which 
defines sustainable communities. The five pillars of KodW, social cohesion, identity, social safety, well-being, and 
inclusivity, originate from this agreement, highlighting the importance of clearly defining and understanding key 
concepts. This well-structured methodology and critical evaluation of its components make KodW a distinctive, 
rigorous and impactful approach.  

4.1.1.3 Testing against municipal guidelines 
Section 2.5 outlined the participation frameworks of the municipalities of Amsterdam and Rotterdam. In this 
section, the various participation methods are assessed against these frameworks. 

 

Table 4.1 Assessment participation methods Amsterdam. Created by author. 

Table 4.1 presents an assessment of how various participatory methods align with the data requirements 
outlined in the participation guidelines of the municipality of Amsterdam. Specifically, Category 3 stipulates that 
participants must have the opportunity to provide advisory input, a criterion that not all methods can fulfil. 
Furthermore, the municipality of Amsterdam mandates the involvement of all relevant local stakeholders. Based 
on these criteria, the methods were evaluated to determine their capacity to meet the municipality’s 
participatory requirements in urban development projects. The analysis indicates that four methods do not meet 
these criteria, one method is conditionally applicable under specific circumstances, and three methods 
demonstrate the potential to fulfil the participation requirements. 

 

Table 4.2 Assessment participation methods Rotterdam. Created by author. 
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Table 4.2 evaluates which participatory methods align with the participation guidelines set by the municipality 
of Rotterdam. This assessment focuses on key factors essential for data collection, including potential to include 
all stakeholders, ability to collect input from participants (one-way or two-way communication), and the extent 
to which the method facilitates the balancing of competing interests. If a method adequately addresses these 
three components, it can be deemed capable of providing responses to the questions posed in the municipal 
guidelines. The findings indicate that three methods do not meet the required criteria, four methods partially 
fulfil the requirements, and one method fully satisfies the participation criteria. 

It is important to note that a participatory method’s inability to meet all criteria does not necessarily imply that 
it cannot contribute to the participation process. When combined with other methods, it may still serve a 
complementary role. This analysis provides a simplified evaluation of the extent to which different methods can 
meet the participatory requirements of the respective municipal guidelines. However, while the assessment 
identifies the potential of each method to collect the necessary data, the effectiveness of participation remains 
contingent upon the practical implementation of these methods. Therefore, this preliminary inventory offers a 
general overview of the extent to which each method can be utilized for participatory processes in urban 
development projects. 

 

4.1.2 Comparative Analysis 
The participation methods were analysed using the deductive themes outlined in APPENDIX F. Each method was 
assigned a score for the following four themes: Participation Level & Influence, Formats & Techniques, 
Stakeholders Involved, and Effectiveness & Impact. These scores were then compared through a comparative 
analysis to identify potential patterns and relationships between the themes. 

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4.3, where the symbols represent the strength and direction 
of the patterns: 

++ = strong positive pattern 

+ = positive pattern 

O = no pattern 

 – = negative pattern 

–– = strong negative pattern 

These patterns are intended to illustrate potential trends, not to serve as statistically significant or absolute 
measures. They are based on assumptions derived from the analysis of participation methods in APPENDIX C. 
The numerical representation is grounded in the thematic framework described in APPENDIX F, where methods 
were placed along a standardized scale to enable comparison. 

 

Table 4.3 pattern matrix. Created by author. 

Pattern matrix 
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4.1.2.1 Patterns 
Based on Table 4.3, a negative pattern is observed between Formats & Techniques and Stakeholders Involved (--
). This may suggest that methods offering greater room for individual input and discussion reduce overall 
accessibility for stakeholders. In other words, increasing opportunities for input can inadvertently create entry 
barriers for certain groups. 

A negative pattern is also present between Stakeholders Involved and Effectiveness & Impact (-). This could 
indicate that participation methods involving a broader range of stakeholders tend to be less effective. However, 
KodW appears to be an exception. Despite engaging a relatively large number of stakeholders, it achieves 
moderate effectiveness. This suggests that KodW’s structured approach may offset the inefficiencies typically 
associated with wide stakeholder involvement. 

The negative pattern between Participation Level & Influence and Stakeholders Involved (-) may reflect the 
challenge of scaling participatory influence. As more decision-making power is granted to participants, it 
becomes harder to engage a wide audience and sustain large-scale participation. 

The pattern between Effectiveness & Impact and Participation Level & Influence is negligible (0). Contrary to 
expectations, increasing the level of participant influence does not necessarily lead to greater effectiveness. This 
may be due to the specific variables considered in this study, where certain combinations of factors could reduce 
both influence and impact. 

A weak positive pattern exists between Formats & Techniques and Effectiveness & Impact (+). Methods that allow 
participants to share input and engage in consultation tend to produce greater impact and effectiveness. This 
supports the general expectation that greater participant influence correlates with increased effectiveness. 
Several factors may contribute to this, such as improved accessibility through digital tools, which may also 
enhance the relationship between Formats & Techniques and Stakeholders Involved. 

Finally, the strong positive pattern between Participation Level & Influence and Formats & Techniques (++) 
suggests that greater participant influence is associated with a broader range of methods that enable individuals 
to express preferences and negotiate outcomes. 

The pattern between participation level & influence and Formats & techniques (++) could indicate that once you 
increase the amount of influence of participants, the higher the possibility for participants to express their 
preferences and are able to negotiate about the results.  

4.1.2.2 KodW in relation to patterns 
It becomes clear that KodW is more effective than conventional participation methods, based on the theoretical 
approach. KodW balances broad stakeholder involvement with structured formats & techniques and maintaining 
a moderate level of impact, which is in contrast to other methods where the effectiveness & impact and formats 
& techniques are affected according to the patterns.  

The patterns confirms that methods with a lot of stakeholder input limits stakeholder involvement but improves 
effectiveness. KodW’s Formats & Techniques score is relatively high, supporting the observation that higher 
stakeholder input often results in fewer stakeholders, but is mitigated by the digital tools used in KodW’s method.  

KodW also breaks the patterns of low effectiveness in high stakeholder involvement methods. Typically, methods 
that involve many stakeholders suffer from inefficiencies, as seen with Citizen Exhibition and Citizen Idea Contest. 
However, KodW’s structured data-driven approach counters this, making it an outlier with both high inclusivity 
and moderate effectiveness. 
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4.1.3 Discussion 
4.1.3.1 Characteristics 

 

Figure 4-2 Combined radar diagrams. Created by author. 

In Figure 4-2, the combined radar diagrams of the various methods are presented, with the red line representing 
the validated findings from the interview of KodW. This diagram provides a comparative overview, illustrating 
the relative positioning of different approaches. The results indicate that KodW performs relatively average 
compared to the other methods. 

KodW falls into an intermediate position regarding participant influence. While it allows for broad resident 
engagement, the final decision-making authority remains with the initiators. This aligns KodW with placation-
level participation rather than full citizen empowerment. Compared to Participatory Budgeting, which offers the 
highest level of influence, KodW provides less decision-making power but is more participatory than Citizen 
Information Events and Exhibitions, which primarily serve at most as consultation tools. 

KodW utilizes a digital approach, integrating gamification, validation, and data analysis. This makes it more 
accessible for participants to share their input, formats & techniques, than information sessions, allowing for 
broader engagement. However, statistical analysis reveals a negative pattern between participation formats and 
stakeholder involvement. This suggests that while digital platforms like KodW improve accessibility, they may 
also create barriers for those with lower technological proficiency. KodW’s emphasis on information sharing 
potential (Formats & techniques) places it at a midpoint between high formats & techniques (Participatory 
Budgeting) and lesser formats & techniques, citizen exhibitions, methods. 

KodW ranks high in stakeholder involvement, indicating a strong emphasis on broad participation. Compared to 
methods like Mediation, which are more exclusive, KodW ensures open participation, particularly for 
underrepresented groups. However, a negative pattern exists between stakeholder involvement and 
effectiveness, suggesting that broader participation can sometimes dilute the overall impact due to challenges 
in consensus-building. KodW, despite involving many stakeholders, maintains an above-average effectiveness 
score, highlighting its ability to balance inclusivity with structured decision-making. 

KodW's effectiveness is comparable to that of Voting and Citizen Information Events. This suggests that while it 
may not offer the highest impact, its structured approach ensures a more predictable and organized participation 
process due to the relatively low score on formats & techniques and participation level & influence. Furthermore, 
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statistical analysis shows a weak positive pattern between formats & techniques and effectiveness, implying that 
KodW’s formats contributes to its moderate impact. 

4.1.3.2 Municipal frameworks balancing interests 
Based on the findings from the assessment of participation methods against the municipal frameworks in section 
4.1.1.3, as well as the literature review in section 2.5 on these methods, several notable elements emerge within 
these frameworks. 

A key distinction between the participation guidelines of Amsterdam and Rotterdam lies in their approach to the 
assessment and balancing of stakeholder interests. In Rotterdam, it is assumed that the balancing of interests 
has already taken place during the participation process itself. Participatory methods are therefore expected to 
include this evaluation as an integral part of their design and implementation. In contrast, Amsterdam takes a 
different approach. While the municipality expects that participatory methods consider stakeholder interests, it 
retains the responsibility of independently assessing and weighing these interests. This evaluation is based on 
the findings presented in the participation report, allowing the municipality to form a comprehensive 
understanding of the perspectives of all involved parties. 

These differing approaches directly impact the requirements for participatory methods. Amsterdam’s guidelines 
are more flexible, allowing a broader range of methods to be deemed suitable, provided they are thoroughly 
substantiated. Rotterdam’s guidelines are more stringent, often necessitating a combination of multiple methods 
to meet the municipality’s informational and evaluative needs. As a result, fewer individual methods can 
independently satisfy Rotterdam’s requirements. 

The integration of multiple participatory methods within a single process can help capture a more complete 
picture of stakeholder perspectives. By making diverse interests more visible, this approach can enhance the 
effectiveness and legitimacy of participatory processes in urban development. 

In conclusion, both frameworks recognize the importance of balancing interests, but interpret this requirement 
differently. Rotterdam expects this balance to be embedded within the participation process itself, while 
Amsterdam requires transparency in presenting stakeholder perspectives, enabling the municipality to conduct 
the balancing of interests independently. In both cases, a successful participatory approach depends on the 
ability to account for and address the full range of interests present in the area development process. 
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4.1.4 Conclusion 
The first sub-question is: "What are the characteristics of Kijk op de Wijk in comparison to traditional participation 
methods?" To answer this question, five recurring patterns were identified in the comparison of different 
participation methods: 

1. Formats & techniques versus Stakeholders involved (negative pattern) 

2. Participation level & influence versus Formats & techniques (positive pattern) 

3. Participation level & influence versus Stakeholders involved (negative pattern) 

4. Stakeholders involved versus Effectiveness & impact (negative pattern) 

5. Formats & techniques versus Effectiveness & impact (positive pattern) 

KodW positions itself as relatively average compared to other participation methods, yet simultaneously 
demonstrates unique characteristics that distinguish it from more traditional approaches. Through the use of 
digital tools such as mobile applications, KodW is able to engage a broader and more diverse audience than is 
typically reached via conventional participation methods. This challenges the negative pattern between formats 
& techniques and the number of stakeholders involved (1), as the accessibility of KodW expands the participant 
base. 

However, this digital approach also presents certain challenges. The degree of influence that participants can 
exert is largely dependent on how input is selected and presented by the developer within the method. 
Consequently, the actual level of participation and influence remains limited, which aligns with the negative 
pattern between participation level & influence and stakeholders involved (3). 

Conversely, KodW aligns well with the positive pattern between participation level & influence and formats & 
techniques (2), as it enables participants to easily express their preferences. Nevertheless, the tangible influence 
of this input is still restricted, resulting in an overall average performance in this area. 

Remarkably, KodW proves to be effective in terms of impact, despite the broader stakeholder involvement (4). 
The use of digital tools enhances the overall effectiveness of the method, setting KodW apart from traditional 
methods that often experience reduced effectiveness when the number of stakeholders increases. This indicates 
that KodW defies the negative pattern between stakeholder involvement and effectiveness. 

In relation to the fifth pattern (5), where a positive pattern is observed between formats & techniques and 
effectiveness & impact, KodW again demonstrates strong alignment. The method not only facilitates 
participation but also translates input into tangible outcomes. 

Finally, the analysis indicates that KodW holds potential to meet the standards of commonly used participation 
frameworks, such as those applied by the municipalities of Amsterdam and Rotterdam. Nonetheless, some 
critical points remain. To fully align with these frameworks, KodW must improve its ability to balance diverse 
interests and ensure transparency throughout the process. 

In conclusion, KodW does not adhere strictly to the identified patterns, occasionally deviating due to its digital 
nature. This digital character is both the strength and the challenge of the method. While KodW performs at an 
average level compared to traditional methods, it shows promising potential to function as a viable participation 
approach, provided that its digital tools are implemented thoughtfully and the participatory process is well-
managed in practice. The practical feasibility and real-world outcomes of KodW are further explored in section 
4.2, where sub-question 2 is addressed. 
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4.2 Results of Kijk op de Wijk in Practice – Sub question 2 
This chapter addresses sub-question 2: “What are the results of using KodW in practice?” The aim is to assess 
how the KodW methodology has been applied in a real-world spatial development project and to evaluate its 
outcomes in terms of both effectiveness (participatory results) and efficiency (process-related performance), as 
defined in Section 3.5.2. 

To answer this question, the urban redevelopment project The Kaai in the Feijenoord district of Rotterdam is 
used as a case study. This project offers a relevant context in which KodW was employed during multiple phases 
of the participatory process. The analysis is based on a combination of document review and in-depth interviews 
with key stakeholders. The interviewees related to this sub-question are listed in Section 3.4.2, and the interview 
protocol is provided in APPENDIX K. 

The structure of this chapter is as follows: 

• Section 4.2.1 Case: The Kaai provides an overview of the project context and the sequence of 
participatory actions undertaken. 

• Section 4.2.2 Findings evaluates the extent to which initial participation goals were achieved, 
distinguishing between effectiveness and efficiency, and highlights the role of KodW in achieving these 
goals. 

• Section 4.2.3 Analysis presents a detailed assessment of each individual tool within the KodW 
methodology, focusing on their operational contributions and limitations in the context of The Kaai. 

• Section 4.2.4 Conclusion summarizes the findings and provides a direct answer to sub-question 2. 

This structured approach enables a comprehensive evaluation of KodW’s performance in practice, offering 
critical insights into its strengths and the contextual factors that may limit its effectiveness. The outcomes from 
this chapter also inform sub-question 3, which explores the broader challenges and constraints encountered 
during implementation. 

 

4.2.1 Case: The Kaai 
4.2.1.1 Description 

The Kaai is a large-scale urban redevelopment project located on the former Unilever margarine factory site 
along the Nassaukade in Rotterdam’s Feijenoord district (Wieles, 2024). The project transforms a historically 
industrial, closed-off area into an open and vibrant urban neighbourhood, integrating housing, public amenities, 
commercial activity, and heritage preservation (VORM et al., 2023). The closure of the Upfield (formerly Unilever) 
margarine plant in 2021 initiated the project, releasing a strategically located industrial site along the Nieuwe 
Maas River (Gemeente Rotterdam et al., 2023). The goal is to create a new, authentic part of Rotterdam 
(Gemeente Rotterdam et al., 2023). 
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Figure 4-3 The Kaai, Rotterdam. (VORM et al., 2023) 

The zoning plan allows for 1,100 residential units (Wieles, 2024), divided into 10% social housing, 50% mid-
segment (rental or purchase), 27% free sector, and 13% top segment. Additionally, 10,000 m² of non-residential 
space will accommodate quayside restaurants, work-living spaces for local stakeholders, cultural or social 
functions, and neighbourhood-oriented retail (Wieles, 2024). The full programme includes a minimum of 100,000 
m² gross floor area (GLA), with a floor space index (FSI) of approximately 4 (Gemeente Rotterdam et al., 2023). 

Preservation of industrial heritage plays a central role. Key features of the former factory, including the 
monumental front building, will be retained and integrated into the new design (VORM et al., 2023). The project 
also includes high-quality public space, with a focus on liveability and vibrancy. Achieving this requires active 
engagement with the surrounding community (VORM et al., 2023). 

Although not legally required at the time, the developers voluntarily initiated a participation process in 
collaboration with the municipality. The original zoning did not permit housing, so a new zoning plan 
(Bestemmingsplan The Kaai) was drafted and formally adopted by the municipal council in 2024. During public 
consultation, fourteen views were submitted, three of which were upheld (Wieles, 2024). 
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The project timeline is arranged as follows: 

• 2021: 
o Closing of the Unilever Factory 
o Acquisition of the site by VORM 

• 2022: 
o Analysis and preliminary vision of urban development 
o Start of community engagement 

• 2023:  
o Q1: Adoption ambition document by municipality of Rotterdam 
o Q1/Q2: Participation phase 
o Q3: First draft urban design and approval of Masterplan by City Council 
o Q4: Public review zoning plan 

• 2024:  
o Q1: 14 views/ objections on public review 
o Q2/Q3: Formal adoption zoning plan 

• 2025:  
o Start demolition/ start construction 

• 2026: 
o Planned first delivery of housing and facilities 

• 2026 – 2029: 
o Phased delivery 

• 2029 Q4 
o Estimated project completion  

Figure 4-4 Masterplan the Kaai, Rotterdam. (VORM et al., 2023) 
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4.2.1.2 Participation actions 
The participation process of the Kaai in the Feijenoord district of Rotterdam was a was a complex and extensive 
process. It consisted of several phases in which there had been active efforts to involve local residents. It focused 
on actively involving local stakeholders in shaping the new spatial plans for the area. In 2022, the margarine 
factory closed and the surrounding area was marked as a transformation area with various mixed-use functions, 
publicly accessible including housing, shops and businesses. 

Preparation 
The participation process was initiated by VORM and Amvest in collaboration with the Municipality of Rotterdam. 
Its objective was to gather local insights and aspirations to inform the urban design and create a sense of 
ownership (de Jong, 2023). The process involved various forms of participation, including informing, 
placemaking, co-creation, and community building (de Jong, 2023). 

Thorough preparation preceded the participation activities with residents. The initial step was a desk study 
conducted by the participation agency to identify key themes and outline preliminary steps. This was followed 
by joint brainstorming sessions between the agency, the municipality, and the developers to structure the 
participation process and define priorities for the first workshop. These sessions aimed to embed participation 
meaningfully within the project and ensure a context-specific approach. 

A stakeholder and issue analysis was then conducted to gain a comprehensive understanding of the local context. 
Exploratory interviews with key community members helped define concrete objectives and thematic areas. 
Additionally, an Urban Detective video was produced to engage the broader community and collect further 
insights. Based on these preparatory activities, both a participation plan and a communication plan were 
developed, forming the basis for the participation process with residents. The next steps are detailed in the 
following section. 

Implementation of participation 
Several steps were undertaken as part of the participation process. The timeline and corresponding activities 
were as follows: 

• Kick-off (13 February 2023) – Informing, Thinking, and Acting: Over 500 participants visited the site and 
contributed ideas across five key themes, resulting in more than 400 suggestions. 

• Participatory Sessions (21–22 March 2023) – Thinking and Acting: Interactive workshops focused on 
three urban components: the quay, buildings, and public squares. As KodW centers on public space, the 
quay and squares were particularly relevant. 

• Placemaking Event (26 August 2023) – Thinking and Acting: Activities on the Kaai included factory tours 
and community events, emphasizing experiential engagement. A brainstorming session was also held 
on temporary uses for public space; however, KodW was not involved in this phase. 

• One-on-One Conversations (January–June 2023) – Informing, Thinking, and Acting: Individual 
interviews, informal meetings, and spontaneous conversations were held with residents, business 
owners, community leaders, and local officials. These interactions provided insights into stakeholders’ 
wishes, concerns, and aspirations, which informed the design process. 

• Website, Social Media, and Flyers (Ongoing) – Informing: These tools supported continuous 
communication and transparency. The website served as both an information hub and a feedback 
portal. Flyers and newsletters, some containing QR codes linked to the BuurtPanel app, enabled 
residents to share their views at their convenience. 

• Presentation of Initial Design (31 May 2023) – Reflection: A session was held for stakeholders to engage 
with the project team regarding the first draft of the urban plan. KodW was applied during this phase 
through the BuurtPanel, which gathered feedback on the draft and identified additional needs not yet 
addressed. 
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The facts and figures in the participation process are as follows: 

Informing: 

• Walk-in information event (5) 
• Digital newsletter (3) with 500 subscription 
• Approximately 8,000 flyers distributed 

Thinking and acting: 

• Approximately 50 one-to-one talks 
• Participatory session (2) 
• Approximately 650 participants and approximately 1000 visitors in the area 

Feedback: 

• Design presentations (2) 

The participation process culminated in a shared vision for the future. Feedback and ideas gathered during the 
process were integrated into the urban plan, with some contributions to be included in later phases of 
development. Although the current phase concludes with the urban plan's delivery, participation will continue 
throughout the full project timeline (2023–2030). Future stages will emphasize transparency, sustained co-
creation, and ongoing placemaking initiatives. 

Elaboration role of KodW 
In the participation process of The Kaai, efforts were made to implement various tools from the KodW 
methodology. Interviews with stakeholders revealed a range of experiences regarding the application of these 
tools.  

BuurtVisieVormer (BVV) 
Figure 4-5 presents the results of the BVV for the Kaai, which was collected during the early phase of the 
participation process in the Feijenoord district. This tool provides insight into how a neighbourhood performs 
based on publicly available data. These data sources are called subthemes.  

The data reveal notably low scores on the subthemes of smart housing, public green space, well-being, and the 
rental housing market. In contrast, subthemes such as income equality, amenities, mixed-use, accessibility, self-
reliance, housing costs, circularity, and energy score relatively high. 

The findings suggest a lack of pleasant public spaces and innovative or new housing options in the area. 
Additionally, affordability appears to be a concern in the neighbourhood. The remaining indicators show average 
performance relative to other neighbourhoods. 
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Figure 4-5 BuurtVisieVormer the Kaai. (VORM, 2023) 

In a later stage of the development of KodW, several subthemes were reclassified or excluded by the developers, 
based on the relevance, reliability, and validity of the underlying data sources. Subthemes related to 
Affordability, including Rental Market, Homeownership Market, Housing Market, and Housing Costs, were 
omitted. The same applies to the Smart category, which included Smart Housing, Smart Neighbourhood, and 
Smart Mobility. Additionally, the data originally linked to the subthemes Circularity and Energy were reassigned 
to other themes such as Biodiversity, Air Quality, or Climate Adaptation. 

BuurtPeiling 
According to the KodW methodology, the next step following the initial analysis in the Buurtvisievormer is the 
implementation of a Buurtpeiling. However, as revealed in the interview with 2-C, this step was not carried out 
in the The Kaai project. 

2-C explained that extensive thematic research had already been conducted in the neighbourhood, and a 
considerable amount of input had been collected: "By that point, we had already been active in the 
neighbourhood for quite some time and had carried out so many analyses and collected so much input that we 
already had a solid understanding of the area. So that more generic data from a first neighbourhood survey 
became less relevant.” (2-C, 2025 [translated]). 

Consequently, the decision was made to omit the Buurtpeiling. Additionally, the project was ahead of the 
development timeline for the survey tool itself. At that stage, both the developers and the municipality were not 
fully convinced of its added value or ready for its implementation: "Yes, by then we had already conducted that 
analysis ourselves, so it didn’t really add anything at that point.” (2-C, 2025 [translated]). 

Despite this, a draft version of the Buurtpeiling was created. The statements were directly linked to the 
subthemes identified in the BVV and aimed to validate those themes through resident input. An internal 
assessment was then carried out to evaluate the extent to which the proposed statements reflected actual 
neighbourhood conditions, serving as a means to verify the BVV's thematic relevance. 
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BuurtFormule 
To prepare the BuurtPanel, the BuurtFormule is used as an internal intermediate step. This tool serves to select 
the most relevant “cards” (design interventions) based on a theoretical foundation. The basis for the 
Buurtformule lies in Christopher Alexander’s book A Pattern Language, which provides a structured set of design 
principles aimed at enhancing liveability. As one interviewee explained: "[A Pattern Language] is valuable 
because it offers a wide range of design tools to create for liveability." (2-C, 2025 [translated]). 

In selecting the appropriate cards for The Kaai, practical considerations also played a role, especially the physical 
constraints and opportunities along the quay. This step had to be carried out relatively quickly to ensure the 
Buurtpanel could be prepared in time. During the process at The Kaai, the BuurtFormule had not yet been fully 
developed within the current dashboard. Instead, the selection of design tools was made using Excel sheets, 
based on proven patterns from existing neighbourhoods. While the core principle behind the selection remained 
the same, the process at that time required more manual effort to identify and compile the appropriate tools. It 
is not a participatory step, residents do not have direct insight into it. Instead, it functions more as an internal 
knowledge base to inform the design process behind the scenes. 

BuurtPanel 
The Buurtpanel for The Kaai was developed based on the selection made through the Buurtformule. The selected 
cards from the BuurtFormule aligns with the spatial possibilities and constraints of The Kaai, particularly in 
relation to the design and layout of the quay area.  

The actual deployment of the Buurtpanel took place during the presentation of the 90% version of the master 
plan. As one interviewee described: "We also tried to make [the Buurtpanel] available, so people could still share 
their final thoughts [digitally] … their ideas about the design. So, we added a QR code to the flyer." (2-B, 2025 
[translated]). The promotion of the BuurtPanel was carried out through a mailing campaign distributed to 7,000 
households in the surrounding area. The letter served as an invitation to a community evening, and included an 
insert containing a QR code that allowed residents to access and complete the BuurtPanel (2-E, 2025). 

During this event, participants were given the opportunity to engage with the Buurtpanel game in order to 
express their preferences and needs. However, according to those involved, the implementation of the tool was 
rushed, which made it difficult to integrate it strategically and effectively into the broader participation process 
(2-B, 2025).  

4.2.2 Findings 
The findings in this sub-question are based on the initial participation goals and the subsequent assessment of 
those goals, as outlined in the following sections. As discussed in the literature review on the perception of 
success (Section 2.2.4), the success of participation is often defined by the goals established by the initiator. In 
this context, the results can be interpreted as the degree of success. Therefore, this section focuses on examining 
the goals set by the developer, as the initiating party. 

4.2.2.1 Initial participation goals 
The setting of objectives in the Kaai were done using the two evaluation criteria as explained in section 3.5.2. The 
focus of identifying these goals are related to participation, interaction between different stakeholders and the 
EPA. Through interviews and document analysis, these goals are determined. Goals outside the focus of the study 
that are, for example, related to sustainability, number of homes and environment are not considered in this 
inventory given the nature of the study.  

Effectiveness 
Table 4.4 describes the goals related to effectiveness. APPENDIX H shows the evidence from the different sources 
underpinning the different goals. 

# Goal – effectiveness Description Source 
1 Obtaining zoning plan One of the steps in the area development of the Kaai is 

applying for a zoning plan change.  
(Gemeente Rotterdam, 
2024), (2-C, 2025) 
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1a Preparing participation report For the zoning plan amendment application, it was 
advisable to include a participation report. The 
participation process had been carried out on the 
initiative of the project team and can therefore also serve 
as supporting documentation in the response to potential 
objections. 

(Gemeente Rotterdam, 
2024), (2-A, 2025) 

2 Realistic and improved plans 
using the knowledge of local 
residents 

Since local residents have considerable knowledge of the 
surrounding area, they can offer valuable insights that 
make involving them a goal. 

(Gemeente Rotterdam 
et al., 2023), (2-B, 2025) 
(VORM et al., 2023), 
(Kickstad, 2023), (2-C, 
2025) 

3 Creating insight and 
understanding of different 
interests in the area 

This goal helps create support among the various 
participants. This creates an increase in trust and helps to 
substantiate choices. 

(Gemeente Rotterdam 
et al., 2023), (2-B, 
2025), (Kickstad, 2023), 
(2-C, 2025) 

4 Transparent and 
understandable 
communication that is 
accessible to all stakeholders. 

Thinking along and participating, according to the 
ambition document of the Municipality of Rotterdam, is 
only possible when there is good and clear 
communication between the various stakeholders. That is 
why communication is an essential component. 

(Gemeente Rotterdam 
et al., 2023), (2-B, 
2025), (Kickstad, 2023) 

5 Cohesion as team An important objective was to present a unified image as 
one team, in order to ensure clarity and cohesion. 

(VORM et al., 2023), (2-
B, 2025), (2-C, 2025) 

6 Pilot project for KodW - 
effectiveness 

Implementation of KodW in a physical project serves to 
examine how the methodology functions in practice and 
how it is operationalized during the development process 
and if it is possible to connect it to a different participation 
event. 

(2-B, 2025), (2-C, 2025) 

Table 4.4 Initial goals effectiveness. Created by author. 

Efficiency 
Table 4.5 describes the goals related to effectiveness. APPENDIX H shows the evidence from the different sources 
underpinning the different goals. 

# Goal – efficiency Description Source 
1 Avoid duplication of efforts and 

leverage existing initiatives and 
networks. 

Several organisations and initiatives are already active in the area. 
These already have knowledge and experience of the area and the 
aim is to harness them so that no blank start is made. 

(Gemeente 
Rotterdam 
et al., 2023), 
(2-C, 2025) 
 

2 Clear boundaries that people 
can or cannot participate in 
discussions about 

The aim is that there is clarity among those involved about what 
they can or cannot talk about. In doing so, it is important that the 
frameworks of the process are clear and the initiators facilitate the 
process. 

(Gemeente 
Rotterdam 
et al., 2023)  
 

3 Inclusive communication 
strategy 

The communication strategy should tie in with the existing 
resources from the Rotterdam municipality and serve all 
stakeholders. It should consist of a combination of online and 
offline. 

(Gemeente 
Rotterdam 
et al., 2023), 
(2-B, 2025) 

3a Tailor-made participation for 
all 

Participation is structured according to different lifestyles so that 
everyone has the opportunity to participate and contribute in an 
appropriate way. 

(Gemeente 
Rotterdam 
et al., 2023), 
(2-B, 2025) 

4 Accelerating the process by 
preventing objections and 
views. 

By preventing objections and views, this speeds up the process and 
ultimately allows for faster construction. Through a 
comprehensive process, efforts are being made to speed this up. 

(2-C, 2025), 
(2-D, 2025) 

5 Aligning goals among different 
stakeholders. 

The aim was to establish a shared objective for the participation 
process at an early stage, in order to ensure that all parties were 
aligned and working toward the same direction from the outset. 

(2-B, 2025), 
(2-C, 2025) 

6 Pilot project for KodW - 
efficiency 

Implementation of KodW in a physical project serves to examine 
how the methodology functions in practice and how it is 
operationalized during the development process and if it is 
possible to connect it to a different participation event. 

(2-B, 2025) 

Table 4.5 Initial goals efficiency. Created by author. 
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4.2.2.2 Assessment participation goals 
This section presents the assessment of the participation goals as outlined above, with a particular focus on the 
role of KodW. A distinction is made between participation results and process results. Participation results 
provide insight into the role of the method within the participatory approach, while process results support a 
broader reflection on the overall use of KodW. Since the quality of participation outcomes is closely tied to the 
effectiveness of the process, it is important to consider both dimensions. In this context, participation results are 
associated with effectiveness, whereas process results relate more directly to efficiency. 

Table 4.6 and Table 4.7 present all the assessments of the goals. In the ‘’Goals achieved’’ column, each goal is 
assessed as “yes” if there is clear evidence that the intended outcome was met, supported by at least two distinct 
sources such as documentation or stakeholder confirmation. While interviews provided valuable insights, there 
is a risk of biased or overly positive responses. To account for this, the interviews included critical questions about 
what did not go well and where improvements were needed, enabling a more balanced and reflective 
assessment.  

Participation results: Effectiveness 
Table 4.6 is a qualitative overview of the extent to which the objectives have been achieved and the role that 
KodW played in this process. An in-text reference is also included, pointing to a more detailed explanation in the 
APPENDIX I of the individual objectives. This includes quotes that substantiate why relevant goals were met. 

# Goal description 
Effectiveness 

Goal achieved? 
 

