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WFD KEY ISSUES — PoLICY SUMMARY

1. INTRODUCTION

The year 2005 is an important milestone in the implementation of the Water Framework
Directive. In March of this year, the so-called “article 5 reports’ should be submitted, that
consist of a profound analysis of the condition of the European water systems and the
pressures threatening them. In 2004, during the preparation of the new working
programme of the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS) under the European Water
Directors (WD), it was obvious that the knowledge on key issues that deserved further
action acquired in the preparation of the article 5 reports should be part of the
considerations regarding the future activities in the CIS process. At the same time, it was
clear that waiting for the official article 5 reports and then carrying out an analysis would
take too long, and would face practical obstacles such as the different EU languages and
incomparability of report formats. Therefore, the Water Directors decided to get this
information in a light process.

Phase 1

The “activity on key issues and research needs’ obtained the key issues via a
questionnaire to the European countries. The main aim of the first phase of the activity
was to identify those issues that would merit action at EU level by the CIS process. The
background document “Information exchange on WFD key issues and research needs”
elaborates in more detail the methods and results of the activity.

The questionnaire had a high return of all 25 EU member states, together with Norway
and Iceland. It turned out that most of the issues mentioned in the return of the European
countries, were already covered by the different activities under the CIS process. This
leads to the conclusion that the mechanism of prioritising in the CIS structure provided a
sound overview of the WFD topics deserving a co-ordination at EU level. The activity
on key issues only adds some details to this process.

The activity focussed on issues that deserve extra attention at EU level, since it was input
for the working programme of the CIS process. One should bear in mind that issues not
included in the list, could be of severe concern in individual member states.

The questionnaire gives insight in the presence of a topic (is it a widely spread concern,
or only in a few countries?) and in the severity (is it high or low on the priority list?).
The issues were differentiated in “driving forces and pressures’ and ‘other obstacles’
(how easily could the article 5 report be produced?).

Phase 2

In the second phase of the activity, the role of research in the WFD implementation has
been investigated in more detail. Ideally, the second phase would lead to a list of specific
topics as input for the research community. During the discussions it turned out that
neither the demand side, nor the result side could provide lists that were specified
enough to match them easily. Therefore, the original mandate has been taken in a
broader manner. The background document describes the findings and conclusions from
the discussions, with some broader recommendations.

Page 3 of 31



WFD Key Issues and Research Needs Final version, including phase 1 and 2, December 2005

2.

3.

DRIVING FORCES AND PRESSURES

The European countries broadly judged ‘agriculture” and ‘morphological pressures’ as
issues of the highest concern. Almost all countries mentioned these topics, and also put
them high on the priority list. Both issues already are subject of activities under the
CIS process. The Strategic Steering Group on WFD and Agriculture is dedicated to the
impacts of agriculture on the water system, and the effect of the WFD on agriculture.
The topic ‘morphological pressures’ has been explored by the EC via a letter to all
WD, in order to start a new activity on the subject.

Municipal wastewater was another issue broadly reported by the European countries,
although it didn’t get high marks on severity. The Urban Wastewater Treatment
Directive largely covers the issue (UWWTD, 91/271/EC). Nevertheless, it might be
worthwhile to investigate whether additional measures are needed in order to comply
with the objectives of the WFD, especially with respect to municipal wastewater from
smaller agglomerations and to substances that are not sufficiently retained in treatment
facilities.

The issue ‘industry’ shows a diverse picture. The input from the questionnaire leads to
the conclusion that industry is not broadly regarded as an issue of concern. At the same
time, specific industries pose great difficulties to specific countries. Generally
speaking, the “IPPC BREF-process” covers the industrial sectors mentioned.
Nevertheless, given the diverse picture, it might be worthwhile to consider the
installation of a system of information exchange between individual countries. The
issues of “mining” and “landfill and waste” might need extra attention.

Regarding other issues of pollution, ‘long range transport of air pollution’ seems to be
the main issue that is not covered under the CIS process.

Several of the issues might be very difficult to tackle with WFD instruments only.
Integration with other policy areas is considered to be worthwhile.

OTHER OBSTACLES

Many countries faced difficulties related to data availability, data formats and the level
of aggregation of data. Actions at the level of member states and international river
basin districts are needed to overcome the difficulties with data availability. Some are
tackled by the activities of Working Group D on reporting and the Working Group A
with regard to the topic of intercalibration.

Specific interest was given on ‘how to present the outcomes of the article 5 reports in
the WFD context’ (key elements: ‘pre-selection of problems for follow up steps’,
‘communication with stakeholders, actors and the public at large’, ‘rules of the game”’).
This is not only a concern of member states, but also for the European Commission
when the results of the Article 5 analysis are synthesised and communicated, e.g.
clarification of the role of socio-economics in the implementation of the Directive.
This issue is partially covered by the group on Environmental Objectives.

At an international level, similar difficulties were encountered as at national level
regarding disunity in methods and data formats. This issue seems more profound in
cases where non-EU countries are part of the international river basin district. An
additional point in international river basins is the ‘upstream-downstream’ relation. In
a number of cases, adequate measures can only be formulated at EU level (e.g.
marketing and use, pesticide directive, etcetera). These issues deserve further
investigation in the CIS process.
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4., RESEARCH NEEDS

- Countries had to face different knowledge gaps. Generally speaking, the issue
categories “Water resources and demand management”, “Groundwater management”,
“Knowledge on physical processes” en “Policy assessment” are relatively well covered
by research. The issue categories “Knowledge on ecological processes”, “Impact
assessment”, “Measures assessment” and “Economics” are relatively poorly covered.
The categories “Monitoring”, “Data management” and “WFD policy questions” fall in
between.

- It turned out during the activity that there are some fundamental gaps in our
understanding of ecological processes and particularly of the impact of human
activities on those processes. Whilst there is ongoing research, it won't deliver all of
the answers and there are still going to be gaps in our understanding when we come to
doing river basin planning.

- The relationship between research and policy is not always an easy one, but can be
improved by intensifying the face-to-face communication between the respective
groups. It would be worthwhile to organise a closer cooperation between CIS working
groups and relevant research projects. On the one hand, WG leaders can invite research
groups regularly to the meetings of working groups and discuss the demands and
possible solutions offered (starting on a broad level, and narrowing down to a very
specified level). On the other hand, WG leaders can join meetings and workshops of
research projects of interest.

5. CONCLUSIONS

“We, the Water Directors of the European Union®, the Accession Countries® and the
EFTA Countries®, welcome this policy document on Key Issues under the Water
Framework Directive. It is a timely and valuable contribution to the prioritisation of
activities under the Common Implementation Strategy.

