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About this document

This Practical Resource document is the result of
three open, transparent and participatory sem-
inars — comprising the ‘Water Seminar Series’ —
which brought together hundreds of ‘water stake-
holders’ to discuss approaches and tools for im-
plementation of the European Union Water
Framework Directive (WFD). This challenging
new legislation entered into force at the end of
2000 and sets out the basis for sustainable use
of water resources across Europe. It will affect
everyone involved directly or indirectly with
water resource management and use in both
Member States and EU-Candidate countries
alike.

The seminars focused on three key issues for
WFD implementation:

¢ Water and agriculture

¢ The role of wetlands in river basin manage-
ment

¢ Good practice in river basin planning

This document presents the principal outputs
of the ‘Water Seminar Series’, with a focus on
integrated river basin management, the cen-
tral requirement of the WFD. It is not intended
to be a comprehensive guide to all aspects of
WFD implementation, but rather to provide
clear, concise and practical information on
the issues listed above. This information has
been developed with a range of potential users
in mind, but especially:

¢ Those involved with water planning and
management at regional and local levels,
including land-use planners, water supply and

treatment companies, and regional/local au-
thorities

¢ ‘Stakeholder’ groups and individuals with an
interest in how a given river basin is man-
aged, for example: Community associa-
tions, farmers’ groups, and environmental
organisations

This Practical Resource document is divided into
five chapters. The three introductory chapters
provide background information about the
‘Water Seminar Series’, the requirements of the
WFD, and the recently-agreed WFD Common
Implementation Strategy. Chapters 4 & 5 pres-
ent the main seminar outputs, respectively:

¢ Horizontal issues or ‘cross-cutting princi-
ples’ that need to be considered at every stage
of WFD implementation, in order to ensure ef-
fective integrated river basin management

¢ Lessons learned and examples of ‘good
practice’ for specific WFD requirements

It is hoped these will help stimulate and guide
practical action towards early and effective WFD
implementation. Additional sources of information
are provided throughout the text.

The outputs from the ‘Water Seminar Series’ reflect the contributions of more than 300 ‘water stake-
holders’ from all parts of Europe, who participated in the three meetings. A Synthesis Note and full
Proceedings for each Seminar, are available from the following website:

http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/seminars/seminars.html

A draft of this Practical Resource document, was discussed at a ‘validation workshop’ held near Brus-
sels in August 2001. The final document incorporates extensive comments on a revised draft that was
circulated to participants after the workshop. For a full list of contributors, see Appendix IV.
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Foreword

The Directive of the European Parliament and of
the Council 2000/60/EC Establishing a Frame-
work for Community Action in the Field of Water
Policy, generally referred to as the EU Water
Framework Directive (WFD), entered into force on
22 December 2000, and represents a hugely im-
portant step towards sustainable use of water re-
sources in Europe.

Primarily through the development and imple-
mentation of River Basin Management Plans, the
WEFD requires Member States to take whatever
measures may be necessary to achieve the envi-
ronmental objective of ‘good status’ for all EU wa-
ters by 2015.

The Directive’s provisions are complex and far-
reaching, and it has been widely recognised that
implementation will be greatly assisted by the
preparation of guidelines on a range of technical
issues. This challenge has been taken up in the
framework of the Common Implementation Strat-
egy for the WFD developed jointly by the Member
States and the European Commission and
agreed in May 2001.

As a contribution to the WFD implementation
process in general, and to the Common Imple-
mentation Strategy in particular, this document
draws together the outcomes of Implementing the
EU Water Framework Directive: A seminar series
on water, organised by WWF with support from
the European Commission (DG Environment and
TAIEX'). This ‘Water Seminar Series’ consisted
of three major technical meetings (held in Brus-
sels in 2000 and 2001), each attended by about
120 invited participants chosen to be representa-
tive of a broad range of water-related sectors from
all parts of Europe. The seminars dealt with key
issues for WFD implementation, namely:

¢ Water and agriculture
¢ The role of wetlands in river basin management
¢ Good practice in river basin planning

! Technical Assistance Information Exchange Office.

The distillation contained in this Practical Re-
source document, of key issues, ‘lessons
learned’ and ‘good practice’ examples, as de-
rived from the ‘Water Seminar Series’, should
prove to be of value for all those involved with
implementing the WFD. Indeed, there can be no
doubt or complacency about the efforts required
— at all levels — to ensure that its challenging
objectives are met. Environmental protection Di-
rectives, especially those dealing with water,
have been among the most poorly implemented
bodies of EU legislation to date. However, noth-
ing short of complete and timely implementation
of the WFD will be sufficient to safeguard water
resources — and the ecosystems that sustain
them — for future generations of Europeans.

Tony Long
Director
WWEF European Policy Office

Helmut Bloch

Head of Sector — Water Protection
DG Environment

European Commission






Chapter 1

Background to the ‘Water Seminar Series’

In October 1999, WWF's European Freshwater
Programme (see Box 1.1) submitted a project
proposal entitled Implementing the EU Water
Framework Directive: A seminar series on water
to the European Commission®. This initiative was
successful and enabled the go-ahead for a series
of three technical meetings held between Febru-
ary 2000 and May 2001, each dealing with a spe-
cific key issue for implementation of the WFD:

¢ Water and agriculture — Building on existing
practices and knowledge of how to assess and
reconcile water and agriculture interests at the
river basin level.

¢ The role of wetlands in integrated river
basin management — Tools and approaches
for integrating the benefits offered by naturally
functioning wetlands into overall management
of water at a river basin level.

¢ Good practice in river basin planning — Fo-
cusing on sharing experience of existing ap-
proaches and tools for river basin management
planning, as relevant to WFD implementation.

The three objectives of the ‘Water Seminar Se-
ries’ were:

¢ To provide information and opportunities for de-
bate on the WFD, addressing the need for
greater transparency and public awareness
during the final stages of its development and
during its implementation.

¢ To facilitate the sharing of experiences and ex-
pertise and the identification of ‘good practice’
for implementing key elements of the WFD, by
involving a broad range of ‘water stakehold-
ers’ from different economic sectors and re-
gions of Europe.

4 To contribute to the development of the present

document, providing practical information to
assist river basin managers and others in
meeting the objectives of the Directive.

With an emphasis on openness, transparency
and a participatory approach, the seminars
proved to be effective fora for exchanges of
views, experience and expertise. A particularly
significant event was the adoption of the final
WEFD text, following completion of the conciliation
process between the European Parliament and
Council, in September 2000. This meant that the
third seminar, on Good practice in river basin
planning (May 2001), took place in the context of
actual entry into force of the WFD (on 22 Decem-
ber 2000), and so was able to focus even more
concretely on implementation.

More than 300 individual ‘water stakeholders’ par-
ticipated in the ‘Water Seminar Series’ overall,
with representation from the governmental, non-
governmental and business sectors of both EU
Member States and EU-Candidate countries.
Among the bodies represented were environ-
ment, water, agriculture and forestry ministries/
government agencies, the water supply industry,
water management and research institutes, farm-
ers’ associations, environmental non-governmen-
tal organisations (NGOs) and EU institutions, in-
cluding the European Commission.

The European Commission (DG Environment) not
only co-financed the ‘Water Seminar Series’ proj-
ect, but was also closely involved with the technical
preparation and follow-up of each seminar, as part
of its own efforts to facilitate WFD implementation.

A Synthesis Note (in English, French, German and
Spanish) and full Proceedings have been produced
for each seminar.® The three Synthesis Notes pro-
vided the basis for this Practical Resource docu-
ment, a draft of which was also discussed at a small
‘validation workshop’ held in August 2001.

% Through the funding opportunities for ‘ad hoc’ proposals mechanism operated by DG Environment.
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The main purpose of the present document is to
draw together the key issues, ‘lessons learned’
and ‘good practice’ examples of integrated river
basin management that emerged from the ‘Water
Seminar Series’. Of course, these correspond to
the main themes addressed by the three semi-
nars (i.e. agriculture and wetlands; the role of
wetlands in river basin management; and good
practice in river basin planning) and do not cover
every aspect of the WFD in detail. In fact, certain
elements of the Directive (e.g. scientific charac-
terisation of water bodies, water pricing issues)
were not specifically included in the seminar se-
ries agenda.

This publication is intended for all those involved
with implementing the WFD, especially river
basin planners and managers. However, it is
hoped that the summary of the WFD'’s provisions,
the introduction to the Common Implementation
Strategy for the WFD, and the highlighting of
practical steps for its application, will prove useful
to other stakeholders at a range of levels.

The Camargue, France. WWF-Canon/Roger Leguen

® These are available in pdf format through the following WWF EFP website:
http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/seminars/seminars.html
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Background to the ‘Water Seminar Series’

Box 1.1
WWF's European Freshwater Programme and WFD implementation

WWEF established a European Freshwater Programme (EFP) in 1998. The EFP has developed a
series of activities "to conserve and restore the functions and integrity of freshwater ecosystems for
the benefit of all life", and includes the promotion of Integrated River Basin Management (IRBM) as
one of its priorities. The WWF EFP consists of a coordination unit and a team of 33 freshwater of-
ficers in 18 countries.

The EFP team worked with other non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and stakeholders to in-
fluence development of the WFD text during the long period of negotiations leading to its adoption
by the European Parliament and Council of Environment Ministers in September 2000. In parallel,
and especially during 2001, WWF has also been working to facilitate the WFD implementation
process.

As far back as October 1998, WWF and the European Environment Bureau (EEB) co-organised a
workshop on Water Framework Directive Implications and Challenges for the Environment. Ap-
proximately 50 people, representing national and European NGOs, met to discuss progress on the
WED text, identifying several major areas of concern.

Further to the outcomes of this workshop, WWF’s continuing work emphasised the need for:

¢ Increasing public/stakeholder awareness about the existence, purpose and scope of the draft
WFD

¢ Developing further collaborative action by the European Commission, Member States and
NGOs, including the preparation of non-statutory guidance on WFD implementation

¢ Building capacity for integrated water management and river basin planning in most European
countries.

While recognising important regional differences, WWF sees the WFD as the best available tool to
ensure sustainable use of water and wetlands across Europe, thus forming a vital contribution to
the achievement of its own conservation targets and goals in the region. This is why many of the
EFP’s activities are directed towards supporting full and effective implementation of the WFD*.

* A paper entitled WWF’s activities across Europe to assist the implementation of the WFD and IRBM is available
through the EFP web site http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater
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Chapter 2

The EU Water Framework Directive

A sustainable future for water in
Europe?

The EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) is a
bold and forward-looking instrument that will
have far-reaching consequences for the future
management of water and aquatic ecosystems
throughout Europe. If implemented in a complete
and timely manner, the WFD has the potential to
be the EU’s first ‘sustainable development’ Di-
rective. Thus, it obliges European countries to
establish integrated river basin management,
which depends crucially on reconciling all natural
processes and human activities that influence the
water cycle in a given river basin.

The central feature of the WFD, around which all
its other elements are arranged, is the use of
river basins as the basic unit for all water
planning and management actions. This
recognises that water respects physical and hy-
drological boundaries, but not political and ad-
ministrative limits.

Mainly through the development and implementa-
tion of River Basin Management Plans, the
WFDs overall environmental objective is the
achievement of ‘good status’ for all of Europe’s
surface- and ground-waters within a 15-year pe-
riod. As a consequence, WFD implementation will
involve a vast range of stakeholders, ranging
from individual consumers, major water-using
sectors such as agriculture and industry, and
secondary uses like water-based recreation, to
water supply/treatment companies, scientists, na-
ture conservationists and the authorities involved
in planning land and water use at local, regional,
national and international levels.

The specific benefits derived from implement-
ing the WFD are expected to include:

¢ Improved ecological quality of European fresh-
water and coastal water ecosystems

¢ Biodiversity gains (through better management
of aquatic and wetland habitats/species)

¢ Improved sustainability of water use (through
more efficient water resource use and man-
agement)

4 Reduction of water pollution

¢ Mitigation of the effects of floods and drought

¢ Improved efficiency and effectiveness of water
policy, with better targeting and reduced costs.
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What does the WFD say?

The WFD represents a fundamental reform of EU
water legislation in both environmental and ad-
ministrative terms, making integrated river
basin planning and management compulsory
for Member States, as well as for EU-Candidate
countries from the date of their accession to
the EU. Set against the overarching theme of
sustainable water resource use, the WFD's prin-
cipal environmental objectives (set out in Article
4) are:

¢ To prevent deterioration in status of all Com-
munity waters (i.e. both surface- and ground-
waters, including coastal waters, throughout
the EU)

¢ To ensure achievement and maintenance of
‘good status’ for all Community waters by
2015.

As its name implies, the WFD establishes a
‘Framework’, providing for a common approach,
and common objectives, principles, definitions
and basic measures. However, the specific ac-
tions required to achieve ‘good status’ are the re-
sponsibility of the competent authorities in the
Member States (whether at national, regional,
local, or river basin level (see Box 2.1)).

The WFD, which must be transposed into national
law (by the end of 2003 at the latest), sets out a
series of tasks, each with a strict final deadline
(see Box 2.2), for achieving the ultimate objective
of ‘good status’. However, these tasks are NOT
arranged in a sequence of consecutive steps,
where each task must be completed before the
next can begin. On the contrary, the challenging
timeframe means that several tasks will have to
be worked on simultaneously. Furthermore,
while the deadlines set out in the WFD text can be
considered as the ‘minimum requirements’ for
legal and administrative compliance, meeting
them will not guarantee better water management
at the river basin level or the ultimate achieve-

ment of ‘good status’. Really effective imple-
mentation will require a timetable based on ‘good
practice’ (see Chapters 4 & 5) rather than ‘admin-
istrative compliance’. This means working on
each WFD task at the earliest practicable time,
taking into account the circumstances applying to
each river basin.

Box 2.1
Results count!

The WEFD requires active management
measures to deliver clear environmental ob-
jectives. Although establishing effective
measures necessitates a degree of admin-
istration and planning, priority must be given
to implementing action on the ground at
river basin (or sub-basin) level. Thus, while
meeting the WFD’s process obligations is
important, the overriding obligation is to
achieve results. Over time, this distinction
should be reviewed regularly by Member
States, River Basin District (RBD) authori-
ties and stakeholders, to ensure that WFD
implementation remains results-focused
and does not stagnate due to over-empha-
sis on administrative processes. The final
deadlines for transposition into national law
and achievement of ‘good status’ mean that
the timetable is tight and the need for action
is urgent.

® The different ‘status’ categories used in the Directive (high, good, moderate etc.) are simply measures of the de-
gree of deviation of a given water body from its original, natural condition, i.e. without human impacts. A Working
Group on ‘reference conditions for inland surface waters’ has been set up under the WFD Common Implementa-
tion Strategy (see Chapter 3) to develop technical guidance on classification of inland water status and identifica-

tion of reference conditions.
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Box 2.2
WFD tasks with ‘minimum compliance’ deadlines

End 2003:
WED transposed into national legislation / River Basin Districts identified

f

End 2004:
Analyses of pressures/impacts and economic use completed

f

End 2006:
Monitoring programmes operational

f

End 2006:
Public consultation on River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) components under way

J

End 2009:
RBMPs published

f

End 2010:
Pricing policies in place

f

End 2012:
Programme of measures operational

f

End 2015:
Environmental objectives achieved

As stressed in the text, this is not a ‘good practice’ timetable for WFD implementation but an indi-
cation of the final deadlines for legal compliance. In order to achieve effective river basin manage-
ment, following the ‘good practice’ advice identified by the ‘Water Seminar Series’, work on differ-
ent tasks should be initiated as early as possible and be carried out in parallel.