Role of KodW Reference 
to 
appendix I 
text 

1 Obtaining zoning plan Not yet, under review by the 
Council of State (Raad van State) 

Not included in the participation 
report 

7.1.1 

1a Preparing 
participation report  

Yes, Participation report compiled 
as part of the application for the 
zoning plan amendment  

Not included 7.1.2 

2 Realistic and 
improved plans using 
the knowledge of local 
residents 

Yes, residents played a role in 
shaping the plans 

The Buurtpanel was a small 
component in the overall evaluation 
of the design 

7.1.3 

3 Creating insight and 
understanding of 
different interests in 
the area 

Yes, efforts were made to gather 
as many insights as possible 
during various events 

In the 90% design phase, insights on 
the proposal were gathered using the 
Buurtpanel, while at the beginning of 
the process, the Buurtvisievormer was 
used to extract insights from data 

7.1.4 

4 Transparent and 
understandable 
communication that is 
accessible to all 
stakeholders. 

Yes, communication was open 
and transparent 

KodW did not play a role in this 
aspect, due to the absence of 
feedback to the participants 

7.1.5 

5 Cohesion as team Yes, for each event, the various 
parties collaborated closely and 
acted jointly. 

VORM played a key role within KodW, 
which made it challenging for other 
parties to participate equally as a 
collaborative team within KodW, 
which resulted in a negative impact 
on the cohesion as a team 

7.1.6 

6 Pilot project for KodW 
- effectiveness 

On the one hand, the pilot was 
successful in terms of insights into 
the implementation of KodW. But 
the process side (efficiency) and 
the participation results side 
(effectiveness) can be said that 
the pilot was not successful, given 
the limited deployment and 
difficulties in implementation. 

KodW held a central role in the pilot. 7.1.7 

Table 4.6 Assessment goals effectiveness. Created by author. 
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Process results: Efficiency 
Similar to the analysis of participation effectiveness, Table 4.7 provides a qualitative overview of the extent to 
which the objectives have been achieved, as well as the role played by KodW in this process. An in-text reference 
is included, directing the reader to APPENDIX I, where a more detailed explanation of the individual objectives 
can be found. This appendix also includes supporting quotes that illustrate how and why specific goals were met. 

# Goal description 
Efficiency 

Goal achieved? 
 

Role of KodW Reference 
to 
appendix I 
text 

1 Avoid duplication of 
efforts and leverage 
existing initiatives and 
networks. 

Yes, local businesses and 
organizations were involved in the 
implementation of the 
participation and provided 
involvement from the 
neighborhood. This made them 
part of the process. 

Has not been able to help strengthen 
local initiatives 

7.2.1 

2 Clear boundaries that 
people can or cannot 
participate in 
discussions about 

Yes, whole process had clear 
frameworks on which 
stakeholders could or could not 
participate. This was indicated per 
event and helped structure and 
set expectations for participants.. 

The apps themselves provided clear 
boundaries digitally and physically, 
but provided relatively little context, 
which created dependence on 
explanations provided. This made a 
lot of steering necessary. 

7.2.2 

3 Inclusive 
communication 
strategy 

Yes, different forms of 
participation had been applied 
with a diversity of means 

By using primarily online resources it 
ensures that people are reached who 
would not normally have time to 
participate. 

7.2.3 

3a Tailor-made 
participation for all 

Yes, because of the wide variety of 
events it was also possible for 
many different people to 
participate and there was also a 
choice to participate a certain 
events 

KodW was a part of the different 
platforms and also offered new ways 
and could contribute to the diversity 
of methods. 

 

7.2.4 

4 Accelerating the 
process by preventing 
objections and views. 

The low number of views and 
objections was the result of the 
extensive participation process 
which allowed the entire process 
to be accelerated 

KodW had a focus on other hard-to-
reach groups, which gave them the 
opportunity to gain insight into the 
plans and be involved. 

7.2.5 

5 Aligning goals among 
different 
stakeholders. 

Yes, the goals of the various 
parties were established at the 
beginning in the form of a plan of 
action. 

The pilot of KodW was not 
communicated beforehand which 
caused problems, so it was 
counterproductive. 

7.2.6 

6 Pilot project for KodW 
- efficiency 

From VORM, the intention was to 
set up a pilot project. On the one 
hand, the pilot was successful in 
terms of insights into the 
implementation of KodW. But the 
process side (efficiency) and the 
participation results side 
(effectiveness) can be said that 
the pilot was not successful, given 
the limited deployment and 
difficulties in implementation. 

KodW held a central role in the pilot. 7.2.7 

Table 4.7 Assessment goals efficiency. Created by author.  
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4.2.3 Analysis of results of Kijk op de Wijk 
4.2.3.1 BuurtVisieVormer 

The BVV did not directly contribute to the achievement of participation goals but did offer valuable insights into 
the broader participatory process. To assess its outcomes, the BVV is compared to the submitted views 
(zienswijzen) during the public consultation phase of the zoning plan for The Kaai. 

A total of 14 views were submitted during the consultation period. These are summarized in APPENDIX J. The 
municipality reviewed all submissions, classifying three as formal notices of appeal and registering one additional 
new appeal (2-A, 2025). A key objective of participation is to reduce the number of objections by identifying and 
addressing concerns early in the process. The presence of objections suggests that, in some respects, the 
participation process may have fallen short. While KodW may have helped to anticipate and address several 
issues, it did not fully prevent all objections. To assess this limitation, the first step is to examine the extent to 
which the BVV aligns with the content of the submitted views. 

In APPENDIX J, each views is categorized according to the subthemes of the BVV. This categorization is 
interpretative, as the underlying data sources of the BVV subthemes do not always correspond directly with the 
topics raised in the views. For example, several views reference concerns about construction-related nuisance, 
whereas the BVV subtheme Noise Pollution does not account for temporary disruptions such as construction 
noise. 

Views that could not be meaningfully linked to any BVV subtheme have been grouped under “No Matching 
Subtheme.” These categorized views have been aggregated and presented in Figure 4-6. The figure displays two 
columns: one includes all views (including those considered unfounded), while the other excludes the unfounded 
views. A third column shows the corresponding BVV score for each subtheme, based on Figure 4-5. 

 

Figure 4-6 Views and BVV. Created by author. 

Several notable relationships emerge between the BVV and the submitted views. While no direct or consistent 
correlation is evident between the number of views and the BVV scores, certain patterns can be identified. 
Subthemes with high BVV scores, when not adequately addressed in the planning process, tend to generate more 
views. Conversely, subthemes with lower BVV scores that remain unresolved in the planning phase also attract 
objections. The following sections highlight specific examples of these dynamics. 

Amenities 
The BVV shows a relatively high score for the availability of amenities. Nevertheless, several views were 
submitted concerning this subtheme. These indicate that residents place significant value on the presence of the 
medical day center, which they wish to see retained. However, the zoning plan did not fully incorporate this 
facility. As a result, some of these views were deemed valid and have been incorporated into the revised plan. 
This suggests that the insights provided by the BVV align with the concerns expressed in the views. 
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Income equality 
Income equality currently scores relatively high in the BVV, largely due to the substantial presence of social 
housing in the Feijenoord district. However, the municipality’s goal is to reduce this proportion to achieve a more 
mixed housing stock. This contrasts with the views submitted by residents, who emphasized the continued need 
for social housing. This discrepancy highlights the tension between the municipality’s future-oriented policy 
objectives and residents’ present-day needs. Although data shows strong performance in income equality, the 
planning process prioritizes the ambition document, contributing to objections. 

Accessibility 
A notable pattern appears in the Accessibility subtheme, which scores relatively high in the BVV yet is associated 
with a significant number of views. BVV data focuses on car ownership, usage, and access to public transport, 
suggesting a reasonable level of mobility. However, residents raised concerns about parking shortages, limited 
public transport access, and increased traffic volumes. These issues are not captured in the current BVV data, 
which does not include indicators such as parking pressure or traffic intensity. This gap may explain the mismatch 
between the BVV score and residents’ concerns. Incorporating these variables could improve the subtheme’s 
accuracy, a topic discussed further under section 4.4 improvements. 

Climate adaptive 
The Climate Adaptation subtheme scores relatively low in the BVV and receives a correspondingly high number 
of views. Concerns centre around sunlight reduction and wind disturbance due to building heights. Residents, 
especially those in the Bruggebouw, who are worried about the impact on their building. The data already 
indicates current exposure to these issues, suggesting the need for more responsive planning strategies. These 
concerns reflect a strong desire for climate-conscious urban design and proactive mitigation of environmental 
impacts. Residents clearly do not want the existing situation to deteriorate any further, and expect climate-
sensitive planning solutions to be prioritized. 

No matching subtheme 
Several views could not be matched to existing BVV subthemes but nonetheless offer important insights. These 
include concerns about construction-related nuisance (e.g. noise, traffic, and disruption duration), building 
height (including sightlines and cultural-historical context), and waste management. The frequency of these 
concerns highlights possible omissions in the BVV framework. Including these aspects in future iterations could 
enhance the tool’s comprehensiveness. Potential improvements to the BVV’s data sources and thematic scope 
will be discussed in more detail under the section 4.4 improvements. 

4.2.3.2 BuurtPeiling 
The Buurtpeiling was not implemented during the participation process in The Kaai to gather participation-
related results. As such, its direct effectiveness in contributing to participation outcomes was minimal. 
Nevertheless, the Buurtpeiling could have made a meaningful contribution to the efficiency of the process, 
particularly through the use of validated data. Its role in achieving the stated objectives remained limited, but it 
may have had greater impact if it had been deployed earlier in the process. 

While the Buurtpeiling was not used publicly, the statements were internally reviewed and assessed by the 
developers. This internal data validation demonstrates that the Buurtpeiling does not necessarily have to be used 
solely by residents, it could also serve as a tool parallel to a physical participation process, supporting internal 
reflection and validating findings gathered through in-person engagement. This dual application could be 
particularly useful for intermediate documentation within the organisation. 

Additionally, the fact that the statements were filled in by developers suggests a possible interest in testing and 
refining the tool itself. Interviewee 2-E indicated that there was an ongoing effort to develop appropriate 
question phrasing. In order to effectively validate data, questions must be carefully constructed, potentially using 
both positively and negatively framed statements. What stood out in the composition of the list were the 
reflections developers had gathered from the physical participation process. These insights may have been used 
to fine-tune the questions and/or to assess them retrospectively. 
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This use of insights from in-person engagement highlights the importance of direct interaction with participants. 
It also suggests that the Buurtpeiling could play a valuable supportive role, not only as a tool for collecting 
resident input, but also as a means of internally testing assumptions, framing questions, and validating the 
direction of the participation strategy. 

4.2.3.3 BuurtFormule 
The application of the BuurtFormule played a key role in the development of the BuurtPanel. Since public space 
is often overseen and implemented by the municipality, as was the case in The Kaai (2-C, 2025), close 
coordination with municipal stakeholders is essential. When selections are made within the BuurtFormule for 
specific design interventions, these choices may carry implications for the promises made to residents. The 
database of design tools is built on proven patterns observed in other neighbourhoods and offers insight into 
interventions likely to be effective in new area developments. 

The most significant role of the BuurtFormule is that it serves as "the cement between the bricks.” (2-E, 2025 
[translated]). While this step could potentially be automated, the uniqueness of each project allows for 
customization and contextual adjustments. Transparency in this process is critical for ensuring reliability, 
accountability, and trust. It allows initiators, in the case of The Kaai, the development team, to make informed 
decisions about which interventions are most appropriate. 

In The Kaai, it became apparent that the individuals leading the participation process had limited visibility into 
the workings of the BuurtFormule, in part due to access being primarily controlled by VORM. The critical feedback 
expressed by those in a coordinating role may have stemmed directly from this lack of insight. Since one of the 
core intentions of the BuurtFormule is to make the design and decision-making process more transparent, it is 
crucial that all relevant stakeholders, especially those in leadership and coordination roles, have access to the 
methodology. Ensuring this transparency is key to avoiding misunderstandings and fostering collaborative 
ownership of the outcomes. 

4.2.3.4 BuurtPanel 
The BPa was applied as a participation method, but it ultimately played only a minimal role in delivering 
measurable participation results. One of the key reasons for this limited impact appears to be related to its 
communication strategy. Interviewee 2-B pointed out that the deployment lacked a clear strategic approach. 
While distributing a QR code to 7,000 households could have potentially resulted in a substantial number of 
views, the actual response rate was reported by interviewee 2-E to be between 0.5% and 1%. Other stakeholders 
involved considered this a low response rate and therefore not significant enough to be included in the formal 
participation results. However, it is worth noting that the average response rate in the real estate sector is 
approximately 3.32% (McGee, 2024), meaning that the response rate from does not deviate significantly from 
this benchmark. The relatively low response rate may be partially explained by how the mailing was designed. 
According to 2-E, the QR code was only placed on the second page of the letter, which may have contributed to 
a lower level of engagement. This highlights the importance of communication strategy and its influence on 
participation outcomes. KodW is intended as a tool to quickly and easily reach residents, but its effectiveness 
hinges on how well those residents are actually engaged and motivated to participate, such as by clicking the 
link. Therefore, promotional and marketing tactics become critical. 

Costs also play a role in evaluating the effectiveness of communication methods. In the case of The Kaai, the 
choice was made to distribute physical letters. Based on 2025 PostNL rates for business mail, ranging between 
€0.60 and €0.70 per item, sending 7,000 letters would have cost at least €4,000. When this cost is compared to 
the number of views received, it results in relatively high-cost responses, which should be factored into decisions 
about whether or not to use similar communication methods in the future. When tools like KodW, and specifically 
the BuurtPanel, are deployed in this way, the effectiveness becomes heavily dependent on the communication 
medium used to share access to the app. Therefore, a strong and well-thought-out strategic approach to 
outreach is essential. Residents should be approached through diverse channels that align with the tool’s 
intended purpose: reaching typically hard-to-reach groups. 

Combining online and offline communication strategies, could prove more effective, especially when weighing 
the social and financial return on investment. This ensures that the tools used align with their intended purpose 
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and are not misapplied in ways that reduce their effectiveness. As interviewee 2-E noted: “It’s important not to 
see digital participation as a replacement for in-person [participation] events, but rather as a tool to support and 
enhance them.” (2-E, 2025 [translated]). This reinforces the idea that digital tools should be complemented by 
physical experiences, and that the way the app is communicated to potential users should reflect that physical 
engagement as well.  
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4.2.4 Conclusion 
Sub-question 2 posed the following: “What are the results of using Kijk op de Wijk in practice?” In this research, 
the results of KodW are divided into two key dimensions: effectiveness, which refers to participatory outcomes, 
and efficiency, which concerns the internal process and implementation. Achieving effective participation 
outcomes is highly dependent on the efficiency of the process.  

The findings indicate that the effectiveness of KodW in contributing to participation outcomes was limited. 
Although several tools were employed, including the BuurtPanel and BuurtVisieVormer, their influence on 
project development and stakeholder engagement remained marginal. KodW ultimately failed to contribute to 
its participatory ambitions in The Kaai project, largely due to underlying efficiency issues. These shortcomings in 
implementation and coordination inhibited the method from realizing its full potential.  

To understand why it did not contribute in terms of efficiency, deeper exploration is required. Nonetheless, the 
digital nature of KodW shows promise. If implemented with adequate preparation and strategic focus, it could 
support more inclusive participation by reaching underrepresented groups and improving future participatory 
efforts.  

Each of the tools within KodW contributed to the process in different ways:  

• The BuurtVisieVormer proved effective in mapping neighbourhood characteristics and identifying key 
local themes. These insights could have informed participation strategies and responses to community 
objections, yet they were not fully utilized within the participatory design process.  

• The BuurtPeiling was not made public but was used internally to validate assumptions and refine survey 
questions. Although its primary value was procedural, it enhanced efficiency by supporting internal 
reflection and tool development. If integrated earlier in future projects, it may significantly increase its 
impact.  

• The BuurtFormule played a technical role in connecting the BuurtPeiling to the BuurtPanel. Despite its 
limited visibility, it was critical for ensuring efficiency in the workflow by enabling the selection of 
relevant design cards and structuring the BuurtPanel content.  

• The BuurtPanel managed to reach a broad audience, yet its low response rate and limited integration 
within the broader participation strategy significantly reduced its effectiveness. Its rushed deployment, 
minimal promotional efforts, and lack of strategic alignment ultimately led to its exclusion from the 
formal participation report. As a result, KodW failed to generate meaningful participation outcomes.  

Overall, the pilot revealed that the absence of effective results was largely due to process inefficiencies and 
misalignments among stakeholders. KodW’s implementation in The Kaai illustrates that a well-designed tool is 
not sufficient on its own; without a coherent and strategic process, participation outcomes remain elusive. The 
core finding of this sub-question, therefore, is that there were no significant participation results, primarily due 
to an underperforming process. These challenges will be examined in greater depth in section 4.3.  

Despite these shortcomings, the pilot still provided valuable process insights and therefore resulted in insights 
into the process results. The tools demonstrated conceptual potential, especially in generating data-driven inputs 
and reaching varied audiences. To unlock this potential in future implementations, strategic planning, early 
integration, stakeholder alignment, and effective communication must be prioritized. These aspects will be 
further elaborated in section 4.4, where possible improvements to KodW are discussed.  
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4.3 Challenges in Kijk op de Wijk– Sub question 3 
This chapter explores Sub-question 3: “What challenges arise when implementing Kijk op de Wijk?” It builds 
directly on the findings presented in the previous two sections. In Section 4.1, the characteristics of KodW were 
compared to traditional participation methods, while Section 4.2 assessed its performance in practice through 
the case study of The Kaai, explained in section 4.2.1. That analysis revealed that, despite its potential, the KodW 
method did not lead to significant participatory outcomes, largely due to issues in its implementation and 
integration. These findings underscore the importance of understanding the underlying challenges that hinder 
its effectiveness. 

This chapter therefore shifts the focus to identifying and categorizing the key challenges encountered during the 
use of KodW. These challenges are drawn from the in-depth interviews (see section 3.4.2), and are essential for 
selecting the improvements which will be discussed in the next chapter (Section 4.4). 

In this study, challenges are understood as obstacles that emerge during the design, application, and execution 
of participatory processes within area development projects. They may relate to internal procedures, 
communication and coordination between stakeholders, policy expectations, or the participatory tools 
themselves. As demonstrated in the Kaai case, such challenges can negatively affect both the outcomes 
(effectiveness) and the quality of the process (efficiency), as discussed in section 4.2 (Sub-question 2). 

The challenges identified are grouped into two main categories: 

• Implementation-related challenges: These concern strategic, procedural, methodological, 
communicative, participatory, and content-specific issues that impact the use of KodW in practice. 

• Challenges related to balancing interests: These stem from the need to comply to the municipal 
frameworks (section 4.1.3.2) and ensure that diverse stakeholder perspectives are fairly integrated into 
decision-making. 

The structure of this chapter is as follows: 

• Section 4.3.1 Findings: presents the findings on both categories of challenges, starting with those 
related to implementation and followed by those concerning the balance of interests. 

• Section 4.3.2 Analysis: analyses these findings in relation to the roles and interests of key stakeholders, 
developers, municipalities, residents, and others. 

• Section 4.3.3 Conclusion: concludes with the main insights, emphasizing the areas where improvement 
is needed and answering sub-question 3.  

By identifying these challenges and linking them to the Kaai case and previous findings, this section provides a 
grounded understanding of the factors that hinder successful implementation of KodW. These insights form the 
basis for the recommendations in the next section (section 4.4), where improvement for KodW are explored. 

 

 

4.3.1 Findings 
The findings in this section are dived into the findings related to the implementation related challenges and 
balance of interest related challenges.  

4.3.1.1 Findings: implementation related challenges 
The challenges have been identified using the deductive codes outlined in Section 3.4.3.1. The in-depth 
interviews were coded in Atlas.ti based on these codes. Relevant quotes were first collected and categorized 
accordingly in Atlas.ti. Each quote was then summarized to clarify the specific issue it addressed, see APPENDIX 
L. These summaries were subsequently sorted and cross-compared across interviews to identify recurring 
patterns and potential relationships. This process formed the basis for the formulation of the challenges 
discussed in the following sections. 
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Strategic & process challenges 
Challenge 1a: Strategic and structural integration of KodW in participation through rapid preparation and 
implementation 
A key challenge was the late and unstructured integration of KodW into the participation plan. Interviewees (2-
B, 2025; 2-C, 2025) emphasized that KodW was not aligned with the broader strategy and lacked a defined 
implementation plan. This limited its effectiveness and led to inefficiencies, such as the rushed rollout of the 
BuurtPanel and insufficient time to track participant responses. 

Challenge 1b: Clear communication, alignment and coordination between stakeholders 
Another important challenge was the result of misalignment and unclear coordination among stakeholders. The 
implementation of KodW lacked a shared vision, resulting in confusion and critical feedback from both 
developers and process coordinators. Communication between different stakeholders was not clear which 
meant that not everyone was equally informed or involved in decision-making. This was particularly problematic 
when certain tools of KodW, such as the BuurtFormule, were only accessible to specific actors. 

Challenge 1c: Physical engagement with participants 
The lack of physical feedback loops is cited multiple times as issues. Especially the need for extra steps related to 
the physical interaction between the initiating stakeholder and participants is an important challenge, since the 
methods does not have these aspects (2-C, 2025).  

Challenge 1d: Balance in flexibility 
KodW's flexibility, intended as a strength, was experienced as both a benefit and a drawback. Several 
interviewees noted that the tools were either too flexible, allowing for deviation from intended use, or too rigid, 
making them difficult to adapt to specific contexts (2-C, 2025).  

Challenge 1e: Organisational support 
Interviewees emphasized that successful participation requires full support from the entire organization, 
including adequate budgets, clear mandates, and strong political backing (3-A, 2025). When this organizational 
commitment is lacking or fragmented, participation efforts risk being marginalized or reduced to a mere 
formality. Additionally, political influence and internal governance structures were identified as potential 
barriers, particularly when responsibilities are unclear or when strategic goals for participation are misaligned 
with broader institutional priorities. 

Method related challenges 
Challenge 2a: Usability and user-friendliness 
The poor user-friendliness of the KodW interface and related tools such as the BuurtPanel and Buurtpeiling was 
mentioned multiple times. They also noted that the apps were not intuitive, which discouraged users from fully 
completing participation activities (2-B, 2025).  

Challenge 2b: Lack of transparent and contextual clarity 
The underlying rationale behind the tools, including the theoretical principles and decision logic, is not sufficiently 
communicated to the stakeholders. Interviewees expressed that the scientific foundation (such as gamification 
theory or the logic behind BuurtFormule selection) felt too abstract or irrelevant to most users (2-C, 2025). 
Additionally, the tools experience challenges in communicating the context effectively within the digital 
environment. Given this digital environment several interviewees noted that retrieving the motivations behind 
specific choices from participants is challenging, making the collecting of feedback difficult. 

Challenge 2c: Balance between theory and practice 
There is a challenge in the relation between theoretical context and practical application of it. For example the 
gamification aspect of the BuurtPanel is not always relevant to all stakeholders. The integration of different KodW 
tools as a coherent system can be difficult to understand or take too long to realise. The complexity KodW can 
make it difficult to use all tools as intended. For instance, the Buurtpeiling and Buurtpanel were not always rolled 
out in the correct order or skipped entirely, leading to incomplete or misaligned data flows (2-C, 2025). 
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Challenge 2d: Insufficient support for interaction 
KodW operates within digital environments, which limits opportunities for physical interaction. As a result, there 
is little room for follow-up questions, in-depth dialogue, or personal engagement. Participants are unable to 
easily seek clarification or expand on their input, which reduces the overall depth and richness of the feedback. 
Additionally, the lack of contextual information can make it harder for participants to make informed decisions. 
Language barriers may also arise, potentially reducing accessibility and limiting the inclusiveness of the tool (2-
D, 2025). 

Communication challenges 
Challenge 3a: Reaching the target group 
Several interviews identified challenges related to the difficulty in reaching and engaging the appropriate and 
diverse participant groups. Interviewees emphasized that participations in general struggles to connect with 
residents who are less likely to be heard from, harder to reach or digitally less skilled. Often these people are 
older, have busy lives with children, or do not have the desire and/or time to participate. Reaching this group 
can be difficult.  

Challenge 3b: Clarity of Kijk op de Wijk Tools and theories 
Several interviewees noted that KodW can be perceived as complex due to the many different tools and 
underlying theories it incorporates. This complexity creates confusion for both initiators and participants. The 
foundational concepts are often not clearly communicated, making it difficult for stakeholders to understand the 
rationale behind the method.  

Challenge 3c: Transparency and guidance in participation 
The interviews revealed that maintaining transparency can be a challenge, particularly when using online 
participation methods. These tools often limit communication to predefined content, which restricts how clearly 
roles, responsibilities, and levels of influence can be conveyed. As a result, participants may be unclear about 
what they can or cannot influence. This lack of clarity can lead to unrealistic expectations and, ultimately, to 
promises that cannot be fulfilled. 

Challenge 3d: Space for interaction and feedback 
Several interviewees observed that digital tools tend to reduce dialogue between stakeholders, making it harder 
to understand the reasoning behind inputs and to share information effectively. Unlike physical interactions, 
which allow for contextual discussion and adaptive communication, digital methods often lack flexibility and 
responsiveness. The absence of face-to-face engagement thus presents a significant challenge. 

Participation challenges 
Challenge 4a: Balancing single-sided interests 
The challenge lies in ensuring that collective community interests are genuinely reflected in decision-making, 
rather than being overshadowed by dominant or institutional single-sided interests. There is a risk that the 
interests of a few individuals may disproportionately influence broader outcomes by asserting their opinions or 
swaying others. This can manifest in the submission of objections that reflect only a limited set of interests. 
Additionally, even when there is clear community support for a plan, municipal interests may ultimately carry 
more weight in the decision-making process.  

Challenge 4b: Effectively engage a diverse and representative group of participants 
Multiple interviewees mentioned the challenge that it is difficult to effectively engage a diverse and 
representative group of participants, including often-overlooked stakeholders such as local businesses. To reach 
them, several steps must be taken.  

Challenge 4c: Motivating potential participants to engage 
The challenge of motivating potential participants to engage lies in the perceived lack of return for their time and 
effort. When residents do not clearly see how their input influences outcomes, or when past experiences have 
led to little visible impact, participation fatigue can arise. Additionally, participants must see what the 
participation actually benefits them. For example, by engaging them in the process, social safety can be created 
in the area due to the placemaking. Social safety is the direct benefit of the process. 
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Content related challenges 
Challenge 5a: Useful and meaningful output 
The interviews revealed a challenge related to the output of the participation process. On one hand, some 
participants noted that the output of KodW was of limited use, while others highlighted the potential for data-
driven justifications to emerge from the process. This contrast points to a challenge within KodW: presenting 
useful and meaningful data from participant input. The value of the output largely depends on how the data is 
structured, interpreted, and presented. Therefore, careful design and implementation are essential to ensure 
the output is actionable and relevant. 

Challenge 5b: Inclusion of appropriate topics 
Stakeholders stressed the importance of selecting relevant topics for participation, including implementation 
issues like nuisance and social safety. Early identification of community concerns and a broad discussion scope 
are key to addressing both spatial and social aspects. Clear division of responsibilities, such as between municipal 
and resident roles, is also essential to avoid confusion and manage expectations. 

Other challenges 
Challenge 6a: Monitoring interest in the process 
One key challenge in participation processes is safeguarding the interests expressed throughout the process. 
While various insights and suggestions can be collected and considered during planning, it often proves difficult 
to ensure that these inputs are actually integrated and realized in the final outcomes. In some cases, these 
contributions risk being overshadowed by the complexity of the project or deprioritized as competing demands 
emerge during implementation. 

Challenge 6b: Creating a lasting impact 
Developers are often involved in an area for only a relatively short period. This raises the question of what lasting 
impact they can make and how such impact can be achieved. The challenge, therefore, lies in creating a long-
term positive effect on the neighbourhood that endures beyond the developer’s involvement. 

4.3.1.2 Findings: balance of interest challenges 
Another key challenge is the balancing of interests, which is explicitly required by municipalities as part of their 
evaluation of participation processes (see Section 4.1.3.2). While the previous section focused on 
implementation-related challenges, particularly in the context of KodW, this section examines the challenges 
involved in weighing diverse interests, the difficulties that arise during this process, and the types of interests 
commonly encountered in area development projects. 

Insights from the in-depth interviews and examples from the The Kaai project are used to illustrate these 
dynamics. The section begins with a discussion of the general challenges associated with balancing interests, 
followed by an exploration of the various stakeholder perspectives (Developer, municipality, residents and other). 
The findings are based on the deductive coding of interview data in Atlas.ti, as described in Section 3.4.3.2.  

General challenges balance of interest 
Interview quotes related to the deductive code balance of interests have been organized into eight thematic 
categories, as presented in APPENDIX M. These thematic categories are inductively formulated within the 
balance of interest code. Quotes addressing similar topics were consolidated to form coherent groupings, each 
representing a distinct challenge in achieving a well-considered balance of interests during participation 
processes. The identified categories are as follows: 

• Alignment between decision-making and assessment frameworks 
• Diverging interests 
• Early dialogue and physical interaction 
• Involving internal stakeholders 
• Safeguarding interests 
• Transparency 
• Trust 
• Frequency of participation 
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The following section provides an in-depth explanation of each category. These descriptions are informed by the 
material in APPENDIX M, which contains the relevant quotes, accompanying comments, and their assigned 
categories. Together, these categories highlight the key considerations and difficulties involved in balancing 
interests within the context of participation assessments. 

Alignment decision-making & Assessment framework 
The core challenge lies in ensuring internal alignment on decision-making processes while also establishing a 
clear and transparent framework to evaluate and balance diverse interests. Without early agreements and 
structured procedures, participation risks becoming fragmented. Additionally, assessing whose interests are 
considered and how broadly they are supported is essential to ensure that outcomes serve the public good. 

Differences in interests 
The challenge of differences in interests in balances interests lies in recognizing and managing the diversity of 
perspectives and priorities among stakeholders. While many interests and goals may overlap, they can also 
diverge significantly, sometimes appearing compatible in theory but conflicting in practice. A key difficulty is 
ensuring that space is created for these interests to be openly shared, understood, and aligned early in the 
process. If not addressed carefully, singular or dominant interests may overshadow broader public concerns, and 
the gap between ambition and reality can hinder meaningful outcomes. 

Early dialogue & Physical interaction between stakeholders 
The challenge of early dialogue in balancing interests lies in initiating meaningful conversations before concrete 
plans are in place. Early engagement helps to inventory ideas, build trust, and create alignment, particularly when 
key community figures are involved. It is essential to bring together diverse perspectives at the outset and to 
clearly communicate the interests each party represents. This early-stage dialogue lays the foundation for a more 
inclusive and effective balance of interests. To strengthen interest collection, the challenge also lies in physical 
interaction. Physical interaction enables open dialogue and allows for follow-up questions from both sides, 
unrestricted by pre-defined formats or limitations.  

Involving stakeholders within organisation 
The challenge of involving stakeholders within an organization in balancing interests lies in ensuring that 
everyone feels included and aligned. Making stakeholders part of the process helps lower barriers to 
communication and encourages open dialogue. However, achieving full organizational support can be difficult, 
especially when coordination is needed across internal teams and external actors. Effective integration of all 
stakeholders can create a shared sense of commitment. 

Safeguarding interests 
The challenge of safeguarding interests after the participation process closely aligns with the assessment 
framework. It concerns how to ensure that the various interests identified and considered during participation 
continue to be represented and addressed beyond the formal process, maintaining their relevance and impact 
over time. 

Transparency 
Transparency is a crucial element in any participation process. The challenge lies in ensuring that this 
transparency is safeguarded and that any promises made are aligned with existing policies. This should be a 
fundamental part of the participation strategy. It is also essential to clearly communicate what participants do 
and do not have influence over, as well as how decisions are made. Doing so helps prevent unrealistic 
expectations and encourages stakeholders to express their interests in a grounded and constructive way. 