The Water Directors agree to publish the policy summary and the background document
on WFD key issues and research needs, and to disseminate them widely. The Water
Directors ask the Strategic Co-ordination Group to prepare proposals for integration of
outstanding issues in the CIS process. Furthermore, the Water Directors encourage the
continuation of the process of positive collaboration between the CIS and research
communities, by involving representatives of research projects in the CIS Working
Groups and deliver the outputs of the work on research needs as an active input for
WISE-RTD.

Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, France, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, the European Commission and the European Environment
Agency

Bulgaria, Romania

Iceland, Norway, Switzerland and Liechtenstein
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BACKGROUND DOCUMENT

WFD KEY ISSUES AND RESEARCH NEEDS

1. INTRODUCTION TO THE ACTIVITY
1.1. Objectives and main activities

This report is a product of the project *Activity on Information Exchange and Research
Needs’, which is an activity under Working Group B (Integrated River Basin
Management) of the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS). This CIS serves, among
other things, to support the implementation of the Water Framework Directive (WFD)
in the EU. See for the exact work programme: “Moving to the next stage in Common
Implementation Strategy for the Water Framework Directive —Progress and work
programme for 2005 and 2006 — *“, which was agreed to by the Water Directors during
their meeting in Amsterdam (December 2004)".

The objective of the “Activity on Information Exchange and Research Needs’ is to
identify and prioritise issues arising from the WFD Atrticle 5 activity, which in turn
require an EU-wide approach, and to identify blank spots in research.

In order to achieve the objective, the following activities were carried out:

- The first activity was to prepare a first draft list of issues and gaps identified during
the WFD Article 5 activity in a ‘light process’, prior to the finalisation of the actual
Article 5 reports. The results of this first step are presented in the annexes.

- Secondly, this first draft list was checked for EU level relevance and prioritised, once
the Article 5 reports were published (resulting in a final draft list of problems issues).
This step was taken during the Ghent meeting on April 4 and 5. Following on from this
“check”, the research needs arising from the problem issues were made more explicit
(taking into account input from the research society, and resulting in a draft list of
research topics). The discussion with the research society started during the HarmoniCA
Forum and Conference, also in Ghent on April 5-7.

- Finally, the objective is to have both lists endorsed by the WD via the SCG.

In practice, this means that during the process three lists will be provided:

An initial list detailing all issues raised by the Member States, secondly an advanced list
containing issues relevant at EU level, and thirdly a list identifying the research needs
emerging from the EU relevant issues. See also Figure 1 below.

4http://forum.europa.eu.int/Puinc/irc/env/wfd/Iibrary?I:/framework directive/implementation_documents&vm=detailed&sb
=Title
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All issues Issues with Research
EU relevance needs

{policy issues and
research needs)

June 2005 November 2005

Phase 1 Phase 2

Figure 1: Overview of the activity
1.2. Method

The two key points of the activity are ‘quick’ and ‘transparent’, since it aims at future
steps to take in the CIS process. Hence the key issues were obtained from the EU
Member States, Accession Countries and EFTA Countries with the help of a
questionnaire in the first months of 2005. The questionnaire was drafted on the basis of
the IMPRESS guidance document, and commented on by the Sounding Board® and the
WGB members before sending it out to the Water Directors and SCG delegates.

During the Ghent meeting, the draft report that followed the questionnaire was
presented by the project team (Spain and The Netherlands). All countries were asked to
check the analysis presented, and to give feedback on whether or not the issues were
presented correctly. In the first half of the meeting, a higher degree of consolidation was
obtained. During the latter half of the meeting, key issues were checked on EU-
relevance and were prioritised. The analysis, enriched by the outcomes of the workshop,
will be placed on the agenda of the Water Directors seminar in Luxembourg.

The concluding session was at the same time the opening session of the 2" HarmoniCA
Forum and Conference, in which European researchers discussed their contribution to
the WFD process. During this event, the first steps were taken to identify the list of
research requirements, which was to be developed further in the second phase of the
activity, during the second half of 2005.

Ideally, the second phase would lead to a list of specific topics as input for the research
community. This specified list would neatly fit into the process of the coming about of
the next EU research programme, FP 7. Nevertheless, such a list requires a very
specified “wish list” (*‘what do we exactly want to know?”) and a thorough insight in the

5 Members of the Sounding Board and the participants to the Ghent meeting are listed in Annex I.
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results of already performed research. During the discussions it turned out that neither
the demand side, nor the result side could provide lists this specified that matching
could be easily done. Therefore, the original mandate has been taken in a broader
manner

The way of working aimed at guaranteeing that no issues would be overlooked, and that
the input from the different countries would be correctly represented. Among the
discussions arising at the Ghent and WGB meetings, the issue of long-range air
pollution seemed to be underestimated in the analysis (based on the questionnaire).
Another topic under discussion was whether or not the persons completing the
questionnaires had a sound overview of the issues in their respective country. However,
no country has since made any amendments to their original input.

RESULTS

The questionnaire had a remarkably high return of all the EU member states, together
with Iceland and Norway. The following two exceptions were noted from the
submissions:

- Inthe case of Belgium, a region completed the form instead of the state.

- France completed the questionnaire in such a way that only qualitative data could
be derived from it.

The questionnaire was aimed at finding answers to the following questions:

1. What are the most important driving forces and pressures that prevent a good
status?

2. Which obstacles did countries face in the process of producing an article 5
report, and which obstacles do they expect to face in the future?

3. Which issues (both driving forces, pressures and other obstacles) would merit
an international approach?

4. Which issues would need extra research?

The results of the questionnaire will be reported following these questions.