For example, by applying the principle of using existing information wherever possible, it should be
feasible, in many cases, to identify key pressures and impacts rapidly, thereby enabling a ‘head
start’ on developing appropriate measures for the RBMP. This may be imperfect at first, but actual
application will provide information that can be used to improve the plans. Furthermore, as well as
helping to meet statutory deadlines, such an approach may also help to manage the financial costs
of implementation.
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The official text of the Water
Framework Directive

The text of the WFD® (reference number
2000/60/EC) was published in the Official Journal
of the European Communities (OJ N° L 327) on
22 December 2000, following completion in Sep-

tember 2000 of the conciliation process to resolve
differences of view between the European Parlia-
ment and the Council of Ministers.

WFD ‘Key Tasks’ for integrated river
basin planning and management

From the point of view of those responsible for
river basin planning and management, the ‘Key
Tasks’ for implementing the WFD (each of which
is developed in detail in Chapter 5) are as follows:

¢ Setting up of River Basin Districts as the
fundamental unit for applying and coordi-
nating the Directive’s provisions: WFD Arti-
cle 3 requires that, by 2003 at the latest:

— Allriver basins and coastal waters must be as-
signed to a River Basin District (RBD) and the
competent authority for each RDB identified

— In the case of river basins shared by two or
more Member States, International RBDs
must be established

— If a river basin extends beyond Community
territory, the relevant Member State(s) must
seek to establish appropriate coordination
with the non-Member State(s) concerned.

¢ Identifying and agreeing key water manage-
ment issues: This is derived mainly from the
provisions of Articles 4, 5, 6 and 14:

— Article 4 sets out the WFD’s environmental
objectives for surface- and ground-water
bodies, including ‘*heavily modified waters’.
This provides the context for identifying key
water management issues

— Atrticle 5 requires that surface- and ground-
waters within each RBD must be charac-

terised in accordance with the procedure set
out in Annex Il of the WFD and by 2004 at
the latest. The steps required for each RBD
include a review of the environmental im-
pacts arising from human activities. Article 5
also obliges Member States to carry out an
economic analysis of water use in each RBD

Article 6 requires that a register of protected
areas within each RBD, be established (in-
cluding ‘Natura 2000’ sites under the Birds
and Habitats Directives, as well as protec-
tion zones for drinking water supplies). This
is a complementary step to the characteri-
sation of RBDs, helping to identify those
parts of the RBD that are especially sensi-
tive to human activities and in need of spe-
cial management approaches

Article 14 deals with public participation is-
sues and is summarised below (see p. 12)
and discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

¢ Designing Programmes of Measures and
developing River Basin Management Plans
for their implementation: Article 11 requires
Members States to establish by 2009 a Pro-
gramme of Measures for each RBD, composed
of both basic and supplementary measures for
achieving and/or maintaining ‘good status’:

— ‘Basic’ measures are compulsory and repre-

sent the minimum steps required to achieve
‘good status’. They include the measures re-
quired by 11 existing EU water-related Direc-

® The WFD text — in English, French, German and Spanish — may be downloaded in html format, in any of the 11
Community languages, through the European Union’s ‘Eur—Lex’ legislation database:
http://europa.eu.int/eurlex/en/lif/freg/en_300L0060.html or in pdf format from the following WWF website:

http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/initiatives/wfd.html


http://europa.eu.int/eurlex/en/lif/reg/en_300L0060.html
http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/initiatives/wfd.html

tives (inter alia the Bathing Waters Directive,
Drinking Water Directive, Urban Waste Water
Directive, Nitrates Directive, Birds Directive
and Habitats Directive)’

— ‘Supplementary’ measures are those
needed in addition to basic measures if
‘good status’ is to be achieved; for example,
wetland restoration and rehabilitation

— The economic analysis carried out as part of
the ‘Key Task’ Identifying and agreeing key
water management issues (see above)
should be used to establish the most cost-
effective combination of management meas-
ures to achieve ‘good status’ in the RBD,
and to apply the principle of cost recovery
for water services in the development of
water pricing policies (as required by Article
9, see also pp. 12 and 54)

— Every Member State must ensure that a
River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) is
produced for each RBD wholly within its ter-
ritory (Article 13). This effectively provides
the delivery mechanism for the Programme
of Measures to achieve ‘good status’. In the
case of transboundary river basins, the
Member States concerned must work jointly,
with the aim of producing a single Interna-
tional RBMP. If a single plan is not pro-
duced, each Member State is responsible
for preparing a RBMP for at least the portion
of the RBD that lies in its territory. Annex VII
sets out the elements that must be covered
by each RBMP (see p. 55 of this document
for a summary)

— The first RBMPs must be published at the
latest by 2009 and be submitted to the Eu-
ropean Commission within three months of
their publication. The Programmes of Mea-
sures included in these RBMPs must be fully
operational by 2012, at which time a
progress report on implementation must be
submitted to the European Commission.
The RBMPs have to be reviewed in 2015
and every six years thereafter.

The Schinias wetlands, Greece.

The EU Water Framework Directive

¢ Establishing and maintaining appropriate

monitoring networks: Article 8 requires Mem-
ber States to put in place monitoring pro-
grammes "in order to establish a coherent and
comprehensive overview of water status within
each River Basin District". Such monitoring
must cover both surface- and ground-water,
and has to be operational by 2006. Three
types of monitoring are required: ‘surveillance’,
‘operational’ and ‘investigative’, as detailed in
WFD Annex V. Additional monitoring is needed
for the protected areas (for habitats/species or
drinking water abstraction) identified under
Annex VI (see Appendix | of this publication for
a summary).

WWEF-Greece

7 Unfortunately, EU water quality legislation to date has been poorly implemented, as demonstrated, for example, by
the decision of the European Commissioners in July 2001 to take infringement actions against ten Member States
for shortcomings under one or more of the following Directives: Urban Waste Water; Drinking Water; Bathing Wa-

ters; Dangerous Substances in Water; and Sewage Sludge.

11
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Amongst the Directive’s other key elements,
which, though not covered in detail by the ‘Water
Seminar Series’, must form an integral part of im-
plementation are:

¢ Identification and protection of water bod-
ies used for drinking water abstraction, with
the aim of reducing the level of purification
treatment required prior to supply for human
consumption, and ensuring that the require-
ments of the Drinking Water Directive
(80/778/[EEC as amended by Directive
98/83/EC) are met — see WFD Article 7.

¢ Introduction of water pricing policies that
provide adequate incentives for efficient
use of water taking into account the principle
of ‘cost recovery’ for water services®, including
environmental and resource costs (to be com-
pleted by 2010 — see Article 9).

¢ Control of all pollutant emissions and dis-
charges into surface waters using a ‘com-

bined approach’, based not only on the overall
quantity of a given pollutant that is emitted or
discharged, but also on its concentration in the
receiving aquatic environment (this to be se-
cured by 2012 -— see Article 10).

¢ Specific controls for certain higher risk pol-
lutants on a priority basis, with progressive re-
duction, phasing out, and/or cessation of emis-
sions, for the substances identified as priorities
(first phase-outs or cessations expected within
20 years of adoption of relevant proposals by
EU decision-making bodies — see Article 16).

The provisions of many of the WFD’s 26 Articles
are developed in much more detail in its 11 An-
nexes. While some of the Annexes are highly
complex, a general understanding is essential for
those involved in practical application of the Di-
rective. To assist with this, and to make the pres-
ent publication as complete as possible, a sum-
mary of the WFD Annexes can be found in
Appendix |, see p. 53°.

Article 14 provisions on ‘participation’

Article 14 confers a general obligation on Member
States "to encourage the active involvement
of all interested parties in the implementation
of this Directive...". In addition, there are spe-
cific obligations to publish and make available for
comment during a period of at least six months:

¢ Atimetable, work programme and statement of
planned consultation measures, at least three
years ahead of the RBMP (i.e. by December
2006 at the latest).

¢ An interim overview of the significant water
management issues identified for the river
basin, at least two years ahead of the RBMP
(i.e. by December 2007 at the latest).

¢ Draft copies of the RBMP, at least one year be-
fore implementation begins (i.e. by December
2008 at the latest).

® The actual cost of supplying and treating water may or may not be a significant component of the price of water to
the consumer. This currently varies widely within and between Member States, taking into account factors such as
the extent of privatisation, formal price regulation, projected investment requirements for reaching statutory re-
quirements, and type of water use (e.g. agricultural, industrial, or domestic).

® Further information on WFD provisions, including several WWF position papers on key issues, can be obtained by
visiting the relevant section of the WWF European Freshwater Programme website:

http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/initiatives/wfd.html


http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/initiatives/wfd.html

Article 4 provisions for ‘heavily
modified waters’ and
derogations/extensions

In addition to setting out the environmental objec-
tives for surface- and ground-water bodies in gen-
eral, Article 4 specifically enables designation of
‘artificial’ and ‘heavily modified water bodies’,
for which different objectives are defined, namely
the achievement of ‘good ecological potential’
and ‘good surface water chemical status’.

Furthermore, provided that certain strict condi-
tions are met, Article 4 permits certain deroga-
tions and time extensions for the ‘Key Tasks’ out-
lined above (see Box 2.3).

Although these additional Article 4 provisions
were not considered directly by the ‘Water Semi-
nar Series’, and are consequently not covered in
any detail by this publication, they may have sig-
nificant implications for river basin managers and
so are referred to here for possible follow-up.

The EU Water Framework Directive

Box 2.3

Achieving the objectives of the
WEFD: Extensions and
Derogations

Article 4 provides for a limited range of ex-
ceptions for meeting the WFD’s overall en-
vironmental objectives, with regard to both
the need for achieving ‘good status’ and the
time frame to be applied. Through the WFD
CIS, the European Commission and Mem-
ber States are working to develop guidance
for a common understanding and applica-
tion of all Article 4 provisions.

Less stringent environmental objectives
may be set for specific bodies of water that
are "so affected by human activity....or their
natural condition is such" that achievement
of good status would not be feasible or
would be disproportionately expensive.
Several strict conditions must be respected
for such an exemption to be permissible.
This is also the case for temporary deteri-
oration in status, which is not considered a
breach of the Directive providing that certain
conditions are met in full.

Deadline extensions. "Provided that no
deterioration occurs" (Article 4.4), the dead-
lines for reaching good status may be
extended either where the scale of im-
provements needed is so great that the time
limit of 15 years would be exceeded; or
where completing the necessary improve-
ments within 15 years "would be dispropor-
tionately expensive"; or where natural con-
ditions preclude "timely improvement”. All
extensions must be set out and justified in
RBMPs and are limited to a maximum of
two updates (i.e. a period of 12 years) after
the first RBMP is published.

13
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Chapter 3

Ensuring effective and coherent

iImplementation:

The Common Implementation Strategy
for the Water Framework Directive

In order to assist WFD implementation, the EU
Member States and the European Commission
have developed the Water Framework Directive
‘Common Implementation Strategy’ (WFD CIS),
which was agreed in May 2001".

The CIS is based on the following elements (see
section 2.3 of the official text™):

¢ The necessity to share information between
Member States and the European Commission

¢ The need to inform and involve the public
and to raise public awareness about the key
elements of the WFD and issues linked to its
implementation

¢ The need to ensure coherence between the
implementation of the WFD and other sec-
toral and structural policies

¢ The need to ensure coherence between the
implementation of the WFD, other water Di-
rectives, and process and product oriented
Directives

¢ The need to integrate activities on different
horizontal (‘cross-cutting’) issues for the effec-
tive development of river basin management
plans and WFD implementation

¢ The necessity for capacity building in Mem-
ber States for effective implementation of the
WFD

¢ The need to involve stakeholders and civil
society in implementation of the WFD

¢ The need to promote a common attitude to-
wards EU-Candidate countries of Central and
Eastern Europe with regard to their involve-
ment (especially for shared international river
basin districts)

¢ The need to establish working groups and
develop informal guidance on key aspects of
the WFD.

The WFD CIS is built around four ‘Key Activities’
(see WFD CIS document section 2.4):

¢ Sharing of information

¢ Management of information and data

¢ Development of guidance on technical issues
¢ Application, testing and validation of guidance.

Within the ‘Key Activity’ on development of techni-

1% During the third water seminar, Good practice in river basin planning, the European Commission drew participants’
attention to this "new approach to implementation of environmental legislation at European level". An informal
meeting of EU Water Directors (plus the Norwegian Water Director), held in Paris in October 2000, decided to de-
velop the WFD CIS. Following a period of intensive joint work by the Member States and the European Commis-
sion, the WFD CIS was agreed at a further Water Directors’ meeting, held in Sweden in May 2001. At that time,
the WFD CIS was also discussed with EU-Candidate countries, who have been invited to join its further develop-

ment and application.

" The full text of the WFD CIS is available from the homepage of DG Environment:
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/index_en.htm or as a pdf file through the home page of
the WWF European Freshwater Programme: http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater


http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/index_en.htm
http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater
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cal guidance for specific WFD implementation is-
sues, 10 Working Groups, under the leadership of
one or more Member States, have been estab-
lished (see Box 3.1). Of particular relevance to
the topics highlighted by the ‘Water Seminar Se-
ries’ are the Working Groups on ‘Analysis of pres-
sures and impacts’, and ‘Best practice in river
basin planning’. Technical guidance is expected to
emerge from the CIS process from 2002 onwards.

In particular, the Working Group on ‘Best practice
in river basin planning’ will focus on preparation of
technical guidelines for river basin planning, cov-
ering four aspects:

¢ Designation of RBDs (guidance provisionally
planned for end 2002)

4 Overall planning process (for end 2002)
¢ Public participation (for end 2002)

¢ Comprehensive ‘handbook’ for preparing
RBMPs, drawing on outputs from all the other
WEFD CIS Working Groups (for 2006).

It is hoped that many of the key issues identified
during the ‘Water Seminar Series’ and presented in
this Practical Resource will be taken forward by the
Working Group on ‘Best practice in river basin
management’ as it begins preparation of guidance.

The WFD CIS has been welcomed by environ-
mental NGOs and other stakeholders, who have
been invited to join its further development and
application, as a courageous and holistic ap-
proach, which will help to ensure timely and ef-
fective WFD implementation. Being a joint initia-
tive of the European Commission and the
Member States', it is seen as contrasting with
the approach to implementation of other EU envi-
ronmental protection legislation, where the focus
has tended to be on disciplinary measures for fail-
ure to meet deadlines and objectives.

2 The WFD CIS is not the only activity that Member States are developing to assist with WFD implementation. For
example, some countries are preparing national documentation, as is the case in Germany, where a draft ‘Guide
to the implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive’ has been produced under the auspices of the Work-
ing Group of the Federal States on Water Problems (see http://www.lawa.de). In the UK, two government con-
sultation papers on implementation of the WFD have been issued; one covering England and Wales, and the other
dealing with Scotland. These can be found at: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/consult/waterframe/index.htm
and http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/environment/ffsw-00.asp


http://www.lawa.de
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/consult/waterframe/index.htm
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/environment/ffsw-00.asp

Ensuring effective and coherent implementation

Box 3.1
List of WFD Common Implementation
Strategy Working Groups
Action Lead
Analysis of pressures and impacts UK, Germany

Reference conditions inland

surface waters Sweden

Typology, classification of UK, Spain, European
transitional, coastal waters Environment Agency (EEA)
Heavily modified water bodies Germany, UK

Geographical Information

Systems EC-Joint Research Centre (JRC)
Intercalibration JRC

Monitoring Italy, EEA

Economic analysis France, European Commission

Tools on assessment,
classification of Groundwater Austria

Best practice in river basin planning Spain

Reduced water level in Lake Koroneia, Greece. WWHF/Ch. Paschoudis
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Chapter 4
Cross-cutting principles for effective

Integrated river basin management

The ‘Water Seminar Series’ highlighted five general principles that can be described as ‘cross cutting’
because they apply globally to all aspects of the process for implementing the WFD:

¢ Integration

¢ Scale

¢ Timing

¢ Participation

¢ Capacity

As a matter of ‘good practice’, river basin planners and managers need to build these cross-cutting
principles into all components of their work, to ensure that the coordination and coherence re-

quired for effective results is actually achieved. Examples of how the five principles can be applied
in practice are provided in Chapter 5.