Trust 
Building trust is essential but often challenging. It involves acknowledging and incorporating each interest into 
the process, while also following through on commitments made. Trust needs to be established from the outset 
and consistently maintained throughout the process to create constructive collaboration and mutual 
understanding among all parties involved. 
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Frequency of participation 
It is important to strike a balance in engaging stakeholders, not too often, but not too infrequently either. Over-
engagement can lead to fatigue, where participants become frustrated because they are repeatedly asked the 
same questions. Conversely, insufficient engagement risks missing valuable input and undermining trust in the 
process. This is also a matter of proper documentation, a responsibility that lies with the coordinating party, 
specifically, the municipality. 

Interest developer 
In the context of area development, developers play a central role and are therefore considered a distinct 
perspective in this research. As applicants for environmental permits, they are responsible for meeting legal 
obligations and shaping the participation process to align with municipal requirements and balance stakeholder 
interests. 

Developers’ motivations for participation are diverse. According to interviewee 2-D (2025), early engagement, 
particularly with key community members, can improve social safety and help prevent objections. Participation 
is also viewed as a marketing tool that improves plan quality and builds public support. However, developers 
often focus narrowly on their project site, without considering the broader neighbourhood, despite its relevance 
for long-term success (3-A, 2025). 

Economic considerations are also significant. Developers typically invest upfront, so minimizing objections can 
accelerate processes, reduce delays, and lower legal costs. Fewer objections mean less need for legal defence. 
Digital tools further support this by simplifying the documentation and presentation of participation outcomes. 
KodW can enhance this process by offering early neighbourhood insights through tools like the BVV, helping 
developers understand local conditions from the outset (2-E, 2025). In addition, digitally supported participation 
results may serve as persuasive evidence in objection procedures. 

By lowering the threshold for participation, KodW makes the process more accessible and attractive to 
developers and municipalities alike. Standardizing the method could establish a new baseline in area 
development, allowing developers to position themselves as frontrunners and strengthen their public profile. 
This standardization would also benefit residents by enabling more consistent and meaningful involvement. 
Moreover, widespread use of a uniform approach could contribute to legal precedent. When applied in a way 
that balances all interests, standardized participation methods can streamline both planning and 
implementation, while improving decision-making efficiency. In objection procedures, these methods may also 
be processed more swiftly, as prior use supports their credibility and effectiveness. 

Interest municipality 
Municipalities are key stakeholders in area development, with interests that reflect broader societal goals and 
long-term strategic ambitions. Their role extends beyond administrative duties to include a public responsibility 
to safeguard collective interests. One of their core obligations is to facilitate citizen participation in spatial 
planning, both to ensure public involvement and to reduce objections to zoning changes, particularly in 
municipal-led projects (2-C, 2025). While participation is a development requirement, its design and 
implementation are often delegated to initiators such as developers. 

As regulatory authorities, municipalities can influence the direction of participation early on by setting 
expectations and encouraging the inclusion of diverse stakeholders. Early alignment helps ensure municipal 
priorities are respected and the process remains transparent. According to interviewee 2-D (2025), municipalities 
are also motivated to reduce objections to streamline procedures, an interest aligned with broader goals like 
addressing housing shortages (3-A, 2025). 

Participation is not merely a formal requirement but also a tool for improving processes and achieving larger 
policy ambitions. Municipalities ask critical questions such as: For whom are we building?, reflecting a desire to 
serve wider societal needs, even when these do not fully align with neighbourhood-specific concerns. However, 
they must balance this ambition with legal and procedural constraints. Well-executed participation offers 
municipalities valuable insights into neighbourhood dynamics, identifying current issues and needed 
interventions (2-E, 2025). It also serves as a cost-effective data collection tool. Proper documentation is essential 
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to avoid repetitive inquiries and ensure continuity in community engagement. In early phases, municipalities aim 
to engage a broad spectrum of stakeholders, residents, schools, businesses, and community organizations. As 
noted by interviewee 3-A (2025): “The entire method is about acting as a facilitator...by opening up your own 
interest to those of others and bringing them together.” [translated]. 

Unlike other actors, municipalities must also navigate political dynamics, including the agendas of municipal 
councils. This can impact internal support and public credibility. As 3-A (2025) observed: “You’ve got a political 
organization breathing down your neck...you need to be well prepared for that.” [translated]. To maintain 
legitimacy and trust, municipalities must ensure that public commitments align with internal policy. Where gaps 
exist, developers may help bridge them. Ultimately, municipalities must protect the public interest and foster 
trust among all stakeholders. 

Interest residents 
In this research, the term residents refers to individuals living in a given area who do not hold formal decision-
making roles, such as those of developers or municipal officials. It also includes future residents, individuals from 
outside the area who express an interest in living there, whose perspectives may also be relevant to the 
development process. 

While residents’ interests are diverse, they often share a desire to influence local developments and have their 
needs acknowledged. According to interviewee 2-C, building trust is essential: “Seeing a face behind the 
companies” helps lower barriers to participation and encourages openness. Residents’ concerns are typically 
qualitative, shaped by lived experiences rather than technical arguments (2-E, 2025). These may relate to housing 
affordability, fear of displacement, access to schools and green space, or environmental sustainability. 
Increasingly, residents also raise climate-related concerns, reflecting growing awareness of long-term impacts. 

Local neighbourhood councils often act as intermediaries, representing broader community interests (3-A, 2025). 
However, tensions may emerge between local and municipal priorities. For example, residents may oppose new 
housing projects in their neighbourhood due to perceived negative impacts, even amid a city-wide housing 
shortage, a phenomenon commonly referred to as Not In My Backyard (NIMBY). In such cases, transparent 
communication is essential, given the emotional and subjective nature of these concerns. Trust plays a central 
role in resident engagement. As interviewee 2-E observed, when residents feel heard and see their input 
reflected in outcomes, concerns are more easily resolved. Conversely, mistrust in developers or municipalities 
can intensify resistance, even when intentions are constructive. 

Interviewee 3-A (2025) noted that traditional urban planning relied on generalized societal models, which no 
longer reflect today’s growing diversity in lifestyles, cultures, and household structures. This shift has created 
both opportunities and challenges. While new residents may enrich a neighbourhood, existing residents may fear 
displacement or neglect. As one interviewee stated: “The sentiment in the city is that people feel they are being 
driven out of their homes, development is no longer for them.” (3-A, 2025 [translated]). This tension highlights 
the need to ask: Who are we building for? Balancing the interests of both current and future residents is essential 
for creating inclusive, sustainable, and widely supported developments. 

Interest others 
The interests of other stakeholders refer to all actors mentioned in the interviews who offer valuable or 
alternative perspectives on the balancing of interests. These include entities such as commercial businesses in 
the area, neighbourhood councils, housing corporations, and caretakers (huismeesters). 

Neighbourhood councils aim to represent the interests of an entire neighbourhood. They engage with various 
stakeholders and collect input from residents to voice community concerns. Commercial businesses in the area 
also have specific interests, such as safeguarding their operations. At the same time, they may see opportunities 
to contribute to participation processes and area development. 

When local organizations and businesses are properly identified, they can offer value at different stages and to 
different stakeholders. For instance, in the Kaai project, a local youth-focused organization was invited to take 
part in a participatory event by organizing a hat-making activity with children (2-D, 2025). This collaboration 
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benefitted the organization by increasing its visibility among residents and offering them a role in shaping the 
development plans. 

Caretakers (huismeesters) can also represent a unique type of stakeholder. Employed by housing corporations 
or developers, they serve as key points of contact for residents (3-A, 2025). While they are responsible for 
managing a building on behalf of their employer, their role also holds social value, they offer personal support to 
residents and help foster a sense of community. In this way, the caretaker’s role serves multiple interests: 
maintaining order and stability for the developer, corporation, or municipality, while also providing meaningful 
support to residents. This illustrates how different interests, economic, social, and organizational, can align and 
reinforce one another within the context of area development. 

 

 

4.3.2 Analysis 
4.3.2.1 Analysis: implementation related challenges 

 

Figure 4-7 Implementation related challenges in relation to interviewees. Created by author. 

The number of challenges identified per category has been mapped across the different interviews in Figure 4-7. 
Notably, a higher number of challenges were reported by the participation manager and the concept developer 
compared to other interviewees. This may be attributed to their specific roles in the process, their level of 
expertise, or the particular focus of their interviews. Conversely, the absence of certain challenges in some 
interviews likely reflects a lack of discussion on those topics rather than an actual absence of such challenges in 
practice. 

In the case of The Kaai, the participation manager was an external participation manager with fewer commercial 
interests and a primary focus on ensuring a well-executed participation process. As a result, this individual was 
likely more close to the perspectives of various stakeholders and therefore identified more challenges related to 
that. Similarly, the concept developer, who possessed substantial knowledge of the KodW method, was more 
aware of its limitations, particularly regarding the methodology, communication approach, and content. 

In general, each interviewee acknowledged challenges related to the process, strategic application, and 
implementation. The developer for spatial insights, who is responsible for the back-end of KodW, primarily 
identified challenges related to the method’s application and communication, rather than its core structure, likely 
a result of their involvement in the method’s development. 

The Manager of Neighbourhoods and Districts, who represented the municipality in the Kaai project, primarily 
highlighted strategic implementation challenges. Overall, it becomes evident that most interviewees regard 
strategic application as the area where the most significant challenges lie. 
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4.3.2.2 Analysis: interaction stakeholders 
This analysis is based on the findings from section 4.3.1.2. The different perspectives are combined into one 
figure, Figure 4-8.  

 

Figure 4-8 Stakeholder interaction. Created by author using Miro. 

Convergence (Zone 1): Developer and municipality 
Figure 4-8 visualizes the various interests involved. In the intersection between the developer and the 
municipality (Zone 1), the municipality plays a guiding role by setting formal requirements. Through this, the 
municipality directs the developer and also holds them accountable. Municipal interests extend beyond the local 
neighbourhood and often reflect broader citywide priorities. As a result, a developer may have strong support 
from the community, but their plans may still conflict with municipal interests. These conflicts must be addressed 
within Zone 1. 

In this zone, the developer can engage in dialogue or lobbying with the municipality and align their participation 
strategy accordingly. It is within this intersection that the developer and the municipality begin to act jointly, 
allowing their plans to become more integrated. This alignment ultimately ensures better cooperation between 
the two parties. This relation between the two stakeholders can be called convergence, since the parties are 
working together and are aligned with their interests.  

Alignment (Zone 2): Developer and residents 
The alignment of interests between the developer and the residents is situated in Zone 2 of Figure 4-8. 
Developers can engage with key individuals at an early stage to align interests proactively. These early 
conversations help developers integrate local concerns into their initial discussions with the municipality in Zone 
1. 

During resident engagement, the developer focuses on how to center the needs of the community and generate 
support for the project. In later phases, once alignment with the municipality has been established in Zone 1, the 
emphasis shifts toward communication strategies and planning. While the core interests of residents remain 
consistent, additional elements such as the clarity and timing of communication become increasingly important.  
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Safeguarding (Zone 3): Municipality and residents 
The municipality represents the interests of the residents in Zone 3. These are primarily broader societal 
interests. Building a personal connection with residents can support the municipality in identifying and 
understanding these concerns. The municipality then incorporates these interests into its approach and 
communicates them to the developer. Additionally, the municipality plays a monitoring role, assessing to what 
extent the developer succeeds in addressing these resident interests throughout the project. This relation could 
be called safeguarding. 

Zone 4: Intersection 
In Zone 4, the developer holds responsibility for the actual implementation of the participation process. Within 
this space, the relationship with all stakeholders is crucial, with the municipality and residents playing particularly 
important roles. The nature of these roles can vary depending on the specific project. 

Establishing a shared goal, built on a foundation of personal connection, can be highly valuable. These personal 
connections should be developed individually and then brought together within Zone 4. When multiple parties 
are required to collaborate, mutual trust becomes essential. Transparency serves as the foundation for building 
and maintaining this trust throughout the process. 

General 
In general, it is essential that the alignments established in Zones 1, 2, and 3 are actively used to strengthen 
collaboration in Zone 4. The focus should be on aligning and reconciling the different interests, ensuring that 
each interest is given its rightful place in order to prevent conflicts. Where and how these interests are addressed 
depends on the specific context. 

For example, a municipality may need to consider the concerns of environmental organizations. It can choose to 
incorporate these interests into its own approach, assign them to the developer in Zone 1, or address them 
collaboratively in Zone 4. In doing so, the interests of others become shared interests by granting them a central 
role in the process. 

Alignment between zones 
Stakeholder alignment can occur in various ways. When moving from Zone 1 to Zone 4, the municipality and the 
developer align their interests within the participation process. Subsequently, their shared vision is presented to 
the residents. However, the absence of early resident involvement in this alignment can negatively impact the 
outcome for the community. Presenting fully developed plans tends to backfire, diminishing trust among 
residents. There must be sufficient space for resident input during the planning phase (2-C, 2025). When this 
flexibility is preserved within the participatory planning context, the process can be effective, particularly when 
internal expectations have been aligned and communication toward residents remains clear and consistent. 

Alternatively, the process may move from Zone 3 to Zone 4, where residents and the municipality co-develop 
plans and align their interests. In practice, this occurs more frequently, given the municipality's coordinating role. 
Once the municipality has assessed local needs, a suitable developer is sought. However, from the developer’s 
perspective, this approach may be less desirable, as they also have a vested interest in achieving a viable business 
case, an interest not always shared by other stakeholders. Although alignment between the municipality and 
residents does not preclude the realization of a viable business case, a lack of technical or financial expertise at 
this stage may hinder the project’s full potential. 

Another scenario involves moving from Zone 2 to Zone 4, where the developer seeks public support from 
residents first. Once sufficient support is established, the municipality is involved, and the plans are further 
developed. However, this approach may not always align with the broader societal goals of the municipality (3-
A, 2025), which in practice can lead to suboptimal outcomes, such as an imbalanced housing typology mix. 

It can be argued that the most optimal balancing of interests occurs in Zone 4. Here, all relevant stakeholders are 
involved in the planning process, and interests are aligned accordingly. Several interviews indicated that involving 
key residents in working groups alongside the municipality and the developer can yield positive results. The 
earlier such collaboration is established, the greater the potential impact. Subsequently, discussions on specific 
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topics can be held within Zones 1, 2, and 3, once the main framework has already been shaped in Zone 4. 
Therefore, it is crucial to engage all stakeholders at an early stage of the process. To initiate a well-structured 
participation process, the movement should ideally start from Zone 4 toward Zones 1, 2, or 3, rather than the 
other way around. The strengths and benefits of the alignments established in Zones 1, 2, and 3 should then be 
actively leveraged to further enhance and reinforce the overall process. 

4.3.2.3 Code co-occurrence analysis 

 

Figure 4-9 Code co-occurrence analysis. Created by author using Atlas.ti. 

Figure 4-9 presents a code co-occurrence analysis of the challenges identified in Section 4.3.1.1 in relation to the 
stakeholder interests discussed in Section 4.3.1.2. The numbers in the figure represent the frequency with which 
codes related to balance of interests and implementation-related challenges co-occurred in interview quotes. 

A key observation is that most challenges linked to stakeholder interests are strategic and process-oriented in 
nature. This likely reflects the inherent complexity of aligning diverse interests throughout participatory 
processes. The municipality, in particular, is frequently associated with strategic challenges, which appear to 
stem from its institutional role. As noted by Interviewee 3-A (2025) [translated]: “The entire method revolves 
around the idea that, as a facilitator, in this case, the Municipality of Rotterdam, you open up your own interests 
in relation to others and try to bring the best of them together.” This quote illustrates the municipality's attempt 
to mediate and integrate a broad spectrum of interests, which may account for the relatively high frequency of 
strategic and process-related challenges associated with its role. 

The data also show a notable concentration of challenges related to the act of balancing interests itself. 
Interviewee 2-C (2025) [translated] observed: “I believe you always need one-on-one or personal contact 
moments to share your story, to present, and to engage in conversation, so that people can ask questions, and 
vice versa, you can ask questions too. And that is, of course, a limitation of the tools used in Kijk op de Wijk.” This 
highlights a perceived limitation of digital tools in effectively capturing and negotiating stakeholder interests. 
According to several interviewees, these limitations reduce the suitability of certain methods for supporting a 
well-considered balance of interests. 

Since the interviews and case study focused specifically on The Kaai and the application of the KodW 
methodology, the absence of challenges under the "communication" category may reflect a lack of discussion on 
this theme, rather than an actual absence of such issues in practice. Nevertheless, the figure offers a valuable 
overview of the challenges that emerged within the The Kaai context, particularly in relation to the use of KodW.  
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4.3.3 Conclusion 
This section addressed Sub-question 3: “What challenges arise when implementing Kijk op de Wijk?” The analysis 
revealed two main categories of challenges: implementation-related challenges and challenges related to 
balancing interests. Together, these highlight key factors that impact the effectiveness of participatory processes. 

The implementation-related challenges can be grouped into five areas: strategic and process-related, method-
related, communication-related, participation-specific, and content-related. In the case of KodW, the most 
pressing issues are strategic and process-related. These are particularly evident in the lack of concrete 
participation outcomes (as discussed in Sub-question 2) and are often linked to weak coordination, both 
internally within the organizing team and externally with stakeholders. These foundational issues frequently 
amplify other challenges, such as limited transparency or ineffective outreach due to an underdeveloped 
communication strategy. 

Internally, successful implementation requires better alignment and collaboration among organizing parties to 
ensure KodW is applied cohesively. Poor internal communication and unclear responsibilities reduce trust and 
efficiency. Externally, the lack of face-to-face interaction limits stakeholder engagement and impact, 
undermining the potential of the digital method. Strategic embedding and clear planning are thus critical to 
unlocking KodW’s value. 

The challenges in balancing interests arise from expectations set by municipal participation frameworks. These 
include foundational conditions such as early dialogue, joint decision-making, transparency, and mutual trust. 
Failure to meet these criteria can prevent key stakeholders from participating meaningfully. A proper balance of 
interests also depends on clarity around the roles and motivations of involved parties, municipalities often act as 
facilitators of public interest, while developers focus on project delivery. Effective participation requires 
communication between these groups and the community from the outset, not in isolation or at later stages. 

Ultimately, the challenges identified go beyond technical implementation. They reflect deeper systemic issues 
around stakeholder roles, organizational alignment, and shifting expectations of municipalities in participatory 
planning. KodW has potential as a participatory method, but its success depends on early integration, structured 
processes, and sustained trust among all actors. 

By addressing these challenges, stakeholders can more effectively utilize tools like KodW to support inclusive, 
transparent, and legitimate urban development. Future improvements should focus on aligning strategic 
planning, enhancing tool usability, and ensuring meaningful inclusion of different community interests 
throughout the process. These improvements will be addressed in sub question 4.  
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4.4 Improvements – Sub question 4 
This chapter addresses Sub-question 4: “How can Kijk op de Wijk be improved?” It builds directly on the findings 
from earlier sub-questions. While Sub-question 2 highlighted the limited effectiveness of KodW in practice, and 
Sub-question 3 identified key implementation and stakeholder challenges, this section focuses on how those 
issues can be resolved through concrete improvements. 

A set of potential improvements was compiled from interviews, observations, and the Kaai case, then reviewed 
by an expert panel (see section 3.3.3). The goal was to asses and evaluate the potential of each improvement in 
practice and to critically view its position within KodW. 

In this section recur a number of different terms related to improvements and are explained for clarity. The 
different term for the improvements were categorized into four types: 

• Potential improvements: Identified from interviews, case analysis, and document review, but not yet 
assessed by the expert panel. 

• Proposed improvements: Discussed during the expert panel. 

• Consolidated improvements: Improvements that were validated, merged, or refined based on expert 
input. 

• Discarded improvements: Suggestions that were deemed unfeasible or irrelevant and are no longer 
pursued. 

The chapter is structured as follows: 

• Section 4.4.1: Selection and description of potential improvements. 

• Section 4.4.2: Findings and reflections from the expert panel. 

• Section 4.4.3: Consolidation and refinement of improvements. 

• Section 4.4.4: Conclusion summarizing how KodW can be improved. 

Together, these steps offer a grounded basis for strengthening KodW’s structure, usability, and impact in future 
participatory planning projects. 

 

4.4.1 Description potential improvements 
First, the selection process of the potential improvements is described, followed by a detailed explanation of 
each selected potential improvement. 

4.4.1.1 Selection improvements 
In order to select the relevant potential improvements for KodW, a set of selection criteria was defined. These 
criteria relate to theoretical foundations of participation, lessons from the Kaai case and practical constraints, 
among others. The potential improvements are assessed later by experts. In Table 4.8 the selection criteria are 
summarised.  

Selection criteria Description 
Relevance to identified 
Implementation 
challenges 

Based on the results of KodW in the Kaai and participation in general, the 
proposed improvements should address the identified challenges from sub-
question 3 (section 4.3). It is important to select improvements which are 
relevant and capable of addressing these challenges.  

Relevance to balance of 
interest challenges 

The identified challenges related to the balance of interest, discussed in section 
4.3 are the basis for the selection of possible improvements of KodW. These 
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challenges are not related to the implementation, but specific to the balance of 
interests. 

Impact on effectiveness 
and/ or efficiency 

The proposed improvements must align with the evaluation criteria established 
in section 4.2 (sub-question 2). Since the research focused on efficiency and 
effectiveness, these criteria remain central in this study to ensure that the 
suggested solutions directly address the identified challenges. 

Relevant to KodW Some improvements cannot be influenced or adjusted with by KodW, since they 
are not within the scope of the method.  

Table 4.8 Selection criteria improvements. Created by author. 

The reason for using the challenges as selection criteria lies in the objective that the proposed improvements 
should enhance the implementation of the method and directly respond to the participation-related issues raised 
by municipalities, as well as the broader needs and expectations of other stakeholders. This is to make it possible 
to improve KodW to meet the expectations of the participation requirements.  

The use of impact on effectiveness and efficiency as evaluative criteria stems from the analysis conducted in 
Section 4.2 (sub question 2), where these categories were used in the assessment. This prior focus enhances the 
understanding of these criteria and allows the proposed improvements to be tested and interpreted within a 
well-defined theoretical framework related to effectiveness and efficiency. 

The relevance to KodW lies in the requirement that each proposed improvement must either directly enhance 
the method itself or be demonstrably connected to its application.  

In APPENDIX N are all the potential improvements listed, which were extracted from the interviews, own 
observation and other documents. The steps in the selection of the potential improvements were as follows: 

1. All potential improvements that did not address either balancing of interests or implementation-related 
challenges were excluded. 

2. All potential improvements that have no impact on effectiveness or efficiency were excluded.  
3. All potential improvements that addresses 2 or more challenges are incorporated into the analysis and 

explored in-dept. 

From this follows a list of 14 potential improvements that meet the selection criteria.  

4.4.1.2 Selected potential improvements 
In Table 4.9 are all the potential improvements listed which have been selected based on the previous section. 
In this list, improvements that overlap or are closely related have been consolidated. Since these consolidated 
improvements emerged from multiple sources, these are likely to be particularly relevant and impactful. The 
numbers in the collum ‘’Impr. nr appendix’’ corresponds to the different improvements from APPENDIX N. The 
potential improvements presented in this chapter were discussed during the expert panel. During this session, 
the panel reflected on and critically assessed the proposed improvements. 

# Potential Improvement Short explanation Impr. nr. 
appendix 

P1 Enhanced internal and 
external decision-making 

Add moments of decision-making, both internal and external and for 
whom 

66 

P2 Collecting existing 
documentation 

Documenting previous studies and actively retrieving them in an area 
before taking steps to avoid participation fatigue 

97 

P3 Plan of action Generate participation plan in the first phase and make part of 
participation report, as it is known what is going to happen; 
Implementation of plan of action; Make more effective use of 
different platforms such as letters and mailing 

62, 63, 76 

P4 Legal evidence  Data as the basis for legal evidence; Process the results in a way that 
it can be used in legal proceedings; Make connections between 
demographics in a neighbourhood and the demographics of 
respondents in the results analysis; make the data from 
demographics a standard component 

50, 83, 88 

P5 Standardisation  Standardize process to speed it all up 92 
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P6 Integration with 
Environmental 
Management 
(Omgevingsmanagement) 

Establish a link in KodW with ''omgevingsmanagement'' 
(bereikbaarheid, leefbaarheid, veiligheid en communicatie) 

59 

T1 
 

Physical and interactive 
elements 

Provide interactive elements to design together; Facilitate 
collaboration and cocreation; Include physical elements into KodW, 
for example an arcade machine or co creation screens 

68, 104 

T2 Regenerative and data-
driven choices with AI 
potential for acceleration 

Use data correlation to identify trends and patterns and improve 
future participation; Develop a feedback loop linking participation 
insights to open and social data.; Use data insights to inform policy 
adjustments or design choices; Speeding up the process by 
implementing trend analysis and AI. 

95, 96 

T3 Using DMI ecosystem Positioning KodW in a DMI ecosystem. 94 
T4 Accessibility & input Make KodW accessible to third parties, like participation managers, 

give them the access to some sort of monitoring platform to see live 
results; Accessibility of dashboard for different people; Give room for 
input for neighbourhood managers and janitors, who have a lot of 
knowledge of a particular place; Leverage municipal knowledge, 
create a variant in which municipalities validate the data internally; 
Using Buurtpeiling as internal validation and reflection tool; Using 
Buurtpeiling as intermediate documentation tool 

40, 56, 74, 
101, 103 

T5 Providing context Provide sufficient context when completing BuurtPanel, such as 
through a brief explanation or video.; Offer background information 
in multiple ways (online, flyer, event) to create equal starting points. 

29 

T6 Feedback to participants Implementation of feedback toward participants; Ensuring that 
participation also provides something for participants; adding an app 
to monitor liveability; Inclusion of gifts or compensation for 
participation; Using whatsapp for promotion 

62, 78 

T7 Deployability Deployable without government restrictions  51 
T8 Data sources & subjects Adding extra data sources in KodW and the BVV 105 

Table 4.9 Potential improvements. Created by author. 

To provide deeper insight into the improvements listed in Table 4.9 and the knowledge used in the expert panel, 
each improvement is detailed in APPENDIX O. The structure used includes: a description of the current use and/or 
issue, the proposed improvement, and a discussion of its potential impact on both the process and the KodW 
methodology. At the end of each section, a conceptual framework is included to illustrate the potential 
positioning of the improvement within the overall process. These frameworks reflect conceptual relationships 
and possible applications, rather than validated linkages. 

 

4.4.2 Findings 
The expert panel's findings comprise several general observations that are relevant to the implementation of 
KodW. Additionally, the panel offered targeted feedback on the proposed improvements. The central question 
posed to the panel members concerned the practical applicability of these improvements. This chapter begins 
by discussing the general observations, followed by an analysis of key interrelations among the proposed 
improvements. 

4.4.2.1 General remarks 
The expert panel session involved the presentation and discussion of the proposed improvements. It became 
apparent that the proposed improvements were closely interconnected. Comments made by panellists about 
one improvement often resurfaced in discussions about others. This highlights that the improvements cannot be 
treated as entirely separate measures; instead, a certain degree of integration between them is necessary to 
ensure their practical feasibility. Overall, the panel’s remarks aligned closely with the challenges previously 
identified in the interviews, for which these improvements were designed as responses. Many of these 
challenges were reaffirmed during the session; however, the panellists emphasized that no single solution exists 
to comprehensively address all the issues. 
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A frequently cited example among panellists was the challenge of strategic deployment and communication. One 
participant posed the question: “How do you then communicate that to the neighbourhood?” (4-E, 2025 
[translated]). Another recurring theme was the need for greater clarity regarding the procedural application of 
Kijk op de Wijk, specifically, identifying the appropriate moments for implementation, the type of information 
that can be gathered, the timing of its use, and who is entitled to contribute. 

Panellist 4-B (2025) commented: “I think it's really a very good recommendation to start by outlining the process 
and, at the same time, to consider how that process is structured. Then you’ll end up in the definition phase, 
development phase, realization phase, and exploitation phase… You’re trying to go a level deeper—are you 
dealing with a tender, a one-on-one negotiation, or a zoning plan? What about the preliminary design, final 
design, and environmental permit—and where do those fit in?” [translated].  

This insight relates directly to the challenge of strategic and structural integration and connects with proposed 
solutions such as strong preparation, a clearly defined Plan of Approach, the use of standardization, and the 
development of implementation scenarios. Related improvements concerning the tool’s deployability and role-
based access were also deemed highly relevant in this regard. 

The expert panel also provided several general reflections on KodW as a whole, highlighting core implementation 
challenges. While the panel expressed appreciation for the ambition and structure behind the methodology, they 
acknowledged that applying it in practice can be difficult. The main challenge lies in embedding the method into 
existing project structures, as it does not always align with established project phases and decision-making 
frameworks. "I think that developers often don’t really know how they can integrate KodW into their development 
process. So, if a developer receives all that output, the question becomes: how do I interpret this? How do I handle 
it? How do I discuss it with my project team?" (4-A, 2025 [translated]). This misalignment can create uncertainty 
about when and how the methodology should be used.  

Panel members emphasized the importance of clearly defining the contexts in which KodW can be most 
effectively applied. Although the methodology provides valuable structure and guidance for participation, its 
success is highly dependent on factors such as project type, timing, stakeholder dynamics, and organizational 
capacity. The panel acknowledged the benefits of a systematic approach to participation but noted that some 
tools, particularly the BVV, are often seen as too generic and unreliable. More attention is needed on how tools 
are implemented and integrated within the broader development process. Accordingly, proposed improvements 
should specify at which stages in the process they are intended to be applied. 

In summary, the panel discussion focused extensively on the challenges related to the proposed improvements, 
which closely aligned with the identified issues in sub-question 3. The solutions presented during the session 
effectively addressed key tension points within the KodW methodology. However, to ensure a stronger 
connection between the identified challenges and the practical topics at play, the proposed improvements need 
to be restructured and refined to be feasible in practice.  

4.4.2.2 Proposed Process Improvements 

Process improvements 1, 2, 3 and 5 
The potential improvements outlined in section 4.4.1.2, four separate improvements were identified: Decision-
Making, Preparation, Plan of Approach, and Standardization. Based on the discussions during the expert panel, 
it became clear that these improvements are closely interconnected. Comments made about one improvement 
were often addressed within the context of another, highlighting the strong relationship between these areas. 

The panel discussion revealed that decision-making, as previously outlined, must be more clearly divided 
between internal and external processes (4-E, 2025). A distinction should be made between coordination with 
external stakeholders and the internal decision-making processes required to ensure these parties are well-
informed. While panel members considered interim coordination to be a logical and already common practice, 
they stressed the importance of involving the right individuals. 

Internal decision-making typically occurs within the project team at the early stages of development, during 
which the participation plan is drafted and key decisions are made. Externally, a steering group, comprising 
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entities such as the municipality, may provide input on this plan (4-E, 2025). Later in the development process, 
the so-called decision-making moments as previously proposed were not considered actual decision points, but 
rather coordination checkpoints, as no formal decisions are made with external parties at that stage, these 
moments primarily focus on informing and engaging stakeholders. 

Panelist 4-E noted that municipal decisions fall outside the internal decision-making scope of the developer. 
Developers make their own internal decisions regarding the participation process, which technically lies beyond 
the scope of KodW. However, it remains essential that the participation plan, created by the internal team and 
aligned with the external team, ultimately passes through the municipality’s formal administrative channels 
(internal municipal decision-making) to ensure the success of the participatory process. Still, panelist 4-D 
emphasized that embedding such coordination as a structural requirement within the KodW methodology would 
be excessive. 

The panel also discussed the role of the BVV. The central question was whether the BVV should be used before 
or after the meeting with the steering group, which in this case includes the developer, municipality, and a 
participation consultant. While the BVV could support a more effective steering group discussion, there is also a 
risk that if the BVV is not sufficiently reliable, it could shift the conversation toward the wrong topics (4-E, 2025). 
Therefore, panelist 4-D suggested that the BVV should be viewed as a guiding tool rather than a definitive source 
of truth. Several panelists emphasized the importance of implementing some sort of checklist for what needs to 
be done in addition to using the BVV, to avoid missing things when relying on one single tool for forming an 
impression of an area (4-E, 2025). 

This highlights a deeper refinement of internal and external decision-making. First, an internal decision-making 
process takes place, supported by the BVV, after which one or more coordination sessions are held with a 
steering group to align on the approach. Since ultimate responsibility remains with the developer, these are not 
formal decision moments but rather collaborative check-ins. 