2.1. Important driving forces and pressures

The list of possible driving forces and pressures was based upon the guidance document
on pressures and impacts (IMPRESS). Driving forces and pressures were divided into
general categories (the lines in grey) and had a possibility to specify (the lines in white).
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POLLUTION ARTIFICIAL RECHARGE
Households ‘Groundwater recharge
Households - municipal waste water MORPHOLOGY
Households - storm water overflows Flow management
Households - domestic waste water (not connected to a
sewer system) Hydropower works (including dams)
Industry Reservoirs
Oil and gas (including refineries and petrochemical
industries) Flood defence works
Chemicals (organic and inorganic) Water transfer (including pumping stations)
\Weirs, dams, locks, and sluices for navigational
Pulp, paper & boards purposes
Textile industry (including wool) River management
Physical alteration of channel (including banks and
Tanning of hides and leather manufacture dikes)
Iron and steel Shipping
Non-ferrous metals Moadification for agricultural purposes
Power generation (not hydropower) Modification for fishery purposes
Land transport infrastructure (road/bridge
Shipyards construction)
Other manufacturing processes, namely: ... Dredging
Agriculture Transitional and coastal management
Arable land, grassland, mixed farming Estuarine/coastal dredging

Crops with intensive nutrient or pesticide usage or long
bare soil periods (e.g. corn, potato, sugar beet,

grapevine, hop, fruit, vegetable) Maritime engineering works (shipyards, harbours)

Over grazing and cropping practice — resulting in

erosion Land reclamation and polders

Horticulture, including greenhouses Coastal sand supply (safety)

OTHER ANTHROPOGENIC

Other sources of pollution PRESSURES AND IMPACTS

Aquaculture / fish farming Recreation

Forestry Fishing/angling

Impervious areas Introduced / alien species

Mining (including quarries) Climate change

Landfill and waste sites Others, namely ...

Transport

ABSTRACTION
Reduction in flow
Abstractions for agriculture

Abstractions for drinking water supply

Abstractions for industrial purposes
Abstractions for fish farming
Abstractions for mining

Abstractions for navigation (e.g. canals)
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The questionnaire required an indication as to whether the issues were of concern to the
country, and if so, to add an indication of the weighting of an item. This was done by a
figure between 1-5:

- 1 highlighting the issue as a problem, or potential problem, but with little impact
and not a high priority at this moment.

- 5indicating that the issue is the main reason for not achieving the objectives, and is
the top-priority.

In addition, the water category had to be noted (rivers, lakes, coastal and transitional
waters, or groundwater). Annex Il presents the return of the questionnaire in the form
of a table. Forty issues were ranked at least once at the level 4 or 5 (5 indicating that
“the issue is our top priority”).

In order to bring the important issues in perspective, the percentage of countries
reporting an issue was calculated, as well as the average weighting when an issue was
reported. The percentage gives an idea whether an issue is broadly regarded as a
problem, while the weighting marks the severity of a problem.

The table in Annex Il highlights issues with a frequency of 70% or higher in orange.
Weightings of 3.0 and higher are marked green. The issues ranked 4 or 5 are marked in
yellow, giving an overview of the issues regarded as important by individual countries.

Pollution from agriculture

Many countries reported agriculture as being an issue of concern. Agriculture in general
was reported for rivers (77% of the countries) and groundwater (73%). The average
weighting of agriculture was high, from 3.7 in groundwater to 3.4 in rivers. These
results signify agriculture is a severe problem for a large majority of the countries. This
is confirmed by the question on the programme of measures (PoM), where 24 of the 26°
countries reported agriculture to be a topic in their PoM.

Morphology

Another area of broad concern relates to morphology. The general categories, “flow
management’ and ‘river management’, include issues like ‘hydropower works’, ‘flood
defence works’, and ‘physical alteration of the channel’. The two general terms ‘flow
management’ and ‘river management’ were reported in 65% and 62% of the cases as
being a problem. This figure was higher in the specified issues, up to 88% for ‘physical
alteration of the channel’. The weighting of the issues was also high, with several issues
scoring a 3.0 and 3.2. The high score on morphology is endorsed by the question on
PoM, where 21 countries noted measures to mitigate hydromorphological impacts
caused by bank alterations, navigation, hydropower and the presence of dikes.

Pollution from municipal wastewater

An extensively reported issue category is pollution from municipal wastewater. The
general category was acknowledged in 77% of the cases for rivers. The more specified
terms where reported even more often, with the highest percentage for ‘“municipal
wastewater’ in the category rivers: 92% (the most frequently reported issue in the
questionnaire!). However, in the overall scenario of weighting issues, pollution from
households is of less concern; none of the issues exceeds a weighting of 2.9. The topic
also often was mentioned for the PoM by 22 countries (out of 26).

The difficulties faced with wastewater emissions from households depend on: the
percentage connected to a sewer system (e.g. due to scattered dwellings);

® France did not complete this section
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agglomerations under 2000 inhabitants; and storm water overflow in the case of
combined sewers (sewage and rainwater). Other difficulties mentioned are the discharge
of wastewater treatment systems on small water bodies and the presence of substances
in the sewage that pass through the treatment facilities (e.g. metals, health products and
endocrine disruptors). Finally, various countries made reference to the financial burdens
that accompany sewage collection and treatment (e.g. maintenance costs).

Pollution from industry

None of the issues under the heading ‘industry’ exceeds the 70% in frequency. The three
industrial sectors with the highest frequency are ‘chemicals (organic and inorganic)’
(58%), ‘pulp, paper & boards’ (58%), textile industry (54%), and ‘non-ferrous metals’
(54%), all with respect to rivers. The weighting of the issues stays under 2.9, except for
the issue ‘food processing industry’, that was added by 5 countries and reached 3.0 for
groundwater. Nevertheless, the frequency of this specific item was only 8%.

Although industry doesn’t seem to be a major issue in general, individual countries did
report high weightings for industry (4 and 5). This is confirmed by the question on PoM.
17 countries reported measures to be taken for industries, without prevalence for
specific sectors though.

At the Ghent meeting, some countries expressed their concerns about industries, though
the topic clearly was of less concern to others. When checking the list of BAT reference
documents (BREF’s, see also Annex V), all industrial sectors mentioned have been
covered.

Other sources of pollution

Remarkable in this category is the issues ‘landfill and waste’, being reported by 77% of
the countries. Yet, the average weightings in the category ‘other sources of pollution’
are relatively low, though in individual cases countries do weigh issues high (e.g. the
issue ‘mining’).

In the PoM, additional issues arise, e.g. pollution from old contaminated sites and
contaminated sediments due to historic pollution, recreation and salt intrusion. Transport
causes difficulties because of new transport infrastructure as well as diffuse pollution
contributions, mainly in urban areas.

A topic mentioned only a few times, but with potentially consequences for the
international level, is pollution caused by atmospheric deposition, e.g. Iceland reports
“long range chemical transport from other countries to Iceland (POP’s and heavy
metals)” as high priority.

Reduction in flow

This category has a picture comparable to ‘other sources of pollution’; *abstractions for
drinking water supply’ is broadly reported (77%), but lowly weighted. The issue got a
higher priority is countries where abstraction regulatory regimes were not in place or
where major resource shortage occurs.