The Loire River in Auvergne, France. WWHF-Canon/Hartmut Jungius
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Integration

At present, Europe’s water resources are being
used unsustainably, due in large part to fragmen-
tation of roles, responsibilities and interests. Bet-
ter overall coordination at the river basin level
is a pre-requisite for implementing the WFD ef-
fectively. This, in turn, needs more integration at
the operational level, especially:

¢ Among bodies involved directly with water
management (e.g. those responsible for water
storage and supply, and treatment of waste
water)

¢ Between water managers and other sectors,
such as land-use planning, agriculture, industry
and tourism/recreation

¢ Linkage of surface- and ground-water man-
agement (at present often dealt with sepa-
rately)

¢ Linkage of ‘inland’ and coastal waters, for ex-
ample by applying the approach and principles
of Integrated Coastal Zone Management
(1Iczmy*

In the case of international river basins, inte-
gration calls for:

¢ Establishing cooperation (where not already in
place) between countries and seeking comple-
mentarity between WFD implementation and
any existing bilateral or multilateral agree-
ments that affect water management.

At EU level, the ‘Water Seminar Series’ stressed
the need for:

¢ Administrative and political action to increase
coherence between EU legislative, policy and
financial instruments (i.e. to remove or min-
imise obstacles to more sustainable water
management and to maximise opportunities for
positive synergy) — this point is further devel-
oped in Box 4.1.

Box 4.1

Integration of policy and financial
instruments at EU level

At the EU level, integration implies the need
for coherence between the major policy
and financial instruments that are the
driving forces behind current land- and
water-use practices within the territory of
the Member States and, increasingly, in EU
Candidate countries. This was a common
thread throughout the ‘Water Seminar Se-
ries’. For example, presentations showed
the clear need to review and reform ele-
ments of the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) if the environmental objectives of the
WEFD are to be met.

In the meantime, much better use could
be made of existing elements, some of
which — e.g. measures under the Rural De-
velopment Regulation — are optional and
not adequately taken up by Member States.
Gaps in coherence between EU policies
and financial instruments were also high-
lighted by a paper on policy aspects of the
‘Wise Use of Floodplains EU LIFE project™,
presented at the second Seminar. This
showed that the obstacles to sustainable
water management posed by the CAP,
Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund
(and their counterpart mechanisms for EU-
Candidate countries, i.e. SAPARD and
ISPA) significantly outweigh the opportuni-
ties provided.

¥ See the following European Commission website: http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/iczm

 For further information see http://www.floodplains.org



http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/iczm
http://www.floodplains.org
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Scale

The importance of scale has already been par-
tially highlighted under the heading of integration
(some integration needs to happen at river basin
scale, e.g. between flood management, water
supply and environmental protection measures;
some at national scale, e.g. between water re-
source legislation and environmental protection
legislation; and some at European scale, e.g.
between WFD, Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) and Structural Funds). However, adapt-
ing planning and management activities to the
appropriate scale is a principle that applies to all
aspects of WFD implementation. The ‘Water
Seminar Series’ particularly recognised:

¢ The great variation in the size of river basins
within and between countries, meaning that
approaches suitable for one location are
not automatically transferable elsewhere

¢ The need to coordinate ‘top—down’ and ‘bot-
tom-up’ approaches (i.e. to ensure that many
physically separate actions at local scale are
sufficiently coordinated to reach, in combina-
tion, the objective of ‘good status’ at river basin
scale).

Small-scale — the Branlin River, south of Paris,
France. Cécile Ardouin/WWF-France

Large-scale — the Allier River, France.

WWEF-Canon/Hartmut Jungius
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Timing

The deadlines for achieving the objectives of
the WFD are extremely challenging (see pp. 8-
9). ltis therefore better to begin implementation
‘early and imperfectly’ than to wait for ‘perfect
conditions’ (e.g. when all possible data have been
collected and analysed). Consequently, the dead-
lines in the WFD text must not be seen as a step-
by-step timetable for implementation. Results-ori-
ented ‘good practice’ will require many elements
to be running simultaneously. Furthermore:

¢ Timing of preparatory work by Member States
should recognise that achievement of WFD
deadlines and ‘good practice’ approaches will
require immediate action. Primary or second-
ary legislative changes may be necessary, the
appropriate organisational arrangements may
not be in place, and the required skills and re-
sources may not be available or adequately
developed.

¢ Time can be saved by using existing struc-
tures, processes and tools wherever possi-
ble. However, this should be subject to the out-
comes of a review, checking the suitability and
capacity of these structures for delivering WFD
requirements. In many cases, a certain degree
of adaptation will be needed.

4 Monitoring and planning are tools to facilitate
management actions in the WFD context.
However, management action should not be
delayed until all possible planning and monitor-
ing has been completed. For example, if mon-
itoring is not operational until the final deadline
of 2006, there will be a severe ‘bottleneck’ in
preparing an effective Programme of Measures
by the corresponding final deadline of 2009.

¢ It is especially important that strategies for
public participation and stakeholder involve-
ment are developed and implemented from the
beginning, though recognising that different
groups will need to be engaged at different
stages of the process (see below).

¢ Timing of related initiatives (e.g. land-use plan-
ning policy, capital investment in infrastructure)
may impact significantly on the timetable for
achieving WFD obijectives if the links are not
considered at an early stage.

¥

Fast-flowing river in Sweden.
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Participation

This cross-cutting principle — which is the only
one specifically covered by the provisions of a
WEFD Atrticle (Article 14, see Chapter 2, p. 12) —
had a particularly high profile during the third
Seminar, emerging frequently as a key issue
during debate. This is despite the fact that only
a limited part of the seminar agenda was inten-
tionally devoted to participation, and reflects
stakeholders’ concerns over implementation of
Article 14.

Given social, political and legislative® trends at
EU, Member State and regional levels, it is
highly unlikely that any RBMP can be imple-

mented successfully if it does not meet with
broad public acceptance and, in particular, if it
is not supported by key stakeholder groups™
within a river basin, including local residents and
sectoral land/water users.

WEFD Article 14, though entitled Public information
and consultation refers to ‘information’, ‘consul-
tation’ AND ‘participation’. It is essential to
recognise that these three terms are funda-
mentally different and should never be used in-
terchangeably.

While provision of information — if carried out in

Box 4.2

Benefits of public and stakeholder participation for
achieving WFD objectives

¢ There is a better chance that the key water management issues at the river basin level are cor-

rectly identified and agreed upon

¢ The knowledge, experience, aspirations and concerns of local communities are built into
the River Basin Management Plans and Programme of Measures from the beginning

¢ The Programme of Measures is more likely to be politically and culturally realistic and acceptable

¢ Any potential conflicts can be minimised or avoided altogether

¢ Implementation costs are likely to be lower when existing stakeholder knowledge and know-
how is applied to avoid potentially costly errors and/or duplication of information®’

¢ There is a better chance that both regulatory and voluntary approaches will be enforceable
if they have been developed in partnership with stakeholders (this point is closely linked with
lower costs and improved conflict resolution/avoidance).

'* Notably the 1998 ‘Arhus’ Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access

to Justice in Environmental Matters.

'® For the purposes of this publication, a distinction is made between ‘public’ and ‘stakeholder’ participation, to stress
the differing mechanisms and approaches that are likely to be needed for (a) the general population living within
an RBD, and (b) those individuals and organisations with a specific interest in water resource management.

7 In a 1994 World Bank study, 42 participatory projects were compared with projects that did not have a specific par-
ticipation component. While the initial costs of the participatory approach were found to be greater (e.g. more proj-
ect design and supervision time needed), these were offset by benefits such as: increased uptake of services, de-
creased operational costs, increaed rate of return, and increased incomes for stakeholders. For details, see:
http://www2.essex.ac.uk/ces/CommParticipation/ComPartPrinciplesnmethods.htm
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an open and timely fashion — is an important
preparatory step, actual participation implies a
dynamic, interactive process. This relies on
building trust and confidence that public/stake-
holder views will be accommodated and have a
real influence on development of RBMPs.

Similarly, ‘consultation” may be conducted in a
manner that provides little or no opportunity
for those consulted to have real involve-
ment/influence in planning or decision-mak-
ing processes. Some of the key benefits to
WFD implementation that can be derived from
genuine participatory approaches are sum-
marised in Box 4.2.

The WFD final deadlines require public consul-
tation on the RBMP process to have been initi-
ated by 2006. However, this is not a ‘good prac-
tice’ deadline and early provision of
transparent and accessible information, to-
gether with genuine opportunities for partici-
pation in planning and decision-making mecha-
nisms, increase the chances of ultimate success
in achieving ‘good water status’.

Therefore, participation of stakeholders and
the wider public should be prioritised from the
start, with carefully planned actions to demon-
strate early results for building and maintain-
ing interest and commitment (see also ‘lessons
learned’ under ‘Key Task 3’ in Chapter 5).

In conclusion, public and stakeholder participa-
tion should be:

¢ Included in river basin planning and manage-
ment from the beginning

¢ Adapted to the appropriate scale (i.e. the ap-
proach at RBD level will need to be different
from that used to engage communities at the
local level) and target group(s)

¢ Managed carefully, so that the capacity to meet
commitments made is not exceeded

¢ Supported by adequate human and financial
resources

¢ In the case of international RBDs, it will be im-
portant to ensure public and stakeholder par-
ticipation from all countries.

Further participation ‘conclusions’ from the ‘Water
Seminar Series’ are presented in Box 4.3.

The Bug River, Poland.

24
I

Wictor Wolkow



Cross-cutting principles for effective integrated river basin management

Box 4.3

More participation ‘conclusions’ from the ‘Water Seminar Series’*®

¢ A number of fundamental questions are not answered explicitly by the WFD text, for ex-
ample: ‘What is the purpose of public participation?’, and ‘how should public participation be
achieved in practice?’ If implementation of Article 14 is not to be seen as superficial (i.e. con-
sultation without any real engagement with stakeholders), it is essential that these questions are
asked at the earliest stages of RBMP preparation and that technical guidance on participation be
prepared in the framework of the WFD CIS. At the time of writing, a Drafting Group on Public
Participation had been set up by the Working Group on ‘best practice in river basin planning’.

¢ It is important to recognise that different components of ‘the public’ will have their own views,
needs, priorities and expectations. In order to be successful, information, consultation and
participation processes need to be tailored for particular target groups. These may in-
clude: the ‘general public’, NGOs, sectoral stakeholder groups within a river basin or sub-basin
(e.g. farmers’ associations), and local residents/water customers. Special interest groups might
be expected to participate at a more strategic level, e.g. through representation in river basin
advisory committees, whereas local communities are more likely to seek and value participation
at the field/action programme level (link with cross-cutting principle of ‘scale’).

¢ Intelligent targeting of interest groups can also help to reduce the danger of ‘consultation fa-
tigue’ where stakeholders feel overwhelmed by information and perceived bureaucracy. On the
contrary, there should be tangible and demonstrable benefits for participants, beginning as early
as possible, and running throughout the process to ensure continued engagement.

¢ Working with interest groups also raises issues of legitimate representation. In the interests of
openness and democracy it is important that ‘umbrella groups’ clearly set out and justify the ex-
tent to which they are representative of a particular constituency.

¢ Participation does not just happen. On the contrary, it must be actively encouraged and river
basin authorities must be prepared to devote time to careful planning and to invest mean-
ingful financial and human resources. Such investment has the potential to be extremely
cost-effective in terms of the benefits derived for WFD implementation.

¢ Expectations must be managed carefully. It is essential not to promise (or appear to prom-
ise) more than can be delivered. Otherwise, public interest and support will at best evaporate, or,
at worst, be transformed into active hostility. In this respect, it is particularly important to distin-
guish between consultation and involvement at the planning phase, and consultation and in-
volvement at the decision-making and implementation stages. It is also important to maintain a
regular flow of ‘deliverables’.

¢ Expectations on all sides must be as clear as possible at the beginning.

For additional discussion of public participation in the context of the WFD, see the paper WWF's
preliminary comments on Public Participation in the context of the Water Framework Directive and
Integrated River Basin Management downloadable in pdf format from the WWF European Fresh-
water Programme website: http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/initiatives/wfd.html

'8 For further details and specific examples, see especially the papers by M. Cals, J. Cuff, R. Hauser, and C. Wool-
house in the Proceedings of Seminar 3.
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Capacity

Given the complex and challenging nature of the
WEFD, it is vitally important that capacity for actual
implementation is maximised among all relevant
actors. General elements of a capacity-building
programme might include raising public aware-
ness (e.g. to help secure broad support for the
river basin management objectives), informal
transfer of ‘know how’ (e.g. through exchange of
experience between river basin managers), and
formal training (e.g. in specialised monitoring
techniques). However, the precise needs will
vary from country to country and from river basin
to river basin, inter alia according to differing
socio-economic conditions, or the precise water
management issues identified. The ‘Water Sem-
inar Series’ highlighted:

¢ The need to build capacity (starting with
awareness raising) among economic sectors
and NGOs, as well as among officials, plan-
ners and administrators

¢ The special needs among the EU-Candidate
countries of Central and Eastern Europe

The Odra River, Poland.

¢ The need to enhance sharing of information
and experience between countries, regions
and river basins, with the internet providing
valuable new opportunities

¢ The need to allocate adequate human and fi-
nancial resources for capacity building activi-
ties in each RBD as part of overall WFD imple-
mentation.
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Special considerations for
EU-Candidate countries

The five ‘cross-cutting principles’ for WFD imple-
mentation apply both to Member States and to
EU-Candidate countries. However, they raise
special considerations for the latter group. To en-
sure these considerations are taken into account,
EU-Candidate countries need to be involved from
the beginning in all preparatory activities and pilot
testing for implementation of the WFD, notably
those underway as part of the WFD CIS. Such in-
volvement should not be limited to government
experts but should also include stakeholders from
these countries.

¢ Integration: The intensive work currently un-
derway to meet the necessary policy and leg-
islative requirements for becoming a Member
State (the acquis communautaire) offers op-
portunities for integrated approaches between
different sectors, for example between environ-
ment and agriculture. Specific issues related
to transboundary integration/cooperation be-
tween Member States, EU-Candidate coun-
tries, and ‘third countries’ (e.g. Belarus, Rus-
sia, Ukraine, certain independent States of the
former Yugoslavia) are highlighted in Chapter 5
(see p. 33).

¢ Scale: There are several extremely large river
basins in Central and Eastern Europe, and
some relatively intact river systems and wet-
lands when compared to the situation in West-
ern Europe. This places a particular responsi-
bility and resource burden on countries in the
region, since special planning approaches
(perhaps based on sub-basins) are needed to
deal with large, transboundary river basins.
Maintenance of existing large areas of semi-
natural freshwater ecosystems also requires
significant efforts, which have to be set against
the context of rapid economic and institutional/
legislative change and the need to tackle envi-
ronmental ‘hot spots’ (e.g. severely polluted in-
dustrial sites) inherited from the past.

¢ Timing: Since the provisions of the WFD (in-
cluding deadlines for compliance) will apply to
EU-Candidate countries from the date of their
accession, it is equally essential that imple-
mentation should begin as early as possible.

¢ Participation: In many of the EU-Candidate
countries, there is not a strong tradition of pub-
lic or stakeholder participation and even
greater human and financial efforts may be
needed to implement this element of the WFD
effectively.