According to the panel, the proposed improvement regarding internal and external decision-making should 
therefore shift away from placing formal decision points between each KodW tool. Instead, the process should 
begin with the internal team using the BVV to draft a participation plan, followed by coordination with an external 
steering group of key stakeholders. Aligning on the participation plan is seen as crucial to ensure widespread 
support. In subsequent phases of KodW, only coordination, not formal decision-making, should take place 
between the internal team and the steering group.  

Process improvement 4 
The expert panel did not explicitly emphasize the importance of providing legal evidence. Instead, the discussion 
largely centred on the overall participation process rather than on concrete steps for formal documentation. As 
noted by the panelists, several elements of KodW, such as the data sources used in the BVV and the method’s 
positioning within the broader development process, still require further development. This suggests that, in its 
current form, KodW is not yet well-suited to function as a source of legal evidence for participation outcomes.  

In addition, each project context is inherently unique, with its own challenges and legal procedures. This makes 
it unrealistic to develop a standardized format for legal documentation in advance. However, systematically 
documenting the KodW process could help establish a foundational record. Its legal relevance, however, will 
ultimately depend on the specific conditions and requirements of each individual project. Based on the 
arguments outlined above, this improvement will not be prioritized. 

Process improvement 6 
The implementation of environmental management was initially not perceived as a logical or relevant 
improvement for KodW. As one panelist noted: "KodW is already completed by the time the environmental 
manager actually starts working, because KodW is used during the development and planning phases" (4-E, 2025 
[translated]). Environmental management only becomes relevant once construction begins, at which point KodW 
has already concluded. Environmental management primarily focuses on issues related to project realization, 
such as nuisance and disruption. While the various tools of KodW could theoretically be used, for example, to 
determine the positioning of a crane in consultation with residents, this could create confusion about the role 
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and positioning of KodW itself (4-B, 2025). The panelists therefore strongly advised against establishing a formal 
link with environmental management, emphasizing the importance of maintaining a clear position for KodW (4-
A, 2025). However, it was noted that, based on the findings related to objections filed during the Kaai project, 
topics such as construction-related nuisance should be addressed earlier, ideally just before the exploratory 
phase (4-B, 2025). This could help in mitigating potential disruptions. Thus, while KodW could serve as an advisory 
tool for preparing an environmental management strategy, creating a formal connection is not recommended.  

4.4.2.3 Proposed Tool/ Method Improvements 

Tool improvement 1 
KodW distinguishes itself partly through the use of digital tools to rapidly visualize participation results. A digital 
screen fits well within the concept of digital participation and can assist in quickly collecting input, as all responses 
are processed digitally (4-E, 2025). However, several panel members emphasized that digital tools should 
complement, rather than replace, personal interaction (4-C, 2025). 

Maintaining physical contact with participants is crucial for successful participation. Some panel members noted 
that conversations often yield richer, more detailed information compared to purely digital methods (4-B, 2025). 
Although digital tools can lower the threshold for participation, facilitating dialogue remains essential. Tools such 
as maps can assist in initiating conversations but should not substitute interpersonal engagement (4-C, 2025). 

While the idea of using a digital screen or arcade machine was explored, its added value was not fully embraced 
by the panel members (4-C, 2025). Concerns were raised that the anonymity, one of the key strengths of the 
KodW apps, might be compromised during face-to-face interactions, potentially leading participants to provide 
more socially desirable responses (4-D, 2025). Furthermore, practical issues were highlighted, including the 
adaptability of KodW in the near future, the logistical challenges related to transporting and placing the devices, 
and the necessity of maintaining low-threshold usability for developers (4-E, 2025). 

Instead of focusing on large digital installations, panel members suggested that the BuurtPeiling app could 
effectively facilitate dialogue by enabling direct interactions, such as visiting residents with a tablet or engaging 
with participants during community gatherings (4-C, 2025). Physical elements like card games were also 
suggested as a means to strengthen the gamification aspect and stimulate accessible dialogue (4-C, 2025). For 
workshops with larger groups, it was considered more practical to present results in a structured format, such as 
through a presentation, or to engage in small group discussions using handheld devices (4-B, 4-C, 2025). 

The discussions revealed that while digital tools support participation processes, they cannot replace the value 
of personal contact. The main objectives, improving the quality of responses and increasing participant 
engagement, are better served by combining digital tools with physical dialogue. Although an additional screen 
may not significantly enhance physical interaction, the BuurtPeiling app itself, when used proactively in face-to-
face settings, offers considerable potential to facilitate meaningful participation. Careful consideration must be 
given to integrating dialogue outcomes into the digital framework of KodW without unnecessarily complicating 
the process (4-E, 2025). Sole reliance on digital communication risks missing valuable qualitative insights from 
residents. 

Tool improvement 2 
The panel members indicated that there are too many obstacles to integrating AI, and consequently, predicting 
design solutions based on neighbourhood characteristics was deemed unrealistic in practice. One major obstacle 
is the reliability of participation results, as a sufficient number of participatory engagements must be conducted 
to build trustworthy patterns (4-E, 2025). Additionally, it was emphasized that the personal component of 
participation is indispensable, and AI-driven predictions do not align with this essential aspect (4-B, 2025). 
Furthermore, the neighbourhoods involved are often not the most sought-after areas, and such nuances are not 
always visible in data; they can only be uncovered through direct conversations with residents (4-E, 2025). AI 
cannot capture these insights, as they emerge through personal dialogue rather than data-driven prediction. 
Given the panel members’ strong views on the use of AI in this context, and the logical argument that prediction 
through AI does not align with the core objective of participation, namely, involving people in the process, future 
improvement efforts within KodW will not focus further on this aspect. 
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Tool improvement 3 
It is expected that there will be little interest from the municipality in the uploading of the data from KodW into 
the DMI system, given that KodW does not provide a comprehensive data layer due to its small scale (4-B, 2025). 
Only if large-scale, comprehensive, and comparable data can be offered would there potentially be added value. 
The data used in the BVV is already available, as the BVV relies on public sources. However, the data collected 
through the BuurtPeiling and BuurtPanel contains too few data points to be of practical use to the municipality 
(4-B, 2025). Moreover, it is expected that municipalities will not fully rely on data from KodW and will always 
initiate their own independent processes. While extracting data from the DMI system could be valuable, the 
panel does not necessarily recommend this as a focus for future improvements. Instead, the strength of KodW 
should primarily derive from the BuurtPeiling, BuurtFormule, and BuurtPanel. 

Tool improvement 4 
The panel members provided several comments regarding accessibility. The development of a dedicated 
monitoring system was considered unnecessary by several respondents, as, according to them: "It really requires 
specific knowledge of that tool to properly assess the data and understand all the interpretations behind it, and 
it will create its own dynamic once people are given direct access" (4-B, 2025 [translated]). It was also emphasized 
that while transparency is important, it does not imply that all information must be shared; only what is relevant 
should be provided in order to avoid endless discussions (4-B, 2025). Accessibility is also dependent on the 
project phase; for instance, involving the housing corporation may not be possible during a tender phase (4-D, 
2025). Consequently, role-based access was not recommended, whereas the developer’s central dashboard was 
seen as a valuable tool to use during live discussions with housing corporations (4-A, 2025). This dashboard could 
also support conversations with social district managers. Exporting and sharing results in the form of 
visualizations was considered a more logical step by the panel members (4-B, 2025). 

Regarding input collection, the panel members saw no added value in using the KodW apps with professionals 
from housing corporations or municipalities. In such cases, they advised engaging directly in conversations rather 
than utilizing an app (4-B, 2025). Furthermore, it was noted that the KodW apps were developed with the 
intention of not only gathering the wishes and needs of residents but also creating awareness among them (4-E, 
2025). This objective is less relevant for area managers, who already possess the necessary knowledge and 
expertise. Therefore, in this context, the apps do not offer added value (4-E, 2025). Collecting input from 
professional partners such as municipalities and housing corporations is better achieved through direct dialogue 
rather than through the use of the KodW apps. 

Tool improvements 5 and 6 
The improvement regarding providing context and the possibility for feedback was not addressed as a separate 
topic during the expert panel, as it was discussed within the context of other improvements. Panel members 
indicated that informing stakeholders takes place between the various steps of KodW (4-E, 2025). Interim 
communication is primarily intended for internal and external stakeholders, rather than for residents. This 
process helps stakeholders develop their strategy for informing residents. Panel members also questioned how 
to effectively communicate with and inform residents about the steps of KodW in a way that is understandable. 
In terms of providing context, there is a division between determining what context needs to be provided and 
how it should be communicated. 

When informing stakeholders, it is important to manage expectations explicitly (4-E, 2025). According to the 
panel members, the emphasis should not be placed on explaining the functionality of all tools, but rather on 
setting expectations and ensuring a logical process flow (4-B, 2025). While the apps themselves should be easy 
to understand, the interrelationship between them is less important when informing residents. Providing context 
is largely a matter of customization and highly dependent on the overall communication strategy. 

There is a strong relationship between improvements T5 (providing context), T6 (feedback), and P1 (physical 
interaction). Physical interaction provides an opportunity to share additional information with residents and to 
collect more feedback, as it allows for further clarification during discussions. Thus, the connection between 
physical interaction, context, and feedback is very strong. Monitoring results from the perspective of professional 
parties was not perceived as particularly valuable, as previously described under Tool Improvement 4. Instead, 
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the ability for residents to monitor progress should occur more through physical interaction moments rather 
than through the provision of a digital dashboard. The method for collecting feedback is also closely tied to the 
communication strategy. While the apps are designed to collect feedback, face-to-face conversations offer the 
opportunity to gather more in-depth input compared to digital means (4-B, 2025). The primary focus of feedback 
should be on responding to the results of each KodW step, meaning it is crucial first to collect initial information. 
Combining the use of apps for initial data collection with subsequent physical discussions could therefore present 
an interesting opportunity to enhance feedback collection. 

Tool improvement 7  
Improvement 7, concerning deployability, was not specifically addressed during the expert panel due to time 
constraints and because related topics had already been discussed earlier. The deployability among professional 
partners was previously covered and was deemed unnecessary by the panel, as explained under T4. However, 
the importance of gathering input from these parties was emphasized, primarily during preparation and 
coordination phases, as discussed in relation to process improvements. Throughout the expert panel, it was 
repeatedly mentioned that the timeline and moments of deployability need to be clearly defined. In general, the 
panel members found the positioning of KodW within the development process to be clear (4-B, 2025). 
Nevertheless, they stressed the importance of precisely determining when each step begins and ends (4-E, 2025). 
Clearly delineating these stages beforehand allows developers to understand the purpose of each step and how 
it can be utilized effectively. 

The deployability across different stakeholders was considered secondary by the panel members, as it is more 
important to establish clear deployability within the internal team. The internal process needs to be clear (4-B/E, 
2025). Once a clear positioning and understanding of the purpose have been established internally, attention can 
then shift to the deployability among external stakeholders. In this way, developers can effectively determine 
how best to gather information from the relevant stakeholders. Depending on their role and level of interest, 
stakeholders can either engage through the use of the apps, contribute input through dialogue, or simply be 
informed.  

The focus of deployability should be placed on the internal process and the creation of internal awareness, rather 
than on external stakeholders. By fostering internal awareness, external deployability can be facilitated more 
easily and effectively tailored to specific situations. Clearly defining the possibilities during the various project 
phases of a development is crucial. For example, determining which tools can be deployed during the tender 
phase was a topic that recurred multiple times during the panel discussion. The BVV could be used internally 
during the tender phase (4-D, 2025), while the BuurtPeiling and BuurtPanel could be deployed at later stages, 
depending on the project's progress. Therefore, the strategic positioning of the individual tools within the 
development process is essential. 

Tool improvement 8 
Tool Improvement 8 primarily concerns the content of the various tools. Due to time constraints, this 
improvement was not addressed as a separate topic during the panel, but it was discussed indirectly. The panel 
confirmed that topics such as building heights, sightlines, and construction nuisance should already be addressed 
during the exploration phase (4-B, 2025). By incorporating practical issues related to the realization phase into 
the participation process, not only are objectives gathered, but attention is also paid to how these objectives can 
be achieved, in other words, the manner of realization (4-B, 2025). These new topics closely align with 
Improvement P6 on environmental management. Although the panel members advised against establishing a 
direct link to environmental management, they did recommend including realization-related aspects in the 
participation process. However, it is important to ensure that applying this improvement does not lead to 
confusion regarding the positioning of KodW. 
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4.4.3 Consolidation and Refinement 
Based on the findings from the expert validation in section 4.4.2, several proposed improvements can be 
consolidated and refined. Table 4.10 provides a brief overview of the consolidated and discarded improvements. 
The consolidated improvements refer to proposed improvements that have been merged due to their strong 
interrelation and overlapping content. In these cases, multiple improvements have been grouped under a single 
description. The discarded improvements are those that are no longer a focus of this study, based on the findings 
from the expert panel, as discussed in Section 4.4.2. 

# Consolidated improvement Actions Old # 
A Internal process structuring Create internal participation plan early using BVV  P1, P2, P3, 

P5, T7, T8 
  Standardize project scenarios  
  Define clear phases for deploying KodW tools during 

development phase 
 

  Expand the KodW topics to include realization phase 
issues (building heights, construction nuisance, traffic 
impacts) 

 

  Clarify timing and tool deployability for internal and 
external use 

 

  Incorporate alignment moments with external 
stakeholders 

 

B Participant Engagement Improve physical interaction between stakeholders T1, T4, T5, 
T6 

  Ensure context is clearly provided  
  Offer basic accessibility via shared useful exports (no 

monitoring platform, control lies with developer) 
 

  Implement feedback loops (show results, offer incentives, 
create clear expectations) 

 

- Discarded P4 (Legal Evidence): KodW currently too immature for 
formal legal evidence use. 

P4, P6, T2, 
T3 

  P6 (Integration with Environmental Management): Out of 
scope. 

 

  T2 (AI Predictive Participation): Not reliable.  
  T3 (DMI Ecosystem Linkage): Limited value due to scale.  

Table 4.10 Consolidation, refinement and discarded improvements. Created by author. 

Figure 4-10 presents the consolidated process structure in the form of a diagram. In this overview, the various 
improvements to KodW have been combined into a single visual representation, illustrating the relationships 
between key topics, steps, and tools. This aims to make the proposed improvements more tangible and concrete. 
Figure 4-11 presents the consolidated improvement of participant engagement in a diagram. Similar to Figure 
4-10, it visualizes the coherence within the process, while also highlighting key interconnections. In APPENDIX R 
are the larger formats of Figure 4-10 and Figure 4-11.  
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Figure 4-10 Internal process structuring improvement. Created by author using Miro. 

 

Figure 4-11 Participant engagement improvement. Created by author using Miro. 
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4.4.4 Conclusion 
Sub-question 4 investigated the following: "How can Kijk op de Wijk be improved?" The proposed improvements 
are grounded in the challenges identified in Sub-question 3 and are divided into two principal areas: structuring 
the internal process and enhancing participant engagement. 

To facilitate the application of KodW by developers, it is crucial to establish clarity regarding the appropriate 
timing and use of its various tools within the development process. By internally address the value and 
operationalization of each tool, the threshold for adoption by developers is lowered. Integrating KodW into the 
broader development process enables standardization, which in turn promote clear expectations and a more 
straightforward application. Particular attention must be paid to the preparation phase, wherein the 
BuurtVisieVormer serves as a foundation for further elaborating the participation plan. Early alignment with 
municipalities and other key stakeholders regarding the participation strategy is critical in securing broad-based 
support and minimizing the risk of misunderstandings later in the process. Standardization of participation 
scenarios is likewise pivotal, as it ensures clarity from the outset regarding the tools deployed, their objectives, 
and their alignment with the different stages of development. The primary aim of this improvement is to ensure 
KodW is more accessible, structured, and understandable for developers. 

The second improvement focuses on enhancing the substantive engagement facilitated by KodW’s tools. 
Effective participation requires the facilitation of physical interaction alongside digital engagement through tools 
such as the BuurtPeiling and the BuurPanel app. Physical meetings enable richer dialogue and a deeper exchange 
of perspectives, thereby strengthening the participatory process. To enable participants to respond meaningfully, 
it is essential to provide sufficient contextual information across both online and offline channels. A combination 
of digital and physical participation methods, supported by clear and accessible contextual information, ensures 
the involvement of a broad and representative group of stakeholders. Online tools can be deployed during 
physical sessions to enhance effectiveness, inclusivity and flexibility. Furthermore, the results from both physical 
and digital participation activities must be easily shareable with stakeholders. It is important that the developer 
maintains control over the communication of results, in order to safeguard a focus on topics where participants 
and developers possess actual influence within the project’s boundaries. 

In summary, KodW may be effectively improved through two key strategies: (1) the structuring of the internal 
process to establish clear expectations for developers, and (2) the enhancement of participant engagement to 
achieve deeper, more meaningful participatory outcomes and to gain a more nuanced understanding of local 
residents' needs. 
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Section 5 Discussion, Conclusion, 
Recommendations & Reflection 
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5.1 Discussion 

5.1.1 Validity 
To ensure the validity of this research, several methodological strategies were employed to enhance both the 
credibility and trustworthiness of the findings. 

First, careful attention was paid to the diversity of interview participants. Although VORM plays a central role in 
the KodW , interviewees were not limited to internal stakeholders. Participants included individuals involved in 
the participatory process who were not directly affiliated with VORM, ensuring a broader perspective and 
reducing organizational bias. 

In addition, a separate expert panel was conducted to validate the findings and recommendations. This panel 
consisted of individuals who were not part of the initial interview group and who, in some cases, were also not 
connected to VORM. This separation of roles helped to ensure an independent reflection on the data and 
interpretations. 

To prevent bias or socially desirable responses, both interviewees and panel participants received minimal 
information about the research topic in advance. Interviews were conducted fully anonymously, creating a safe 
space for open and honest feedback. This anonymity was crucial in enabling participants to speak freely about 
challenges, experiences, and perceptions. 

Throughout the research, triangulation was used to enhance validity. Key findings from literature and document 
analysis were presented into interviews and panel discussions to test whether these external insights aligned 
with the experiences of practitioners. This cross-validation helped ground the conclusions in both theoretical and 
practical relevance. 

In terms of source material, a diverse range of references was used. Where possible, multiple sources were 
consulted to substantiate key points, and these were then compared with interview findings to strengthen the 
reliability of the interpretations. 

The conclusions and recommendations drawn from this study are specifically tailored to KodW, given its unique 
toolset and digital approach. However, many insights, particularly those related to process design and 
stakeholder alignment, are also relevant to other participation methods, especially as all must ultimately comply 
with the same policy frameworks under the EPA. Only the tool-specific recommendations are exclusive to KodW; 
the others can be transferred and adapted to broader participatory practices. 

5.1.2 Result interpretation 
The literature positions participation under the EPA as both a statutory requirement and a mechanism for 
enhancing legitimacy in urban development. Frameworks such as Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation and 
Stelzle’s participatory objectives emphasize the need to align engagement strategies to local contexts, 
stakeholder diversity, and project phases. However, a notable gap persists in empirical research on the 
operationalization of Private Organised Participation (POP), particularly within the Dutch legal framework. While 
theoretical models are well-developed, studies examining their implementation in practice remain limited. 

This study helps to address that gap by empirically examining KodW as a digital form of a POP within the context 
of the Kaai project. The findings reveal a misalignment between KodW’s conceptual promise and its practical 
implementation. Although KodW broadens participation and enables early-stage engagement through digital 
tools, its effectiveness is limited when not embedded in a structured, process-oriented strategy. Key challenges 
include unclear stakeholder roles, limited coordination with municipal frameworks, and the lack of hybrid 
formats that combine digital and physical engagement. These findings point to the necessity of more strategic 
integration for POPs to function effectively under the EPA. 

To further assess the practical impact of POPs, the framework proposed by Verheul et al. (2021) is evaluated, 
which conceptualizes success across four dimensions: socio-communicative, financial-economic, legal-planning, 
and political-democratic. From a socio-communicative perspective, KodW contributed positively to stakeholder 
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interaction, with participants recognizing the effort invested. However, tensions arose due to the top-down 
manner in which KodW was introduced, an issue attributed not to the tool itself, but to its implementation 
approach. Financially, success remains unrealized, as KodW is still under development and functions primarily as 
an investment. Nonetheless, it holds potential to streamline participation in future projects. In legal-planning 
terms, relatively few formal objections were submitted, and KodW modestly contributed to the understanding 
of the views. Politically, its influence was limited by a general lack of awareness among municipal actors, although 
it was acknowledged as a promising methodology. These insights demonstrate that POPs, when evaluated 
through this perception of succes, can show varying degrees of success depending on context and execution. 

This study contributes to the literature in three key ways. First, it demonstrates that KodW can serve as a digital 
POP instrument that supports EPA participation goals, provided it is strategically embedded. Second, it helps 
bridge the gap between theory and practice by identifying critical implementation conditions, such as internal 
clarity, municipal alignment, and the combination of digital and physical engagement. Third, by evaluating KodW 
through the lens of POP and using a perception-based success framework, the study expands empirical 
understanding of how digital participation tools operate within the Dutch EPA context. 

In conclusion, while the literature provides strong normative foundations for participation, this study 
underscores its operational realities. It highlights the need for developers to embed tools like KodW within 
broader, well-coordinated strategies that enhance transparency, foster balanced stakeholder involvement, and 
build trust, while recognizing that the perceived success of POPs is multidimensional and highly dependent on 
the context and manner of implementation. 

 

5.1.3 Limitations 
While this research offers valuable insights into the potential of KodW as a privately organised participation 
method under the EPA, several limitations must be considered. 

1. Limited and potentially biased sample: The study is based on interviews with seven individuals and an 
expert panel consisting of five participants, all of whom were (in)directly involved with KodW. This 
introduces a potential bias, as their perspectives may reflect vested interests or internal viewpoints. As 
a result, findings should be interpreted with caution regarding their objectivity and general applicability. 
To reduce bias, as many different backgrounds and roles were involved as possible. In doing so, the 
choice was made not to include the same participants from the interviews in the expert panel. 

2. Recent introduction and limited documentation of KodW: KodW is a relatively new method, and its 
limited deployment in practice has resulted in a lack of publicly available data and documented case 
studies. Most insights had to be drawn from one pilot project and informal conversations, making the 
research case-dependent. The limited number of existing examples in practice restricts the ability to 
make broader claims about KodW’s long-term effectiveness across different contexts. 

3. Time constraints: The time constraints limited the ability to explore each topic in dept, but an attempt 
was made to capture the full scope of KodW. This research did not address certain areas, such as long-
term outcomes, participant satisfaction, or implementation across different planning phases. While 
aspects such as the preparation, implementation and short term outcomes were possible to 
incorporate.  

4. Challenges in method comparison: The comparison between KodW and traditional participation 
methods was limited by the lack of comprehensive databases or existing studies that systematically 
document a wide range of participation formats. Additionally, participatory processes are often highly 
context-specific, shaped by the individuals involved, the phase of development, and the local political 
or social dynamics. This makes the applicability of the identified patterns dependent on the specific 
setting, reducing their applicability. 

5. Context-specific findings: As the research primarily focuses on the The Kaai case, the conclusions drawn 
are closely tied to the specific dynamics of that case. While KodW may perform differently in other 
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settings, the findings here reflect one particular implementation and should be contextualized 
accordingly. 

5.1.4 Implications 
The implications of this research are primarily practical and relate to the refinement and broader applicability of 
KodW as a participatory method. While the study is limited in scope, the findings offer concrete input for 
improving KodW as well as other participation tools used in area developments. 

The insights presented in this research can support more effective implementation of KodW, benefiting both 
developers and participants. For developers, a more structured and efficient process can reduce friction and 
increase the chances of successful project execution. For participants, improved tools and clearer engagement 
strategies can lead to more meaningful involvement and better alignment with their interests. 

If the identified improvements are not implemented, KodW risks underperforming in future projects. This could 
lead to reluctance among developers to adopt the tool and increase dissatisfaction with its outcomes. The 
research identifies key structural and procedural shortcomings and offers targeted recommendations for 
overcoming them. It is therefore recommended that KodW's management team take these findings into 
consideration by integrating them into future iterations of the method. 

For VORM, the main partner behind KodW, the research serves as a valuable foundation for refining the tool in 
line with their broader social strategy. Enhancing KodW in response to these findings may, over time, contribute 
to an improved reputation and potentially increase market value. However, this will require internal alignment 
and integration of the recommendations into VORM’s standard development approach. Therefore, while the 
impact of this study may not be immediately visible in market terms, it can serve as a meaningful starting point 
for long-term impact. 

Finally, the findings of this research may also be of strategic relevance to VORM’s competitors. Other developers 
can use these insights to enhance their own participation frameworks and societal engagement strategies. This 
carries the potential to shift competitive dynamics within the sector, particularly as the EPA raises expectations 
for private-sector involvement in participatory planning. 

 

5.1.5 Follow-up research 
Based on the findings and limitations of this study, several directions for future research are recommended to 
deepen understanding of data-driven participation and improve the practical application of KodW. 

First, future research should focus on the documentation and interpretation of data within participatory tools, 
particularly the BuurtVisieVormer. Several users described the BVV as complex and difficult to navigate, especially 
regarding the use and integration of diverse data sources. In an era where large volumes of urban and social data 
are available, a key challenge is how to translate this data into actionable insights that reflect the lived experience 
of residents. Research into the use of data in participatory processes, its accessibility, accuracy, and 
interpretability, would provide valuable input for refining tools like the BVV and improving trust in data-driven 
participation. 

Second, there is a need for research into early-stage participation in restricted contexts, such as tenders. Multiple 
stakeholders indicated that while early resident involvement is often not permitted during tender phases due to 
procedural constraints, this stage is also when major design decisions are made. Exploring legal, procedural, or 
strategic ways to enable meaningful input at this early stage, without violating formal tender rules, could unlock 
significant value. A focused study on participation within tender processes would contribute to the broader goal 
of integrating public input into the foundations of area development projects. 

Furthermore, given the limitations outlined in section 5.1.3, there are several opportunities for further research. 
As mentioned, KodW is a relatively new concept with limited existing studies. A potential focus area for future 
research could involve examining the long-term effects of KodW after it has been implemented multiple times. 
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This current study was not able to investigate such effects, but as KodW is applied more frequently, this may 
become feasible. This also relates to the context-specific limitation: as more cases involving KodW emerge, 
different projects can be evaluated. This could lead to deeper insights and possibly reveal patterns across various 
types of projects and their applications of KodW. 

Together, these research directions can help close key knowledge gaps and support the evolution of participatory 
practices that are not only compliant with policy frameworks but also responsive to the real-world dynamics of 
urban development. 
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5.2 Conclusion 

5.2.1 Sub-conclusions 
5.2.1.1 Sub question 1:  

“What are the characteristics of Kijk op de Wijk in comparison to traditional participation methods?”  

The characteristics of KodW highlight its potential as a participatory method, leveraging digital tools to engage a 
broader audience than traditional approaches. While its average performance reflects limitations in participant 
influence, KodW demonstrates strengths in accessibility and impact. This can be partly attributed to the ease of 
obtaining concrete outcomes and the low barriers to entry for participant engagement. Its digital nature enables 
it to deviate from some common participation patterns but also creates new challenges, particularly around 
transparency and interest balancing. With thoughtful implementation, KodW can align with municipal 
participation frameworks and serve as a viable tool for private organised participation under the EPA. 

5.2.1.2 Sub question 2: 
“What are the results of using Kijk op de Wijk in practice?” 

In practice, KodW did not yield meaningful participation results, primarily due to inefficiencies in implementation 
and coordination. Instead, the results were largely process-related and revealed several procedural challenges. 
Although the tools demonstrated conceptual potential, their impact was constrained by a lack of strategic 
planning and integration. The effectiveness of KodW depends not solely on the tools themselves, but on how 
developers embed and operationalise KodW in the development process. To achieve this, developers must gain 
clearer insight into the challenges that arise during the implementation a participation method and specifically 
KodW. 

5.2.1.3 Sub question 3: 
“What challenges arise when implementing Kijk op de Wijk?” 

KodW encounters significant implementation challenges, particularly in strategic coordination, communication, 
and stakeholder alignment. These challenges were primarily strategic and organisational, including unclear roles 
among stakeholders, insufficient internal communication, lack of external alignment, and difficulty balancing 
diverse stakeholder interests. These challenges, especially those related to balancing interests, as implicitly 
required by municipal participation frameworks, undermine its effectiveness. To successfully apply KodW as a 
participatory method under the EPA, developers must address these systemic challenges. This requires targeted 
improvements to ensure KodW meets the necessary procedural and substantive standards. 

5.2.1.4 Sub question 4: 
“How can Kijk op de Wijk be improved?” 

To optimize KodW for use by developers, two key improvements are essential. First, the internal process must 
be better structured, defining when and how each tool should be used throughout the development process. 
This includes early integration with municipalities, standardization of participation scenarios, and clear 
expectations for tool deployment. Second, participant engagement must be deepened by combining digital tools 
with physical interaction. Providing clear contextual information and ensuring that both online and offline inputs 
are meaningfully processed and shared helps foster broader and more inclusive participation. Together, these 
improvements make KodW more accessible, effective, and aligned with the procedural and participatory 
demands under the EPA. 

5.2.2 Main conclusion 
This study set out to answer how developers can use Kijk op de Wijk (KodW) as a form of privately organised 
participation within the framework of the Environment and Planning Act (EPA). Through theoretical research, a 
case study, and critical analysis of its practical deployment, the research revealed both the conceptual appeal 
and the practical shortcomings of KodW. While KodW offers a structured and scalable digital method that aligns 
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with the EPA's emphasis on early, inclusive, and transparent participation, its implementation exposes deeper 
challenges that go beyond technical integration. 

KodW’s strength lies in its systematic design: the KodW tools offer structured input collection and can broaden 
participation reach. However, the method’s promise as a digital solution risks being overstated. The case study 
of The Kaai showed that KodW was deployed too late, treated as an add-on, and lacked meaningful integration 
with strategic planning. The result was limited influence, low responsiveness, and unclear value for stakeholders. 
This gap between KodW’s conceptual design and its practical implementation highlights deeper structural 
challenges within participatory processes 

Moreover, KodW’s efficiency and structure, while beneficial for developers, do not guarantee legitimacy or trust. 
The method needs to embed feedback loops, clear mechanisms for balancing conflicting interests, and genuine 
opportunities for dialogue. Without these elements, KodW risks becoming a one-way communication tool, 
reinforcing a procedural form of participation that fulfills formal requirements but falls short of substantive 
engagement. This undermines the broader intentions of the EPA, which seeks not only procedural compliance 
but democratic legitimacy through participation. 

Crucially, KodW’s success depends not on its tools alone, but on how it is embedded into the planning process. 
The fundamental challenges in the planning process are role ambiguity, poor coordination, weak municipal 
alignment, and limited stakeholder trust. It is difficult for digital formats to compensate for the absence of 
relational engagement and physical dialogue. 

To move beyond these limitations, developers must first adopt a cultural shift: from viewing participation as an 
administrative hurdle to embracing it as a core, strategic responsibility. This means defining clear participation 
goals from the outset, aligning internally and with other stakeholders such as municipalities, and using KodW not 
as a substitute for engagement, but as one component in a broader participatory process. Complementing digital 
tools with physical formats is essential and necessary to ensure context, trust, and responsiveness. 

In practical terms, developers should deploy KodW tools iteratively and relationally: beginning with the 
BuurtVisieVormer in early planning phases to surface local dynamics, followed by broader input via the 
BuurtPeiling and BuurtPanel, and validated through in-person discussions and transparent reporting. The 
BuurtFormule must also evolve from a technical backend to a transparent decision-support tool, open to 
feedback. Participants must not only be asked for input but shown how their input matters, and where it does 
not. 

In conclusion, KodW can be used by developers as a privately organised participation under the EPA, but this 
requires more than simply applying the tools. KodW must be strategically embedded into the full development 
process. Developers should define roles, coordinate early with municipalities, and establish a clear participation 
plan that incorporates both digital and physical methods. Transparent communication, timely feedback, and 
inclusion of multiple perspectives are key. KodW can help meet EPA requirements, but only if developers view 
participation as a continuous, relational process rather than a one-time data collection effort. 