Distribution over the EU

Although one might assume specific issues to be occurring in specific regions in Europe
more than others, this hardly seems the case. Of course, for broadly reported issues any
preference for a region will be difficult to identify by definition, since almost every
country mentions the issue (e.g. households and agriculture). But also issues like
‘landfill and waste’, *‘mining’, and “old contaminated sites’ seem to occur across the
board.
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The only issue that reflected region-dependency was ‘reduction in flow*, which is
geographical and climate-related. It is a problem in the Mediterranean region, because of
the abstraction of river water for agricultural purposes (Italy, Greece and Spain reporting
high weighting figures). However, the issue also concerns northern countries, but
merely as a problem in the groundwater flow due to abstractions for drinking water and
mining.

2.2. Obstacles now and in the future

Countries were asked to list the obstacles they faced within the production of the article
5 reports. The reactions fall into 5 groups: data (19 countries), knowledge gaps (14),
resources (10), international co-ordination (8), and the WFD process (7).

Data

Firstly, countries had a lack of data, especially in the fields of hydromorphology, biology
and economics. Apparently, up to now there was no need to gather those data. A country
stated that they suffered from a “limited availability of data, particularly with regard to
pressures not currently subject to regulation”.

Secondly, there is the problem of data formats; different formats from different agencies,
and a disunity of input data (with input from official statistics, data bases of water users
and data bases of authorities), e.g.: “Information is available, but is collected on an
inappropriate scale and thus is not suitable for the intended use.”

Finally, the level of aggregation of available data was very diverse, both at national and
international level. “This was most striking for issues related to the economic analysis.”

Although the topic data is recorded as a future concern by fourteen, this is not
necessarily a common view: “Data availability at river basin scale is of course one of the
issues but does not seem to be a problem as new databases have been established
especially, for the needs of river basin management.” Stated elsewhere: “A general
problem is that we all had to work with available data, although more information should
be used in order to estimate whether the objectives of the WFD could be met in a more
precise way. This underpins the importance of the future monitoring activities in
affirming the choices made in the art 5 report, which in turn can be sanctioned (or
deselected) if specific and targeted information becomes available.”

Knowledge gaps

The different knowledge gaps fall into 5 groups:

Insights and tools to estimate the current status of the water system are lacking, e.g. in
some cases the detection limits of substances are higher than the standards set for those
substances in the environment.

In diverse wordings, countries indicate that the interactions between different water
systems are poorly documented (relations surface water — groundwater — sediment, or
coastal zone — open sea, and others).

Countries have difficulties with impact assessment and lack the models to calculate the
effects of several pressures, e.g. morphology, significance of pressures, historic pollution
of sediments, diffuse pollution, and the mixed effects of different pressures.

Insight is also lacking in how reference conditions and good status actually appear, and
thus what the objectives are.

Finally, and hardly surprising after this list, countries find it difficult to perform a sound
measures assessment.
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The issues on data and knowledge gaps were resumed by one country, stating that “to
find an expert with the solid opinion seems to be rather difficult, since there are other
experts who have different opinions”.

Countries reported similar knowledge gaps when asked to list future problems.

Resources

Countries are hindered in their attempts to source adequate financial and human means
for the WFD implementation. A justification here fore is that the information exchange
internally has been poor, and all the relevant institutions have not been notified timely or
they did not comprehend the volume of work involved. Another, more external reason
given, is the very high workload due to international co-ordination.

The number of countries expecting the resources to be a problem in the future is
remarkably higher (16) than the countries that actually had problems with it in the
production of the article 5 report (10).

International co-ordination

The challenges in international river basin districts are twofold.

On the one hand, approaches, evaluation methods and data formats differ from country
to country (on top of differences within countries, refer to ‘data’ above) and need
harmonisation or co-ordination. In some parts of the EU, this process is even more
difficult because countries must co-ordinate with non-EU countries (eastern border of the
EU).

On the other hand, there is the upstream — downstream relation that complicates the
situation. “Pollution from upstream countries” is the most obvious hampering factor in
this relation, but of course, downstream countries blocking migration routes for biota
also may become a topic.

Countries expect the same issues to occur in the future.

A third aspect of international co-ordination concerns the need for measures taken at EU
level. “Many substances (priority, priority hazardous and “substances discharged in
significant amounts” are related to EU legislation based on prevention of distortion of
competition. For many substances it will be vital that generic measures are formulated at
EU level.”

WFD process

Some issues are related to the WFD process itself, the new ways of water management
introduced by it, and the adaptation time needed by the authorities in the EU countries.
The *general mindset’ of the WFD seems to leave little room for all kind of atypical
water systems. This goes for the many smaller lakes and rivers in the Nordic countries,
as well as the heavily modified water systems in the deltas of big European rivers.

In some cases, countries experience the lack of standardisation methods for defining
typologies; clear criteria for the definition of reference conditions; and assessment
criteria for the risk analysis.

The type of planning introduced with the WFD brings with it its own challenges. As
stated by a country: “The time frame of the WFD covers a period of 15 years or even
more in the case of exemptions. Widespread discussions took place at technical and
political level in order to become familiar with the stepwise approach of the WFD, the
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role of the article 5 analysis, of the monitoring programme and the programmes of
measures to be included in the River Basin Management Plan. Specifically, the fact that
the article 5 report was a kind of pre-selection of potential problem area’s (preventing the
achievement of WFD objectives) and that only in a later stage the set of possible
measures were to be decided, was very difficult to communicate.”

Finally, during the implementation of the WFD, the theoretically formulated objectives
took on a more operational role and it turned out that many more efforts seem to be
necessary in order to meet the objectives. “This fact was and still is a subject of a
national political debate,” or, as stated by another country: “Political approval is
necessary for many issues that are included in the report.”

These issues are not reported in the same wordings as future obstacles, but notes like
“integration of sectoral policies and stakeholders expectations”, “social costs; increase of
water prises”, “acceptance of measures”, and “the difficulty to explain the WFD method
for assessing water quality (one out all out, with substances as quality elements)”
indicate that it won’t be just a matter of time to have the WFD rational accepted, and
some action might be needed.

With respect to the future obstacles, the “lack of harmonisation of WFD with CAP” is
mentioned as an obstacle, as well as “the fragmentation of the water legislation and
powers” and “limited economic strength of major polluting sectors”. This encourages a

closer co-ordination of the WFD with other policy areas.

2.3. Issues meriting an international approach

The countries were asked to indicate what issues would merit an international approach,
and to make a distinction between actions at EU level, at international river basin district
level (IRBD), or at both levels.

Analysis of the answers showed that they can be divided into three categories, namely:
Common understanding of main principles, objectives and methods, e.g. do we assess
the quality of water systems in such a way that we understand the same by a certain
outcome? This can be a matter approached at EU or IRBD level.