¢ Capacity: The countries of Central and Eastern
Europe have strong technical and scientific tra-
ditions and a great deal of expertise to share.
However, owing to the harsh economic condi-
tions of recent years, a lack of investment
means that the current capacity for mobilising
this expertise is limited, as are access to ‘state-
of the-art’ equipment and professional develop-
ment opportunities. WFD implementation will
therefore require special capacity building ef-
forts, including financial support and training in
governmental, NGO and commercial/economic
sectors.
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Chapter 5
Four ‘Key Tasks’ for implementing the WFD:

Lessons learned and ‘good practice’ examples
from the ‘Water Seminar Series’

This Chapter develops in more detail four of the
‘Key Tasks’ required for meeting the objectives of
the WFD:

Key Task 1:

‘Set up River Basin Districts and appro-
priate organisational arrangements’.

Key Task 2:

‘Identify and agree key water manage-
ment issues’.

Key Task 3:

‘Design Programmes of Measures and
develop River Basin Management Plans’.

Key Task 4:

‘Establish and maintain appropriate mon-
itoring networks’.

The Chapter summarises the principal conclu-
sions and lessons learned from the seminar pre-
sentations and discussions. It also takes into ac-
count any additional ‘follow-up’ inputs received
from seminar participants. Under each ‘Key
Task’, the principal requirements of the WFD
are recalled using bullet points (for more detail,
see Chapter 2). This is then followed by the main
seminar lessons learned, with general text ac-
companied by boxed illustrations of specific ap-
proaches, tools, and ‘good practice’ examples
from different regions of Europe.

It must be stressed that only those ‘Key Tasks’
dealt with directly by the ‘Water Seminar Series’
are included here. Other prominent aspects of
the WFD, such as the precise definition of envi-
ronmental objectives, detailed characterisation of
water bodies, or water pricing policies, did not
form part of the seminar series agenda and are
therefore excluded.

Each ‘Key Task’ must be carried out with
constant and close attention to the five
cross-cutting principles (Integration,
Scale, Timing, Participation, Capacity) dis-
cussed in Chapter 4.

DAPHNE

Floodplain grasslands in Slovakia.
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WFD Key Task 1.

‘Set up River Basin Districts and appropriate
organisational arrangements’

WFD principal requirements
¢ Identify river basins

¢ Assign to River Basin Districts (or International
RBD where relevant)

¢ Ensure appropriate administrative arrange-
ments and identify competent authority

¢ Ensure coordination of WFD requirements for
the whole RBD.

WFD Article 3 ‘Coordination of administrative
arrangements within River Basin Districts’. See
also provisions of WFD Annex |, Information re-
quired for the list of competent authorities, sum-
marised on p. 53.

Towards implementation —
selected questions for river basin
managers'®

¢ What is the process for getting agreement on
RBD boundaries?

¢ Have groundwater and coastal waters been
taken into account when defining RBD bound-
aries?

¢ Are there artificial connections between river
basins that have to be taken into account when
setting up RBDs?

¢ Who are the main stakeholders to be involved
in setting up the RBD boundaries and author-
ity? What process will be used to identify, in-
form and engage these stakeholders?

¢ Are there stakeholders outside the RBD
boundary who nevertheless need to be in-
volved (e.g. in the case of groundwater and
coastal waters)?

¢ Are existing structures being used to best ef-
fect in setting up political, administrative and
technical arrangements for the RBD? Are re-
sponsibilities clearly defined? What could be

improved organisationally to meet WFD re-
quirements?

¢ How can the necessary human and financial
resources be mobilised to make RBD arrange-
ments on paper effective in practice?

¢ Is the administrative structure at sub-basin
level clear and transparent enough for the
stakeholders who should be involved?

9 Not all of these questions were addressed in detail by the ‘Water Seminar Series’, though they were flagged as
key issues at the ‘validation workshop’ held near Brussels in August 2001.




WFD Key Task 1: Set up River Basin Districts and appropriate organisational arrangements

Seminar ‘lessons learned’
1. Identify river basins

¢ Groundwater and coastal waters must be as-
signed to the relevant river basin. This should
be done at an early stage because of the addi-
tional technical complexities involved (in com-
parison with allocation of surface waters), such
as delimitation of groundwater bodies.

2. Assign river basins to River Basin
Districts

¢ There is a need for coordination between
countries to ensure that shared rivers are al-
located to the same international RBDs (e.g.
France, Belgium and The Netherlands should
allocate the transboundary river Escaut/
Scheldt/Schelde to the same international
RBD).

¢ If the RBD is to be divided into sub-basins for
operational purposes, the boundaries of the
sub-basins, and/or the connections between
them, must be clearly defined and taken into
account in developing the RBMP.

3. Ensure appropriate administrative
arrangements are established and identify
competent authority

¢ There is a wide range of administrative ap-
proaches to river basin planning within Eu-
rope”®. The WFD does not specify precisely
the approach to be used, so governments are
free to select the most appropriate mechanism
for a given RBD. However, whichever arrange-
ments are adopted, it must be certain that the
institutional structure is capable of (a) deliver-
ing an effective” River Basin Management
Plan at RBD level, and (b) ensuring its imple-
mentation at RBD level. This will clearly re-
quire continuous and effective coordination be-
tween sub-basins and the RBD authority.

¢ As a result, transboundary cooperation will
often be required at one or more of the follow-
ing levels:

% See paper by E. Mostert in Seminar 3 Proceedings

— Between regional governments within Mem-
ber States

— Between Member States

— Between Member States and EU-Candidate
countries

— Between EU-Candidate countries

— Between Member States and/or EU-Candi-
date countries and ‘third’ countries (see
below for further discussion).

¢ The RBD authority should have a clear man-

date, strong leadership and some key man-
agement principles for its operations. Without
a clear, committed and result-oriented direction
from the very beginning, there is a risk of iner-
tia developing around internal systems and bu-
reaucracy. The WFD represents a new para-
digm in European water management and the
RBD authorities must be ready to meet this
challenge.

Existing structures, particularly those that
have proved their effectiveness, should be
used wherever possible to avoid duplica-
tion of effort and unnecessary expenditure.
However, it is important to recognise that exist-
ing structures may also need significant adap-
tation before they are capable of fulfilling WFD
requirements.

¢ The RBD authority should have a clear and ac-

cessible entry/liaison point for public and
stakeholder participation.

¢ Across Europe, there are many bilateral and

multilateral intergovernmental and interre-
gional cooperation mechanisms for water re-
source management. Box 5.1.1 provides ex-
amples of different approaches. Mechanisms
should be developed to coordinate implemen-
tation of relevant agreements with the WFD.

L j.e. A plan which, if implemented in full, will meet the WFD's environmental objectives.
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Box 5.1.1

Examples of approaches to transboundary cooperation
in River Basin Management Planning

In the case of two of Europe’s largest river systems, the Danube and the Rhine, inter-governmen-
tal river basin Commissions have been established to coordinate policy and action within a com-
mon framework. The International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River, includes
an Expert Group on River Basin Management. This Expert Group will be responsible for taking for-
ward elements of the technical work required under the WFD, for example identification of the
Danube RBD, coordinating analysis of the RBD characteristics, identifying pressures and impacts,
and developing mapping and reporting procedures. However, given the scale of the challenges, it
will be some time before the effectiveness of the ICPDR (and the International Danube River Pro-
tection Convention which it coordinates) can be assessed.

The International Commission for the Rivers Rhine and Meuse is longer established and has a se-
ries of impressive success stories to its credit. Recently, political consensus was achieved on a pro-
gramme for the long-term management of the Rhine (the so-called ‘Rhine 2020’ programme). A
shorter-term ‘Action Plan’ (running to 2005) has also been adopted under the programme. This
process is being driven by the need for cost-effective flood management (including significant flood
risk reduction) but, through taking an approach that works with nature — for example, restoration
of floodplain wetlands — incorporates major biodiversity gains. The forecast financial investment
from 1998 to 2020 is 18.7 billion Euros. For further information see the Seminar 2 Proceedings pa-
pers by T. Buijse and E. Wenger.

In other cases, specific agreements have been reached on a bilateral or trilateral basis. This is the
case, for example, in the Prespa Basin, where a transboundary protected area has been estab-
lished jointly by the governments of Albania, Greece and The Former Yugoslav Republic of Mace-
donia following an initiative of Greek NGOs (see paper by M. Malakou in Proceedings of Seminar
2). This will lead to development of a common vision and strategy in conjunction with stakehold-
ers, and preparation of a Strategic Action Plan, trilateral management committee and trilateral mon-
itoring scheme.

. Identification of relevant stakeholders

¢ Assess current and potential roles, ‘represen-

As with all Key Tasks of WFD implementation,
public and stakeholder participation should
be considered from the beginning. Many solu-
tions to water resource problems will be strategic
in nature, requiring a ‘whole river basin’ (rather
than local, or sub-basin) approach. The most im-
portant players at this strategic level of dialogue
will be those that can really contribute to deliver-
ing solutions (e.g. water companies, wastewater
treatment companies, environmental regulators),
those that have technical expertise and are ‘rep-
resentative’ of a particular consitituency (e.g.
NGOs, research community) and those that pay
for action (consumers). Thus, it is important to:

tativeness’ and responsibilities of stakehold-
ers in the water cycle, and in the RBMP deci-
sion-making process

¢ Ensure that an appropriate structure and ade-
quate resources are in place for developing
stakeholder participation.

See also Chapter 4 for a discussion of participa-
tion as a cross-cutting principle.
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5. Special considerations for EU-Candidate
countries

The EU enlargement process, including support
from relevant EU financial instruments such as
‘Phare’, will facilitate ever closer cooperation be-
tween Member States and EU-Candidate coun-
tries. Transboundary cooperation with other, so-
called ‘third’ countries may be difficult owing to
differing policy and legislative frameworks, finan-
cial problems, and strict controls of movements
across the future external border of the EU (due
to the creation of a common EU immigration and
visa regime for all EU external borders).

Lake Peipsi, shared by Estonia and the Russian
Federation, illustrates some of these issues (see
paper in Seminar 3 Proceedings by G. Roll). EU
financial instruments are not always well adapted
for implementing environmental projects in EU-
Candidate countries, where small municipalities
lack the capacity to draft sound project proposals,
or to find counterpart funding. The Lake Peipsi
case study also concluded that, in ‘future EU ex-
ternal border regions’ the EU's ‘Tacis’ funding
mechanism for work with countries of the former

The Vistula River, Poland.

Soviet Union, should be better targeted to assist
WFD implementation.

Challenges of coordinating funding for manage-
ment of transboundary waters on the EU external
borders (Tacis funding in Russia and other coun-
tries of the former Soviet Union; Phare, SAPARD
and ISPA in the EU-Candidate countries), need to
be overcome. A ‘soft law’ instrument, the
UN/ECE Convention on the Protection and Use
of Transboundary Watercourses and International
Lakes (Helsinki, 1992) is also relevant, but does
not substitute the formal agreements sought be-
tween countries under the WFD.

Ireneusz Chojnacki
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WFD Key Task 2:

‘Identify and agree key water management issues’

WEFD principal requirements
¢ Analyse characteristics of each RBD (see p.
53-54 of this document for a summary of WFD

Annex Il provisions on RBD characterisation)

¢ Review impacts of human activities on surface
waters and groundwater in each RBD

¢ Make economic analysis of water use within
each RBD

¢ Make register of protected areas in each RBD

¢ Identify waters used for drinking water abstrac-
tion within each RBD

¢ Establish environmental objectives

¢ Identify key water management issues.

WEFD Article 4 ‘Environmental Objectives’; Article
5 ‘Characteristics of the River Basin District, Re-
view of the environmental impact of human activ-
ity and Economic Analysis of water use’; Article 6
‘Register of Protected Areas’; Article 7 ‘Waters
used for the abstraction of drinking water’. See
also WFD Annex Il (on characterisation of water
bodies, reference conditions, identification of
pressures, assessment of impact), Annex Il Eco-
nomic Analysis, Annex IV Protected Areas,
Annex V (on status and monitoring for both sur-
face- and ground-waters). The provisions of
these Annexes are summarised in Appendix 1 of
this Practical Resource document.

Towards implementation — selected
guestions for river basin managers

¢ What are the existing sources of relevant infor-
mation at different scales (e.g. RBD, sub-
basin, town, village, farm)?

¢ Can key water management issues already be
identified on the basis of this information?

¢ What steps are needed to improve coordina-
tion of the current data gathering, storage and
analysis capacity?

¢ What steps are needed to identify possible ad-
ditional water management issues?

¢ What are the ‘root causes’ underlying these
water management issues? How will these
root causes evolve up to 2015? What will be
the likely impact on the current key water man-
agement issues?

¢ What information is available on the main eco-
nomic uses of water in the river basin? Is de-
mand for these uses being met and managed
sustainably?

¢ Which stakeholders have a particular role or in-
terest in key water management issues for the
RBD? Which have relevant expertise and in-
formation? Is there a communications/out-
reach strategy in place for engaging these
stakeholders?

¢ How will the key issues be agreed or ‘validated’
with stakeholders?

4 Have wetlands® (applying a broad definition of
the term) been fully integrated into the process of
water body identification and characterisation?

¢ Is the role of wetlands in the RBD and in key
water management issues understood?
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Seminar ‘lessons learned’
1. Identify key characteristics of river basin

¢ Wetlands can contribute significantly to meet-
ing the objectives of the WFD since they have
a strong influence on water quality and quantity
and play important roles in river basin function-
ing (see Box 5.2.1). The identification process
for all surface-water and ground-water bodies
within each RBD therefore needs to include
wetlands and consequently there is a need for
systematic wetland inventories. However,
there are significant gaps in the current status
of knowledge about Europe’s wetlands, and it
will be important to take measures to fill these
gaps as part of WFD implementation.

¢ The analysis of key water management issues
must take account of variability in supply and
demand over time (e.g. droughts). This is par-
ticularly important for southern and eastern Eu-
rope.

¢ Adequate links with past and ongoing research
initiatives should be established and/or
strengthened to ensure that no important
sources of information and technical data are
overlooked.

The Firtina River, Turkey. Mehmet Altug

2 pccording to the definition of ‘wetland’ established by the ‘Ramsar’ Convention on Wetlands and accepted by more
than 125 governments throughout the world, including all EU Member States, ‘wetlands’ include: freshwater sys-
tems such as rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, marshes, and peatlands, as well as brackish or saline systems such
as coastal lagoons, estuaries, shallow coastal waters and salt marshes.
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Box 5.2.1
The role of wetlands in achieving ‘good water status’

Wetlands are central components of the hydrological cycle, performing economically and environ-
mentally valuable functions to regulate water quality and quantity and therefore contribute to reach-
ing and maintaining ‘good status’. However, available information indicates that 50% or more of Eu-
rope’s original wetland resource has been lost (see the paper presented in Seminar 2 by Mike
Moser). The sustainable management of wetlands (including restoration and rehabilitation where
necessary) should therefore be a key element of river basin management plans. Among the spe-
cific functions and values of wetlands are:

¢ Groundwater recharge/discharge (wetlands are important areas for water to flow into or out from
aquifers)

¢ Attenuation of flood peaks (wetlands delay runoff and store water which, following wetland
drainage, then flows into streams and rivers much more quickly, increasing the risk of down-
stream flooding)

¢ Retention of nutrients (wetlands have a capacity, within limits, to act as natural filters’ by storing
nutrients in trapped sediment — see below — or in growth of aquatic vegetation. This helps to

reduce eutrophication of water bodies)

¢ Sediment trapping (may help reduce nutrient enrichment of lakes and rivers, as well as limit
human-induced increases in the suspended sediment load of naturally clear water bodies)

¢ Shoreline stabilisation (absorption and dissipation of wind or wave energy: can reduce erosion)
¢ High bioproductivity (e.g. due to regular inputs of nutrient-rich sediments)

¢ High biodiversity values (e.g. habitat for rare and/or highly specialised species)

¢ Provision of drinking water

¢ Provision of water for agriculture

¢ Provision of food supplies (especially fish)

¢ Provision of building materials (e.g. reeds)

¢ Provision of multiple recreational opportunities (e.g. swimming, boating, fishing, nature watching).
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2. Review the impacts of human activities on
all water bodies in the RBD

¢ Wetlands should be included as part of the wa-
ters for which impacts are assessed. Full ac-
count should be taken of the functions and val-
ues of wetlands within the RBD and the
impacts of human activities on wetlands (see
Box 5.2.2). Given the scarcity of information
on wetlands in many countries, this may re-
quire significant data compilation work.