KodW becomes most effective when its tools are used not in isolation, but as facilitators of interaction and 
collaboration. When strategically applied, KodW provides developers with a practical and legally compliant 
framework for engaging communities, managing expectations, and legitimising decisions in spatial development. 
The strength of KodW lies not only in its structure and scalability, but in its potential to support developers in 
fulfilling their participatory responsibilities under the EPA while also enhance a more inclusive and informed area 
development. It is therefore crucial that developers look beyond the technological aspect of KodW and focus on 
embedding it within a comprehensive process that actively involves all relevant stakeholders. In doing so, KodW 
can become a valuable asset in creating participatory area developments that reflect local values, mitigate 
conflicts, and improve the quality and legitimacy of spatial plans.  
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5.3 Recommendations 
To strengthen the application of KodW as a method for privately organised participation under the EPA, the 
following recommendations are proposed. These are divided into three categories: the method itself, the internal 
and external process, and the management of balancing interests among stakeholders. 

5.3.1.1 Method: Strategic Use of Digital and Physical Participation Tools 
1. Emphasize the digital strengths, but do not neglect physical interaction: KodW's digital tools, such as the 

BuurtPeiling and BuurtPanel, offer a unique and scalable way to reach a broad audience. However, 
physical interaction remains essential to create space for dialogue, provide context, and enable real-
time feedback. Developers should integrate digital and in-person formats to support more meaningful 
participation. 

2. Use the BuurtVisieVormer primarily as an internal strategic instrument: While data collected through 
this tool is valuable, it should not be regarded as absolute truth. Developers should be cautious not to 
treat data as fixed facts, as this may derail discussions and shift focus away from residents' actual 
concerns. Instead, use it as a guiding input to shape early strategies. 

3. Use the tools as a means of support, not as an end in themselves: KodW’s tools should enhance and 
inform the participation process, not replace human judgment, interaction, and/ or engagement. Their 
value lies in enabling structured input, not in dictating the process. 

5.3.1.2 Process: Internal Clarity and External Coordination 
1. Establish a shared participation strategy from the outset: Early coordination with all stakeholders, 

especially municipalities, who assess the quality of participation, is crucial. This should be formalized in 
a participation plan (PvA), aligned with local frameworks and, where relevant, existing initiatives. 
Achieving consensus early creates a clear foundation for the process. 

2. Promote transparency to build trust: Transparent internal and external communication is key to 
maintaining trust among stakeholders. Clear expectations, consistent updates, and open channels of 
feedback are vital components for managing both internal coordination and public engagement. 

3. Clearly position KodW within the development process: Developers must understand when and how 
KodW can be applied, for example, during tenders, or in the sketch design (SO), preliminary design (VO), 
or final design (DO) phases. This requires internal structuring, awareness, and capacity-building. Only 
once internal understanding is secured can developers engage external stakeholders effectively and 
with purpose. 

5.3.1.3 Balance of Interests: Stakeholder Engagement and Documentation 
1. Ensure a comprehensive and transparent consideration of all interests: Participation should be used to 

map and document the full range of stakeholder interests. KodW’s tools can assist in structuring and 
recording these inputs, which helps support clear argumentation for how interests have been weighed, 
which is an essential requirement under the EPA. 

2. Prioritize active engagement over passive data collection: While KodW can support broad input 
collection, genuine stakeholder involvement requires visible effort in relationship-building. Tools must 
facilitate, not replace, stakeholder dialogue. Developers should demonstrate that time and energy have 
been invested in meaningful participation, beyond simply distributing surveys or gathering feedback. 
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5.4 Reflection 
5.4.1.1 Topic  

At the beginning of my graduation project, my understanding of participation in area development was quite 
limited. I was aware that participation was gaining importance, especially with the introduction of the EPA, but I 
remained somewhat sceptical. I often heard developers refer to participation as just a box to tick, an obligation 
rather than a meaningful process. This made me curious: why is participation seen this way, and is it possible to 
add real value to it?  

As I delved deeper into the topic and gained experience as a working student, my view started to shift. I came to 
realize that when done thoughtfully, participation can be a powerful tool to enhance spatial quality and 
strengthen community involvement. In advance, with the rise of new digital participation methods and 
developers trying to answer the question on how to engage residents and make social impact, my interest in the 
topic is becoming more and more.  

Through my research, particularly on the KodW methodology, I’ve come to see participation not as a formality, 
but as an essential and impactful element to ensure sustainable urban planning.  

5.4.1.2 Relevance  
At the start of my research, I mainly saw the relevance of studying participation within the context of the EPA. 
This legislation places participation at the heart of spatial development, making it essential for all actors involved 
in area development to engage with local stakeholders. As such, I saw a clear societal urgency: participation can 
no longer be ignored.  

However, as I progressed, I noticed that while participation has been widely studied from a theoretical and policy-
based perspective, relatively little attention has been given to its practical application, particularly when it comes 
to digital participation tools like KodW. This gap revealed an opportunity: by exploring new and emerging 
methods, my research could contribute to broadening the academic understanding of participation in a rapidly 
changing planning context.  

Initially, I found it difficult to clearly see the relevance of this topic. But as the research unfolded, I realized how 
diverse and underexplored this field is, especially the practical side of digital methods. These tools may help 
lower the threshold for developers to meaningfully engage residents. By involving people directly in the planning 
process, participation can generate real social impact, making the development of urban areas more inclusive 
and sustainable.  

This research also holds relevance for the AUBS Master’s programme and the MBE track, particularly through its 
focus on participation as a tool for engaging people in shaping the built environment. KodW serves as an 
instrument through which a private company structures participatory efforts, efforts that are, in turn, 
encouraged by public authorities. As such, the project brings together the interests of three key stakeholder 
groups: private actors, public institutions, and local communities. The management of these stakeholders is a 
central theme within the MBE track. KodW offers a means to influence the design of both new neighbourhoods 
and existing urban areas. This aligns with the broader objective of the AUBS programme, which is centred on the 
transformation and development of the built environment. 

The broader implications of this research lie in its contribution to participatory design processes where residents 
take a more active role in shaping their environments. By providing concrete insights into the implementation of 
digital participation methods, the study adds academic value to a relatively under-researched field. Socially, it 
supports more inclusive planning by exploring how residents can be better involved in decision-making. 

From an ethical perspective, it could be argued that the primary beneficiary of the study is the company behind 
KodW, as their tool is the subject of analysis. However, the findings and recommendations are applicable beyond 
this single case. They offer broader insights into the use of digital participation tools and can inform other 
stakeholders engaged in participatory urban development. 
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5.4.1.3 Product  
At the outset of my research, my goal was to develop an improved version of KodW, a more refined digital 
participation tool that could effectively address the participation challenges introduced by the EPA. I believed 
that creating a better version of the method could directly support more meaningful engagement in urban 
development projects.  

As I delved deeper into the legislation, I discovered that the EPA deliberately offers little prescriptive guidance. 
This flexibility is intentional, aiming to allow for tailored participation approaches and gives municipalities 
flexibility to shape their own policies. Consequently, my focus shifted from the EPA itself to the practical 
interpretation found in municipal guidelines, where the emphasis lies on conducting balanced stakeholder 
engagement and weighing diverse interests.  

Given the limited timeframe of this research project, developing a fully improved and implementable version of 
KodW proved unrealistic. Implementation and testing would require more time than available. Instead, the 
research now results in a set of concrete recommendations and critical focus areas that can guide future 
participatory efforts. This shift, from product development to an actionable checklist, marks a transformation in 
the research. While different from the initial ambition, it still provides a valuable contribution to achieving 
impactful and inclusive participation in practice.  

5.4.1.4 Method  
The methodology of this research is based on a combination of theoretical and empirical approaches, with a 
focus on qualitative methods. By analysing documents, conducting case studies, and performing interviews, I 
aimed to build a clear and comprehensive understanding of KodW as a digital participation method under the 
EPA.  

However, I soon discovered that case studies proved to be more complex than initially anticipated. Since KodW 
is a relatively new tool, there is limited documentation or practical evidence available. As a result, interviews 
became the primary source of information, shifting the methodological balance toward qualitative, interview-
based insights.  

Originally, the interviews were designed to focus specifically on the application of KodW in the The Kaai project. 
Yet, due to its limited use in practice, the scope of these interviews had to be broadened. This allowed for a 
deeper exploration of what defines meaningful participation more generally and understanding the 
considerations made by different stakeholders.  

Ultimately, the main methodological shift was a stronger emphasis on interviews within the case study instead 
of data. Additionally, I learned that relying on ongoing developments for case study material is risky, as timelines 
often shift and projects evolve unpredictably, posing challenges for academic research within a fixed timeframe.   

5.4.1.5 Process  
At the outset of my graduation project, I felt well-prepared, having developed a detailed schedule and a clear 
understanding of the necessary steps. However, early delays in administrative processes, particularly finalizing 
the Data Management Plan (DMP) and obtaining approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC), 
resulted in a slower-than-expected start to the empirical phase. 

Once the empirical research began, I devoted disproportionate time to Sub-question 1, which became overly 
extensive and delayed the interview phase. In hindsight, initiating interviews earlier would have enabled a more 
iterative and flexible workflow. I initially followed a step-by-step approach, but I learned that activities such as 
literature review and data collection are better conducted in parallel. Many interviews provided insights relevant 
to multiple sub-questions, reinforcing the value of early data collection. Additionally, interview scheduling proved 
time-consuming, with several participants referring me to others, unintentionally broadening the scope beyond 
what was manageable within the timeframe. 

I also recognize that more strategic choices could have been made regarding the composition of the interview 
group and the expert panel. Panel members had in-depth knowledge of the KodW methodology’s origins, and 
interviewing them earlier could have provided richer context. Reversing roles, interviewing the panel members 
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and including the interviewees in the panel, may have yielded deeper insights. Moreover, conducting the panel 
earlier could have helped shape the study’s direction more effectively. 

Another key challenge was the absence of a clearly defined thesis structure early in the process. I focused heavily 
on content and procedural steps but treated them in isolation, which initially weakened the report’s coherence. 
Although I had a clear internal sense of direction, this was not always evident to readers. Only in the final weeks 
was I able to integrate the components into a cohesive narrative. In retrospect, developing a structural outline 
earlier and emphasizing communication of the research process and findings would have enhanced the overall 
quality. This also reflects a personal area for growth: distinguishing between primary and secondary issues. 

Finally, the research scope could have been more narrowly defined. A tighter focus might have allowed for 
deeper analysis, particularly in the expert panel. Broader coverage resulted in a session that at times felt rushed. 
Applying stricter selection criteria could have improved the depth and clarity of the outcomes. 

Overall, this process has taught me valuable lessons in time management, adaptability, and prioritization. While 
early planning remains important, the ability to revise course and strategically focus efforts as a project evolves 
is equally essential in academic research. 

Throughout the process, the feedback from my mentors was very valuable. Especially in the lead-up to the P2 
and P4 presentation, they played a crucial role in helping me refocus the topic when I had lost oversight due to 
getting caught up in the details of various elements. This guidance was equally important during the final stages 
of writing, as they helped me focus on the most relevant aspects of the research. Their support was instrumental 
in providing direction and helping me establish the right priorities. Their ability to see the bigger picture was 
particularly helpful, something I occasionally lost sight of due to being deeply immersed in the subject matter. 

The period following the P4 presentation was an iterative process in which I critically reviewed my findings and 
conclusions. The main focus was on summarizing effectively and distinguishing between primary and secondary 
subjects. It was also important to critically assess the main and sub-conclusions and evaluate how they aligned 
with the overall thesis. All in all, it was a valuable learning experience with its share of ups and downs, but it 
ultimately led to a result I can look back on with satisfaction.  
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APPENDIX D Interview protocol SQ1 
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APPENDIX E Validation interview analysis 
In the analysis of the interview, coding using Atlas.ti was used. The anonymised transcripts were coded deductively. The 
deductive codes are based on the themes from. This section will look at what is mentioned in the interview about the 
particular theme and combine the different quotes.  

Participation level & influence 

“…As developers or experts in the field of design or urban planning, we provide several solutions that stem from the positive 
reputation of the residents. We then present these back, meaning we conduct the initial filtering, but the final decision on 
which solutions are most suitable is made by the residents. So, this is part of the co-decision step.” (1-A, 2025 [translated]). 
The degree of influence is determined by the initiators by making the choice of what is or is not presented to the participants. 
This ensures that realistic choices are presented to participants. The final choice within in the selection of the initiators are 
left to the participants. According to the interview, the power of the participants is to think and participate in decision-making, 
but difficult to implement in practice given the responsibilities that lie with the developer. The decision is always limited to 
what the developer allows and to what extent they have a voice (1-A, 2025). In this case, KodW can be categorised under 
Placation according to Arnstein's ladder, which is the same as in the literature review.  

Formats & techniques 

KodW uses different formats and techniques. The aim is to involve people in planning. Involving people in plan making is not 
only based on the majority of those involved: ‘’… We have to look at what profile, how many people attend, family 
composition, age and what kind of answers they have come up with. And we really have to take into account in our plan, 
maybe if 50 per cent of a neighbourhood has chosen a certain solution, that should definitely come back. Maybe we are going 
to invest several resources in that, but a small portion has chosen something else, we should definitely give them space too. 
But it doesn't have to be a big investment, that can be a very small investment, that also fulfils the wishes of that small group.’’ 
(1-A, 2025 [translated]).  

This shows that KodW uses techniques that do not focus on just the majority but has a more inclusive approach. For this 
approach to be impactful, 1-A emphasises that all steps of the process should be completed. ‘’I always guarantee results 
when we can deploy the full range from data analysis to letting the neighbourhood decide. But we also create enough impact 
if those components are deployed separately. So it's not a prerequisite. The ideal situation: deploy the whole KodW but it can 
also be done separately, only then the impact will be slightly smaller.’’ (1-A, 2025 [translated]). 

It is, according to 1-A, feedback to residents is essential. This is done by making plans in which the participants see their own 
ideas reflected. "What should you take into account? And that is how you actually provide feedback. When you start sketching 
or presenting the initial plans to the neighborhood, people should recognize their needs, the answers they have provided, and 
the way we have incorporated them into our plan." (1-A, 2025 [translated]). This is just not active feedback through informing 
them what will be done with it and is limited to the participants having to provide their own action or interpretation to 
generate feedback. 

Based on the information retrieved from the interview with 1-A, KodW will fall into the Aggregate and Bargain category of 
Fung's (2006) democracy cube. In particular, this is because KodW offers the opportunity to provide information itself and 
then the opportunity to compromise with the various stakeholders. It need not be that most votes count. 

Stakeholders involved 

Based on the interview with 1-A, it emerges that initially KodW was developed as a concept development method so that 
(concept) developers could include end users in the planning process from the beginning. It emerges from this that end users 
and developers are central. Within these end users, the introverts end users are given a greater voice in KodW. ''Taking some 
unheard voices like the younger generation who are kind of left out for now into decision making. Busy people who maybe 
have really busy jobs and don't have time to show up at a specific time [at a residents meeting]. At the same time, introverted 
people who are not quick to speak up or people who have language delays and of course anyone who always has a smartphone 
with them. So the most important thing for me was that I left the choice with those people actually create a way so they can 
also participate but it's up to them whether they want to participate or not.'' (1-A, 2025 [translated]). So the focus here is 
primarily on the groups that are harder to reach or have more difficulty themselves participating in other forms of 
participation. KodW fall into the open, self-selection category of the democracy cube of Fung (2006).  

Strengths & benefits 

KodW stands out due to its combination of data analysis and validation, science, and a game model. Residents go through all 
these steps, ensuring validation and indicating where their needs lie. Together, these elements reinforce each other. 
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Additionally, this method is one of the few that "bridges the gap between theory and practice" (1-A, 2025 [translated]). The 
scientific approach is not only based on interviews but also on observations and critical reflection on how space is used (1-A, 
2025). 

From a developer’s perspective, this method can help create better designs and serve as an acquisition tool in tenders. 
Furthermore, it does not require a large investment, making it easily accessible for implementation (1-A, 2025). The different 
steps can be carried out independently. This method also provides opportunities to gain insights into the needs of smaller 
groups. These insights, in turn, create opportunities to offer solutions to them, reducing conflicts and fostering new 
possibilities (1-A, 2025).  

Challenges & Limitations 

An important challenge in participation processes in urban planning is defining the extent to which end-users have a 
meaningful voice in decision-making. While community engagement initiatives aim to incorporate resident input, the 
preparatory work conducted before public participation may influence the extent to which final users truly shape the 
outcomes (1-A, 2025). Moreover, developers often enter the process at a later stage, limiting their ability to contribute during 
early planning phases (1-A, 2025). This structural limitation restricts their capacity to influence urban development. Another 
concern is the reliance on digital tools, which may exclude older demographics who are less familiar with smartphone-based 
participation methods (1-A, 2025). Furthermore, the accuracy and timeliness of data used in urban planning are questioned. 
For instance, using outdated datasets—such as land quality assessments from 2014 can result in misleading conclusions and 
ineffective planning strategies (1-A, 2025). Addressing these challenges requires a more dynamic approach to data integration 
and a more inclusive method of engaging stakeholders throughout the planning process. 

Effectiveness & impact 

KodW could improve urban planning by including residents as early as possible and reducing objections and accelerating the 
development process while addressing community needs from the start and building stronger local support to ensure 
alignment with real-life demands (1-A, 2025). Additionally, it serves as a communication and promotional tool, demonstrating 
the societal impact of developments (1-A, 2025). The method facilitates a sense of ownership among residents (1-A, 2025). 
However, a key concern is the limited influence of end-users in decision-making, as their role remains constrained despite 
the participatory approach (1-A, 2025). Strengthening mechanisms to ensure meaningful resident input throughout the 
planning and design phases remains crucial (1-A, 2025). Expanding this method to architects could integrate inclusive planning 
into standard design practices, making it an essential aspect of urban development rather than just a tool for municipalities 
or developers (1-A, 2025). This shift would move beyond resolving conflicts to proactively incorporating diverse perspectives, 
further integrating community needs into the built environment (1-A, 2025). 

Suggested improvements 

The following improvements, based on the interview with 1-A, provide a basic idea for enhancing KodW. Currently, the lack 
of a structured monitoring system and benchmarking makes it difficult to track neighborhood development. Establishing a 
continuous monitoring framework would allow for better evaluation over time. Another key improvement is the integration 
of AI to support individuals with language barriers, making participation more accessible, though implementation remains a 
challenge (1-A, 2024). Resident involvement in the design process could also be expanded by integrating KodW into 
architectural workflows, rather than limiting its role to developers. Tailoring the approach for different stakeholders—such 
as municipalities, residents, and housing corporations—would improve its effectiveness. Additionally, increasing its impact 
on the architectural design process and engaging real estate investors by emphasizing programming could further strengthen 
its influence (1-A, 2025). A broader inclusion of stakeholders, with specific adaptations for their roles, would enhance the 
method’s adaptability and long-term effectiveness. These improvements aim to make KodW more inclusive, impactful, and 
aligned with the various stakeholders. 
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APPENDIX F Deductive codes SQ1 
To identify the different characteristics of all methods, a thematic analysis will be conducted for each method. To conduct 
this thematic analysis, a thematic framework must be established with several themes that will be examined. The following 
section will highlight each key theme to be analysed and explains why this is be examined. 

The 7 key themes used are: 

• Participation level & influence 
• Formats & techniques used 
• Stakeholders involved 
• Strengths & benefits 
• Challenges & limitations 
• Effectiveness & impact 
• Suggested improvements 

 

Participation level & influence 

The participation level and influence determine the degree of power and influence the participants have. The theoretical 
basis of this characteristic is based on the research of Arnstein (1969) and Fung (2006). These two studies link the concept of 
power to participant involvement. In doing so, this also emphasizes that influence can be characterized by a particular 
participation level. This makes these studies relevant to schematize and compare different methods. The aspects within this 
theme to look into are: The influence of participants in a process, The power of the participants, Level of participation. 

Each participation method will be placed on Arnstein's ladder to structure the data on the theme participation level and 
influence, see figure xx. In this, participants gain some influence by sharing their own opinions and the initiators themselves 
can decide to do something with this information.  

Figure xx is an edited version where the participation method is placed in the relevant step. In this figure, it can be stated that 
the higher the participation method is classified, the more power and influence the participants have. 

 

Formats & techniques used 

The theme about the formats and techniques are relevant to consider given that each method uses a different combination 
and also directly affects the accessibility inclusiveness, and overall effectiveness of the methods. This theme provides insight 
into the interaction between participants and initiators and offers opportunities for comparison. Depending on the format, 
different goals are associated with it. New formats such as online related, resulted in other goals (Moffett et al., 2021). The 
different characteristics will be identified based on this theme and will evaluate: How information is shared, How participants 
interact with initiators, How accessible the method is. 

To structure the data of the Formats & techniques used theme, Fung's democracy cube is used. The axis of the democracy 
cube Modes of communication and decision deals with the interaction of participants, which is related to the format. 
Depending on the format and techniques, a particular participation method can be placed on this axis. This axis runs from 
least intense (1) to most intense (6) when it comes to modes of communication. 

Figure xx shows this axis, with the least intense step also called listen as spectator and most intense deploy technique and 
expertise. Listen as spectator is mainly about the participant only receiving information and not delivering information back 
himself. Deploy technique and expertise is about the participant himself having to use his knowledge and skills to get the most 
out of the method. 
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This figure is the edited version of Fung's figure, which scales the participation methods. The further the method is on the 
axis, the more information is sent from the participants and there is an increasing degree of interaction. This can also be 
called the higher level of formatting and the more complex the methods are. 

 

Stakeholders involved 

The stakeholders involved is about who is involved in a participation, which are often multiple stakeholders. So in this case it 
is about who gets to participate and who organizes it. This is linked to the aspect of who has influence in a participation and 
is therefore an important issue. This theme provides insight into collaboration and can also vary depending on the format. 
Certain stakeholders can be excluded in a participation by a choice of format or, on the contrary, be involved. In Fung's (2006) 
model, participants are also considered a component in the model. Only here it is about the selection process which again 
says something about the format. So this makes the part which stakeholder are involved an essential element of defining the 
characteristics of a participation method. The aspects to be considered in this theme are: Who has the control, Who is 
included or excluded from the participation, The degree of power sharing between different stakeholders. 

Fung's participant selection axis considers the inclusiveness of the participants. It is specifically about the knowledge and skills 
of the different participants and to what extent they are representative. It is also important to understand whether certain 
perspectives are omitted or included. As one moves up the axis towards more inclusive, higher values are associated with it 
(see figure xx). 

 

Strengths & benefits 

This topic discusses the strengths and benefits of using the specific participation method. It evaluates the effectiveness and 
value and gives more insight into the reason for using this method. Evaluating the strengths of participation methods is 
essential because different methods serve different functions. Public administration and policy evaluation frameworks 
emphasize that participation methods should be assessed based on their effectiveness in achieving intended outcomes. By 
examining strengths, we can identify: How well the method meets its objectives, Its contribution to democratic legitimacy 
and transparency, Its effectiveness in addressing societal needs. 

Understanding the benefits of each method allows for a comparative analysis of when and where each participation tool is 
most suitable. 

Challenges & limitations 
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Identifying the limitations and challenges related to a method are important for understanding the rationale for using or not 
using a particular method. Based on this theme, it will be explored. Components that will be looked at in this theme are: 
Structural barriers (related to formats), Institutional constraints (related to stakeholders), Citizen related factors. 

Effectiveness & Impact 

The effectiveness and impact theme assesses how well a participation process achieves its intended outcomes. This 
evaluation distinguishes between the effectiveness of the process itself and the effectiveness of its outcomes. The key aspects 
analysed include: Process effectiveness, Outcome effectiveness 

A participation method may be well-executed but still fail to produce meaningful results. By analyzing these factors, we can 
systematically evaluate the effectiveness of different participation approaches. To measure the effectiveness and impact of 
a participation method, we use the Impact vs. Effort Matrix. This matrix helps assess each method by assigning scores based 
on two key factors: 

• Impact: The extent to which a method influences the living environment, participants, and overall outcomes. 
• Effort: The time, energy, and resources required to initiate and sustain the method effectively. 

By mapping participation methods on this matrix, we gain a clear understanding of their relative benefits and challenges. 
High-impact, low-effort methods are ideal, while low-impact, high-effort methods may require reconsideration. This 
structured approach ensures that participation methods are chosen based on their ability to deliver meaningful results with 
efficient use of resources. 

Based on the data gathered, including effectiveness and impact assessments derived from literary sources, participation 
methods are ranked using the Impact vs. Effort Matrix. This ranking allows us to compare and categorize methods into four 
quadrants: 

1. High Impact, Low Effort – Methods that provide significant results with minimal investment. 
2. High Impact, High Effort – Effective methods that require substantial resources. 
3. Low Impact, Low Effort – Methods with limited results but minimal investment. 
4. Low Impact, High Effort – Methods that require considerable effort but yield minimal results. 

Each participation method is scored based on its placement in the matrix, in figure xx the matrix is placed: 

Impact Levels: 

• Low Impact: Methods that result in minimal or localized improvements with limited long-term effects. 
• Medium Impact: Methods that create moderate improvements, affecting a broader group but not significantly 

altering decision-making or outcomes. 
• High Impact: Methods that drive substantial change, positively influencing both stakeholders and decision-making 

processes. 
• Very High Impact: Methods that lead to transformative results, significantly improving participation quality and 

long-term effectiveness. 
Effort Levels: 

• Low Effort: Methods that require minimal resources, time, and coordination to implement. 
• Medium Effort: Methods that require moderate levels of planning, resources, and facilitation. 
• High Effort: Methods that involve significant resource allocation, requiring dedicated teams and extended timelines. 
• Very High Effort: Methods that demand extensive resources, long-term commitment, and intensive facilitation to 

be successful. 
By using these criteria, participation methods are systematically ranked, allowing for informed decision-making regarding the 
most efficient and effective approaches.  

Impact-effort Matrix   Low effort Medium effort High effort Very high effort 

Low impact   4 3 2 1 

Medium impact   6 4 3 2 

High impact   8 6 4 3 

Very high impact   10 8 6 4 
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APPENDIX G Elaboration characteristics 
This chapter identifies the key characteristics of each participation method. Here, the findings are systematically compared 
and analyzed to provide a comprehensive overview.  

The primary objective is to develop a clear understanding of each participation method. By integrating different methods and 
drawing comparisons, KodW can be contextualized within the broader framework of participation methods.  

This chapter presents the scores for the themes Participation & Influence, Formats & Techniques, Stakeholders Involved, and 
Effectiveness & Impact using a radar diagram. This diagram visualizes the scores previously explained for each theme, allowing 
for a comparative analysis of participation methods based on their relative performance.  

By incorporating these scores into a graphical representation, the relative performance of different participation methods 
can be assessed. The larger the surface area of a particular method within the diagram, the higher the performance, or so, 
the more inclusive it is, the greater the level of influence it grants participants, and the broader its applicability to a wider 
audience. So the radar diagrams are meant to compare the different participation methods with each other and put them in 
perspective. The values associated with them are therefore symbolic.  

Citizen information event  

  

The radar diagram for the Citizen Information Event (see figure xx) highlights that this method places a strong emphasis on 
stakeholder involvement, scoring relatively high in this category. This is largely due to its open structure, which allows a wide 
range of interested parties and stakeholders to attend. However, the level of influence granted to participants is generally 
limited to information dissemination. In some cases, there is an increasing emphasis on gathering feedback from attendees, 
but the initiators retain control over the content by determining what information is shared during the event.  

Since this participation method primarily consists of general presentations followed by a Q&A session, the variety of formats 
and techniques used is relatively limited. The combination of participant influence, the nature of information exchange, and 
the diversity of formats results in a relatively modest impact. To enhance effectiveness, examples suggest that continued 
communication after the event—such as informing participants about how their input has been utilized and summarizing key 
discussions—can improve engagement. Furthermore, allowing participants to actively contribute their input can significantly 
increase the overall impact of this method.  

This participation method has both strengths and limitations. One of its key advantages is that residents have the opportunity 
to ask questions during the event. Through these interactions, they can express their concerns about specific issues, fostering 
openness and transparency from the initiators. The greatest benefit of this method is achieved when sufficient time is 
allocated for residents to voice their opinions and engage in meaningful dialogue.  

However, the open nature of this method also presents certain challenges. In some cases, a high turnout may lead initiators 
to require pre-registration, thereby restricting spontaneous participation. Additionally, managing emotions and reactions can 
be complex, making it essential for organizers to handle sensitive discussions effectively to prevent escalation and maintain 
a constructive atmosphere.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• Open to nearly everyone who is interested  
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• Low barrier to participation, attracting a broad audience  

• General presentation, often followed by a Q&A session  

• Relatively easy to organize  

• Can be conducted both online and offline  

• Extroverted individuals have a platform to share their opinions with a broad audience  

  Voting's  

  

The radar diagram for voting (figure xx) indicates a relatively high score in terms of participation level and influence. Voting 
allows participants significant power, depending on how the results are implemented. However, control remains partially 
with the initiator, who determines the topics on which votes are cast. The score for stakeholder involvement is moderate, as 
the initiator controls the selection process and determines eligibility for participation. Nonetheless, voting has the potential 
to engage a broad audience if designed with inclusivity in mind.  

Voting can take place through two primary formats: popular voting and assembly-based decision-making. Popular voting 
relies on campaigning, where choices are influenced by the information disseminated throughout the campaign process. 
Although participants have the opportunity to conduct independent research, their decisions are often shaped by campaign 
messaging. Assembly-based voting, in contrast, encourages discussion and engagement, promoting deliberation and 
transparency. However, it also introduces the risk of participant influence and bias during discussions. Voting can be 
conducted both online and offline, providing flexibility and enabling participants to engage in various ways. This variety of 
formats and techniques contributes to a relatively high score in this category.  

Voting receives a moderate score in terms of effectiveness and impact. This is largely due to the extent of influence being 
highly dependent on how the initiator integrates the results into decision-making. Furthermore, voting options are often 
limited, restricting participants' ability to shape decisions beyond the given choices.  

Both popular voting and assembly-based voting offer distinct advantages in participatory decision-making. Assembly-based 
voting facilitates structured deliberation, promotes transparency, and enables direct engagement, promoting empathy, open-
mindedness, and consensus-building. Through comprehensive discussions, it enhances mutual understanding and supports 
collaborative decision-making. Conversely, popular voting ensures participation by bringing individuals together around 
shared concerns and collective interests.. While it strengthens fairness and accessibility, it may inherently limit the depth of 
deliberation compared to assembly-based formats. The choice between the two formats depends on whether the priority is 
deep engagement through discussion or widespread participation.  

Both popular voting and assembly-based voting present challenges that may impact decision-making. Popular voting tends 
to prioritize individual preferences over public debate, potentially hindering the formation of common interests. It is also 
vulnerable to group pressure and discrimination, which may result in the exclusion of marginalized voices. Additionally, 
prolonged exposure to polarizing campaigns can lead to lower levels of agreement among participants. Discussions may 
provide incomplete information, limiting participants' exposure to dissenting opinions. As a result, decisions may reflect 
dominant voices rather than a balanced consensus. Addressing these limitations is essential for ensuring inclusive and 
effective participatory processes, balancing engagement, accessibility, and informed decision-making.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  
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• Participants determined by initiator  

• Relatively high influence for participants  

• Effectiveness and impact of voting depend on how results are integrated into decision-making  

• Ensuring broad participation and consensus between stakeholders  

  Citizen Exhibition  

  

In the diagram of the citizen exhibition, as illustrated in Figure XX, it is evident that the stakeholders involved score relatively 
high. This is primarily due to the open nature of exhibitions, making them accessible to anyone interested. Typically, initiators 
do not impose restrictions on who can attend, allowing for broad participation. This openness enables residents to visit at 
their own convenience and explore the plans presented. However, their experience is limited to the information curated by 
the initiators.  

In terms of formats and techniques, exhibitions offer a wide range of possibilities, both online and offline. The scale and 
structure of exhibitions can also vary; some may include opening events with brief explanations provided by organizers. 
Despite this flexibility, the influence of visitors remains relatively low, as their role is primarily limited to receiving information. 
While some formats include options for visitors to leave feedback, this input typically has minimal impact on the decision-
making process. Consequently, exhibitions generally have low effectiveness and impact, with their primary influence being 
on social-communicative awareness rather than direct policy outcomes.  