Implementation of the WFD in an effective and efficient manner, e.g. in a co-ordinated
way at the most effective level. This also can be a matter at EU, IRBD or at an even
lower level.

Development of new knowledge and new methods. Partially, this will be a matter of new
research, but information exchange could be adequate too in some areas. Most countries
address direct these demands at EU level.

Common understanding of main principles, objectives and methods
The EU countries reported several issues regarding ‘assessment of the quality of water
systems’, ‘economic topics’, and ‘environmental objectives’.

The assessment of water quality systems covers:

Intercalibration of assessment methods for biological quality elements (IRBD and EU),
Relations between the monitoring and the entire assessment of the status of water bodies
(EV),

International agreement on biological assessment methods (IRBD and EU), and

The relationship between hydromorphological and biological conditions (IRBD and EU).
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The economic topics are related to:

Cost-benefits and cost recovery topics (EU), and

Common understandings concerning what are “economic instruments” and what are
“economic measures” (EU).

The environmental objectives relate to:

Environmental standards for annex V111 and X substances (EU),

Agreement on operational variables as a result of common or co-ordinated objectives
(IRBD),

Establishing threshold values (EU),

Collection and evaluation of toxicity test data (EU).

Implementation of the WFD in an effective and efficient manner
This title covers several topics regarding the handling of data, measures assessment and
the programme of measures, and the relations of the WFD with other policy areas.

Data management issues cover the collection of data, data storage and data management.
It would be worthwhile to strive after a data management system allowing simple
interactions among all systems in Europe. Some countries who mentioned this issue
requested some form of action at EU level, others had a preference for it to be tackled at
IRBD level.

Several countries refer to measures assessment and the programme of measures (PoM) as
issues that need co-ordination. In most instances, countries refer to the actual assessment
and actual measures for specified activities. The level of involvement (EU or IRBD) is
well related to the scale of the problem, e.g. the issue of abstraction and co-ordination of
measures to save water in irrigation should be dealt with at IRBD level, while climate
change is an issue for EU level. At the same time, issues occur at river basin level, but
are so widely spread through Europe that an EU level approach would be preferable.
This is the case for diffuse sources, eutrophication, alien species management, and
morphology issues.

In several answers, there is the wish for harmonisation of WFD objectives with other
policy areas. The issue mentioned most frequently in this respect is agriculture.
Nevertheless, since legislation at the EU level might be the most effective and
appropriate tool for adequate and generic emission control measures in some areas, other
policy areas might also be at stake (e.g. transport).

Development of new knowledge and methods

In this part, several issues are mentioned. In some cases, new research or development
activities seem appropriate, but in other cases, information exchange between different
countries could be adequate too. The demand for new knowledge turns up with the topics
‘assessment of quality’, ‘impact assessment’, ‘interactions between different water
systems’, ‘programme of measures’, ‘water resources management’, and ‘unknown
substances’. Most countries ask for action at EU level. Countries demand for simple
model approaches related to e.g. calculation of diffuse inputs, ecological effects due to
various pressures, prediction models, etc. Also is insight demanded in relations between
groundwater — surface water — sediments, and in relations in various quantitative surface-
and groundwater issues, such as water saving, water conservation, water management
during drought periods, etc. See also section 3, on issues demanding research.
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3.  ISSUES DEMANDING RESEARCH

Phase | of the activity produced a list of issues that would need extra research. The table
below links those topics (first four columns) to the CIS working groups’ concerned and
to research projects that are currently being executed (see Annex 6 for information about
the research projects).

No No  |Sub-issue CIS Research project
group
1 |Water resources |1.1  |[Water saving WGB  [HarmoniCA-WP3
and demand 1.2 |Water saving in irrigation
management - -
1.3  |Water conservation HarmoniCA-WP3
1.4 |Water reuse (e.g. treated wastewater) AQUAREC
1.5  |New water sources (e.g. desalinisation) AQUASOL, EASYMED,
MEDITATE, RRISEASOIL
1.6  |Water management in drought prone AQUADAPT, ARID,
regions HarmonIT, MEDIS,
MEDITATE, OPTIMA,
TEMPQSIM,
WATERSTRATEGYMAN
2 |Groundwater 2.1  |Development of common approach for WGC |EUGRIS, HarmoniCA-WP3,
management quantification of diffuse pollution — LIBERATION,
expressed by nutrients and other SNOWMAN, TEMPQSIM

parameters (i.e. heavy metals, specific
organic pollution)

2.2 |Methodology for monitoring and LIBERATION
chemical status evaluation on karstic GW
bodies

2.3 [Threshold values to prevent deterioration BRIDGE

of chemical status of GW bodies

3 |Knowledge on 3.1 |Interaction groundwater - surface water - WGA, |AQUATERRA,

physical processes sediments WGB, [EUROHARP, HarmoniCA-
WGC, |[WP3, HARMONIRIB,
WGE |HarmonlT, TEMPQSIM

3.2 Trends in coastal erosion

3.2 |Saline intrusion; what is meant by WGC |ALIANCE
‘significant intrusion’. Insight in intrusion
mechanisms needed.

4 |Knowledge on 4.1 |Relationship between WGA |AQUATERRA, REBECCA,
ecological hydromorphological and biological WATERSKETCH
processes conditions

4.3 Environmental standards for annex VIII  |WGE
and X substances

4.4 |Modelling tools to define reference WGA [EURO-LIMPACS,
conditions HarmoniCA-WP4,
REBECCA
4.5 Intercalibration of assessment methods |WGA |REBECCA, STAR, SWIFT-
for biological quality elements \WFD

4.6 |Objectives for hydrology (minimum flow) WGA

" Common Implementation Strategy. See for details the link under footnote 4 above.
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No No  |Sub-issue CIS Research project
group

4.7 |Hydrology — ecology and morphology - |WGA |AQUATERRA, EURO-
ecology links. These need to be LIMPACS, REBECCA,
quantified so that measures to address WATERSKETCH
these pressures, that will result in required
degree of improvement in ecological
improvement, can be determined.

4.8  |Everything concerning the WGA |AQUATERRA, EURO-
connection/effect between/on LIMPACS, REBECCA,
hydrological, hydromorphological, hydro WATERSKETCH
geological factors/processes and the status
of the ecosystems

4.9  |Development of common EU-wide WGA [REBECCA, STAR
biological assessment methods (option 1
of INTERCALIBRATION process
guideline)

4.10 |Elaborations concerning the one out all  |WGA, |[EURO-LIMPACS,
out principle for chemicals discharged in (\WGC, [MODELKEY
significant quantities as part of the WGE
ecological status/potential. Rephrase:

Research of the relevance of substances
and links between chemicals and status

4.11 |Reinstalling river continuity in orderto  \WGA
allow fish to migrate. A lot has been done
on ascent constructions, but knowledge
on the conditions regarding the
downstream migration of fish is currently
lacking and not yet covered adequately by
research.