¢ In the context of the EU Accession process and

transition to market economies, the challenge
is to safeguard the last-remaining, large, semi-
natural river and wetland complexes in Central
and Eastern Europe (e.g. the Danube Delta
shared by Romania and Ukraine, or Biebrza in
Poland). At this time of very rapid change, it is
also crucial to seek opportunities for restora-
tion and rehabilitation. Some of the special
considerations for the region are summarised
in Appendix 11.1.

4 Because agriculture is the dominant land use in
terms of surface area in the EU as a whole™, it
has a significant influence on water quality and
quantity (see Box 5.2.3). Indeed, the extent,
type and intensity of agricultural land use may
crucially affect whether the environmental ob-
jectives of the WFD can be met within the stipu-
lated time frame. Gathering and assessing in-
formation on the impacts of agriculture should
therefore be a top priority™.

¢ The root causes or ‘driving forces’ behind the
impacts/pressures identified (e.g. water policy
versus CAP, water policy versus Regional Pol-
icy) should be analysed. Opportunities for in-
fluencing root causes in ways which will assist
WFD implementation, and ensure that the Pro-
gramme of Measures can deliver WFD objec-
tives within the required time frame, should be
sought. This may involve identification of
thresholds or targets for socio-economic fac-
tors that need to be pursued through appropri-
ate sectoral policies and instruments, but also
in the overall context of river basin planning.
River basin planners may also undertake a dy-
namic analysis (perhaps using models) taking
into account trends/evolution in root causes
and the likely effects of these on the impacts
identified (see Appendix 11.4).

¢ Itis important to ensure that both surface- and
ground-water bodies and their interactions
are taken into account when reviewing the im-
pact of human activities within an RBD.

% See the following section of the European Environment Agency web site for information on agriculture and the en-
vironment: http://themes.eea.eu.int/sectors_and_activities/agriculture

2 Agriculture and water was singled-out as the theme of one of the three ‘Water Seminars’ for the reasons given
above. However, as shown in Box 5.2.2, agriculture is by no means the only economic sector which has major
adverse impacts on water and wetlands.
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Box 5.2.2

Key factors causing wetland loss and degradation

Agriculture

Forestry

Transport

Energy

Tourism & recreation

Urban
& industrial
development

Extractive industries

Climate change

Drainage

Dyke construction

Fertiliser and pesticide use
Water abstraction for irrigation
Landscape simplification

Conversion of meadows
Replacement of natural and semi-natural
riparian forests with intensive plantations

Navigation channels

Road and railway construction
Drainage and dyking
Landscape fragmentation

Hydro-electric power dams

Electricty lines

Power stations

Mining (see extractive industries below)

Floodplain development
Leisure navigation
Localised damage to habitats due to pressure of use

Construction of dams and dykes to
protect infrastructure

Drainage of land for new development
Waste disposal/pollution

Ground- and surface-water abstraction

Gravel extraction
Toxic mining waste

Erosion due to sea level rise
Changing rainfall patterns

Source: Seminar 2 Proceedings, paper by J. Madgwick and T. Jones.
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Box 5.2.3
Impacts of agricultural practices on aquatic ecosystems

Agriculture® is a major water user in the EU, accounting on average for about 30% of total water
abstraction across the 15 Member States. However, the figures for individual Member States vary
widely from north to south, rising to 80% in the case of Greece and Spain due to the extent of irri-
gation. There is also considerable variation within countries, according to local differences in land
use, climate and rock/soil types. Agriculture also has significant impacts on the quality of both
ground and surface waters due, for example, to runoff of fertilisers and pesticides which may find
their way into streams and rivers, or into underground aquifers.

Principal adverse impacts of agriculture practices on water systems:

Impacts on water quantity

¢ Surface water and groundwater depletion, due to over-abstraction for irrigated agriculture,
may lead to loss or degradation of wetland ecosystems and threaten drinking water supplies as
well as the longer-term sustainability of agriculture.

¢ Reduced groundwater recharge and increased downstream flood risk are just two of the im-
pacts from extensive drainage and water course regulation to increase availability of agricultural

land.

¢ Significantly altered evaporation patterns due, for example, to drainage of surface water or
change in vegetation cover, which may influence rainfall.

Impacts on water quality

¢ Eutrophication of surface waters and groundwater due to diffuse runoff from phosphate-rich fer-
tilisers. Increased nutrient levels encourage algal growth, resulting in oxygen depletion and lower
light penetration in the water column. This has adverse impacts on the functioning of aquatic
ecosystems and may endanger human health if a toxic algal ‘bloom’ occurs.

¢ Nitrate pollution of surface and groundwater, again resulting from diffuse fertiliser runoff, pro-
motes eutrophication, particularly in estuaries, and may exceed the thresholds for human con-
sumption set by the Drinking Water Directive (80/778/EEC, revised as 98/83/EEC) which forms
an integral part of the WFD.

¢ Salinisation (excess accumulation of salts in the soil profile) and sodisation (a process that
causes swelling of clay particles and reduced infiltration capacity) due to transport of salts by ir-
rigation water in naturally arid or semi-arid regions. This results either in land becoming too
saline to support crops, or in the need for consumption of even greater quantities of water to
‘flush’ salts from the soil.

¢ Toxic pollution of surface and groundwater due to runoff of pesticide residues. The maximum
permitted concentration — in other words, the minimum environmental standard to be met by
Member States — is set by the Plant Protection Products Directive (91/414/EEC, as extended by

% «agriculture’ is not a single stakeholder, but covers a diversity of very different stakeholders, for example, ranging
from farmers, to supermarkets, to manufacturers of plant protection products.
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Directive 97/57/EEC) and by the Drinking Water Directive, implementation of which forms an in-
tegral component of the WFD.

¢ Point-source pollution of surface water and/or groundwater bodies, including accidental
spillages of agricultural chemicals and slurry.

¢ Increased runoff. There is increasing evidence that changes in land use (e.g. conversion to win-
ter-sown cereals) can increase runoff and exacerbate flooding. This is due inter alia to the re-
moval of permanent vegetation cover and the compaction of soil by machinery.

¢ Increased sediment loads resulting from soil erosion (in turn due to poor cultivation practices
and/or over-grazing), and runoff into water courses and lakes. Greater turbidity may damage fish
stocks, while shallow aquatic ecosystems suffer from accelerated infilling and vegetation devel-
opment.

¢ Increased microbe loads resulting from the bacteria and viruses present in organic material
such as manure.

Impacts on aquatic ecosystems

¢ Direct loss of habitats and species due to simplification of landscape and hydrology (e.g. by
regulation of water courses and drainage of wetlands).

¢ Indirect effects due to the impacts of fertilisers, pesticides and herbicides (e.g. loss of aquatic
vegetation or fish resulting from eutrophication).

These impacts have been greatest in areas where agricultural land use has been most intensive,
particularly within existing EU Member States, but also in parts of most EU-Candidate countries.
Some areas of Central, Eastern, Mediterranean and northernmost Europe remain relatively unaf-
fected. It will be important to ensure that future agricultural development in these regions remains
compatible with delivering WFD environmental objectives.

It is also important to remember that future patterns of agriculture and water use are liable to
both influence, and be strongly influenced by, climate change. Plans to further irrigate semi-
arid areas in the south of the EU through the development of costly and high-impact water infra-
structure may not only increase salinisation and sodisation, leading to desertification (see Seminar
1 Proceedings paper by E. Sequeira), but also be impracticable if the capacity of the donor river
basin or water body has not been adequately established.

The positive role of agriculture

As has been demonstrated, agriculture is a major influence on the management of water resources
across Europe. However, it would be wrong to suggest that these influences are all negative. The
seminar series showed several examples of farmers working together with water managers to
achieve an appropriate balance between agricultural land use and the need to use water resources
sustainably.

See Boxes 5.2.4 and 5.3.1, and Appendices Il.1, 11.3, 1.5, 1.7 and 11.8 for further information.
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3. Carry out economic analysis of water

uses

¢ Include wetlands (e.g. economic value of serv-

ices provided by wetlands, socio-economic
benefits, see Box 5.2.1). Wetlands are an inte-
gral component of the water cycle and the nat-
ural functioning of aquatic ecosystems provides
economically important goods and services re-

4,

Establish the environmental objectives for
all water bodies

¢ While some of the existing groundwater and

surface water status characterisation parame-
ters can serve as a ‘proxy’ for good wetland
status, it would be much more preferable to de-
fine ‘good status’ for wetlands, with correspon-
ding guidelines, standards and indicators.

This issue needs further development in the
framework of the WFD CIS.

lating to water quality (e.g. nutrient retention)

and quantity (e.g. groundwater recharge; atten-

uation of flood peaks). The economic analysis

of water use in each RBD should therefore in- 5.
corporate the economic value of services pro-
vided by wetlands and/or a way of estimating
their socio-economic benefits.

Identify the key water management issues

¢ Based on the results of the steps outlined
above, the key water management issues and
the scale (geographical/hydrological) at
which they need to be tackled should be
identified.

¢ Ensure that economic impact and pressure
analyses are integrated as far as possible, so
that the economic and environmental conse-
quences of specific pressures can be dealt
with together when identifying key water man-
agement issues.

6. Ensure involvement of stakeholders

¢ Stakeholders have a crucial role to play in this
process by providing information, expertise,
validation etc. However, it must be recognised
that stakeholders have a much greater role
than simply being sources of information.

CURRENT WATER STATUS

KEY WATER MANAGEMENT ISSUES

N\
GOOD WATER STATUS

‘Key Water Management Issues’ are those factors that need to be addressed by River Basin Management Plans in
order to move from the ‘current status’ of a water body to the ‘good status’ required by the Water Framework Direc-
tive. Even if the current status is good, there will still be key water management issues for maintaining that status.
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Box 5.2.4

Economic analysis of nutrient retention by floodplain meadows
— a wetland rehabilitation project in the Slovak Republic

The Morava River is one of the main tributaries of the Danube, extending for some 328 km. Its
lower reaches pass through Austrian (right bank) and Slovak (left bank) territory, with the former
‘iron curtain’ having provided some incidental protection from intensive land use. Nevertheless, of
the original 160 km? of floodplain on the Slovak side, only about 25% remains, with much of this
being under arable agriculture.

Indeed, GIS analysis of historical maps showed that the area of arable land in the functional flood-
plain had doubled between 1920 and 1999, leading to a corresponding 50% reduction in semi-nat-
ural meadows. It was already known that this had led to serious declines in flora and fauna, but it
was also suspected that the nutrient abatement value of the floodplain meadows (through cutting
and removal of hay ‘fertilised’ by Morava floodwater) had been impaired.

Research presented by J. Seffer in Seminar 2 demonstrated that traditional meadow management®
in the lower Morava floodplains had an indicative nitrogen retention value of 434 tonnes per year,
due to the removal of nitrogen incorporated into plant growth. This is equivalent to the yearly ni-
trogen production of 216,000 people. The monetary value of the natural nutrient removal by the
floodplains is therefore equal to the operating cost of a wastewater treatment plant for a city of
216,000 citizens — approximately 700,000 Euros per year. Moreover, the initial cost of building
such a treatment plant would be around 7 million Euros. These conclusions provided a powerful
economic argument in favour of meadow restoration, with proposals being developed for restora-
tion of 140 ha of former arable land. Cumulative cost-benefit analyses show an operating profit
within three to six years, depending on whether an optimistic or pessimistic scenario is modelled.
The overall economic investment required is far below that for conventional water treatment.

In addition, ongoing restoration of the Morava meadows is providing multiple benefits for biodiver-
sity conservation (enhancing the status of habitats and species which have declined across Europe
because of conversion of hay meadows to intensive pasture or arable land), flood storage (re-es-
tablishment of a more natural flood regime) and tourism/recreation (using the attractiveness of the
wetland landscape to attract visitors for hiking, cycling etc). Farmers producing hay from the
Morava meadows find a ready market across the border in Austria, where the demand for organic
products is not currently satisfied by domestic production.

Source: Seminar 2 Proceedings, paper by J.Seffer.

*®j.e. cutting and removal of a hay crop in summer, followed by late summer/autumn grazing, without the use of
chemical fertilisers.
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WFD Key Task 3:

‘Design Programmes of Measures and develop
River Basin Management Plans’

WFD principal requirements

¢ Establish the Programme of Measures needed
for each RBD to meet the WFD’s environmen-
tal objectives. Include compulsory ‘basic’
measures (as set out in Article 11) and optional
‘supplementary’ measures (such as those
listed in part B of WFD Annex VI Lists of Mea-
sures to be included within the Programmes of
Measures).

¢ Review and update the Programme of Mea-
sures by the end of 2015 at the latest and
every six years thereafter.

¢ Produce a River Basin Management Plan
(RBMP) for each River Basin District (RBD) in-
cluding the information detailed in WFD Annex
VII River Basin Management Plans (with the op-
tion to supplement RBMPs using more detailed
programmes or plans for sub-basins or sectors).

¢ Publish RBMPs by end of 2009 at the latest,
review by end of 2015 and update every six
years thereafter.

WEFD Atrticle 13 ‘River Basin Management Plans’.
WEFD Article 11 ‘Programme of measures’. See
also WFD Annexes VI List of Measures to be in-
cluded in the Programme of Measures and VII
River Basin Management Plans — summarised
on p. 55.

Towards implementation — selected
qguestions for river basin managers

¢ Which actions can be implemented immedi-
ately, on the basis of existing knowledge and
know-how?

¢ Have all relevant existing processes, pro-
grammes, plans and structures been identi-
fied? How can these best be used to deliver
WFD requirements? For example, what op-
portunities are there for adapting existing flood
protection measures to help meet the objective
of ‘good status’?

¢ Have interactions with stakeholders and the
wider public been appropriately planned —
and human and financial resources allocated
— to ensure their effective participation in the

development of the Programme of Measures
and RBMP?

¢ Has a range of alternative measures been sys-

tematically proposed and assessed for each
water management issue, taking into account
technical feasibility, cost-effectiveness and the
possible impact of the proposed measures on
sectors other than water management?

¢ Are roles and responsibilities for implementing

and enforcing (when necessary) agreed meas-
ures clearly defined and communicated?

¢ Have issues that need to be addressed beyond

the RBD boundaries (e.g. agricultural policy,
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climate change) been identified and communi-
cated to the most appropriate bodies?

¢ Do the RBMP and Programme of Measures
take into account uncertainties over long-term
factors such as climate change?

¢ What capacity building measures are required

to ensure that planners and managers within
the RBD remain up-to-date with evolving ‘good
practice’ approaches and tools?

Seminar ‘lessons learned’
1. Establish Programmes of Measures

¢ It is better to start early and imperfectly, build-
ing on what already exists, and seeking to fol-
low a ‘good practice’ approach to ensure com-
pliance with WFD final deadlines and the
achievement of ‘good status’.