One of the key strengths of this method is the freedom it provides visitors in engaging with the process. They can choose 
when to visit and even return multiple times, which enhances project transparency and reduces the risk of excluding certain 
groups.  

However, the limitations of this method must also be considered. Since initiators control the content, they may selectively 
present information, potentially omitting certain aspects. Additionally, there is limited space for visitor feedback, making it 
challenging for initiators to collect meaningful input from attendees. Furthermore, because the exhibition is open to all, it is 
often difficult to determine the specific interests or relevance of individual visitors to the project.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• Easy for citizens to participate  

• Flexible engagement  

• Open and transparent process  

• Few opportunities to express opinion by participants  
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Participatory budgeting  

  

Participatory budgeting scores relatively high in participation level and influence, as well as in formats and techniques. This 
is because the method involves allocating budgets to participants, allowing them to decide how funds should be distributed. 
Participants have direct influence over financial decisions by determining which areas receive more or less funding. To ensure 
well-informed decision-making, participants receive comprehensive information about the budgeting process. The method 
offers a diverse range of communication techniques, which enhances its flexibility and adaptability. Information can be 
conveyed through various channels, both online and offline, making the process accessible to different audiences. 
Additionally, participatory budgeting shares similarities with voting, as participants must ultimately decide how funds are 
allocated.  

Stakeholder involvement plays a crucial role in participatory budgeting. The initiators determine who is eligible to participate, 
which varies depending on the project and its objectives. While this ensures a structured decision-making process, it also 
influences who has access to the participatory framework.  

Despite its strengths, the overall impact of participatory budgeting tends to be relatively low. One reason for this is that 
initiators often allocate only a small portion of the total budget for participatory decision-making. Additionally, while 
participants can decide how funds are distributed, they do not have full autonomy over how the projects are executed. 
However, participants can propose ideas for additional funding, creating opportunities for community-driven initiatives. The 
primary impact of participatory budgeting lies in social-communicative engagement and political-democratic thinking, as it 
encourages public discourse and involvement in governance.  

One of the key advantages of this method is that it allows citizens to participate in decision-making processes where they 
would not typically have influence. It promotes shared governance, encourages collaborative decision-making, and facilitates 
the testing, implementation, and evaluation of new governance models. The innovative aspect of participatory budgeting is 
one of its greatest strengths, as it fosters experimentation in democratic practices.  

However, the method also presents challenges. A key issue is that those excluded from the process may feel unheard and 
marginalized. Since only a select group is allowed to participate, broader community involvement is limited, which can 
undermine the inclusivity of the decision-making process. Addressing this limitation is essential to enhancing the legitimacy 
and reach of participatory budgeting initiatives.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• High participant influence  

• Flexible formats and broad accessibility (online and offline)  

• Stakeholders have control over various parts of the budget  

• Opportunity to engage in decision making processes.   

  

 

 



12.06.2025 130 

 

Mediation  

  

Mediation is a participation method designed for specific situations, primarily used for conflict resolution. This format involves 
small groups of participants engaging in discussions, facilitated by a mediator who ensures a structured and constructive 
dialogue. Due to its targeted approach, mediation is not suitable for large-scale participation, as it typically involves only a 
limited number of stakeholders. As a result, the score for stakeholder involvement is relatively low, since participation is 
usually restricted to individuals directly affected by the conflict.  

The level of influence participants hold varies depending on their role in the process. In some cases, mediation serves only as 
a platform for exchanging information, while in others, participants may make commitments or agreements. This leads to a 
relatively low influence score, as outcomes depend on the willingness of participants to engage in the process. However, the 
flexibility of formats and techniques used in mediation is relatively high, as different methods can be applied to facilitate 
discussions, encourage compromise, and enable mutual agreements.  

The effectiveness of mediation largely depends on the participants, yet it generally promotes mutual understanding and 
active listening. By fostering sustainable relationships between stakeholders, mediation achieves a relatively high impact. 
Many participants perceive mediation as a final step before legal intervention, which creates a sense of urgency and pressure 
to reach a resolution.  

The strength of mediation lies in its ability to resolve conflicts while ensuring that all interests are considered. It facilitates 
balanced decision-making with the guidance of a professional mediator. Additionally, mediation is often regarded as a fast, 
focused, and cost-effective approach compared to legal proceedings.  

However, mediation has its limitations. Its success depends on the willingness of conflicting parties to participate. 
Furthermore, scaling mediation to a larger audience is challenging, as it requires a tailored approach for each case. Another 
potential risk is the escalation of conflicts, which can negatively impact the process and reduce the likelihood of reaching a 
constructive resolution.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• Target and small-scale participation method  

• Varied participation influence, depending on stakeholders role  

• Tailor-made formats and techniques to the specific situation  

• Effective in conflicts, but hard to scale  
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Citizen idea contest  

  

The Citizen Idea Contest provides participants with a relatively high level of influence, as they are given the opportunity to 
submit their own ideas. A selection committee then chooses the best submission, and depending on the conditions set by the 
organizers, the winner may receive a prize or recognition. The submitted ideas can inspire new initiatives and provide valuable 
insights for the initiators, contributing to the high influence score of this method.  

The stakeholder involvement score is also relatively high, as participation in the contest is generally accessible and easy. The 
low barrier to entry encourages broad public engagement, although the inclusivity of the process depends on the eligibility 
criteria defined by the organizers.  

However, the formats and techniques employed in this method are relatively limited, as it primarily emphasizes idea 
submission rather than facilitating interactive discussions between participants and organizers. While the contest encourages 
creativity among participants, the absence of meaningful dialogue and engagement throughout the process contributes to a 
lower score in this category, as illustrated in the radar diagram in Figure XX.  

The overall impact of this method is relatively low, as only one winning idea is typically selected and implemented. Moreover, 
the organizers are not obligated to act on the submissions, which further limits the method’s effectiveness. The most 
significant impact of the contest lies in its ability to stimulate social-communicative engagement, as the competitive nature 
of the process encourages public participation.  

One of the key advantages of this method is that it can be an effective tool for branding or public awareness, such as 
generating ideas for naming a new street. However, it is less suitable for broader participatory processes that aim to actively 
involve residents in urban planning or decision-making. A major limitation of this method is that only the winner receives 
feedback, while other participants receive little to no follow-up, which can discourage further engagement.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• High participant influence  

• Broad accessibility with low entry barriers  

• Stimulates creativity from participants  

• Limited interaction and dialogue between stakeholders  
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Planning workshops  

  

Planning workshops provide participants with the opportunity to actively contribute their input and engage in discussions 
about potential solutions. This method is highly interactive and can incorporate various formats, including presentations, 
collaborative design sessions, and structured discussions. While participants can express their opinions and influence the 
outcomes, they do not hold decision-making power. However, the constructive dialogue between participants and organizers 
allows both parties to exchange perspectives and develop a mutual understanding of choices and constraints. Participants 
can shape the final outcomes through their contributions, but the impact of these workshops depends on the extent to which 
organizers incorporate the feedback. Providing clear follow-up communication on how participant input is used is essential 
for maintaining engagement and ensuring transparency. The flexibility and variety of formats in this method contribute to its 
relatively high score in terms of structure and approach, see figure xx.  

Planning workshops are typically small-scale to enable in-depth collaboration among participants. However, this intensive 
engagement also creates a higher participation threshold, as it requires active involvement rather than passive listening. 
Individuals who prefer a more observational role may be less inclined to participate. Additionally, organizers have control 
over the selection process, often basing participation on expected interest and relevance to the project.  

The impact of planning workshops is highly dependent on the results and the organizers' willingness to implement participant 
input. The primary objective is to gather ideas and improve the design process, but organizers are not obligated to act on the 
collected input, which can limit the overall effectiveness of the method. However, follow-up communication on how the 
feedback is utilized can enhance participant satisfaction and increase the method’s impact.  

The key advantages of planning workshops lie in their ability to stimulate creativity, foster interaction, and accelerate the 
decision-making process. Unlike more conventional participation methods, workshops generate new ideas, help prioritize 
stakeholder concerns and strengthen relationships between different parties involved in the process.  

However, this method also presents challenges. It requires significant preparation, and clear objectives must be established 
in advance to ensure productive discussions. Additionally, the logistical demands are higher, as more personnel and materials 
are needed to facilitate the sessions effectively. When time constraints exist, planning workshops can be difficult to 
implement, as they require substantial resources and coordination. Furthermore, scaling this method to a larger audience is 
complex, as it demands a high level of capacity and engagement, making it more suitable for targeted stakeholder 
involvement rather than mass participation.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• Interactive and flexible format which actively engage creativity  

• Limited in decision-making power  

• Small scale, but high engagement from participants  

• Research-intensive which makes it difficult to scale  
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Kijk op de Wijk  

  

KodW scores moderately in terms of participant influence. While participants are presented with choices and play a role in 
validating certain decisions, the final authority in decision-making remains with the initiators of the participation process. 
This limits direct participant control over final outcomes.   

The stakeholder involvement score is relatively high, largely due to the transparent nature of the method and the voluntary 
participation it offers to residents. The format is primarily based on digital tools, such as apps and online platforms, allowing 
a large number of stakeholders to engage at their own convenience. This flexibility increases accessibility and participation 
levels.  

However, the score for formats and techniques is relatively limited, as the method relies predominantly on online tools and 
offers minimal opportunities for discussion and direct interaction. While apps include features that allow participants to view 
others' opinions, they lack mechanisms for reasoning or debate, which reduces the depth of engagement. Despite this 
limitation, the methodology enables initiators to identify key areas of community interest before directly consulting residents. 
The subsequent validation process by participants enhances the method’s credibility and responsiveness and contributes to 
an increase in participation scores.  

The impact of KodW is relatively high, primarily due to its user-friendly design and long-term monitoring capabilities. The 
method allows for continuous tracking of changes in neighborhood livability over several years, reinforcing its value as a 
sustainable participation tool. The combination of flexibility, accessibility, and data-driven insights strengthens its 
effectiveness in community engagement and urban planning.  

KodW offers a user-friendly and flexible participation experience, allowing residents to engage at their own convenience. This 
adaptability ensures that introverted individuals are not overshadowed by more outspoken participants, fostering a more 
inclusive and equitable participation process. Additionally, the gamification aspect of the method encourages residents to 
critically reflect on their preferences, enhancing engagement and decision-making.  

Although primarily an online tool, KodW can be integrated with offline interactions, such as community meetings, to provide 
a more comprehensive engagement strategy. However, the method’s effectiveness relies heavily on active resident 
participation, as broad involvement is necessary to generate a well-validated representation of community needs. A key 
challenge is that some residents may struggle with digital literacy, limiting their ability to effectively use online applications, 
which could hinder accessibility and overall participation levels.  

The key characteristics of this method are as follows:  

• User-friendly, flexible and Inclusive participation  

• Gamification enhances engagement  

• Online tools, which can be used in offline settings  

• Continuous monitoring and validation of findings  
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APPENDIX H Goals evidence SQ2 
#  Citation/ Evidence Effectiveness Source  

1  Application for a zoning plan  (Gemeente Rotterdam, 
2024)  

   ‘’wij ons participatieproces met als doel uiteindelijk de bestemmingsplanwijziging succesvol doorlopen’’  (2-C, 2025)  

1a  Attachment from application  (Gemeente Rotterdam, 
2024)  

   ‘’Ja participatie is Natuurlijk tegenwoordig verplicht, maar voor the Kaai was dat nog niet zo, dus We hebben dat wel echt. Uit eigen beweging 
gedaan.’’  

(2-A, 2025)  

2  "Er bestaan al een groot aantal netwerken en initiatieven in de wijk. Hier maken we gebruik van – sterker nog, deze zetten we in."   (Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)   

   “Het is noodzakelijk om met de huidige bewoners het gesprek aan te gaan om beter begrip te krijgen van de wensen en beweegredenen, rituelen en 
routines.”  

(VORM et al., 2023)  

   ‘’eerste voelsprieten uitgezet. En nou ja, dat dat meteen eigenlijk kunnen koppelen aan de ambities voor deze plek’’  (2-B, 2025)  

   ‘’meteen de kennis en kunde die er In de buurt zit aan te Laten sluiten op dat ontwerptraject, dus ervoor zorgen dat je eigenlijk de ja, de wensen en 
en kansen die er die er breder In de wijk leven dat je die meteen kan meenemen, eigenlijk in je in je planvorming.  

(2-B, 2025)  

   ‘’Verrijken van de NvU door het benutten van kennis en kunde uit de omgeving, van  
bewoner tot ondernemingen en initiatieven gevestigd in Feijenoord.’’  

(Kickstad, 2023)  

3  "Vanaf dag een dragen we actief bij aan een plek van betekenis, met communicatie, participatie en placemaking. Dit bereiken we door in te zetten 
op de volgende subdoelen: inzicht in en begrip voor elkaars belangen: bouwen aan vertrouwen door continu in gesprek te gaan met betrokkenen."   

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)   

   ‘’wat zijn hier nou de grootste zorgen Als je hier een project nog even los van de ambities die Er zijn Als je hier ja een nieuwe woonwijk wil gaan 
bouwen’’  

(2-B, 2025)  

   ‘’Inzicht in en begrip creëren voor elkaars belangen en bouwen aan vertrouwen door  
continue in gesprek te zijn met betrokkenen.’’  

(Kickstad, 2023)  

   ‘’op een manier kunnen betrekken In de planvorming, wat voor Mensen wonen er, wat houdt ze bezig, wat zijn de zorgen, wat zijn de kansen, Omdat 
je daar Natuurlijk ook gewoon op kunt kunt inspelen voor een deel dan in je in je planvorming.’’  

(2-C, 2025)  

4  "Echt meedenken en meedoen kan pas als je weet waar het over gaat. Daarom starten we vanaf het eerste moment met heldere, begrijpelijke en 
transparante communicatie over de ontwikkeling."   

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)  

   ‘’breed gaan gaan communiceren naar de buurt met 1 grote kick off event en met een duidelijk proces richting richting dat de ontwerp.’’  (2-B, 2025)  

   ‘’goed informeren, transparant etcetera over het proces over de besluitvorming over de wijze van hoe je betrokken.’’  (2-B,2025)  

   ‘’Faciliteren van goede en transparante besluitvorming.’’  (Kickstad, 2025)  

   "Wij betrekken nadrukkelijk iedereen die dat wil bij de ontwikkeling. Dit doen we op de momenten wanneer en manieren waarop men dat wil. Van 
de omwonende die graag de nieuwsbrief leest, tot de zeer betrokken buurman die graag langskomt voor een kop koffie."   

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)  

5  “Binnen het complex bevinden zich vier pleinen die uitnodigen tot verblijf en ontmoeting. Het is de uitgesproken wens (ook van de bezoekers van de 
inloopdagen) om deze plekken royaal te voorzien van bomen, planten en water. Elk van de plekken krijgt een ander karakter en mogelijk gebruik.”  

(VORM et al., 2023)  

   ‘’ Wij hebben wel heel duidelijk gekozen, ook om te blijven communiceren als team de kaai’’  (2-B, 2025)  

   “Na de eerste participatie tijdens het creëren van het ambitiedocument, heeft de participatie tijdens de ontwikkeling van het stedenbouwkundig 
plan een vervolg gekregen. Kickstad heeft gezamenlijk met het ontwerpteam van ‘De Kaai’ een intensief traject gelopen om de participanten te 
informeren, te laten meedenken en te laten meedoen.”  

(VORM et al., 2023)  

   ‘’We willen natuurlijk gewooon een relatie opbouwen met de wijk’’  (2-C, 2025)  

6  ‘’Dat was toen nog in een soort pilot fase. Kunnen we dat kunnen we dat koppelen aan aan één van die evenementen.’’  (2-B, 2025)  

   ‘’uiteindelijk was het doel om buurtpanel in te gaan zetten in die participatie over de kade.’’  (2-C, 2025)  

  
#  Citation/ Evidence Efficiency Source  

1  "Er bestaan al een groot aantal netwerken en initiatieven in de wijk. Hier maken we gebruik van – sterker nog, deze zetten we in. We verzinnen niet 
alles zelf, maar we benutten de kennis en ervaring die er al is."   

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)   

   ‘’Wat voor initiatieven zijn er die wij Misschien nog wel een plek kunnen geven’’  (2-C, 2025)  

2  "Een randvoorwaarde voor een gedegen communicatie- en participatietraject is dat de kaders glashelder zijn. Het moet duidelijk zijn waar wel en 
geen ruimte is om mee te praten en mee te denken. Wij faciliteren dit proces."     

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)  

3  "We maken een inclusieve communicatiestrategie met een zorgvuldig gekozen mix van middelen (online én offline), die alle belanghebbenden 
bedient. We zoeken aansluiting bij bestaande media en middelen vanuit de gemeente Rotterdam."   

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)  

   ‘’We hebben de middelen daar dus voor ingezet, zodat we probeerden voor proberen hebben te zorgen dat Iedereen voor betrokken op een manier 
die voor hem prettig voelt.’’  

(2-B, 2025)  

3a  "We stemmen de communicatiemiddelen en participatievormen af op mensen met verschillende leefstijlen, zodat er voor iedereen een passende 
manier is om mee te denken en mee te doen."   

(Gemeente Rotterdam et 
al., 2023)  

4  ‘’ik denk uiteindelijk dat het voornamelijk gaat gewoon om het voorkomen van bezwarendes als je daarom mensen meeneemt.’’  (2-D, 2025)  

   ‘’Er zijn formele inspraakmomenten waarin je vragen kan stellen om eigenlijk te voorkomen dat mensen beroepen gaan indienen’’  (2-C, 2025)  

5  ‘’altijd aan de voorkant investeren we heel veel om dat plan van aanpak en die doelen vast te klikken en en en daarna dus ook wat voor vorm past 
daar dan bij wat voor Mensen wonen hier In de wijk, wie gaan we op welke manier benaderen’’  

(2-B, 2025)  

   ‘’wij gaan die participatie momenten gaan we gezamenlijk optrekken. We gaan het gezamenlijk organiseren en als dat gaat eigenlijk over onze 
participatiemoment om het zo even te zeggen.’’  

(2-C, 2025)  

6  ‘’Dat was toen nog in een soort pilot fase. Kunnen we dat kunnen we dat koppelen aan aan één van die evenementen.’’  (2-B, 2025)  
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APPENDIX I Assessment goals SQ2 
Participation results: Effectiveness  

Goal 1: Obtaining zoning plan  

The area was acquired for the purpose of redeveloping a former margarine factory. To enable this, a zoning plan amendment 
application was required. Currently, the application is under review by the Council of State due to a number of objections. 
One of the objections claimed that no participation had taken place (2-A, 2025). In this context, the participation report can 
serve as a valuable counterargument. Although the zoning plan has been adopted, it is not yet legally binding. Therefore, 
while this objective has not yet been fully achieved, it is likely to be met in the near future.   
Kijk op de Wijk ultimately did not contribute to the final participation report. As stated by one interviewee: "We didn’t end 
up using it in the participation report, simply because we couldn’t draw sufficiently substantiated results from it." (2-C, 2025). 
The absence of these results was primarily due to its use as a pilot within the project.  
In this context, the term “results” refers specifically to participation outcomes. However, Kijk op de Wijk did yield valuable 
process outcomes during its application in De Kaai. These process-related insights are important for refining and optimizing 
the tool itself. For instance, 2-B noted that the strategic integration of Kijk op de Wijk was still lacking.  
 
Goal 1a: Preparing participation report  
Goal 1a is considered a subcomponent of Goal 1, as the participation report formed an integral part of the zoning plan 
amendment application. The contribution of Kijk op de Wijk to this report was briefly addressed in Goal 1.  
The objective of goal 1a was to compile a participation report. The outcome is a comprehensive document in which the 
participation process and its results are described in detail. The overall participation was deemed successful: "I think in the 
end—especially considering the number of responses and objections relative to the size of the project—I find it really very 
positive. Without the participation process, you could easily have received 20 or 30 objections." (2-A, 2025 [translated]).  
Thus, the drafting of the participation report can be considered successful, with positive feedback (2-B, 2025). However, the 
contribution of Kijk op de Wijk to this report was not considered significant by interviewee 2-B. According to them, this was 
due in part to their more distanced role, which focused on the overall coordination of the participation process rather than 
the specific tools used.  
Furthermore, the participation results from Kijk op de Wijk could not be meaningfully included in the report, as "people either 
didn’t understand it or didn’t fill it in" (2-B, 2025 [translated]). Kijk op de Wijk did not play a significant role in its realization.  
 
Goal 2: Realistic and improved plans using the knowledge of local residents  
In the master plan, a comprehensive vision for the area development was established. Throughout the participation process, 
residents were given the opportunity to provide feedback and contribute their local knowledge to improve the plans. "I’m 
glad that we’ve all invested so much—money, time, and expertise—to involve people from the very beginning," (2-B, 2025 
[translated]).  
The result of this effort is evident: “I think it worked out well, and you can really see that reflected… For example, on specific 
elements like greening and programming, I truly believe that input came directly from the neighborhood… So both in terms of 
process and content, I think the participation went really well.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]). Community input helped to enhance 
the plans, and in this context, the Buurtpanel supported the evaluation of the pre-final (90%) version of the design.  
"The 90% version of the design… that’s where you could still share your wishes, concerns, and final remarks… or any advice 
for the follow-up process that might not fully fit the current design, but is still important. We tried to facilitate that digitally 
through Kijk op de Wijk, so that people could provide those final points." (2-B, 2025 [translated]). This demonstrates that the 
objective was achieved, with the Buurtpanel playing a small supporting role. However, its contribution was not considered 
significant in light of the overall scale and depth of the participation process.  
 
Goals 3: Creating insight and understanding of different interests in the area  
Insights were gained into the various interests present within the area, achieved through multiple approaches. On one hand, 
this occurred through the participation process itself. Key stakeholders were engaged in conversations—such as individuals 
who wished to be closely involved or those interested in future housing within the development. A crucial aspect of this was 
the awareness created among the initiators regarding the diversity of stakeholder groups. As one interviewee noted: “That’s 
how we developed a strategy from the outset… to make sure there’s something in it for everyone.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]).  
On the other hand, the Buurtvisievormer played a role early in the process by identifying relevant subthemes, essentially 
highlighting the key issues and focus areas for the development. However, the insights derived from the BVV were only shared 
with the design team to a limited extent. Rather than being treated as a distinct phase, the BVV was viewed as one of several 
tools for gaining knowledge about the neighbourhood, but since there was already a lot of knowledge present about the area, 
the data from the Buurtvisievormer and Buurtpeiling was less relevant to use (2-C, 2025). Nevertheless, insights from these 
tools were used in the pilot to collect process insights of the usage of Kijk op de Wijk. Kijk op de Wijk did not take part in the 
participation results, but did play a role in the process results.   
The objective of gaining insight into the various interests was achieved in the participation process of the Kaai. The broader 
process of stakeholder awareness played a central role in this, while the BVV played a minimal role in gaining insights and 
remained limited in the broader context. The process outcomes of the BVV provided valuable insights into the validity of the 
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underlying data sources. By comparing the BVV’s output with known contextual information about the Kaai area, it was 
possible to assess the extent to which the BVV accurately reflected local conditions. The result of this comparison shows that 
the BVV was largely successful in identifying the key themes and issues present in the neighbourhood.  
 
Goal 4: Transparent and understandable communication that is accessible to all stakeholders.  
Transparent and accessible communication was identified as a key objective of the participation process. This goal was 
pursued through multiple strategies. One notable example was the presentation of the 90% design version to interested 
stakeholders, offering them the opportunity to review the proposal and share their feedback. This approach not only created 
openness but also served as a feedback loop, demonstrating how public input was being considered. Additionally, 
communication with stakeholders was handled in a direct and responsive way. Those who submitted formal responses 
(zienswijzen) were personally contacted to provide explanations and work toward resolving their concerns (2-A, 2025).  
Kijk op de Wijk, however, did not significantly contribute to this objective. The method lacked a feedback mechanism to 
inform participants about how their input had been used, limiting its ability to support transparent, two-way communication. 
Kijk op de Wijk did show potential in reaching typically underrepresented groups. Its digital nature created opportunities for 
broader engagement, particularly for individuals less likely to attend in-person events. However, its implementation faced 
challenges. As one interviewee noted, “Because it was rushed, there wasn’t enough time to distribute it properly.” (2-B, 2025 
[translated]). Had the tool been deployed more strategically and given adequate time for outreach, it could have had a greater 
impact in reaching diverse groups and expanding participation. As 2-B remarked: “It's always a challenge to engage a diverse 
and representative group in participation… in that sense, I think this [Kijk op de Wijk] could really help—if used correctly and 
if you manage to reach the right people.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]).  
While the goal of transparent communication was largely achieved through other channels, and the goal of inclusive outreach 
was only partially met, Kijk op de Wijk demonstrated clear potential. Its limited impact was primarily the result of time 
constraints and an underdeveloped implementation strategy during the pilot phase.  
The most significant limiting factor in the application of Kijk op de Wijk was the misalignment between the project’s 
participation timeline and the implementation timeline of the tool itself. As one interviewee noted: “The moment we were 
working with Kijk op de Wijk and the moment in the participation process just didn’t align.” (2-C, 2025 [translated]).  
In addition, the theoretical framework behind the tools—particularly the gamification aspects—was perceived as complex 
and potentially difficult for users to understand: “The whole gamification theory behind it is quite difficult to grasp, so I wonder 
whether it’s accessible enough.” (2-C, 2025 [translated]). Thus, the limited impact of Kijk op de Wijk can be attributed to two 
main factors: the misalignment of timelines and challenges related to user experience. As a result, its overall contribution to 
the participation process remained minimal.   
 
Goal 5: Promoting social cohesion as team and in the area  
One of the objectives of the participation process was to create social cohesion and present a unified image as a collaborative 
design team. This objective was largely achieved during the active phases of the project. Social cohesion in the neighbourhood 
began to take shape throughout the participation process. As one interviewee reflected: “We had called it ‘De Buurt op Zuid’ 
as a place, and I don’t yet see it fully in its glory.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]). However, this sense of community diminished over 
time, particularly during inactive periods and after the participation process had concluded.  
In terms of team presentation, efforts were made to visibly align the different stakeholders: “We always made sure someone 
from the municipality and someone from the developers were present together to tell the story.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]). This 
joint representation helped strengthen the perception of a cohesive project team.   
Thus, the objective was achieved during the process itself, but Kijk op de Wijk did not play an active role in this regard. 
Nevertheless, the tool holds potential for contributing in the long term—particularly in monitoring aspects such as liveability 
and social development. While its methods do not directly stimulate resident interaction or cohesion, they can offer valuable 
insights that support such goals. In this way, Kijk op de Wijk may serve a more advisory or analytical role rather than a 
participatory one in the context of social cohesion. To improve social cohesion and maintain a unified team image, one of the 
key actions was to put a human face behind the companies involved in the development (2-C, 2025). This personal approach 
allowed people to engage in deeper conversations and helped create a more social and approachable atmosphere.  
Due to its digital nature, Kijk op de Wijk could only play a limited role in this regard. As one interviewee explained: “It’s too 
digital. In the end, you just want to have real conversations with people. You want to be able to ask open-ended questions. 
You want to show people more, because the app gives only limited context.” (2-C, 2025 [translated]).  
 
Goal 6: Pilot project for Kijk op de Wijk – effectiveness  
Kijk op de Wijk was introduced as a pilot during the participation process in De Kaai. However, it was ultimately not included 
in the official participation report submitted to the municipality and the Council of State. As one interviewee explained: “We 
didn’t end up using it in the participation report because we simply couldn’t draw sufficiently substantiated results from it.” 
(2-C, 2025 [translated]).  
The primary objective of the pilot was not necessarily to incorporate Kijk op de Wijk into the formal documentation, but 
rather to explore its early-stage application and assess where it could add value in the participation process. Although the 
implementation of the tool offered valuable process-related insights, its full potential was not realized. Several stakeholders 
noted that Kijk op de Wijk could have played a more significant role in De Kaai, but this was hindered by coordination 
challenges between involved actors and limitations in how the tool was deployed.  
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In terms of effectiveness, the pilot’s goals were only partially achieved. A more deliberate and less rushed process might have 
enabled Kijk op de Wijk to generate deeper insights and identify more impactful applications.  
It was further observed that tools such as the BuurtPeiling are often used in ways for which they were not originally designed 
(2-C, 2025). These tools were developed to be implemented in a specific sequence to maximize their effectiveness within 
participatory processes. However, when this intended sequence is disrupted—either through changes in order or by omitting 
steps—the tools' overall effectiveness is diminished. In practice, certain components were either not executed or only 
partially implemented, which negatively influenced the achievement of participation outcomes. This reduction in 
effectiveness can partly be attributed to issues of procedural efficiency.   
The structured sequence of steps—some of which are grounded in gamification theory—has created a complex system that 
can be difficult for both initiators and participants to grasp. This complexity may result in two key outcomes: first, the tools’ 
full potential may remain untapped; second, a lack of understanding can lead to their misapplication. As one interviewee 
remarked: “I think we indeed very much want to explain everything that underpins it, ... but that is not always relevant and 
we sometimes find that difficult” (2-C, 2025 [translated]). For participants, the underlying theoretical framework appears to 
be of limited relevance, while participation specialists primarily focus on fostering engagement and collecting input from the 
community (2-C, 2025).  
  
  
Process results: Efficiency  
 
Goal 1: Avoid duplication of efforts and leverage existing initiatives  
In the area, several community initiatives and organizations were already active, such as the local mosque and the 
neighbourhood council, both of which fulfilled important social and community functions. For example, the mosque 
contributed to the physical events on De Kaai by providing coffee and tea. Involving such local actors helped to establish 
stronger ties between these organizations and the initiative—enabling them not only to contribute to the project, but also to 
act as ambassadors for it.  
In addition, there were WhatsApp groups in the neighbourhood, involving residents and local entrepreneurs (2-B, 2025). 
Members of the project team participated in these groups, using them to gather insights as well as to share updates on plans 
and ongoing initiatives related to De Kaai. These digital channels reached entirely different target audiences compared to the 
physical events. As such, these groups presented valuable opportunities to distribute digital tools like Kijk op de Wijk within 
the community.  
However, one interviewee noted that there had been a lack of strategic planning in terms of how to use these groups to 
deploy tools such as the Buurtpanel. Although there was potential to link Kijk op de Wijk to local initiatives, this opportunity 
was not fully leveraged. The reasons for this missed opportunity may include constraints related to project timing and the 
user-friendliness of tools like the Buurtpanel (2-C, 2025).  
 
Goal 2: Clear boundaries that people can or cannot participate in discussions about  
An important aspect of any participation process is managing expectations. Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation already outlines 
the extent to which influence and decision-making power are granted to participants. This notion of influence was central to 
the participation process in De Kaai. By clearly communicating in advance which aspects residents could or could not 
influence, the process created a sense of clarity and understanding among participants.  
At each participation event, organizers specified whether the purpose was to inform, consult, co-create, or reflect. 
Additionally, a clear timeline of events was shared with the public, allowing participants to see when specific activities would 
take place and to decide which sessions they wished—or were able—to attend. This transparency contributed to a sense of 
reassurance. Participants did not feel pressured to express all their concerns at the first event, knowing that additional 
opportunities for input would follow. This allowed time for reflection and processing of information.  
The Kijk op de Wijk apps, being digital tools, naturally impose boundaries on the participation format. Participants are largely 
dependent on the data and information provided within the app environment. In De Kaai, this limitation was addressed by 
combining the digital tools with in-person information and reflection events. Nevertheless, the risk remained that some 
participants might engage with the digital tools in isolation, without the broader context or supporting information.  
In this sense, Kijk op de Wijk played a somewhat limiting role in shaping the boundaries of participation. While the method 
itself offers a clearly defined scope—indicating where and how input can be given—it also required complementary forms of 
communication and engagement to ensure that participants were well-informed and expectations were appropriately 
managed.   
 