5 |Monitoring 5.1  |Aspects of different monitoring network’s(\WGC, |CEEAM, HarmoniCA-WP4,
optimisation WGE |STAMPS, SWIFT-WFD

5.2  |Linking monitoring and modelling HarmoniCA-WP4,

HARMONIRIB, HarmonIT

5.3  [Relations between the monitoring and the HarmoniCA-WP4, SWIFT-
entire assessment of status of WBs. WFD

5.4  |Development of techniques for Ecological|l WGA |REBECCA, STAR
Monitoring

6 |Pressure Impact (6.1  |Mining industry impact mitigation HarmoniCA-WP3
relations 6.2  |Closing down old underground mining HarmoniCA-WP3
areas, which impact the water quality and
might have negative effects by causing
temporary flooding

6.3  |Quantification of the need to HarmoniCA-WP3,
internationally reduce the deposition of MODELKEY
anthropogenic loads of nutrient, heavy
metals and POP’s, SO, (acidification)

6.4  |[Elaboration of models for load of N, P |[WGA |HarmoniCA-WP3,
and POP’s on coastal areas and sea MODELKEY,

WATERSKETCH

6.5  |Mechanism for transportof Nand Pin  |[WGA |EUROHARP, HarmoniCA-
land and water WP3, MODELKEY

6.6 |POP’s in biota WGE |MODELKEY

Page 17 of 31




WFD Key Issues and Research Needs

Final version, including phase 1 and 2, December 2005

No No  |Sub-issue CIS Research project
group

6.7  |Further elaboration of the impact of WGB [EURO-LIMPACS
autonomous developments in society on
quality elements and parameters
representing the status of surface- and
groundwater (“baselines in practice”).

6.8 Impact assessment WGA, [MODELKEY

WGB,
WGC,
WGE
6.9  |Impact of hydropower WGA, [WATERSKETCH
WGB
6.10 |Impact from agricultural activities on WGA, [EUROHARP,
water bodies WGB |WATERSKETCH
7 |Data management|7.1  |Appropriate database for storing water |WGD |EUROHARP,
related data HARMONIQUA,
HARMONIRIB
7.2 Data aggregation WGD |HARMONIQUA,
HARMONIRIB, HarmonIT
7.3  |GIS data management WGD
8 |Measure 8.1  |Limitation of negative impact of flood
assessment defence works

8.2  |Assessment of hydromorphological WGA |WATERSKETCH
rehabilitation measures for river types

8.3  |General insight in the most effective and (WGB |MODELKEY
cost effective measures (e.g. should we
focus on chemical water quality
improvement, or focus on improvement
of the habitat quality, or which
combinations of those?)

8.4  |Decision support systems for the selection(WGB |MODELKEY
of the best alternative in the programme
of measures

8.5  |Methodologies to deal with social and WGB |WATERSKETCH
economic issues to develop future
scenarios

8.6  |[Elaboration of models for prediction WGB |MODELKEY

8.7  |Decision support systems taking account |WGB |EUROHARP,
the availability of data, the quality of data, HARMONIRIB (1),
the scale to which available data apply, TRANSCAT
and resulting uncertainties.

8.8  [The decision support systems may focus |[WGB |EURO-LIMPACS,
on various levels of scale (EU, region, HARMONIRIB,
country, river basin, smaller area etc) TRANSCAT

8.9  |Assessment of the impact of measures on (\WGB
the chemical an biological quality of
surface and ground waters using
“practical and well considered
approaches”

9 |WFD policy 9.1  |Linking ecological and socio-economical |WGA, |HarmoniCA-WP3,
guestions models WGB |HARMONIRIB, HarmonIT

9.2  [Tools for presentation to show the effects WGB |EUROHARP,
of different measures and scenario’s HARMONIRIB
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No

No

Sub-issue

CIS
group

Research project

9.3

Community education and involvement in
decision making

WGB

HARMONICOP,
NEWATER,
WATERSKETCH

9.4

Approach to evaluation of artificial
irrigation canals (in period of year
without water)

10

Policy assessment

10.1

Assess the effectiveness of the
implementation programme. Evaluation
of environmental results of implemented
programmes of measures (e.g. the effects
of completed wastewater programs on the
chemical, ecological status of water
bodies in selected sub-river basins, urban
waste water directive; lessons to be
learned)

HarmoniCA-WP3,
HARMONIRIB,

MODELKEY, NEWATER

11

Socio-economy

111

Economy - cost/benefits and cost
recovery problems

11.2

Scale of the analysis for individual
elements (pressures) of the cost-
effectiveness analysis

11.3

Dealing with changes to cost recovery
mechanisms as potential measures within
the first POM

114

Developing business as usual models and
dealing with less than full application of
other water policies in the cost-
effectiveness analysis.

115

Prioritising economic appraisal for the
first POM given the difficult timings

11.6

Incorporating the time related costs of
measures in the cost-effectiveness
analysis (e.g. related to capacity
constraints, industry investment phases
etc.)

11.7

Translating standards for
GES/classifications schemes into
specifications of environmental benefits
from a human (anthropogenic)
perspective

11.8

Establish reliable benefits transfer
approaches for assessing disproportionate
costs.

11.9

Assessing disproportionate costs in
protected areas where there is flexibility
in meeting WFD related objectives.

11.10

Coordinating cost-effectiveness analysis
in transboundary water bodies.

11.11

Dealing with uncertainty about measures
given differencing levels of uncertainty
across sectors contributing to pressures
(e.g. agriculture/water industry) in an
even handed manner.

WGB

HarmoniCA-WP3,
HARMONIRIB

HarmoniCA-WP3,
HARMONIRIB

HarmoniCA-WP3,
TRANSCAT

HarmoniCA-WP3,
HARMONIRIB

12

Others:

12.1

Climate change

CLIME, EURO-LIMPACS
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No No  |Sub-issue CIS Research project
group
EAF  |ACTIF, FLOODRELIEF,
12.2 |Flooding Floods |[FLOODSITE
12.3 |Industrial Wastewater WSSTP
12.4 |Landfill and waste CEMERA
AISUWRS, CARE-S,
CD4WC, CITYNET,
12,5 |Urban Wastewater DAYWATER, WSSTP

Generally speaking, most issues are covered by one or more research projects. This

conclusion can be specified into two opposite directions:

1. The only research projects taken into consideration are EU financed projects that are
currently being executed. Undoubtedly, even more issues would have matched with
research when also already finalised projects would have been considered (the reason
for this choice is explained later). This would lead to the conclusion that research
covers even a higher degree of issues.