¢ There is a need for some early demonstrations
(‘easy wins’) of the positive effects of good
planning, particularly to maintain the faith of
stakeholders in the process.

¢ While a range of possible measures should be
investigated and analysed systematically, it is
important to identify what can realistically be
addressed at RBD level and what should be
tackled elsewhere, e.g. through changes to
sectoral policies.

¢ Groundwater, coastal waters and wetlands
must be covered systematically by the Pro-
gramme of Measures and the RBMP.

¢ If Programmes of Measures are developed for
sub-basins for practical reasons of scale, co-
herence and coordination of measures at RBD
level must be ensured.

¢ Measures that need a medium- to long-term
approach should be identified and clearly sep-
arated from those which could be successful in
the shorter term. This will help prioritisation of
resources and allocation of responsibilities.

¢ In view of the economically and ecologically
valuable services provided by wetlands and
the contribution that these can make to meet-
ing WFD objectives, wetland conservation and
rehabilitation/ restoration (see Box 5.3.2)
should be systematically considered when de-
signing the Programme of Measures.

¢ As for other Key Tasks, the unique knowledge

and perspectives of stakeholders should be built
into designing the Programme of Measures
from the earliest possible stages. This will also
help to test the likely socio-economic impacts
and acceptability of proposed measures.

Both socio-economic and environmental pa-
rameters (e.g. the likely impact of planned
measures on the status of water bodies) should
be built into the assessment of options for the
identification of the most cost-effective set of
measures (e.g. using multi-criteria analysis).

¢ The Programme of Measures should be coor-

dinated with other water and land-use plan-
ning processes and funding mechanisms.
This may have significant financial benefits, in
addition to improving effectiveness of WFD
implementation.
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Box 5.3.1

Measures for integrating agricultural practices and
sustainable water management

The Seminar on ‘Water and Agriculture’ recognised that there are many possible measures that can
be taken at national, sub-national or river basin level to minimise the adverse impact of agriculture
on groundwater and surface water. However, it was also recognised that the most important step
— further reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) to favour sustainable rural development
rather than provision of production-based payments and subsidies — must be taken at EU level,
also recognising that some agricultural commodities are external to the CAP and/or greatly influ-
enced by markets. The Structural and Cohesion Funds and equivalent pre-Accession measures
also support intensive farming methods (e.g. via funding of major water infrastructure for irrigation).

Legislative, institutional and administrative instruments

¢ Designations under EU legislation, e.g. Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Nitrate Vulnerable
Zones, Natura 2000 sites.

¢ Implementation of the new EU Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive
(2001/42/EC) which sets a minimum assessment framework for preparation of plans in a range
of sectors, including water management.

¢ National and local protected area designations for:
— Protection of drinking water supplies
— Conservation of landscapes, habitats and/or species.

¢ Mandatory codes of good agricultural practice such as required under the Nitrates Directive
for reducing the quantity of fertilisers leached from farmland.

¢ Whole farm nutrient management plans (either on their own) or as part of farm ‘water audit-
ing’, contribute not only to achieving environmental objectives but also to reducing farm costs by
cutting the quantities of chemical inputs, notably fertilisers, used.

¢ The use of cross compliance introduced under the ‘Agenda 2000’ reform of the CAP enables
Member States to attach environmental conditions to payments under the CAP. This can be used
to ensure that certain environmental standards are met, contributing to the achievement of good
status.

¢ Agenda 2000 also introduced the Rural Development Regulation (RDR) which states that "a
prominent role should be given to agri-environmental instruments to support the sustainable de-
velopment of rural areas and to respond to society’s increasing demand for environmental serv-
ices". For the period 2000-2006, the RDR will account for about 10% of annual CAP spending.
Member States have discretion in selecting which of the Rural Development Measures set out
by the RDR they wish to apply. Thus, while several are especially relevant for WFD implemen-
tation, their actual use may depend largely on political will and level of awareness among deci-
sion makers. The RDR also lays great stress on the socio-economic importance of diversifying
income opportunities among farmers, as a means of supporting greater stability for rural com-
munities. Member States should be encouraged to apply the full range of options available to
maximise synergy between environmental and socio-economic aspects of the RDR.
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¢ Use of Leader+ and Interreg initiatives under the Structural Funds. Leader+ aims to encourage
innovative actions for sustainable rural development, including those related to natural and cul-
tural heritage, through investment of 2.2 billion Euros over six years. Interreg supports cross-bor-
der, transnational and interregional cooperation for sustainable development, with a budget ap-
proaching 5 billion Euros for the period 2000—2006.

Voluntary agreements

¢ Voluntary codes of good agricultural practice can help to reduce soil erosion and runoff of fer-
tilisers and biocides, and help avoid drainage or infilling of landscape features that play an im-
portant role in regulating water quantity and quality (e.g. small marshes, streams and ponds).
BUT to be successful, these codes of practice must be designed with farmers’ involvement to en-
sure that they are readily understood and voluntarily supported by farm owners/managers and
farmers’ associations (see Appendix II.5 for example from Lower Saxony, Germany).

¢ Voluntary agreements are more successful if they incorporate clear socio-economic benefits, for all
those involved, beyond compliance with environmental legislation (see Appendices 11.5 and 11.8).

¢ Furthermore, regulators, consumers, retailers and NGOs are all important driving forces for the
initiation and successful application of codes of practice. This means that education/training and
awareness raising — as they relate to such codes — should be given high priority. For exam-
ple, in the UK, the Scottish Wild Rivers project”” and the Westcountry Rivers Trust®® have
achieved a tremendous amount by demonstrating to farmers that minimising fertiliser and pesti-
cide use can save them money as well as help maintain aquatic ecosystems.

Economic or fiscal instruments

¢ Water pricing that reflects the true cost of providing water for agricultural use would enhance the
adoption of more efficient, less polluting practices, thereby reducing water wastage and pollution,
as well as overall pressure on water resources.

¢ Payments to encourage low-impact farming methods in sites designated at EU level, e.g. Natura
2000 sites.

¢ Financial measures to encourage low impact farming methods in the wider countryside — for ex-
ample the German and UK Governments have recently stressed the importance of transferring
more CAP funding towards sustainabale rural development.

¢ The paper presented by A. Garrido in Seminar 1 discussed options for applying economic in-
struments for management of water resources in the irrigated agriculture sector of Mediterranean
EU Member States. Four different categories of economic instruments were analysed:

Pricing policies (very few examples in the region)

Water trading (i.e. allowing irrigators to buy or sell water rights)

Water rights adjustments (i.e. amending the volume of water that each farmer is permitted)
Financial incentives to adopt more efficient technology/infrastructure (proven to be the most
widely supported option by most analysts).

It was concluded that a balanced mix of different instruments is not only desirable, but necessary
to help each individual instrument achieve its potential.

" See http:/iww.wwi-uk.org/rivers/pagel.htm

%8 See http://www.wrt.org.uk
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Box 5.3.2
Wetland restoration, rehabilitation and creation

Wetland restoration is the re-establishment of wetland areas that have been lost due to (for ex-
ample) infilling or drainage. In order for wetland restoration projects to be truly valuable for river
basin management, it is essential that the focus is on ecological restoration (i.e. restoring the nat-
ural functioning of the wetland) rather than on restoration of surface area alone. Rehabilitation
refers to the process of improving the functioning of a wetland that has become impaired as a re-
sult of human impacts (e.g. reducing nutrient levels to tackle problems of eutrophication).

In some cases, for example to provide ‘green’ treatment of waste water, artificial wetlands are con-
structed or created in areas which have always been dry (at least in historical times). For exam-
ples of wetland restoration projects, see the websites of WWF's EFP (http://www.panda.org/eu-
rope/freshwater/initiatives.html) and the European Centre for River Restoration (http://www.ecrr.org/)

The Integrated Rhine Programme (IRP) of the German Federal Land of Baden-Wirttemberg con-
tributes to the 1998 ‘Flood Action Plan’ agreed by the International Rhine Commission. River reg-
ulation projects in the 19th and 20th centuries led to the loss of 90% of the functional Rhine flood-
plains between Basel (Swiss/German/French border) and Karlsruhe. This caused higher and more
rapid flood peaks in the main Rhine channel, and a significantly increased flood risk for some 95
towns and municipalities in Baden-Wirttemberg. It is calculated that the cost of a major flood event
in the region could exceed 12 billion DEM. At the same time, the loss of floodplains resulted in se-
vere loss of aquatic and wetland biodiversity. The IRP aims to restore sustainable flood protection
through the creation of flood storage areas (designed to be as ecologically beneficial as possible)
and restoration of floodplain wetlands (with an emphasis on reconnecting the links between the river
and the wetlands, as well as between areas of high ecological value). Thus, the restoration project
will have multiple benefits, helping to reduce the risk to life and property (including the likely finan-
cial cost of future flood events), and making significant contributions to the conservation of flood-
plain habitats and species.

Source: Seminar 2 Proceedings, paper by E. Rosport.

. Prepare and publish RBMPs

The River Basin Management Plans required
by the WFD are strategic in nature but action-
oriented and focused on attaining environmen-
tal objective of ‘good status’. It is essential that
the difference between ‘planning’ and actual
‘management’ is emphasised throughout the
process; plans are of little value if they merely
gather dust once they have been published.

not a new approach. As with other ‘Key Tasks’
the emphasis should be firmly on bringing to-
gether existing structures to deliver the re-
quirements of the WFD. Examples of some
ongoing initiatives are given in Appendix 11.6.

RBMPs can and should provide the basis for
increased coherence of sectoral policy (e.qg.
cross compliance® in agriculture) and struc-
tural policies (e.g. prioritising allocation of
funds for infrastructure projects that will help

¢ In many parts of Europe, river basin planning is meet WFD objectives).

* See Box 5.3.1 for further information on cross compliance.
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¢ While RBMPs might demonstrate the need for
changes in sectoral policies, it is important to
recognise that such policy changes might have
to be undertaken at national or EU levels and
so be beyond the direct control or influence of
actors within the RBD.

¢ Existing EU financial instruments (from agri-
environmental funding, to ISPA, Phare and
Leader+) should be used wherever possible for
implementing RBMPs — this is particularly true
for the EU-Candidate countries of Central and
Eastern Europe, where the WFD can be used
as a rationale for cost-effective use of scarce
resources.

¢ Itis crucial to ensure that RBMPs are used as
a means for promoting opportunities for sus-
tainable water management offered as part of
sectoral policies (e.g. cross compliance in agri-
culture) and structural policies (e.g. allocation
of funds to initiatives that contribute to meeting
WFD objectives).

Little ringed plover, a typical breeding bird of riverine shingle banks. Wedkarski Swiat
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WFD Key Task 4.

‘Establish and maintain appropriate monitoring

networks’

WFD principal requirements

¢ Establish monitoring programmes/networks
needed for a coherent and comprehensive
overview of water status including wetlands
within each RBD

¢ Cover both surface-water and ground-water
bodies, as well as coastal waters

¢ Include ‘surveillance’, ‘operational’ and ‘inves-
tigative’ components

4 Additional monitoring for protected areas.

WEFD Atrticle 8 ‘Monitoring of surface water status,
groundwater status and protected areas. See
also WFD Annex V (dealing with water body sta-
tus, monitoring etc.) — summarised on pp. 54-55.

Towards implementation — selected
qguestions for river basin managers

¢ Is existing monitoring adequate for meeting the
purpose of WFD Article 8 Monitoring of surface
water status, groundwater status and protected
areas? How representative is the existing mon-
itoring network of the RBD as a whole?

¢ Is there adequate monitoring at sub-basin
level?

¢ Are wetlands and groundwater being ade-
quately monitored and integrated into an over-
all monitoring framework?

¢ Are the impacts of agriculture, especially dif-
fuse pollution, being adequately monitored and
integrated into the overall monitoring frame-
work?

¢ What mechanisms exist for coordinating differ-
ent sources of relevant monitoring data? How
can they best be used? What changes are
needed?

¢ Are monitoring parameters/standards/criteria
compatible/comparable across boundaries
(whether between sub-basins within one coun-
try, or across international boundaries)?

¢ Has the use of data from monitoring been con-
sidered to identify the underlying pressures
(‘root causes’), and consequent quality and
quantity impacts?

¢ Does the monitoring system serve as an early
warning mechanism for detecting negative
changes in water quality or quantity? (i.e. is a
problem identified in time to implement a solu-
tion before environmental or socio-economic
damage occurs?)

¢ Have adequate resources for monitoring been
allocated?

¢ What are the capacity-building requirements
to ensure that monitoring in the RBD evolves
in line with changing technology and ‘good
practice’?
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Seminar ‘lessons learned’

Establish monitoring programmes/networks
needed for a coherent and comprehensive
overview of water status including wetlands
within each RBD

Effective monitoring is an essential component of
‘good practice’ in river basin planning and man-
agement, and a central element of measuring
progress in WFD implementation:

¢ Work on establishing monitoring networks (in-
cluding evaluation of existing monitoring)
must be carried out at an early stage of WFD
implementation.

¢ Monitoring data for wetlands are extremely vari-
able across Europe, with little or no coordinated
data available in some countries. Steps should
be taken to correct this deficit if necessary.

¢ Steps should be taken to establish the level
and type of monitoring needed for maintaining
an overview of changes in pressures and im-
pacts, which may reflect shifts of root causes.

¢ Existing data — held by different governmental
and non-governmental bodies (e.g. water sup-
ply companies, environmental agencies, con-
servation NGOs, local municipalities) — should
be sought out and used as much as possible.
It is important to ensure that data set ‘links’, are
in place to provide the integration and/or ag-
gregation of information needed for effective
river basin planning and management.

REVIEW PLAN
ACCORDINGLY

PLAN
MEASURES

MONITOR
EFFECTS

IMPLEMENT
MEASURES

Monitoring enables river basin managers to assess the effectiveness of the Programme of Measures implemented
and to adjust those measures accordingly. It is important to see planning, management and monitoring as part of a

continuous cycle.



Chapter 6

Conclusions

The ‘Water Seminar Series’ confirmed the wide-
ranging interest and commitment shown at all lev-
els by the European water ‘community’ for effective
implementation of the Water Framework Directive.
This is recognised as a significant challenge in
view of the complexities involved in establishing in-
tegrated river basin management and achieving
the environmental objectives of the Directive.

What has been learnt from the process of case-
study presentations, discussions and other inter-
actions can be summarised as follows:

¢ Integration, scale, timing, participation and ca-
pacity are fundamental cross-cutting principles
for effective integrated river basin planning.
They need to be considered systematically at
every stage leading to the adoption and imple-
mentation of river basin management plans.

¢ The existence and enormous importance of
these cross-cutting principles are not theoreti-
cal; they have been demonstrated through real-
life situations and ‘validated’ by consensus be-
tween the wide range of experts and
stakeholders mobilised for the ‘Water Seminar
Series’.

¢ A particular challenge remains; namely, recon-
ciling WFD ‘minimum compliance’ deadlines,
with the ‘good practice’ approaches that need
to be followed for ensuring the development of
effective and integrated river basin manage-
ment plans capable of delivering the environ-
mental objectives of the WFD. A first attempt
has been made in this document to highlight
some key areas where special attention to this
issue is needed.

4 The findings set out in this publication need to
be taken further, building on the ‘Water Semi-
nar Series’ process and ‘lessons learned’. This
will be especially important in the context of the
Common Implementation Strategy (CIS) devel-
oped by the Member States and the European
Commission and the guidance documents to

be developed by the various CIS working
groups. National implementation strategies
and guidance developed by stakeholders or
NGOs will also make an important contribution.

Implementing the WFD will always remain a chal-
lenging and complex task. However, the many
initiatives launched so far, at a range of different
levels, promise much for the future of water man-
agement across Europe.

