
 

 

APPENDIX 2: FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE CO-ENGINEERING PROCESSES OF THE AUSTRALIAN 
AND BULGARIAN INTERVENTIONS 
 
Fig. A2.1 and A2.2 present a range of co-engineering events that took place through the Australian and 
Bulgarian interventions, including the negotiation episodes outlined in the main body of the paper. Here they are 
presented in summary form, looking in particular at the perceived impacts of the decision proposal on the ability 
of each of the key co-engineers to meet their objectives for the participatory water management process. Taking 
an example from the paper, in first phase of the featured Australian negotiation the consultant proposed to 
delete the workshops (the first actor on the list made the proposals), as it was perceived to have a strongly 
positive impact (++) on their ability to manage their busy time table, even though it may have a negative impact 
on their workload later on (-), hence leading to the ++/- notation. This proposed change would likely have a 
negative impact (-) on the estuary manager’s objectives of keeping good relations with stakeholders and having 
the plan accepted, and strongly negative consequences (--) for the researcher, as she would likely not be able to 
complete a participatory process case study for her thesis. Negotiation modes and results are then presented, 
followed by some of the general outcomes of the co-engineering events. The impacts of these events can be 
analyzed further by looking at the final implemented participatory processes summarized in Appendix 3. 
 

 
Fig. A2.1. Timeline and summary of principal LHEMP co-engineering events. The scale of potential impacts on 
each project team member’s personal objectives and interests used represents the following: ++ strongly 
positive; + positive; + / - mitigated (slightly positive); - / + mitigated (slightly negative); - negative; - - strongly 
negative; and ? unknown. 

Co-design phase: 
Agency-only workshops 
 

Estuary manager  +  
Consultants  - / + 
Researcher  + / - 
Compromising / collaborative 
negotiation 
Proposal accepted 
Trust partially re-built in           
co-engineering team; mutual 
learning between all parties  

Co-implementation phase: 
Agenda change 
 

Stakeholders  +  
Project team ? 
Accommodating / compromising 
negotiation 
Proposal accepted with proviso 
Trust built between stakeholders 
and project team; risk model 
validity became questionable 

Co-initiation phase: 
Change of project scope 
 

Estuary manager  ++ 
Researcher  ++ 
Collaborative negotiation 
Proposal accepted 
Trust built in                   
co-engineering team 

Co-design phase: 
Deletion of workshops 
 

Consultants  ++ / - 
Estuary manager  - 
Researcher  - - 
Distributive negotiation 
Proposal blocked by 
researcher 
Trust damaged in  
co-engineering team 
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Co-design phase: 
Method selection 
 

Researcher  + 
Estuary manager  ++ 
Consultants + 
Collaborative / 
compromising negotiation 
Proposal accepted 
Trust built in                   
co-engineering team 



 

 

 

 
Fig. A2.2. Timeline and summary of principal Iskar co-engineering events. The scale of potential impacts on 
each project team member’s personal objectives and interests used represents the following: ++ strongly 
positive; + positive; + / - mitigated (slightly positive); - / + mitigated (slightly negative); - negative; and - - strongly 
negative. 
 
Throughout these co-engineering processes, not only the key group members, but a range of other actors took 
on co-engineering roles, as summarized in Table A2.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Co-design / co-implementation phase: 
Change final workshop content 
 

Bulgarian regional partners  ++ 
Australian researcher  + 
French research director  - / +  
Bulgarian stakeholders + 
Collaborative / compromising negotiation 
Proposal accepted 
Regional action plan produced; largely 
satisfied and empowered stakeholders; 
good project team relationships cemented 

Co-initiation phase: 
Choosing committed citizen representatives 
 

Bulgarian regional partners  ++ 
External researchers  - 
Compromising negotiation with authoritative 
decisions taken by Bulgarians 
External researchers forced to accept 
decisions 
Decision remained a point of sustained tension 
but with mutual understanding; increased 
learning and appreciation of cultural differences  

Co-design / co-implementation phase: 
Project team changes 
 

Bulgarian regional partners   - -  
French research director   + / -  
French contract researcher - - 
Australian researcher - 
Distributive negotiation based on individual decisions 
Decisions upheld  
Increase in Bulgarian regional partners’ power over 
process; some damage and some improvements in 
project team relationships, collaboration and trust 
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Table A2.1. Comparative role distribution in the co-engineering processes 

 

Co-engineering process role Australia Bulgaria 

 Number of people 

Principle process and method designers  3 5 

Facilitators / Mediators  5 9 

People playing a significant organizational / logistical role  9 12 

People playing a significant assistant technical analysis / modelling role  6 7 

People playing a significant role in the evaluation design, implementation and analysis 3 6 

Project team members playing all above roles at some stage 1 1 

Total number of people playing at least one role in the co-engineering process 
including in project initiation 

15 30 

 
 
Note of clarification on participant payments 
 
To encourage participation in the research exercise and offset any inconveniences, the key co-engineers 
decided that the 60 Bulgarian participants were all to be paid to attend the workshops at a rate that would be 
sufficiently enticing for them to participate. High government officials were therefore paid at a higher rate 
compared to the community representatives. Although in some ways this may seem unfair, similarities to the 
situation in Australia are evident as, even though the 38 participants were not paid by the project team, 
government officials receive their salaries on days of workshop attendance, whereas many of the community 
and industry representatives must cover their own costs of participation. Although no comments or complaints 
were made in either intervention case on this potential inequity, the ethics and resulting impacts of unequal costs 
of participation in water management processes could prove a valuable future area for research.  
 