2. On the contrary, the issues for research as identified by Phase I, are not described in a
very specific manner. The description leaves room for interpretation, which makes is
relatively easy to find research projects that seem to fit the question completely or at
least partially. This would lead to the conclusion that the degree of coverage is

significantly lower.

Another way of examining the subject is to simply take the number of research projects
dedicated to a certain issue, e.g. in order to be able to prioritise new research to be
started. This leads to a division into three groups (see table below?®).

High coverage (2-4 research
projects per issue)

Medium coverage (1-2
research projects per issue)

Low coverage (Less than 1
research project per issue)

- Water resources and
demand management

- Groundwater management

- Knowledge on physical
processes

- Policy assessment

- Monitoring
- Data management
- WEFD policy questions

- Knowledge on ecological
processes

- Impact assessment

- Measures assessment

- Economics

Still, it is very difficult to draw conclusions on whether research projects match with
demands from the WFD implementation side without specification of both project results
and questions. During Phase 2 it has been proved to be very difficult to provide such
specifications in a generic way. At the same time, it is obvious that only research that is
well tuned into the needs at policy level will be used effectively. It doesn’t make much
sense to — for example — develop ‘decision support systems’ if those are not wanted by
the ones intended to make use of them. This brings us to the relation between research

and policy.

8 The category “Others” is left out of the table. This category gathers issues and research projects that were not identified in
Phase I, but are still relevant for the CIS process.
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Research and policy — improving the relationship

The relationship between researchers and policy-makers is an uneasy one. Researchers
often consider that there is no audience for their work; despite the important products
they develop. By contrast, policy-makers often consider that what researchers contribute
is not relevant, too theoretical and not applicable in practice.

Caricaturing — slightly provoking — the following respective viewpoints about each
other can be drafted:

Policy

Research

Researchers do not understand how
policy processes work, and therefore
develop tools that we do not need or
cannot apply.

I never get a clear answer from
researchers on my clear question.
Research produces information that is
unintelligible, irrelevant and
inassimilable.

The reality we have to work with is
too complex to be understood.
Researchers need too much — and too
expensive — data.

If we don’t have scientifically sound
tools at our disposal, we just develop
them ourselves.

Policy-makers do not know how
much research is already available,
just waiting for them to be used.
Policy-makers even seem to ignore
the existence of research, and rather
develop simplified knowledge
themselves.

Policy-makers think ahead only one
day, so we don’t get time to answer
their questions.

Policy-makers take decisions that do
not have rational foundations.

New scientific insights should lead to
changes in policy as soon as possible.
Policy-makers want sound research
without having to pay for it.

a 2

P,

e

:D cp

Ny

A lot has been written and said about this relation, and when it comes to
recommendations for improvement, the solution is frequently sought in improving the
communications between the two worlds, e.g. by exchange programmes. Initiatives to
improve the relationship between research and WFD implementation also do exist. Two
examples are mentioned here; the “Scientific support to policy” instrument under FP6,
and the Harmoni-CA initiative.

The EU Sixth Framework Programme (FP6) provides funds for research projects, with
“research for policy support” being one of the fields of interest. The activities under this
heading underpin the formulation and implementation of Community policies; amongst
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others the implementation of the WFD. REBECCA, SWIFT-WFD and BRIDGE® are
such projects with relevance for the WFD, and other projects are under negotiation.

An important learning point from the cooperation between Working Group A on
Ecological Status and the research project REBECCA is that improving the
communication is an important matter that pays. The cooperation between the two
groups did not arise by itself. People have to bring about the cooperation together,
which means that they have to meet and communicate frequently. For example,
REBECCA produced a ‘gap report’, reviewing and identifying information gaps in
knowledge on relations between pressures, chemical and ecological status for the major
pressure types and biological quality elements. This document aimed at serving as
working document in the Working Group A. In this way, not only the gaps in
knowledge were identified, but also the gap between policy-makers and researchers was
bridged.

This relation between research and policy was the item during the last two Harmoni-CA
conferences (Feb. 2004 and April 2005) and since April 2004 first steps have been set to
bridge the gap between both groups. An important activity of Harmoni-CA is the setting
up of a web portal “‘WISE-RTD’ that enables policy-makers to find information about
research results and experiences (both national and international) on key-issues related
to the implementation of the WFD.

A second activity is connecting researchers to project leaders of the Pilot River Basins.
For this a cross-table has been prepared to link the key-activities from the PRBs with
products delivered by the CatchMod projects.

A third activity is the preparation of guidance documents for tools in the field of
uncertainty analysis, quality assurance, etc.

Finally, Harmoni-CA prepares synthesis reports on different issues like data bases,
IWRM overview, N&P tools, data availability & accessibility problems, tools for
monitoring network design, etc. This activity is being carried out in close cooperation
with the FP6 project Newater.

All these information with be accessible by the web portal WISE-RTD. Since April
2004 Harmoni-CA participates in Working Group B and the PRB meetings and
Working Group B participates in the CatchMod meetings.

Taking the experiences with REBECCA and Harmoni-CA into consideration, it seems
worthwhile to involve representatives of research projects in several parts of the
Common Implementation Strategy. Or, to be more precise, to involve representatives of
projects that are currently under execution. Running projects have the possibility to
anticipate and to adapt the output, e.g. “The model needs 4 parameters while only 3 are
available, can we work around it?” In direct communication the merits of the project
can be judged, for which problems it produces solutions, and where other solutions are
needed. This does not only concerns the field of expertise, but also the applicability at a
given scale (water body level < EU level), level of abstraction (conceptual, serving as
input for a guidance document < concrete, serving as input for e.g. a PRB), the data
and data formats needed and available, geographical circumstances, and finally the
administrative culture in which the solution fits best.

Of course, the emphasis on running projects does not mean that finalised projects are of
no interest. At the same time, one may assume that researchers of running projects do

° Annex 2 provides more information about the individual projects.
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have knowledge about the findings of previous projects. The website of the finalised
project MULINO for example, announces that the results will be further developed in
the projects NEWATER and TRANSCAT.

Conclusions

- It turned out to be impossible to generate a list of specific topics as input for the
research community with the generic information available.