The Vistula River, Poland.

Ireneusz Chojnacki
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Appendix |

Provisions of the WFD Annexes

The WFD has 11 Annexes setting out in much greater detail the steps required under each of
the Directive’s Articles. The Annexes are complex and highly technical in places, with numerous
cross-references between Annexes, to corresponding WFD Articles, and to other relevant Com-
munity legislation. Thus, while implementation of the WFD depends crucially on full understanding
and interpretation of the Annexes, they may be difficult for non-expert stakeholders to use.
hoped that the following summary will prove valuable.

It is

Annex | Information required for the list of com-
petent authorities, sets out the information re-
quired from Member States for the list of compe-
tent authorities for each RBD, stressing that,
where possible, data on RBD boundaries and
principal rivers should be provided using Geo-
graphical Information System (GIS) software.

Annex Il (together with Annex V — see below)
forms the technical and scientific basis of the
WFD. It is untitled, but deals with water body
characterisation and related issues.

For surface water bodies, Annex Il requires:

¢ Characterisation of all surface water bodies
through allocation of each individual water
body to one of the following categories: (a)
rivers, (b) lakes, (c) transitional waters, (d)
coastal waters, (e) artificial surface water bod-
ies, (f) heavily modified surface water bodies.

¢ Differentiation of water body types within each
of the categories above, using either of two ty-
pologies. These are set out in this Annex.

¢ Establishment of "type-specific reference con-
ditions for surface water body types", using hy-
drological, physical, chemical and biological
parameters to describe the expected condition
of the relevant water body type under ‘high
ecological status’ (as defined in Annex V). This
basically means describing in scientific terms
what the water body would be like under ‘natu-
ral’ conditions, with no human impacts.

¢ Identification of significant human pressures on
surface water bodies within each RBD, includ-
ing inter alia: (a) urban, industrial and agricul-
tural point source and diffuse pollution — par-
ticularly substances listed in Annex VIII; (b)
water abstraction for urban, industrial, agricul-
tural and other uses; (c) water flow regulation,
including transfers and diversions; (d) morpho-
logical alteration of water bodies. Land use
patterns must also be described.

¢ Assessment of the susceptibility of surface
water bodies to the pressures identified; i.e.
the likelihood that, due to human impacts, the
water body will fail to qualify as having ‘good
status’ by 2015.

For groundwater bodies, Annex Il requires:

¢ Initial characterisation of all groundwater bod-
ies "to assess their uses and the degree to
which they are at risk of failing to meet the [en-
vironmental] objectives for each groundwater
body" (Annex Il sets out elements to be in-
cluded in this ‘initial’ characterisation).

¢ Further characterisation of those groundwater
bodies identified as being ‘at risk’ to help iden-
tify appropriate actions to include in the Pro-
gramme of Measures.

¢ Review of the impact of human activity, but
only for groundwaters that either cross bound-
aries between Member States, or have been
identified as being at risk. This should include,
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where relevant, the location of water abstrac-
tion and discharge points (together with infor-
mation on quantity and quality of water ab-
stracted), and information on land use in the
groundwater recharge catchment (including
pollution inputs and flow alterations such as
water diversion, damming and drainage).

Note: The establishment of common prin-
ciples and practical guidance for imple-
menting elements of this Annex fall under
the remits of WFD CIS Working Groups
on ‘Analysis of pressures and impacts’;
‘Reference conditions for inland surface
waters’; ‘Typology of transitional, coastal
waters’; ‘Geographical Information Sys-
tems’; ‘Intercallibration’; and ‘Tools on as-
sessment, classification of groundwater’.

Annex lll Economic analysis, states that the eco-
nomic analysis required by Article 5 "shall contain
enough information in sufficient detail" for (a) ap-
plying the principle of recovery of costs of water
services (taking into account long-term forecasts
of supply and demand in the relevant RBD); and
(b) judging the most cost-effective measures re-
lating to water use (to be included in the pro-
gramme of measures for the RBD).

Note: The establishment of common prin-
ciples and practical guidance for imple-
menting the provisions of this Annex fall
under the remit of the WFD CIS Working
Group on ‘Best practice in river basin
planning’.

Annex IV Protected Areas, lists five types of Pro-
tected Areas to be included in the register for
each RBD established by Article 6. It also re-
quires Member States to map the location of each
Protected Area and to identify the relevant Com-
munity or national legislation under which it has
been designated.

Annex V (untitled) is lengthy and complex. Basi-
cally, it sets out the criteria to be used for assess-
ing surface water ‘ecological status’ and
groundwater ‘quantitative status’, together
with the corresponding monitoring programmes
and reporting procedures required.

For surface water bodies Annex V covers:

¢ The scientific/technical parameters, definitions
and standards to be used for the classification
of ecological status (‘high’, ‘good’ or ‘moder-
ate’) for each of the surface water body types
identified in Annex Il (including high, good or
moderate ecological potential for artificial or
heavily modified water bodies).

¢ Design of ‘surveillance monitoring pro-
grammes’ (to be used in combination with the
impact assessment procedure in Annex Il) for
developing the monitoring components of
RBMPs.

¢ Design of ‘operational monitoring’ for (a) estab-
lishing the status of water bodies at risk of fail-
ing to meet the WFD environmental objective
of ‘good status’; and (b) assessing the effec-
tiveness of the Programme of Measures in im-
proving the ecological status of such water
bodies.

4 Design of ‘investigative monitoring’.
¢ Frequency of monitoring.

¢ Additional monitoring for protected areas (both
drinking water abstraction points and protected
areas for habitats and species).

¢ Presentation and reporting of ecological status
and monitoring information.

For groundwater bodies Annex V covers:

¢ Definition of ‘good quantitative status’ (based
on groundwater level).

¢ Design of groundwater level monitoring net-
work.

¢ Definition of ‘good chemical status’ (based on
concentrations of pollutants and conductivity).

4 Design of chemical status monitoring network,
including ‘surveillance’ and ‘operational’ moni-
toring components. Surveillance monitoring
should be carried out (a) to supplement the im-
pact assessment procedure required by Annex
II; and (b) to provide the information needed for
assessing long-term trends due to natural or



human-induced changes. Operational moni-
toring should establish the chemical status of
all groundwater bodies at risk of failing to meet
the WFD objective of ‘good status’ and estab-
lish the presence of any human-induced up-
ward trend in pollutant concentrations.

¢ Frequency of quantitative and qualitative mon-
itoring.

¢ Basis for identification of trends in pollutants.

¢ Interpretation, presentation and reporting of in-
formation on groundwater status.

Note: The establishment of common prin-
ciples and practical guidance for imple-
menting elements of this Annex fall under
the remit of the WFD CIS Working Groups
on ‘Heavily modified waters’; ‘Intercalli-
bration’; ‘Monitoring’ and ‘Tools on As-
sessment, classification of groundwater’.

Annex VI Lists of measures to be included in the
Programme of Measures, sets out the elements
to be included in the Programmes of Measures
required by Article 11 and which form the basis for
implementation of RBMPs. These include:

¢ The compulsory measures required by 11 EU
Directives already in force at the time of the
WFD'’s publication in the Official Journal (e.g.
Bathing Waters, Birds, Drinking Water, Habitats,
Nitrates, and Urban Waste Water Directives).

¢ A non-exhaustive list of ‘supplementary’ meas-
ures covering inter alia legislative, administra-
tive, and economic/fiscal instruments, emis-
sion and abstraction controls, codes of good
practice, recreation and restoration of wet-
lands, demand management measures, and
water efficiency/re-use measures.

Note: The establishment of common prin-
ciples and practical guidance for imple-
menting the provisions of this Annex fall
under the remit of the WFD CIS Working
Group on ‘Best practice in river basin
planning’.

Appendix I: Provisions of the WFD Annexes

Annex VIl River Basin Management Plans, es-
tablishes the mandatory elements for RBMPs.
These include:

¢ A general description of RBD characteristics
(as required by Article 5 and Annex II).

¢ A summary of significant pressures and im-
pacts from human activities in each RBD.

¢ Identification and mapping of protected areas
as required by Article 6 and Annex IV.

¢ A map of the monitoring networks required by
Article 8 and Annex V, together with mapping
of selected monitoring data.

¢ A list of the environmental objectives estab-
lished under Article 4 for surface waters,
groundwaters and protected areas (including
identification and justification of instances
where derogations and deadline extensions
have been permitted).

¢ A summary of the economic analysis of water
use required by Article 5 and Annex llI.

¢ A summary of the Programme of Measures
adopted under Article 11. The summary must
cover inter alia: steps taken to apply the prin-
ciple of cost recovery for water services; con-
trols on water abstraction and impoundment;
controls on point source discharges; identifi-
cation of authorised direct discharges to
groundwater; measures taken for priority sub-
stances; measures taken to prevent or reduce
accidental pollution; measures taken to im-
prove status of water bodies unlikely to
achieve ‘good status’ by 2015.

¢ A register of any more detailed programmes
and management plans within the RBD, e.g.
those for an individual sub-basin or a specific
sector.

¢ A summary of public information and consulta-
tion measures taken.

¢ A list of competent authorities and contact
points for obtaining additional information.
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Note: The establishment of common prin-
ciples and practical guidance for imple-
menting the provisions of this Annex fall
under the remit of the WFD CIS Working
Group on ‘Economic analysis’.

Updates of each RBMP must inter alia sum-
marise any changes since publication of the pre-
vious version; assess progress made towards
achieving the WFD’s environmental objectives;
summarise and explain any measures foreseen
in the previous RBMP that have not yet been im-
plemented.

Annex VIII Indicative list of the main pollutants,
lists 12 categories of "main pollutants”, which
should be given particular attention when under-
taking the impact assessment procedure set out
in Annex Il.

Annex IX Emission limit values and environmen-
tal quality standards, lists those EU Directives
that set emission limit values and environmental
quality standards for the purposes of the WFD,
notably the provisions of Article 16.10.

Annex X Priority substances, lists "priority sub-
stances" within the meaning of Article 16, which
requires the European Parliament and the Coun-
cil to adopt EC proposals for both the selection of
the priority substances and the specific measures
against pollution to progressively reduce, phase
out or cease (depending on the substance in
question) emissions of such substances into the
environment.

Annex Xl consists of two maps: one showing the
ecoregions for rivers and lakes to be used in con-
junction with Annex Il; the other showing the cor-
responding ecoregions for transitional waters and
coastal waters.




Appendix Il

Additional practical examples

The following boxes provide additional practical examples illustrating the ‘cross cutting principles’, ‘les-
sons learned’ and elements of ‘good practice’ derived from the ‘Water Seminar Series. They are cross-
referenced in the text of Chapter 5.

Appendix 1.1
Impacts of agriculture in Central and Eastern Europe

The ‘Danube Integrated Environmental Study’ quoted in the Seminar 1 paper by H. Kieft and D.
Znaor reported agriculture as being responsible for:

¢ 50% of the nitrogen loading and
¢ 53% of the phosphorous loading in the Danube River basin.

In addition, agriculture was found to account for significant inputs of pesticides, heavy metals (cad-
mium, copper, zinc), bacteria and viruses.

Another study calculated that a 25% reduction in nutrient loading from 1989-1991 levels would be
required to meet environmental quality criteria for the Danube, and even greater reductions if eu-
trophication of the Black Sea was to be halted. Kieft & Znaor pointed out that economic pressures
have led to a collapse in the use of agrochemicals in much of the Danube basin and that current
levels of usage approximate those identified as being more environmentally sustainable. However,
the official agricultural policies of most countries in the region currently foresee future intensifica-
tion, with increased fertiliser and biocide inputs.

Source: Seminar 1 Proceedings, paper by H. Kieft and D. Znaor.

Appendix 1.2
Wetland inventories

Information on European wetlands is surprisingly fragmented. Given the vital role of wetlands in
water regulation, as well as in provision of nhumerous other services, completion of a wetland in-
ventory for each RBD should be given high priority. There are currently no agreed guidelines at
global or Pan-European level for the preparation of wetland inventories, although a methodology for
Mediterranean wetlands has been established (largely through EC funding support) by the ‘Med-
Wet' initiative under the ‘Ramsar’ Convention on Wetlands. A number of European countries have
established national or sub-national wetland inventories using widely differing methodologies. In
the case of shared RBDs, it will be important that a common approach is used by the Member
States (and any non-Member States) concerned.

Source: Seminar 2 Proceedings, paper by M. Moser.
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Appendix 11.3

Identifying the significance of agricultural impacts
— The Broads, UK

Modelling was used to relate past and current data on land use and nutrient levels in one of the
principal sub-basins of The Broads. Eutrophication due to phosphorous enrichment is a key con-
cern in this internationally important complex of river valley wetlands in eastern England. Analysis
suggested that the spreading onto fields of slurry from intensive poultry farming was the most im-
portant source of phosphorous enrichment in the upper catchment. Further downstream, sewage
effluent from human settlements was a more prevalent cause. Here, the model indicated, an in-
creasing rural population, without access to the more sophisticated sewage treatment plants serv-
ing nearby urban areas, was responsible for a growing share of phosphorous loading.

This example shows how the results derived from data collection and modelling can help: (a) to
identify the relative significance of various human impacts in different parts of a river basin; and (b)
to develop appropriate management measures. In the case of The Broads, this might include, for
example, the targeting of expenditure on costly phosphorous stripping at sewage treatment plants,
or more stringent controls/guidelines on the disposal of agricultural waste.

Source: Seminar 1 Proceedings, paper by G. Phillips and P. Johnes.

AR
Y i J [ {1

Pl ik

Tablas de Damiel, Spain. WWHF-Spain
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Appendix II: Additional practical examples

Appendix 1.4

The use of agricultural policy modelling to investigate the root causes of
wetland degradation in the Tablas de Daimiel, Spain

Under natural conditions, the internationally important wetland complex ‘Las Tablas de Daimiel’ (in
the Spanish Autonomous Region of Castilla—La Mancha) was maintained through discharge of
groundwater from a major ground-water body, ‘Aquifer 23’. In 1987, the Hydrographic Confedera-
tion of the Guadiana Basin, acting on the basis of Spain’s then new Water Act, provisionally de-
clared Aquifer 23 to be overexploited due to the rapid expansion of irrigation — supported by the
EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) — for crops such as sugar beet and maize. From 1991 on-
wards, restrictions on use of the aquifer were introduced, but these were not effective for a variety
of reasons (e.g. unregistered and/or unmetered boreholes, resistance of farmers). Subsequently,
the agri-environment Regulation 2078/92 under the CAP was used to introduce a compensation
scheme, offering farmers payments for switching to less water-intensive crops™. The total cost of
the scheme is estimated to be around 100 million Euros.

In view of this very high sum being paid out as compensation, modelling was used to identify the
environmental impacts (in terms of water consumption) and the financial costs of other possible op-
tions, taking into account various theoretical directions of future agriculture policy.

All the agricultural policy options simulated (e.g. use of cross-compliance — see Box 5.3.1 in Chap-
ter 5) were found to be cheaper than the option being implemented through the agri-environment
compensation scheme, while some of them produced better or similar results in terms of water sav-
ing. This suggested a certain wastage of public resources in maintaining the status quo. On the
other hand, all of the alternative scenarios modelled led to a loss of farm incomes (though the mag-
nitude varied from farm to farm). This clearly demonstrated the value of modelling as an analytical
tool in helping to define the Programme of Measures for a given RBMP.

Source: Seminar 1 Proceedings, paper by J.M. Sumpsi.