Goal 3: Inclusive communication strategy  
 The inclusive communication strategy was built on the use of multiple platforms to reach as many different groups of people 
as possible. The contribution of Kijk op de Wijk to this strategy was that it “allowed us to reach more people, including those 
who are normally harder to engage.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]). This often includes busy individuals and younger audiences 
who are less likely—or able—to make time for traditional participation events.  
Kijk op de Wijk thus supported the goal of inclusive communication, but it could not serve as a standalone solution. The 
overall process relied on a diverse mix of methods to engage a broad audience. One interviewee observed that different 
events attracted different groups of people (2-D, 2025). One important element was the inclusion of children, for whom 
dedicated activities were organized. This, in turn, encouraged parents to visit the site and get involved. Several interviewees 
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noted that children are often a “forgotten stakeholder,” despite their potential value in participatory processes. Kijk op de 
Wijk has the potential to connect with this group as well, particularly if it is implemented in a strategic and targeted way.   
 
Goal 3a: Tailor-made participation for all  
The tailored approach to participation aligns with the overarching goal of an inclusive communication strategy and can be 
seen as a sub-goal within that framework. By offering new platforms and a variety of activities, the participation process for 
De Kaai was specifically adapted to its unique context. As one interviewee noted: “The situation we had at De Kaai is just so 
unique.” (2-D, 2025 [translated]).  
This uniqueness refers to the rare opportunity in which a former factory site—long closed off to the public—was suddenly 
made accessible. This immediately sparked widespread public interest and attention. The available space on-site allowed for 
a wide range of events and placemaking activities, including temporary cinemas and local markets. These initiatives served 
not only a participatory function but also helped promote social cohesion and ensure a sense of safety and social control 
during periods when no active development was taking place (2-D, 2025). Not all of these placemaking initiatives were 
included in the official participation report, but they nonetheless contributed to generating attention and promoting events 
related to the project.  
Kijk op de Wijk added value on the digital front—an element that the physical site could not offer. In this regard, Kijk op de 
Wijk contributed to a customized participation process, helping to ensure that there was something for everyone, regardless 
of how they preferred to engage.   
 
Goal 4: Accelerating the process by preventing objections and formal responses (zienswijzen)  
Several interviewees noted that the number of submitted responses (zienswijzen) and formal objections remained limited, 
which was viewed very positively. In total, 14 zienswijzen were submitted, of which 3 were converted into formal objections, 
along with 1 additional new objection. This relatively low number of zienswijzen helped streamline the process, as it remained 
manageable in terms of drafting responses. Similarly, the limited number of formal objections supported the project timeline 
by reducing the time and resources required to prepare rebuttals.  
The Kijk op de Wijk pilot primarily focused on testing the functionality of the tools. As a result, its implementation proved 
challenging and did not significantly contribute to improving the efficiency of the planning and participation process. Although 
the core ambition of Kijk op de Wijk is to provide faster and more accessible neighborhood insights, this potential was not 
fully realized in the context of De Kaai.  
Kijk op de Wijk may still play a more substantial role—especially as its tools become more user-friendly and better integrated 
into participation strategies. However, several implementation challenges became evident during the pilot. One interviewee 
stated: “I didn’t have login details or anything like that—I couldn’t access the back end.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]). The limited 
access to the system’s back end restricted knowledge sharing and transparency among stakeholders. This disconnect led to 
duplicated efforts, as additional steps were needed to keep all stakeholders informed and aligned. In the context of the pilot, 
this aspect was not sufficiently planned or supported, resulting in process inefficiencies and delays.  
Despite these issues, several participants emphasized the potential of Kijk op de Wijk to provide quicker, data-driven insights 
into neighborhood dynamics. By helping to identify and understand diverse interests, needs, and concerns within a 
community, the tool could, in the long term, contribute to building stronger support for developments and reduce the number 
of formal objections.  
 
Goal 5: Aligning goals among different stakeholders  
Aligning objectives among different stakeholders can enhance the efficiency of a project. In the participation process for De 
Kaai, various interests were effectively coordinated and agreed upon in advance through a collaboratively developed plan of 
approach. Kickstad played a leading role in steering the process, while the municipality and the developers took on more 
facilitative roles.  
Because Kickstad was in this coordinating position and VORM expressed a strong desire to implement the Kijk op de Wijk 
pilot, some tensions arose following the initial alignment of goals. After the objectives had been set, critical remarks emerged 
from the coordinating party regarding the way Kijk op de Wijk was introduced and applied (2-B, 2025).  
This highlights the importance of clear goal alignment early in the process—particularly through structured documents such 
as a plan of approach—to prevent friction or misunderstandings at later stages. In this case, Kijk op de Wijk had a somewhat 
negative impact on the process, not due to the methodology itself, but due to the way it was implemented. While the broader 
alignment of goals was successful and well-coordinated, Kijk op de Wijk was an exception—introduced later in the process 
rather than being integrated from the outset.  
 
Goal 6: Pilot project for Kijk op de Wijk – Efficiency  
In terms of efficiency, the Kijk op de Wijk pilot can be considered partially successful. Valuable insights were gained into how 
the process can be improved to facilitate smoother implementation. Although the process in De Kaai was not without 
challenges, and several implementation issues arose, lessons were learned that can inform future applications. As one 
interviewee explained:   
“It’s more of a tool to support quick decision-making. On one hand, it’s about validation through a tool like the BuurtPeiling, 
which is valuable for understanding what’s going on in a neighbourhood. But even then, you get a general picture of the 
majority—there’s definitely value in that, but you’ll always need a deeper level of engagement.” (2-C, 2025 [translated]).  
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This deeper level of engagement, according to stakeholders, must come through in-person dialogue. However, this physical 
interaction requires additional time and resources from those involved, which can influence the overall efficiency of the 
process. Interviewee 2-C noted that they were not able to fully engage with the tool due to time constraints, emphasizing 
that time is a critical factor in ensuring efficiency. This link between time and efficiency also underscores a broader insight: 
that one of the key drivers for organizing participation is to reduce the number of zienswijzen and formal objections. For a 
pilot like this to be effective, sufficient time must be allocated—both for testing the method and for integrating it 
meaningfully into the participation strategy. This requires clearly defining its role in the initial plan of approach.  
The importance of a well-structured plan of approach in the preparation phase of a participation process is essential—not 
only in the context of a pilot. The participation trajectory in De Kaai was, in broad terms, experienced as highly successful, 
with one of its foundational elements being the collaboratively developed plan of approach. As one interviewee explained: 
“At the beginning, we invested a lot of time to lock in that plan of approach and the objectives—we really did that together, 
and because of that, we had a shared mission.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]).  
When objectives are clearly aligned from the outset, it helps to prevent misunderstandings, disappointment, and 
inefficiencies later in the process. This upfront coordination ensures that all stakeholders are working toward common goals, 
laying the groundwork for a smoother and more effective participation process.  
In the case of Kijk op de Wijk, the goals of the pilot were not communicated clearly at the outset, which ultimately impacted 
its effectiveness within the participation process. Several stakeholders indicated that De Kaai represented a unique and 
valuable opportunity to test Kijk op de Wijk, but this potential was undermined by inconsistent communication and 
coordination between stakeholders. Part of this was attributed to prioritization and the lack of a strategic implementation 
plan: “It’s important to think carefully and strategically about how this fits into your participation strategy—so that you 
actually get the results you’re hoping for, both quantitatively and qualitatively.” (2-B, 2025 [translated]).  
Overall, the pilot produced a range of qualitative insights regarding the implementation and practical use of Kijk op de Wijk. 
These insights can serve as a foundation for further optimization and improvement of the tool in future participatory 
processes.  
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APPENDIX K Interview protocol SQ2 & SQ3 
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APPENDIX L Implementation related challenges 
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APPENDIX M Balance of interest challenges 
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APPENDIX N All improvements  
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APPENDIX O Prototypes Expert Panel 
Process  

P1: Enhanced internal and external decision-making  

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, the Kijk op de Wijk methodology does not include formal decision-making moments. It remains unclear who holds 
influence over which aspects—both in terms of how KodW is applied and what participants are allowed to influence.  

Improvement  

From an internal perspective, formal decision-making points should be integrated into the Kijk op de Wijk process. These 
should focus on coordination between key stakeholders, such as the municipality, developers, and other parties relevant to 
the location. From an external perspective, it must be clearly defined what participants are allowed to co-decide on and what 
this entails in practice.  

Between each step of Kijk op de Wijk, dedicated moments for coordination among the organizers should be scheduled. During 
these moments, decisions should be made regarding the planning and timing of activities, which stakeholders will be involved, 
the extent of participant influence, and how the collected results will be used. The level of influence granted to participants 
must be communicated from the first point of contact to ensure clear and realistic expectations throughout the process. This 
improvement is related to the context improvements in section xx.   

These steps should be visible in both the digital interface and the broader participation strategy.   

Expected effect  

Establishing transparent decision moments enhances the legitimacy of the process and increases trust among participants. 
Internally, it supports better coordination and accountability between stakeholders. Externally, it allows residents to 
understand how and when their voice matters, which increases engagement and reduces frustration about influence. As 
highlighted in the quote: "Decision-making must be very clear. Your influence must be very clear. Participation must be very 
clear—these are factors that are truly essential." (3-A, 2025 [translated]).   

 

P2 collecting existing documentation  

The collection existing documentation improvement is related to the standardisation and Plan of action improvements.   

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, data collected through Kijk op de Wijk is stored within its own portal and is not accessible to external parties. The 
same applies to initiatives from other stakeholders, such as municipalities and developers. Municipalities, for example, often 
conduct numerous studies on specific areas and therefore possess extensive knowledge of local contexts. However, this 
information is not readily accessible unless actively requested or inquired about. As a result, developers often initiate 
participation processes independently, even in areas where prior initiatives have already taken place. This can lead to multiple 
overlapping efforts within the same neighbourhood, contributing to participation fatigue among residents. This issue could 
be mitigated through the active use and sharing of existing data and documentation.  

Improvement  

As part of the methodology, coordination with the municipality should include discussions about previously conducted 
initiatives. This process should begin with an inventory of what has already taken place and which data can be integrated into 
Kijk op de Wijk. Based on this assessment, it can then be determined which participatory steps are still necessary, and at what 
moments they should be implemented. Coordination with other initiators may also play a crucial role in preventing residents 
from being repeatedly approached with the same questions, thereby reducing the risk of participation fatigue. In this context, 
collecting existing documentation—both through self-documentation and retrieval of existing records—is essential.  
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Expected effect  

Active documentation can help to prevent participation fatigue among respondents and enables more efficient use of 
resources, as it avoids investing time and effort into participatory processes that have already been conducted. Moreover, 
the insights gained from previous initiatives can be used to better tailor future processes to the actual needs and priorities of 
the community.  

P3 Plan of action  

The plan of action improvement is related to the standardisation and collection of existing documentation improvements.   

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, KodW does not include a step in which it is determined what actions will be taken, with whom, and how the process 
will be approached. Generally, at the beginning of a participation trajectory, a strategy or plan of approach is formulated to 
outline these elements. However, this step is currently not embedded within the KodW methodology.  

Improvement  

A potential improvement would be to incorporate a step into the methodology in which a plan of approach is developed—
together with key stakeholders—detailing what will be deployed, when, and with whom. Communication methods play a 
crucial role in this plan. It should clearly outline how communication tools will be used and position them within the broader 
context of other activities. For instance, information letters can be combined with other efforts, but care must be taken not 
to overload participants with too much information at once, as this could have a counterproductive effect. A clear 
communication strategy is therefore essential. Developing a timeline and outlining different scenarios can be a valuable 
addition to this planning step.  

Expected effect  

The effect of developing a plan of approach is a clearer overall strategy and improved clarity among the various stakeholders. 
This enhances trust and promotes continuity throughout the process. Moreover, when the plan of approach is drafted in 
close collaboration with the municipality and the coordination is well-structured, it increases the likelihood that the 
municipality will evaluate the participation report positively in the context of a BOPA.   

  

P4 Legal evidence  

Current use and/or issue  

One of the reasons for conducting participation is to prevent the submission of formal responses (zienswijzen) and objections. 
Nevertheless, these cannot be entirely avoided, and there remains a possibility that such responses will still be submitted. In 
order to address these objections and formal responses, a certain burden of proof must be provided to formulate an 
appropriate response. Currently, Kijk op de Wijk does not take into account the collection of such evidence.  

Improvement  

Develop the results of KodW in a way that participation data can serve as valid evidence in legal procedures, such as council 
of state and zoning plan appeals. This involves structuring results to meet legal standards for documentation and traceability. 
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By incorporating demographic data analysis as a standard part of the output—clearly linking the composition of respondents 
to the demographic profile of the neighbourhood, can result in well-founded evidence. By doing so, the representativeness 
of participation becomes transparent and verifiable. Additionally, ensure that both qualitative input and quantitative results 
can be archived and referenced.  

Expected effect  

The result of these adjustments is that evidence can be gathered more quickly, potentially accelerating the overall process. 
In addition, this can also help reduce costs. By preparing this in advance, it becomes clear whether sufficient participation 
activities have already been undertaken. Insights such as demographic analysis can also provide a valuable reflection on the 
representativeness of participants and support better targeting of the appropriate audiences in subsequent steps.  

  

P5 Standardisation  

The standardisation improvement is related to the collecting existing documentation and Plan of action improvements.   

Current use and/or issue  

KodW is built on a standardized methodology, yet in practice, it is not always applied as such. Its elements are often used in 
isolation rather than as an integrated system. As a result, many of the tools do not reach their full potential.  

Improvement  

To improve Kijk op de Wijk, the implementation of standardization is essential. This standardization should be structured 
around predefined scenarios that outline different combinations of tools and the corresponding participation reports that 
can be generated. Such a system would enable swift adaptation to varying project conditions. For instance, some scenarios 
may involve situations where residents are not yet known or where participation is not permitted, while others may be 
characterized by limited timelines that restrict the execution of certain components. These scenarios should also account for 
the involvement and roles of various stakeholders.  

Expected effect  

The effect of this standardization is increased flexibility and process acceleration. Developers can respond more quickly and 
deploy the appropriate tools at the right time. Additionally, it creates a clear set of expectations for developers, as they will 
know what to anticipate throughout the process. This contributes to greater reliability and transparency, while also offering 
opportunities for comparison between different participation processes. Ultimately, this supports the improvement of 
evaluations and fosters more consistent and accountable participatory practices.  

P6 Integration with Environmental Management (Omgevingsmanagement)  

Current use and/or issue  

Environmental management (omgevingsmanagement) is a method applied by various stakeholders, including municipalities. 
It is defined as “actively approaching, involving, researching, and coordinating the project environment to enable and 
facilitate project implementation—by seeking alignment, informing and consulting stakeholders, communicating effectively, 
mitigating negative impacts, and ensuring careful preparation” (Wanningen et al., n.d.).  

Unlike Kijk op de Wijk, which primarily focuses on social aspects, environmental management takes a broader approach by 
also considering factors such as stakeholder management, Conditioning & traffic management and communication in the 
management of environments where projects are carried out. The foundation of environmental management lies in operating 
across multiple levels—strategic, tactical, and operational. Depending on the level, processes are structured and managed 
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accordingly, addressing various aspects such as communication, stakeholder management, and Conditioning & traffic 
management.  

Improvement  

As an improvement to Kijk op de Wijk, connections should be established between the various levels and aspects of 
environmental management and the different steps and themes within KodW. If these connections are defined in advance, 
the deployment of KodW can proceed more efficiently in future projects. For example, the BuurtVisieVormer can support the 
strategic and/or tactical levels of stakeholder management and potentially conditioning and traffic management. Meanwhile, 
the Buurtpeiling and BuurtPanel can contribute to the operational level of communication. These connections must be made 
transparent and easily understandable for municipalities.  

Expected effect  

Integrating elements of environmental management enhances alignment with existing initiatives from municipalities, thereby 
fostering improved and closer collaboration between public and private parties. Moreover, it helps prevent duplication of 
efforts, as municipalities already possess expertise and experience in specific aspects of environmental management. By 
incorporating these elements, greater synergy and overlap are created within the process.  

  

   

Tool improvements  

T1 Physical and interactive elements  

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, the apps are offered as standalone tools without clear guidance on how they can be applied in practice. There is 
no structured approach for using them as real-time, collaborative, and physical co-creation instruments, despite their 
potential to support live, digital engagement. While the tools enhance accessibility and efficiency, they are primarily designed 
for individual, screen-based use and lack interactive and physical components as part of the overall methodology.  

Improvement  

Incorporating interactive and physical elements into the KodW methodology to support creative, collaborative design 
sessions. This includes:  

• Co-creation tools such as large touchscreens or design tables with the BVV as input/ overlay and represents the 
Buurtpeiling to validate the data together and pinpoint the problems in a map,  

• Gamified installations like custom arcade-style machines or digital kiosks that physically represents the BuurtPanel,  

• Interactive workshops where participants can manipulate physical or digital models or elements tied to KodW 
insights.  

These tools should serve as facilitators of dialogue and collective design—not just data collectors. These physical elements 
should be incorporated in the methodology as extra steps within the process and should be planned in advance.  
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Expected effect  

Physical interaction with digital tools can create improved co-creation and makes participation more inclusive and appealing, 
especially for less digitally skilled residents, since there are people physically present who can help. It shifts the focus from 
one-sided information extraction to collaborative planning, helping to ensure that participation is not "a goal in itself," but a 
tool for making better, shared decisions. By making KodW more tangible and engaging, both the process and the outcomes 
of participation can possibly improve.  

  

  

   

T2 Regenerative and data-driven choices with AI potential for acceleration   

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, all data is collected separately from various public sources. These datasets are compiled and visualized within the 
Kijk op de Wijk dashboard. However, the data is not further processed or analysed to generate predictions; it only provides 
scores that reflect how a neighbourhood performs based on the available data.  

Improvement  

Develop a data feedback loop that links participation outcomes with the existing open data collected in the BVV. The social 
data from the participation outcomes are the results of the BuutPanel and BuurtPeiling. By correlating the datasets, Kijk op 
de Wijk gains the potential to identify patterns and trends between the public data and social data.  AI can help to generate 
predictive insights based on these patterns and trends. These prediction can eventually be implemented into the BVV as 
prediction model.   

Expected effect  

These generative predictions can help in decision-making when participation is not yet possible. The planning phase can be 
accelerated through automated suggestions and informed decision-making. A regenerative data approach transforms 
participation into an evolving, knowledge-producing ecosystem. It makes KodW a proactive tool for shaping urban planning 
and policy—not just a reactive input channel. It allows developers and municipalities to continuously learn, adapt, and 
optimize their strategies, while streamlining project timelines. By embedding AI and data-driven feedback, KodW can 
transition from a participation tool into a strategic instrument for smart and adaptive urban development.  
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T3 Using DMI ecosystem  

Current use and/or issue  

The Dutch Metropolitan Innovations (DMI) ecosystem is a digital framework for linking data related to mobility, spatial 
development, and sustainability (Rijksoverheid, 2025). The primary objective of this ecosystem is to ensure that data shared 
between public and private stakeholders is discoverable, usable, and interoperable (Rijksoverheid, 2025). The system 
operates on a set of standardized rules designed to make diverse data sources compatible and accessible. As a result, the 
DMI ecosystem enables parties to both contribute their own data and retrieve data from other sources, facilitating integrated 
and data-driven decision-making across sectors.  

Improvement  

When KodW is positioned within the DMI ecosystem, it consists of two elements. First, it enables the BVV to make use of 
additional available data, as these are provided by other parties. This offers deeper insights into various topics and makes the 
data analysis within the BVV more comprehensive. In other words, it incorporates new, supplementary data, including that 
from municipalities. On the other hand, data from the participation results can be shared within the ecosystem. This makes 
participation results public and accessible to other parties. For instance, the municipality can access these participation results 
in advance and adjust their planning accordingly.  

Expected effect  

By placing KodW within this ecosystem, it can be made publicly accessible, contributing to increased efficiency by preventing 
duplication of efforts when multiple parties exchange data. Additionally, it can lead to more reliable results as more data 
becomes available on specific topics. This integration may also reduce research costs related to certain elements and creates 
opportunities to offer KodW to other parties.  

  

T4 Accessibility & input  

Current use and/or issue  

Kijk op de Wijk is currently accessible through a centralized dashboard, which is exclusively available to developers. This 
dashboard consolidates all tools, including the BuurtVisieVormer and the BuurtPanel. However, other stakeholders—such as 
municipalities and residents—do not have access to the platform’s results and must rely on what the developer chooses to 
share. This limited access results in low transparency and restricted accessibility across the broader stakeholder chain. 
Furthermore, there is no possibility to use the knowledge of stakeholders – such as neighbourhood managers or janitors 
(huismeesters) who are working for the municipality or housing corporation – in KodW. These people often have knowledge 
of the specific problems inside an area already.  

Improvement  
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Accessibility can be improved by creating role-based access to a shared monitoring platform within KodW. This dashboard 
would allow participation managers and other stakeholders to monitor live input, offer simplified views and explanations 
tailored to the specific roles and provide adjustable permission levels so different parties can engage with the data relevant 
to their role. User-friendliness should be a key design principle—ensuring that everyone, from residents to professionals, can 
interact with KodW easily and meaningfully.  

Beyond monitoring, the platform should also offer opportunities for various stakeholders to contribute input. This could be 
facilitated, for example, through internal data validation by neighbourhood managers, who would log into the portal and 
verify existing data in a manner similar to the BuurtPeiling, but from a different perspective. Stakeholders who are familiar 
with the area can validate findings internally in advance. In that situation the BuurtPeiling serves as  documentation tool. 
Alternatively, it should be possible for stakeholders—such as municipalities—to upload their own previously collected data, 
such as survey results into the BVV.  

Expected effect  

Broader accessibility and input can lead to better collaboration, quicker adjustments, and more informed decisions. It can 
help other stakeholders to contribute actively and adapt strategies based on live feedback and input. It also builds trust and 
transparency in the participation process. Ultimately, a more accessible KodW encourages shared ownership of the 
participation process, making it more democratic, dynamic, and responsive. Various stakeholders such as residents, 
municipalities, housing corporations and developers can have continuous access into the results and can create a better 
collaboration between the different stakeholders.   

  

T5 Providing context  

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, KodW provides context solely through the medium by which the QR code is distributed—such as a flyer, letter, 
email, or event. Participants are limited to the information available on that specific medium and within the app itself, which 
generally consists of only a few sentences. As a result, the level of information provided is relatively limited, and participants 
remain unaware of the broader underlying elements of KodW. Additionally, there is a lack of clear information regarding 
what is expected from participants and how their input will be used.  

Improvement  

Participants require improved access to information. Currently, information provision does not play a significant role in Kijk 
op de Wijk. An additional element should be integrated that focuses specifically on delivering relevant context and guidance. 
This could, for example, take the form of an introductory video embedded at the beginning of the BuurtPanel, or a detailed 
explanation accompanying the Buurtpeiling about what will happen in the near future, including a timeline. It is also possible 
to add an extra step (or steps) dedicated solely to information provision. This could take place at the beginning, during, or 
after the process—starting with an explanation of the procedure and the influence participants will have, followed by the 
project-specific context, and concluding with feedback on the outcomes.  

Expected effect  
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Providing additional context increases transparency and clarity among participants. It enables them to make more informed 
decisions based on accurate information. By being included in the planning process, participants are more likely to develop a 
greater sense of trust, potentially leading to stronger engagement and support throughout the participation process.  

  

T6 Feedback to participants  

Current use and/or issue  

Currently, residents have no way of accessing participation results within Kijk op de Wijk themselves. They are dependent on 
what the developer chooses to share with them. As a result, there is no direct link between the input provided and how it 
has been used or reflected in the design process. This leads to a lack of transparency.  

Improvement  

A potential improvement would be to integrate a fixed feedback moment as an essential part of Kijk op de Wijk (KodW). After 
following the Buurtpeiling, an automated feedback loop could be introduced in which the validated interpretation of the data 
is shared with residents. This would allow them to see the outcomes of the data analysis and how they contributed to its 
validation. They could then respond to ensure the direction reflects their perspectives. This step would make clear what 
developers and architects are taking into account in the design and planning process, and help residents understand which 
topics are being considered. It is essential, however, to provide clear explanations alongside this feedback.  

After the Buurtpanel, this could take the form of a final step in which the various ideas are automatically visualized in a render. 
For example, the selected design elements could be incorporated into an existing photograph or massing study using an AI 
rendering model. This image could then be shared with residents, allowing them to respond via the app or through a physical 
interaction such as a discussion session.  

It is also important to include an element that provides a tangible benefit for the residents themselves. Aspects such as "more 
influence," "better plans," and "providing input" may not be sufficient incentives for participation. Moreover, research by 
Hanson et al. (2000) shows that negative feelings can arise when individuals perceive that their efforts—such as 
participation—are not sufficiently valued. A physical reward could help address this. Providing feedback solely through 
sharing results may fall short. An alternative improvement could be to link participation to a prize or reward, such as a free 
coffee or a raffle for gift vouchers.  

Expected effect  

The potential effect of this improvement is that it could provide greater insight into the thought process of developers and 
other responsible parties. This increased transparency helps residents better understand the rationale behind certain 
decisions. By clearly and simply explaining which elements are being addressed and how these are ultimately visualized, trust 
can be built among participants.  

However, it is essential to clearly communicate what is being done with the collected data, emphasizing that it may not be 
possible to incorporate every piece of input. Unrealistic promises or expectations must be avoided to ensure that participants 
remain engaged.  
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T7 Deployability  

Current use and/or issue  

In certain situations—such as during a tender in the acquisition phase—developers may be restricted by external conditions 
from the municipality that limit their ability to engage with the local community. These constraints can prevent early-stage 
participation, meaning that residents are involved only at a later stage, which is less than ideal. Ideally, participation should 
follow a trajectory from ambition to design (2-B, 2025). When early involvement is not possible, it may lead to reduced public 
support and weaker foundations for the development process.  

In addition, there are situations where residents are not yet known—for example, in new construction projects by housing 
associations. In many cases, future residents only become visible a few months before completion, at which point there is no 
longer an opportunity to influence the design.  

Improvement  

An improvement could be to make KodW (partially) applicable during the early phases of development, even when direct 
contact with residents—either physically or online—is not yet permitted. While this may seem contrary to the principles of 
participatory planning, it still allows for the integration of residents’ needs and preferences into the planning process. This 
could be achieved by gathering insights from other stakeholders within the area, such as neighbourhood coordinators from 
housing associations, community police officers, or local social organizations.  

This improvement aligns with the broader goal of Accessibility & Input, in which active use is made of the knowledge and 
observations of intermediary parties. By allowing municipalities, housing corporations, and other social institutions to 
contribute their insights directly into the KodW dashboard, these findings can inform early-stage planning decisions—even 
before formal resident participation is possible.  

To address the needs of potential tenants in new housing projects—who typically only become visible a few months before 
completion—it is possible to make use of the insights of caretakers and neighborhood coordinators from housing 
associations. These professionals often have in-depth knowledge of the challenges and needs of residents in a specific area. 
Moreover, the expected resident profiles are usually known in advance, allowing caretakers and coordinators to assess which 
design solutions are likely to be effective. In this context, caretakers and neighbourhood coordinators can serve as an expert 
panel, offering valuable input during the design and planning phases.  

Expected effect  

The potential effect of this measure is that residents may be less directly involved in the Kijk op de Wijk (KodW) process. 
Developers might opt to follow the steps without engaging residents. It is therefore essential to communicate clearly to 
developers that this approach does not fully reflect actual participatory engagement, but can still offer valuable insights in 
cases where municipal restrictions or practical limitations prevent early involvement. In such specific circumstances, it 
remains possible to incorporate anticipated needs based on the expertise of individuals who are closely connected to the 
target groups. Ultimately, this may lead to plans that better align with residents’ actual needs.  
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T8: Data sources & subjects  

Current use and/or issue  

The data sources used in Kijk op de Wijk primarily focus on the current situation and the envisioned future state. However, 
they do not take into account the transitional phase during construction—an aspect that, for some residents, may pose a 
greater concern due to the prolonged nuisance and disruptions associated with building activities.  

Improvement  

The topics that should be included in KodW—and specifically in tools such as the BVV—are elements like building height and 
sightlines. These factors are often decisive for both residents and businesses, as they affect sunlight exposure, privacy, and 
visibility. In the analysis of the formal responses (zienswijzen) in section xx, these topics were repeatedly mentioned. Other 
important topics that should be incorporated into KodW include the approach during the construction phase and the post-
completion phase. This includes issues such as traffic safety, traffic intensity, parking pressure, and noise pollution. These 
topics should be integrated into KodW and aligned with its components—such as the information provision, BVV, 
BuurtPeiling, and BuurtPanel—depending on the specific nature of each issue.  

Expected effect  

Including these topics enhances the inclusivity of the method by ensuring that all relevant issues are addressed. This 
contributes to a more diverse range of input from residents and provides developers with clear guidance for tailoring the 
process in a targeted and context-specific way.  
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APPENDIX P DMP 
Plan Overview 

A Data Management Plan created using DMPonline 

Title: Designing Private Organised Participation by optimising market initiatives 

Creator:Ties de Boer 

Principal Investigator: Ties de Boer 

Data Manager: Ties de Boer 

Affiliation: Delft University of Technology 

Template: TU Delft Data Management Plan template (2025) 

Project abstract: 
This research explores the integration of the participation method/ tool "Kijk op de Wijk" 
(KodW) of VORM within the framework of the Environment and Planning Act (EPA) in the Netherlands. ''Kijk op de Wijk'' is a methodology 
of VORM. The study seeks to address how developers can effectively use KodW as a privately organized participation (POP) tool in area 
development projects. The main research question focuses on improving participation processes to align with legal requirements while 
meeting stakeholder needs. The subquestions are trying to find out what the characteristics of KodW are and what the results in practice 
are. Eventually, the goal is to optimise the participation tool ''Kijk op de Wijk'' of 
VORM. 
Data collection involves a mixed-methods approach, combining qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Methods include a case 
studies where document reviews, process observations, and interviews with stakeholders such as developers and municipalities related 
to the participation process in the specific case. The research reuses public and company data while generating primary data through 
fieldwork in specific urban development projects (e.g., De Kaai, Zuiderpoort Piekstraat, and Hof van Maasdam). 
Data will be processed using thematic coding, comparative analysis, and framework-based assessments to evaluate KodW's performance. 
Key outputs include insights into the effectiveness of KodW, recommendations for its optimization, and a refined methodology tailored 
to diverse stakeholder groups and legislative requirements. 
The study contributes to academic and practical understandings of urban participation, offering tools to enhance inclusivity and efficiency 
in urban planning initiatives. It aligns with societal goals of sustainable development and liveability by facilitating stakeholder engagement 
and minimizing objections in area developments. 

ID: 167276 

Start date: 27-01-2025 

End date: 06-06-2025 

Last modified: 25-02-2025 

Designing Private Organised Participation by optimising market initiatives 

 

0. Adminstrative questions 

1. Provide the name of the data management support staff consulted during the preparation of this plan and the dateof consultation. 
Please also mention if you consulted any other support staff.  

Fred Hobma, supervisor for my graduation research at the Faculty of Architecture and the Built Environment, has reviewed this DMP on 
15/01/2025 and did not have comments on the DMP. 
The data steward J. Strandberg reviewed it for the first time on 22-01-2024.  

2. Is TU Delft the lead institution for this project? 
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  Yes, leading the collaboration – please provide details of the type of collaboration and the involved parties below 

Collaboration with VORM Ontwikkeling BV in the form of an internship. VORM is providing data and tool to perform the research.  

I. Data/code description and collection or re-use 

3. Provide a general description of the types of data/code you will be working with, including any re-used data/code. 

Type of data/code File 
format(s) 

How will data/code be collected/generated? For re-used 
data/code: what are the sources and terms of use? Purpose of 

processing 
Storage 
location 

Who will have access 
to the data/code? 