% |t was noted during the seminar discussions that agri-environment programmes should really be used in a much
more positive way. They are intended to promote agricultural practices that add real environmental value, above
the level of minimum compliance with EU environmental legislation. This was not the case in the example of
Daimiel.
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Appendix 1.5

Voluntary Agreements for water protection
Weser-Ems, Lower Saxony, Germany

This case study focused on a rural region of north-west Germany, which forms part of one of the
most intensive meat-producing areas in the world. The large-scale import of nutrients into the agri-
cultural system led to severe nitrate pollution of groundwater used to supply drinking water. Since
buying land was not a feasible option for achieving more sustainable land use, one drinking water
company entered into voluntary agreements with farmers, based around:

¢ Improved farm nutrient management practices
¢ A gradual conversion to organic production
¢ Parallel work to identify and develop profitable markets for the new organic produce

Monitoring of groundwater beneath a trial area of organic arable fields showed that nitrate levels fell
from 125 mg/l in 1993 to 18 mg/l in 1997. The trial area is now part of a 100 ha certified organic
farm. Initially, only the part of the farm closest to the water source was converted to organic pro-
duction. Due to the commercial success of the operation, the approach was extended to the whole
farm. The farmer concerned emphasised how important the possibility of a phased transition from
intensive to organic methods had been in securing his commitment to the voluntary agreement. He
also commended the value of professional business support provided to him through the project,
enabling him to base decisions on firm economic forecasts.

Source: Seminar 1 Proceedings, paper by K. Lanz, H. Seul and G. Peek.

Goksu Delta, Turkey. Sunay Demircan
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Appendix II: Additional practical examples

Appendix I1.6
Ongoing international River Basin Management initiatives

The ‘Water Seminar Series’ stressed that river basin planning is not something new. On the con-
trary, there are numerous national, regional and international river basin initiatives already under
way in Europe (and elsewhere around the world). Given the tight timetable for WFD implementa-
tion, it will be essential that this wealth of existing experience is fully utilised. At international level,
some of the most relevant initiatives and processes include:

¢ The work of transboundary river Commissions such as those for the Danube and Rhine (see
http://www.icpdr.org and http://www.iksr.org/icpr/index.htm)

¢ Follow-up to the recent report of the World Commission on Dams (see http://www.dams.org)

¢ The World Water Vision launched by the World Water Council at the Second World Water Forum
in March 2000 (see http://www.worldwatercouncil.org/vision.htm)

¢ The River Basin Initiative of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the ‘Ramsar’ Convention
on Wetlands (see http://www.ramsar.org/w.n.rbi_progress1.htm)

¢ The Ramsar Convention guidelines on ‘integrating wetland conservation and wise use into river
basin management’ available in English, French and Spanish
(see http://www.ramsar.org/key guidelines_index.htm).

Appendix 1.7

Groundwater nitrate reduction -
Groundwater protection measures in Styria, Austria

As a result of changes in agricultural land use during the 1980s (switch from conventional ‘mixed’
land use with crop rotation to intensive pig rearing), parts of the Austrian Province of Styria experi-
enced significant water quality problems. This reflected a nationwide problem, with up to 73% of
Austrian groundwater being classified as ‘in need of restoration’ and unfit to be used directly for
human consumption. The designation of ‘water protection areas’ in one area of Styria, where strict
controls on agricultural land use were applied, led to a substantial reduction of groundwater nitrate
levels. The establishment and enforcement of regulations (tested and ‘fine tuned’ over a period of
several years) within the water protection area, together with intensive awareness-raising work with
all potential ‘polluters’, were identified as key ingredients of the approach used, as was a commit-
ment respecting the need of farmers to operate profitable businesses. However, it was also noted
that the costs of the programme were partly paid for by consumers. Given that the passing on of
costs to the consumer (either directly through higher water bills, or indirectly through increased tax-
ation) is not in accordance with the ‘polluter pays’ principle, the limitations of this approach need to
be recognised.

Source: Seminar 1 Proceedings, paper by G. Suette.
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Appendix 11.8

Production of organic beef as a river basin management tool
Vindel River, Sweden

The decline of traditional grazing practices in northern Sweden has led to the abandonment of river-
ine meadows , with widespread colonisation of bushes leading to the disappearance of wet grass-
land and degradation of biodiversity. In 1997, WWEF started a rural development project to reverse
the negative trends in one area of the Vindel meadows. By encouraging and supporting the pro-
duction of high quality beef raised with low artificial inputs and grazed largely on ‘natural’ pastures,
the project has succeeded in maintaining or restoring 75ha of meadows. Support for continuation
of the project until at least 2006 has been sought through the EU Structural Funds. Elements im-
portant to the project’s success were identified as follows:

¢ Bottom-up approach during planning and rapid implementation giving fast, visible results
¢ Strong market for ‘green’, regionally-produced quality products
¢ Regional interest in cultural and biological conservation has engaged people

¢ Cooperation at a range of levels: EC, Member State, Municipality, local farmers.

Source: Seminar 1 Proceedings, paper by O. Jennersten.




Appendix Il

Acronyms and abbreviations

The use of acronyms and abbreviations has intentionally been kept to a minimum in this document.
Those that appear are listed below:

CAP
CIS

DG
EC
EEA
EEB
EFP
EU
ISPA

JRC
LIFE
NGO
RBD
RBMP
SAPARD

UN/ECE
WED
WWF

Common Agricultural Policy of the European Union

the Common Implementation Strategy for the Water Framework Directive being developed
jointly by the Member States and the European Commission

Directorate General of the European Commission
European Commission

European Environment Agency

European Environment Bureau

WWF European Freshwater Programme
European Union

Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession (the EU financial instrument for infra-
structure projects in Candidate countries)

Joint Research Centre of the European Commission, based in Ispra, Italy
The EC financial instrument for the environment

Non-Governmental Organisation

River Basin District

River Basin Management Plan

Special Action for Pre-Accession Measures for Agriculture and Rural Development (the EU
financial instrument to support agriculture and rural development in Candidate countries)

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
Water Framework Directive (reference number 2000/60/EC)

World Wide Fund For Nature
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Appendix IV

Contributors

While space limitations preclude a listing of all participants, the outputs from the ‘Water Seminar Series’
reflect the contributions of more than 300 ‘water stakeholders’ from across Europe (both EU Member
States and EU-Candidate countries), who attended the three meetings and whose names and affilia-
tions®* can be found in the corresponding Proceedings volumes®. However, the following is a complete

list of presenters (and co-authors) of seminar papers (reproduced in full in the Proceedings):

Jorg ARMBRUSTER

Anna BARNETT (co-author)
Friedrich BARTH

Thomas BAUMAN

Guy BEAUFOY
Joachim BENDOW

Helmut BLOCH
Tom BUIJS

Marita CALS

Mira CIERNA (co-author)

Mauro CONFALONIERI

Jacqui CUFF

Adriana DEMBOWSKA

Henrik DISSING

Emil DISTER (co-author)
Antonio SILGADO DORADO
Jean DUCHEMIN (co-author)
Philippe DUPONT

Carlos FERNANDEZ DELGADO
Alberto GARRIDO COLMENERO
Consuelo GIANSANTE

Rayka HAUSER

Ola JENNERSTEN

Penny JOHNES (co-author)

Tim JONES (co-author),

Bodil LIEDBERG JONSSON
Didier JOUVE

Henk KIEFT

Klaus LANZ

Mayor of Kehl, Germany

DG Environment, European Commission

DG Environment, European Commission

Division of Nature Protection and Landscape Cultivation, Water
and Soil Protection, District Authority of Kleve, Germany
Institute of Sustainable Rural Development (IDRISI), Spain
Secretariat of the International Commission for the Protection of
the Danube River

DG Environment, European Commission

Institute for Inland Water Management and Wastewater
Treatment (RIZA), The Netherlands

Institute for Inland Water Management and Wastewater
Treatment (RIZA), The Netherlands

Daphne — Centre for Applied Ecology, Slovakia

Forestry Department, Autonomous Province of Trento, Italy
‘Rural Horizons’ Rural and Community Development Advisor, UK
Environment Ministry, Poland

WWHF-Denmark

WWEFE-Germany/Auen Institute

Guadalquivir River Basin Authority, Spain

DG Environment, European Commission

Water Agency Rhéne—Mediterranean—Corsica, France
Cérdoba University, Spain

Polytechnic University of Madrid, Spain

University of Seville, Spain

WWF Danube—Carpathian Programme

WWEF-Sweden

Department of Geography, University of Reading, UK
DJEnvironmental, independent technical adviser to WWF
Manager, Ema Project, Sweden

Dréme Valley Management District (DAVD), France

ETC Ecoculture consultants, The Netherlands

International Water Affairs, Germany

* This listing is provided purely as a means of acknowledging contributors to the ‘Water Seminar Series’ and to
demonstrate the broad range of participation. It does not imply endorsement of the published seminar outputs, in-
cluding this Practical Resource document by any particular individual, organisation, agency or company.

% http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater/seminars/seminars.html
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Jane MADGWICK

Myrsini MALAKOU,

Carlos MONTES DEL OLMO
Kalman MORVAY

Mike MOSER

Erik MOSTERT

Steve NIXON
Araceli OLMEDO SERRANO
Asger OLSEN

Clairie PAPAZOGLOU
Gerd PEEK
Geoff PHILLIPS

José RAMON ARAGON

Gulnara ROLL

Elke ROSPORT

Ratislav RYBANIC (co-author)
Tobias SALATHE

José Maria SANTAFE MARTINEZ
Martin SCHEELE (co-author)
Joseph SCHITTLY

Guido SCHMIDT

Jan SEFFER

Eugenio SEQUEIRA

Jean SERRET

Heinrich SEUL

Pieter van SEVENTER

Pierre STROSSER (co-author)
Gunther SUETTE

José Maria SUMPSI VINAS
Joost van de VELDE

Edith WENGER

Craig WOOLHOUSE

Darko ZNAOR (co-author)

WWEF European Freshwater Programme

Society for the Protection of Prespa, Greece

Autonomous University of Madrid, Spain

Tisza—Szamos Trust Fund, Hungary

Independent international consultant on wetlands

Centre for Research on River Basin Administration, Analysis and
Management, Delft University of Technology, The Netherlands
Topic Centre on Inland Waters, European Environment Agency
General Users’ Community of Aquifer 23, La Mancha, Spain
DG Environment, European Commission / Danish Environment
Protection Agency

European Community Office, BirdLife International

Organic Farmer, Weser-Ems, Lower Saxony, Germany
National Centre for Risk Assessment & Options Appraisal,
Environment Agency for England and Wales, UK

Guadiana Hydrographic Confederation (Confederacion
Hidrogréfica de Guadiana), Spain

Peipsi Centre for Transboundary Cooperation, Estonia

Upper Rhine Water Management Authority, Germany

Daphne — Centre for Applied Ecology, Slovakia

Secretariat of the ‘Ramsar’ Convention on Wetlands

Ministry of Environment, Spain

DG Agriculture, European Commission

Electricity of France (EDF), France

WWEF-Spain/ADENA

Daphne — Centre for Applied Ecology, Slovakia

League for Nature Protection, Portugal

Dréme Valley Management District (DAVD), France

CREAM consultants, Germany

Central Building Sand Supply Co., The Netherlands

DG Environment, European Commission

State Government of Styria, Austria

Polytechnic University of Madrid, Spain

DG Environment, European Commission

Auen Institute, WWF-Germany

Environment Agency for England and Wales, UK

ETC Ecoculture consultants, The Netherlands

A draft of this Practical Resource document, prepared by Tim JONES, an independent technical adviser
to WWF, was discussed at a ‘validation workshop’ held in August 2001 and attended by the following par-
ticipants (who also provided comments on a revised draft after the workshop):

Charlie AVIS

Ana BARREIRA LOPEZ
Friedrich BARTH

Johan BOGAERT
Phillipe DUPONT

Maria GHINI

Lennart GLADH
Adam HARRISON
Jeorg JANNING

WWF Danube—-Carpathian Programme

International Institute for Law and the Environment

European Commission, DG Environment

Water Division, Flemish Environmental Administration, Belgium
Water Agency Rhéne—Mediterranean—Corsica, France
Directorate of Water and Natural Resources, Ministry of
Development, Greece

WWF-Sweden

WWEF-Scotland

Environment Ministry of Lower Saxony, Germany
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Gail MACDONALD National Farmers Union Scotland, UK

Dimitris PAPADIMOS Greek Biotope/Wetlands Centre (EKBY)

Gulnara ROLL Peipsi Centre for Transboundary Cooperation,
Estonia

Eva ROYO GELABERT WWEF European Freshwater Programme

Pierre STROSSER DG Environment, European Commission

Jacob TOMPKINS Water UK

Philippe WEILER WWEF-Belgium

Craig WOOLHOUSE Environment Agency for England and Wales, UK

Further acknowledgements can be found in Appendix V.
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Appendix VI

Sources of further information

For further information concerning the outputs from the
‘Water Seminar Series’, please contact:

WWF European Commission
European Freshwater Programme DG Environment

Eva Royo-Gelabert Helmut Bldch

European Water Policy Officer Head of Sector Water Protection
c/o WWF European Policy Office 200 rue de la Loi, BEAU 9,3/158
36, avenue de Tervuren B-1049 Brussels

B-1040 Brussels Belgium

Belgium

Tel: +32-2-743.88.14 Tel: +32-2-229.06.72

Fax: +32-2-743.88.19 Fax: +32-2-296.88.25
eroyogela@wwfepo.org helmut.bloech@cec.eu.int

The following web sites are recommended as sources of additional information covering many of the
issues raised in this document:

¢ Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar, 1971) guidelines on ‘integrating wetland conservation and wise use
into river basin management’ available in English, French and Spanish:

http://www.ramsar.org/key_guidelines_index.htm

4 European Commission, DG Agriculture, agriculture and environment pages:

http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/envir/index_en.htm

¢ European Commission, DG Environment, site index:

http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/index_en.htm

¢ European Environmental Bureau (EEB) Position Paper on ‘Making the EU Water Framework Directive
Work: Ten Actions for Implementing a Better European Water Policy’ (downloadable in pdf format):

http://www.eeb.org/publication/general.htm

4 European Union of National Associations of Water Suppliers and Waste Water Services:

http://users.skynet.be/eureau/
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¢ International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River:

http://www.icpdr.org

¢ International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine:

http://www.iksr.org/icpr/index.htm

¢ River Basin Initiative of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the ‘Ramsar’ Convention on Wetlands:

http://www.ramsar.org/w.n.rbi_progressl.htm

4 United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, water pages:

http://www.unece.org/env/water/

¢ World Commission on Dams:

http://www.dams.org

¢ World Water Vision launched by the World Water Council at the Second World Water Forum in March
2000:

http://www.worldwatercouncil.org/vision.htm

¢ WWF, European Freshwater Programme:

http://www.panda.org/europe/freshwater
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This Practical Resource document results from a series of open,
transparent and participatory seminars — comprising the ‘Water
Seminar Series’ — which brought together hundreds of ‘water
stakeholders’ to discuss approaches and tools for implementation of the
European Union Water Framework Directive (WFD). This challenging
new legislation entered into force at the end of 2000 and sets out the
basis for sustainable use of water resources across Europe. It will
affect everyone involved directly or indirectly with water resource
management and use in both Member States and EU-Candidate
countries alike.

The seminars focused on three key issues, which the organisers, WWF
and the European Commission (EC), had identified as needing special
attention when implementing the WFD:

¢ Water and Agriculture
¢ The Role of Wetlands in River Basin Management
¢ Good Practice in River Basin Planning

Who should read this document?

¢ Those involved with water planning and management at regional and
local levels, including land-use planners, water supply and treatment
companies, and local authorities.

¢ ‘Stakeholder’ groups with an interest in how an individual river basin
is managed, for example: Community associations, farmers,
environmentalists.
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