Personally 
Identifiable 
Information (PII): 
Participants' name, 
email, work adress, 
company, mobile work 
number 

.pdf 

.xlsx 

.mp3 

Contact information from participants taking part in the 
interviews.  
Verbal informed consent and contain participant' name  and 
company. The consent is done before the interview starts. 
Audio-recordings are made on external device before moved 
to project storage. Recordings are deleted after transcription. 
The informed consent will be stored seperatly from the rest of 
the recordings and will be stored seperated from other 
research data on the TU Delft OneDrive 
Participants in interviews will be recruited with the help of 
VORM supervisor and colleagues 

Adaministrative 
purposes: 
Obtaining informed 
consent and 
communicating 
with participants -- 
related to the 
interviews 

TU Delft 
OneDrive 
External 
recording 
device 
(temporary 
storage) + TU 
Delft 
Onedrive 
(primary 
storage) 

Ties de Boer 
(master student), 
Fred Hobma and 
Gerard van Bortel 
(Supervisors) 

Audio-recordings of 
interviews with 
participants. Project and 
concept developers of 
VORM related to the 
cases, Participation 
experts on Kijk op de 
Wijk.  

.mp3 

Interviews are conducted at VORM office. Audiorecordings are 
made on external device before moved to project storage. 
Recordings are deleted after transcription 
Participants in interviews will be recruited with the help of 
VORM supervisor and colleagues 

Capturing opinions 
on Kijk op de Wijk, 
Participation 
processes and 
different case 
projects (de kaai, 
Hof van Maasdam 
and 
Piekstraat) 

External 
recording 
device 
(temporary 
storage) + TU 
Delft 
Onedrive 
(primary 
storage) 

Ties de Boer 
(master student), Fred 
Hobma and 
Gerard van Bortel 
(Supervisors) 

Anonymous 
transcriptions of 
interviews 

.txt 
Anonymous transcriptions created manually based on audio-
recordings. Participants are asked to review the transcriptions 
of their interviews before the transcript is finalised 

Privacypreserving 
data on Kijk op de 
Wijk, participation 
processes and case 
projects 
(de kaai, Hof 
van Maasdam 
and Piekstraat) 

TU Delft 
OneDrive 
Offline 
Back up 
USB drive 

Ties de Boer 
(master student), 
Fred Hobma and 
Gerard van Bortel 
(Supervisors) 

Anonymised data on 
opinion on Kijk op de 
Wijk, participation 
processes and case 
projects (de kaai, Hof van 
Maasdam and 
Piekstraat) 

.csv 
Data obtained from coding anonymised 
transcriptions using Atlas software. TU Dekft has a campus 
licence for employees 

Privacypreserving 
data on Kijk op de 
Wijk, participation 
processes and case 
projects 
(de kaai, Hof 
van Maasdam 
and Piekstraat) 

TU Delft 
OneDrive 

Ties de Boer 
(master student), Fred 
Hobma and 
Gerard van Bortel 
(Supervisors) 

Report/ thesis 
.pdf 
.txt 

Serve as record of the process as well as documentation Long-term 
documentation 

TU Delft 
OneDrive 
Offline back 
up USB drive 

Ties de Boer 
(master student), Fred 
Hobma and 
Gerard van Bortel 
(Supervisors) and 
Mo Sedighi of VORM 
(only acces to the 
thesis/ report, not 
other data) 
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Data from Kijk op de Wijk 
Portal about 
neighbourhoods 

.xlsx 

Data will be extracted from the Kijk op de Wijk Tool of VORM. 
This is data about the lifeability of neigbourhoods. Data from 
this portal is extracted with permission of VORM. Copyrights 
are with VORM ontwikkeling BV. The Data is existing data from 
the company and already anonymous and will be re-used in 
the analysis.  

Analysing the 
performance of Kijk 
op de Wijk and 
improving the tool.  

VORM 
Sharepoint 

Ties de Boer (Master 
student) and Mo 
Sedighi (VORM 
supervisor) 

Internal Project data of 
the Kaai, Piekstraat and 
Hof van Maasdam 

.pdf 

.xlsx 

.txt 
Data will be obtained from the internal VORM sharepoint 

Used for the 
document 
review of the cases 
and analysing data 
used as input for 
the interviews. 

VORM 
Sharepoint 

Ties de Boer (Master 
student) and Mo 
Sedighi (VORM 
supervisor) 

Observations during 
implementation of Kijk 
op de Wijk in 
participation processes 

.xlsx 

.txt 

Data will be obtained from own observations to see the 
interactions of initiators of participations proceses, no 
personal data will be collected, only anonymous data the 
interactions between the tool and developers.  

used for 
understanding and 
analysing the 
developers 
experience on using 
the tool and 
collecting 
improvements.  

TU Delft 
OneDrive 

Ties de Boer 
(master student), 
Fred Hobma and 
Gerard van Bortel 
(Supervisors) 

  
  

II. Storage and backup during the research process 

4. How much data/code storage will you require during the project lifetime? 

  < 250 GB 

5. Where will the data/code be stored and backed-up during the project lifetime? (Select all that apply.) 

Another storage system – please explain below, including provided security measures 
TU Delft OneDrive 

TU Delft OneDrive: Primary research data storage. Only TU Delft team members (Master's student and supervisors) have access. 
Interview data will be stored in separate folders, and within the interview folder, there are separate folders for audiorecordings and 
anonymous transcriptions. Informed consent forms and contact information are encrypted separately from research data to minimise 
risk of re-identification. PII data of informed consent (.mp3) and administrative purposes will be stored seperately on the TU Delft 
OneDrive, apart form research data. 

Offline backup on usb drive (only accesible for student, only text files from report/ thesis and anonymous transcripts from 
interviews, USB drive will be deleted after final report and conclusions) 
VORM Sharepoint (internal), only accesible from VORM laptop and network 
External recording device (used as temporary storage, deleted after storage on TU Delft OneDrive) External device is locked device 

and can only be entered through a password. 

III. Data/code documentation 

6. What documentation will accompany data/code? (Select all that apply.)  Data – 
Methodology of data collection 

IV. Legal and ethical requirements, code of conducts 
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7. Does your research involve human subjects or third-party datasets collected from human participants?  

If you are working with a human subject(s), you will need to obtain the HREC approval for your research project. 

  Yes – please provide details in the additional information box below 

I intend to apply for ethical approval from the human research ethics committee, but have not yet done so. 

8. Will you work with personal data?  (This is information about an identified or identifiable natural person, either forresearch or 
project administration purposes.) 

  Yes 

9. Will you work with any other types of confidential or classified data or code as listed below? (Select all that applyand provide 
additional details below.)  

If you are not sure which option to select, ask yourF aculty Data Steward for advice. 

Yes, data related to competitive advantage (for example, patent, IP) 
Yes, confidential data received from commercial, or other external partners 

The confidential and competitive data is the tool Kijk op de Wijk of VORM. This is a participation method used by VORM and is developed 
by the company. This tool is part of the research and will be used to examine a practical example of a private organised participation. The 
tool can be presented and used for research, the exact procedure of Kijk op de Wijk is not part of the research, only the interactions 
between different stakeholders and user experience is used, which is not part of the confidential en competitive data.  

10. How will ownership of the data and intellectual property rights to the data be managed? 

For projects involving commercially-sensitive research or research involving third parties, seek advice of yourF aculty Contract Manager 
when answering this question. 

The intellectual property rights are framed by a graduation agreement between Delft University of Technology, myself and VORM 
Ontwikkeling. The improvements related to Kijk op de Wijk will be an advice towards VORM. The IPR of (the Data from) Kijk op de Wijk, 
used to come to these improvements is with VORM. The IPR of the advice is with the student.  

11. Which personal data or data from human participants do you work with? (Select all that apply.) 

Proof of consent (such as signed consent materials which contain name and signature) 
Audio recordings 
Telephone number, email addresses and/or other addresses as contact details for administrative purposes Names 
as contact details for administrative purposes 

12. Please list the categories of data subjects and their geographical location. 

Interview participants are experts on the projects the Kaai, Piekstraat and Hof van Maasdam and also experts on Kijk op de Wijk.  

13. Will you be receiving personal data from or transferring personal data to third parties (groups of individuals ororganisations)?  

  No 
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16. What are the legal grounds for personal data processing? 

  Informed consent 

17. Please describe the informed consent procedure you will follow below. 

All participants will be asked for their consent to take part in the study and for data processing before the start of the interview. 
Consent is obtained verbally, whereby the participant positively affirms their participation in the study and their understanding of what the 
Participation Information Sheet states, and expressly agrees to the conditions of the data collection and processing. The consent will be 
recorded in an audio recording, stating their name and function. The recording of informed consent will be stored separately from the 
research data.  

18. Where will you store the physical/digital signed consent forms or other types of proof of consent (such as recording of verbal 
consent)?  

The verbal informed consent will be recorded in an audio recording. The recording will be stored separately from the research data on the 
TU Delft OneDrive. The external recording device will temporarily store the recording until the recording is moved to the TU Delft OneDrive, 
after that, the recording will be deleted. 

19. Does the processing of the personal data result in a high risk to the data subjects? (Select all that apply.)  

If the processing of the personal data results in a high risk to the data subjects, it is required to perform aD ata 
Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA). In order to determine if there is a high risk for the data subjects, please check if any of the options 
below that are applicable to the processing of the personal data in your research project.  

If any category applies, please provide additional information in the box below. Likewise, if you collect other type of potentially sensitive 
data, or if you have any additional comments, include these in the box below.   

If one or more options listed below apply, your project might need a DPIA. Please get in touch with the Privacy team (privacy-
tud@tudelft.nl) to get advice as to whether DPIA is necessary.  

  None of the above apply 

23. What will happen with the personal data used in the research after the end of the research project? 

  Anonymised or aggregated data will be shared with others 

The anonymised research data consists of anonymised interview transcripts, anonymised coded datasets.The audio recordings will be 
deleted after transcription, only anonymous interviews will remain. These data will be used in the body of the thesis and included the 
appendix, but will not be shared in a data repository. 

24. For how long will personal research data (including pseudonymised data) be stored? 

  Personal data will be deleted at the end of the research project 

25. How will your study participants be asked for their consent for data sharing? 

 In the informed consent form: participants are informed that their personal data will be anonymised and that the anonymised 
dataset is shared publicly 
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V. Data sharing and long term preservation 

27. Apart from personal data mentioned in question 23, will any other data be publicly shared?

Please provide a list of data/code you are going to share under ‘Additional Information’.  

 Not all non-personal data/code can be publicly shared – please explain below which data/code and why cannot be publicly shared 

Data from Kijk op de Wijk will remain at VORM sharepoint. This is company data.  

29. How will you share research data/code, including those mentioned in question 23? 

I am a Bachelor’s/Master’s student at TU Delft and I will share the data/code in the body and/or appendices of my thesis/report in 
the Education Repository 

31. When will the data/code be shared? 

As soon as corresponding results (papers, theses, reports) are published 

VI. Data management responsibilities and resources 

33. If you leave TU Delft (or are unavailable), who is going to be responsible for the data/code resulting from thisproject? 

My supervisor Fred Hobma, Management in the Built Environment 

34. What resources (for example financial and time) will be dedicated to data management and ensuring that data willbe FAIR 

(Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Re-usable)?

Research data are only shared within the MSc Thesis: No additional resources required. 
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APPENDIX Q HREC 

Delft University of Technology  
HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS  

CHECKLIST FOR HUMAN RESEARCH  
(Version January 2022)   

  

IMPORTANT NOTES ON PREPARING THIS CHECKLIST  

1. An HREC application should be submitted for every research study that involves human participants 
(as Research Subjects) carried out by TU Delft researchers  

2. Your HREC application should be submitted and approved before potential participants are 
approached to take part in your study  

3. All submissions from Master’s Students for their research thesis need approval from the relevant 
Responsible Researcher  

4. The Responsible Researcher must indicate their approval of the completeness and quality of the 
submission by signing and dating this form OR by providing approval to the corresponding 
researcher via email (included as a PDF with the full HREC submission)   

5. There are various aspects of human research compliance which fall outside of the remit of the 
HREC, but which must be in place to obtain HREC approval. These often require input from internal 
or external experts such as Faculty Data Stewards, Faculty HSE advisors, the TU Delft Privacy Team 
or external Medical research partners.  

6. You can find detailed guidance on completing your HREC application here  
7. Please note that incomplete submissions (whether in terms of documentation or the information 

provided therein) will be returned for completion prior to any assessment  
8. If you have any feedback on any aspect of the HREC approval tools and/or process you can leave 

your comments here  
  

    
Applicant Information   

  
PROJECT TITLE:    

Research period:   
Over what period of time will this specific part of the 
research take place  

10-02-2025 until 06-06-2025  

Faculty:  TU Delft Faculty of Architecture & the Built 
Environment  

Department:  Management in the Built Environment  

Type of the research project:  
(Bachelor’s, Master’s, DreamTeam, PhD, PostDoc, Senior 
Researcher, Organisational etc.)  

Master’s  

Funder of research:  
(EU, NWO, TUD, other – in which case please elaborate)  

TUD  

Name of Corresponding Researcher:   
(If different from the Responsible Researcher)  

Ties de Boer  

E-mail Corresponding Researcher:   
(If different from the Responsible Researcher)  

t.b.b.deboer@student.tudelft.nl  

https://www.tudelft.nl/en/library/research-data-management/r/support/data-stewardship/contact
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/library/research-data-management/r/support/data-stewardship/contact
https://intranet.tudelft.nl/en/-/hse-advisor?p_l_back_url=%2Fen%2Fsearch%3Fq%3Dhse
https://intranet.tudelft.nl/en/-/hse-advisor?p_l_back_url=%2Fen%2Fsearch%3Fq%3Dhse
https://intranet.tudelft.nl/en/-/hse-advisor?p_l_back_url=%2Fen%2Fsearch%3Fq%3Dhse
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/about-tu-delft/strategy/integrity-policy/human-research-ethics
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/about-tu-delft/strategy/integrity-policy/human-research-ethics
https://tudelft.fra1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5o4nkUXpGdonKOq
https://tudelft.fra1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5o4nkUXpGdonKOq
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Position of Corresponding Researcher:  
(Masters, DreamTeam, PhD, PostDoc, Assistant/ 
Associate/ Full Professor)  

Masters  

Name of Responsible Researcher:  
Note: all student work must have a named Responsible  
Researcher to approve, sign and submit this application  

Fred Hobma  

E-mail of Responsible Researcher:  
Please ensure that an institutional email address (no 
Gmail, Yahoo, etc.) is used for all project  
documentation/ communications including Informed 
Consent materials  

f.a.m.hobma@tudelft.nl  

Position of Responsible Researcher :  
(PhD, PostDoc, Associate/ Assistant/ Full Professor)  

Associate Professor  

  
Research Overview  

NOTE: You can find more guidance on completing this checklist here  

a) Please summarise your research very briefly (100-200 words)  
What are you looking into, who is involved,  how many participants there will be, how they will be recruited and 
what are they expected to do?   

  
Add your text here – (please avoid jargon and abbrevations)  
I am looking into the experiences of developers, municipal servants and participation experts on the 
private organised participation method of VORM Ontwikkeling. Around 15 to 25 experts in this field will 
be interviewed or take part in a focus group. In these sessions participants will be asked on their 
experience with participation processes and what makes some processes more useful than others. In 
advance, optimimisations will be tested in focus groups where they can give their opinions on the 
improvements. They will be recruited through VORM and are associated with developments of VORM.   

  
b) If your application is an additional project related to an existing approved HREC submission, please 

provide a brief explanation including the existing relevant HREC submission number/s.  
  

  
  

c) If your application is a simple extension of, or amendment to, an existing approved HREC 
submission, you can simply submit an HREC Amendment Form as a submission through LabServant.  

https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/Research%20ethics/2_CHC-completing%20the%20HREC%20checklist_2022.pdf
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/Research%20ethics/2_CHC-completing%20the%20HREC%20checklist_2022.pdf
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/Research%20ethics/2_CHC-completing%20the%20HREC%20checklist_2022.pdf
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/user_upload/3_PAF-project%20amendment%20form%20-%20interim.docx
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/user_upload/3_PAF-project%20amendment%20form%20-%20interim.docx
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Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan  

NOTE: You can find more guidance on completing this checklist here  
  
Please complete the following table in full for all points to which your answer is “yes”. Bear in mind that the vast majority of projects involving human participants as Research 
Subjects also involve the collection of Personally Identifiable Information (PII) and/or Personally Identifiable Research Data (PIRD) which may pose potential risks to 
participants as detailed in Section G: Data Processing and Privacy below.   

To ensure alighment between your risk assessment, data management and what you agree with your Research Subjects you can use the last two columns in the table below 
to refer to specific points in your Data Management Plan (DMP) and Informed Consent Form (ICF) – but this is not compulsory.  

It’s worth noting that you’re much more likely to need to resubmit your application if you neglect to identify potential risks, than if you identify a potential risk and 
demonstrate how you will mitigate it. If necessary, the HREC will always work with you and colleagues in the Privacy Team and Data Management Services to see how, if at 
all possible, your research can be conducted.  

  
      If YES please complete the Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan columns below.  Please provide 

the relevant 
reference #   

ISSUE  Yes  No  

  

RISK ASSESSMENT – what risks could arise? Please 
ensure that you list ALL of the actual risks that could 
potentially arise – do not simply state whether you 
consider any such risks are important!  

  

MITIGATION PLAN – what mitigating steps will you 
take?  
Please ensure that you summarise what actual 
mitigation measures you will take for each potential 
risk identified – do not simply state that you will e.g. 
comply with regulations.    

DMP  ICF  

A: Partners and collaboration    
  

      

1. Will the research be carried out in collaboration with additional organisational 
partners such as:  

• One or more collaborating research and/or commercial organisations  
• Either a research, or a work experience internship provider1  

1 If yes, please include the graduation agreement in this application  

x   The company wants to have interview audio’s from 
the participants.   

Only discussing the conclusions, after processing it in the 
thesis.   

    

2. Is this research dependent on a Data Transfer or Processing Agreement with 
a collaborating partner or third party supplier?  If yes please provide a copy of 
the signed DTA/DPA  

  x          

https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/Research%20ethics/2_CHC-completing%20the%20HREC%20checklist_2022.pdf
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/Research%20ethics/2_CHC-completing%20the%20HREC%20checklist_2022.pdf
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/Research%20ethics/2_CHC-completing%20the%20HREC%20checklist_2022.pdf
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3.  Has this research been approved by another (external) research ethics 
committee (e.g.: HREC and/or MREC/METC)?    
If yes, please provide a copy of the approval (if possible) and summarise any key 
points in your Risk Management section below  

  x  

  

  

  

  

  

    

B: Location           

 
      If YES please complete the Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan columns below.  Please provide 

the relevant 
reference #   

ISSUE  Yes  No  RISK ASSESSMENT – what risks could arise? Please 
ensure that you list ALL of the actual risks that could 
potentially arise – do not simply state whether you 
consider any such risks are important!  

  

MITIGATION PLAN – what mitigating steps will you 
take?  
Please ensure that you summarise what actual 
mitigation measures you will take for each potential 
risk identified – do not simply state that you will e.g. 
comply with regulations.    

DMP  ICF  

4. Will the research take place in a country or countries, other than the 
Netherlands, within the EU?  

  x        

5. Will the research take place in a country or countries outside the EU?    x    
  

  
  

    

6. Will the research take place in a place/region or of higher risk – including 
known dangerous locations (in any country) or locations with non-democratic 
regimes?  

  x  

      

    

C: Participants     
    

    

7. Will the study involve participants who may be vulnerable and  possibly 
(legally) unable to give informed consent? (e.g., children below the legal age for 
giving consent, people with learning difficulties, people living in care or nursing 
homes,).  

  x        

8. Will the study involve participants who may be vulnerable under specific 
circumstances and in specific contexts, such as victims and witnesses of violence, 
including domestic violence; sex workers; members of minority groups, refugees, 
irregular migrants or dissidents?  

  x    
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9. Are the participants, outside the context of the research, in a dependent or 
subordinate position to the investigator (such as own children, own students or 
employees of either TU Delft and/or a collaborating partner organisation)? It is 
essential that you safeguard against possible adverse consequences of this 
situation (such as allowing a student’s failure to participate to your satisfaction 
to affect your evaluation of their coursework).  

  x  

  

      

10. Is there a high possibility of re-identification for your participants? (e.g., do 
they have a very specialist job of which there are only a small number in a given 
country, are they members of a small community, or employees from a partner 
company collaborating in the research? Or are they one of only a handful of 
(expert) participants in the study?  

x   There are a few experts on the specific participation 
method Kijk op de Wijk of VORM. It may be possible 
that they will be identified, since there are a few 
experts.   

To mitigate the risk of re-identification, the experts 
involved on the specific participation method, is 
interviewed on a different topic than others. The experts 
on Kijk op de Wijk will be interviewed on the 
characteristics of participation, which is more general. 
The others related to participation will be interviewed on 
the interaction with various participation methods. 
Which keeps the information more general and not 
project or method specific.   

    

D: Recruiting Participants        
  

  
  

    

11. Will your participants be recruited through your own, professional,   channels 
such as conference attendance lists, or through specific network/s such as self-
help groups  

  x        

 
      If YES please complete the Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan columns below.  Please provide 

the relevant 
reference #   

ISSUE  Yes  No  RISK ASSESSMENT – what risks could arise? Please 
ensure that you list ALL of the actual risks that could 
potentially arise – do not simply state whether you 
consider any such risks are important!  

  

MITIGATION PLAN – what mitigating steps will you 
take?  
Please ensure that you summarise what actual 
mitigation measures you will take for each potential 
risk identified – do not simply state that you will e.g. 
comply with regulations.    

DMP  ICF  

12. Will the participants be recruited or accessed in the longer term by a (legal or 
customary) gatekeeper? (e.g., an adult professional working with children; a 
community leader or family member who has this customary role – within or 
outside the EU; the data producer of a long-term cohort study)  

  x        

13. Will you be recruiting your participants through a crowd-sourcing service  
and/or involve a third party data-gathering service, such as a survey platform?  

  x    
  

  
  

    

14.  Will you be offering any financial, or other, remuneration to participants, and 
might this induce or bias participation?  

   x        
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E: Subject Matter Research related to medical questions/health may require 
special attention. See also the website of the CCMO before contacting the HREC.  

            

15. Will your research involve any of the following:   
• Medical research and/or clinical trials  
• Invasive sampling and/or medical imaging  
• Medical and In Vitro Diagnostic Medical Devices Research  

  x          

16. Will drugs, placebos, or other substances (e.g., drinks, foods, food or drink 
constituents, dietary supplements) be administered to the study participants? If 
yes see here to determine whether medical ethical approval is required  

  x          

17. Will blood or tissue samples be obtained from participants?   
If yes see here to determine whether medical ethical approval is required  

  x          

18. Does the study risk causing psychological stress or anxiety beyond that 
normally encountered by the participants in their life outside research?  

  x    
  

  
  

    

19. Will the study involve discussion of personal sensitive data which could put 
participants at increased legal, financial, reputational, security or other risk? (e.g., 
financial data, location data, data relating to children or other vulnerable groups)   
Definitions of sensitive personal data, and special cases are provided on the TUD 
Privacy Team website.  

  x        

20. Will the study involve disclosing commercially or professionally sensitive, or 
confidential information? (e.g., relating to decision-making processes or business 
strategies which might, for example, be of interest to competitors)  

x    The participation method Kijk op de Wijk could be of 
interest to competitors.  

  

This research only considers experiences in the method 
and the results of the participation and what initiators of 
participation would collect from the process. The exact 
procedure of Kijk op de Wijk is not considered in this 
research  , only what is already publically available.   

    

21. Has your study been identified by the TU Delft Privacy Team as requiring a 
Data Processing Impact Assessment (DPIA)?  If yes please attach the advice/ 
approval from the Privacy Team to this application  

  x        

 
      If YES please complete the Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan columns below.  Please provide 

the relevant 
reference #   

ISSUE  Yes  No  RISK ASSESSMENT – what risks could arise? Please 
ensure that you list ALL of the actual risks that could 
potentially arise – do not simply state whether you 
consider any such risks are important!  

  

MITIGATION PLAN – what mitigating steps will you 
take?  
Please ensure that you summarise what actual 
mitigation measures you will take for each potential 
risk identified – do not simply state that you will e.g. 
comply with regulations.    

DMP  ICF  

https://english.ccmo.nl/
https://english.ccmo.nl/
https://english.ccmo.nl/
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/wetten/wet-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek-met-mensen-wmo
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/understanding-privacy
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/understanding-privacy
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/understanding-privacy
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22. Does your research investigate causes or areas of conflict?  If yes 
please confirm that your fieldwork has been discussed with the  
appropriate safety/security advisors and approved by your Department/Faculty.  

  x  

    

    

23. Does your research involve observing illegal activities or data processed or 
provided by authorities responsible for preventing, investigating, detecting or 
prosecuting criminal offences  
If so please confirm that your work has been discussed with the appropriate legal 
advisors and approved by your Department/Faculty.  

  x  

      

    

F: Research Methods     
    

    

24. Will it be necessary for participants to take part in the study without their 
knowledge and consent at the time? (e.g., covert observation of people in 
nonpublic places).  

  x  

    

    

25. Will the study involve actively deceiving the participants?  (For example, will 
participants be deliberately falsely informed, will information be withheld from 
them or will they be misled in such a way that they are likely to object or show 
unease when debriefed about the study).  

  x  

    

    

26. Is pain or more than mild discomfort likely to result from the study? And/or  
could your research activity cause an accident involving (non-) participants?  

  x  
    

    

27.  Will the experiment involve the use of devices that are not ‘CE’ certified?   
Only, if ‘yes’: continue with the following questions:    

  x  

      
    

 •  Was the device built in-house?       
    

    

•  Was it inspected by a safety expert at TU Delft? If 
yes, please provide a signed device report  

     
    

  

•  If it was not built in-house and not CE-certified, was it inspected by 
some other, qualified authority in safety and approved? If yes, please provide 
records of the inspection  

         

28. Will your research involve face-to-face encounters with your participants and 
if so how will you assess and address Covid considerations?  

x    risk with catching the flu  
  

Maintaining distance between them during interview  
  

  

29. Will your research involve either:  
a) “big data”, combined datasets, new data-gathering or new data-merging 
techniques which might lead to re-identification of your participants and/or  
b) artificial intelligence or algorithm training where, for example biased 
datasets could lead to biased outcomes?  

  x        

G: Data Processing and Privacy            

https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/DeviceReport%20HREC%20v18-06-2020.docx
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/DeviceReport%20HREC%20v18-06-2020.docx
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/DeviceReport%20HREC%20v18-06-2020.docx
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      If YES please complete the Risk Assessment and Mitigation Plan columns below.  Please provide 
the relevant 
reference #   

ISSUE  Yes  No  RISK ASSESSMENT – what risks could arise? Please 
ensure that you list ALL of the actual risks that could 
potentially arise – do not simply state whether you 
consider any such risks are important!  

MITIGATION PLAN – what mitigating steps will you 
take?  
Please ensure that you summarise what actual 
mitigation measures you will take for each potential 
risk identified – do not simply state that you will e.g. 
comply with regulations.  

DMP  ICF  

30. Will the research involve collecting, processing and/or storing any directly 
identifiable PII (Personally Identifiable Information) including name or email 
address that will be used for administrative purposes only? (eg: obtaining 
Informed Consent or disbursing remuneration)  

x    Data could be leaked  

  

Storage of the PII (informed consent and administrative 
contact details) on the TU Delft OneDrive, secured with 
two step verification. This folder is separate from the 
research data.    

  

31. Will the research involve collecting, processing and/or storing any directly or 
indirectly identifiable PIRD (Personally Identifiable Research Data) including 
videos, pictures, IP address, gender, age etc and what other Personal Research 
Data (including personal or professional views) will you be collecting?  

  x  

    

    

32. Will this research involve collecting data from the internet, social media 
and/or publicly available datasets which have been originally contributed by 
human participants  

    
x  
  

      

33. Will your research findings be published in one or more forms in the public 
domain, as e.g., Masters thesis, journal publication, conference presentation or 
wider public dissemination?   

x   The master's thesis will be published in the TU Delft 
archives. The company might not want to publish it 
given the unwelcome results of the research.  

Agree and document in the internship agreement and 
good communication with the graduate company.  

    

34. Will your research data be archived for re-use and/or teaching in an open, 
private or semi-open archive?   

  x          

  
  
  
  



   
 

   
 

H: More on  Informed Consent and Data Management  

NOTE: You can find guidance and templates for preparing your Informed Consent materials) here  
  
Your research involves human participants as Research Subjects if you are recruiting them or actively involving 
or influencing, manipulating or directing them in any way in your research activities. This means you must 
seek informed consent and agree/ implement appropriate safeguards regardless of whether you are 
collecting any PIRD.   

Where you are also collecting PIRD, and using Informed Consent as the legal basis for your research, you need 
to also make sure that your IC materials are clear on any related risks and the mitigating measures you will 
take – including through responsible data management.  

Got a comment on this checklist or the HREC process? You can leave your comments here  
Signature/s  

  
  
Please note that by signing this checklist list as the sole, or Responsible, researcher you are providing 
approval of the completeness and quality of the submission, as well as confirming alignment between 
GDPR, Data Management and Informed Consent requirements.  
  

  
  

 
  

Name of Responsible Researcher (print)     
  
  
Signature (or upload consent by mail) Responsible 
Researcher:    
    
  
Date:  
  
  

        

X 

 

Fred Hobma 

  
  

Completing your HREC application  

Please use the following list to check that you have provided all relevant documentation  

  
Required:   
o Always: This completed HREC checklist  

Name of Corresponding R esearcher   if different from the Responsible R ( esearcher)   ) print (   
  
  
Signature of Corresponding Researcher:  
  
Date: 11-02-2025  
  
  
  
  

X 
Ties de Boer 

https://www.tudelft.nl/over-tu-delft/strategie/integriteitsbeleid/human-research-ethics/informed-consent-templates-and-guide
https://www.tudelft.nl/over-tu-delft/strategie/integriteitsbeleid/human-research-ethics/informed-consent-templates-and-guide
https://www.tudelft.nl/over-tu-delft/strategie/integriteitsbeleid/human-research-ethics/informed-consent-templates-and-guide
https://tudelft.fra1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5o4nkUXpGdonKOq
https://tudelft.fra1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5o4nkUXpGdonKOq
https://tudelft.fra1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5o4nkUXpGdonKOq
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o Always: A data management plan (reviewed, where necessary, by a data-steward)  
o Usually: A complete Informed Consent form (including Participant Information) and/or 
Opening Statement (for online consent)   

  
Please also attach any of the following, if relevant to your research:  
  

Document or approval  Contact/s  
Full Research Ethics Application  After the assessment of your initial application HREC will let you know 

if and when you need to submit additional information  
Signed, valid Device Report  Your Faculty HSE advisor  
Ethics approval from an external Medical 
Committee  

TU Delft Policy Advisor, Medical (Devices) Research  

Ethics approval from an external Research 
Ethics Committee  

Please append, if possible, with your submission  

Approved Data Transfer or Data Processing 
Agreement   

Your Faculty Data Steward and/or TU Delft Privacy Team   

Approved Graduation Agreement  Your Master’s thesis supervisor  
Data Processing Impact Assessment (DPIA)  TU Delft Privacy Team  
Other specific requirement  Please reference/explain in your checklist and append with your 

submission  
  

  
  

https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/DeviceReport%20HREC%20v18-06-2020.docx
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/DeviceReport%20HREC%20v18-06-2020.docx
https://filelist.tudelft.nl/TUDelft/Over_TU_Delft/Strategie/Integriteitsbeleid/DeviceReport%20HREC%20v18-06-2020.docx
https://intranet.tudelft.nl/en/-/hse-advisor?p_l_back_url=%2Fen%2Fsearch%3Fq%3Dhse
https://intranet.tudelft.nl/en/-/hse-advisor?p_l_back_url=%2Fen%2Fsearch%3Fq%3Dhse
https://intranet.tudelft.nl/en/-/hse-advisor?p_l_back_url=%2Fen%2Fsearch%3Fq%3Dhse
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/library/research-data-management/r/support/data-stewardship/contact
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/library/research-data-management/r/support/data-stewardship/contact
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/library/research-data-management/r/support/data-stewardship/contact
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/library/research-data-management/r/support/data-stewardship/contact
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/doelgroepen/researcher
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/doelgroepen/researcher
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/doelgroepen/researcher
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/doelgroepen/researcher
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/doelgroepen/researcher
https://www.tudelft.nl/en/privacy-security/privacy/doelgroepen/researcher
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APPENDIX R Consolidated improvements 
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