- Generally speaking, the issue categories “Water resources and demand
management”, “Groundwater management”, “Knowledge on physical processes” en
“Policy assessment” are relatively well covered by research, with 2-4 projects per
issue. The issue categories “Knowledge on ecological processes”, “Impact
assessment”, “Measures assessment” and “Economics” are relatively poorly covered,
with less than 1 project per issue. The categories “Monitoring”, “Data management”
and “WFD policy questions” fall in between, with 1-2 projects per issue.

- It turned out during the activity that there are some fundamental gaps in our
understanding of ecological processes and particularly of the impact of human
activities on those processes. Whilst there is ongoing research, it won't deliver all of
the answers and there are still going to be gaps in our understanding when we come
to doing river basin planning.
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4. ASSESSMENT IN COMPARISON WITH PRB REPORT AND CIS WORK PROGRAMME

This section assesses the outcomes of the questionnaire in comparison with the outcomes
of the PRB exercise and the CIS work programme for 2005 and 2006.

PRB reports

In 2004, two PRB reports were produced; the first one on PRB phase 1A testing, that
covered the CIS guidance documents regarding the article 5 report, the second one on
PRB phase 1B testing, that covered the rest of the guidance documents.

In general terms, the PRB reports underline the outcomes of the questionnaire:

- The implementation of the WFD will have effects on water management structures
throughout Europe. The structure of many administrations with tasks in water
management does not fit the WFD requirements. This could often raise problems
during the implementation of the directive (PRB 1B pg. 8 and conclusions).

- The PRBs reported data gaps and difficulties in comparing data from different
sources, especially in the first phase of the PRB exercise (PRB 1B pg.12 and section
3.3).

- Difficulties with knowledge of pressure — impact relations, threshold values for
pressures, and the conditions of good status following from reference conditions
(PRB 1A pg. 12). Though the PRB experienced these difficulties, they also conclude
that on the level of detail: “The focus of the guidance documents has shifted during
their development from recipe books for the operational level to sketches of outlines
for the national scale, but the current level of detail suits well. Less detail would give
too little direction, while more detail would mean that not all situations would fit. Of
course, this approach implies that specific elements do need development at a
national scale.” Instead, one also could read “at river basin district scale”.

- PRBs reported specific challenges in international river basin district, e.g. regarding
upstream-downstream relationships (PRB 1B pg. 15).

- Although in the questionnaire countries ask for harmonisation of data collection,
storage and management, the PRBs could not reach an agreement on how to perform
this (PRB 1B pg.16).

- The PRB report specifically discussed the issue of public participation. In the
questionnaire, this issue hardly was mentioned as being of concern (PRB 1A and 1B).

- The PRB report discusses several bottlenecks in the WFD planning process,
summarised into a few basic issues within the Directive: unclear objectives and data
that become available only long after they are needed in the process (PRB 1A pg. 20
and on).

- The article 5 analyses and objectives should be revised and improved after 2005, as
an iterative process, to optimise the design of both the monitoring programmes and
the programme of measures (PRB 1A conclusion).

CIS work programme

The CIS work programme presents a list of priority activities (refer to Annex V). All
these activities merit equal considerations. However, a few important aspects are
highlighted below. The following description is copied from the final draft work
programme.

The intercalibration is a core task provided by the Water Framework Directive which

Page 24 of 31



WFD Key Issues and Research Needs Final version, including phase 1 and 2, December 2005

is essential for ensuring a comparable level of protection in consistency with the
Directive. A number of additional activities, including the preparation of the
eutrophication guidance, are all intended to support the intercalibration exercise and
improve the quality of the results.

The pilot river basin exercise will continue to be an important exercise and “symbol” of
the Common Implementation Strategy. The integration of pilot basins in all working
groups and all activities under the CIS will create a closer link to the practical
implementation work.

Integrated river basin management covers a wide range of issues and aspects. It is
therefore important to identify priority issues, which need to be addressed on EU level.
The activity on screening the Article 5 analysis reports and linking it to research
priorities is designed to this end. In addition, the assessment of cost-effectiveness is in
the centre of attention in the beginning. Moreover, the initiated activity on water
scarcity should be incorporated into this framework. This activity is carried out in co-
operation with the EU Water Initiative and participation from countries outside the EU
should be encouraged. At a later stage in the work programme, issues related to improve
international river basin management should be addressed.

On groundwater and priority substances, the CIS process should provide an
information exchange platform to address issues of practical relevance and importance as
long as the negotiations on the proposals is ongoing. In particular, the aspects of
chemical monitoring should be addressed to develop guidance on some key issues. As
regards priority substances, the information exchange may also address all those aspects
referred to in Article 16 (such as the identification of new priority substances, the setting
of environmental quality standards, the source screening and the reflection on emission
control measures).

On reporting, the preparation of the guidance part on reporting of monitoring results
should be addressed in 2005 and the part on reporting the river basin management
plan should be started as soon as possible afterwards. Furthermore, the harmonisation
and information exchange on geographical information systems (GIS) should be
another priority in order to improve the tools necessary to exchange spatial data in the
context of reporting into the “Water Information System for Europe” (WISE).

The link of agriculture and WFD has been identified as one of the highest priority in
this work programme. It will be important to discuss on how the Common Agricultural
Policy can contribute to the achievements of the WFD objectives and provide guidance
on how the authorities working on the WFD and the CAP can co-operate more closely.
In addition, recommendations should be made on how work with the farming community
can achieve these results in a co-operative manner.

A new policy on flood protection is developing at the moment following the
Commission Communication11 of July 2004 and the recent Council conclusion on this
document. In order to prepare the necessary follow-up, the work on flood risk
management should be brought under the umbrella of the CIS process.

Moreover, the work on environmental objectives will become increasingly important.
Currently, a discussion document is under preparation. On the basis of this document, the
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Water Directors will identify the subsequent activities, which will be engaged in the CIS
work programme 2005/2006. The work on environmental objectives will be carried out

by a step-by-step approach in which the mandate is formulated iteratively by addressing
some of the key aspects in more detail such as, e.g. discussions on derogations.

Finally, there are also other priorities, which have emerged already, such as the
integration of the WFD aspects into other Community policy, in particular the
Cohesion Policy, Transport Policy (navigation) and the Renewable Energies Policy
(hydropower). Detailed initiatives should be developed during 2005 for each of those.
On Cohesion Policy, there is already a drafting group established under another forum,
the Expert Group on environmental aspects in Structural and Cohesion Policy. The WFD
is investigated as a case study on how Cohesion Policy can contribute better to the
achievements of EU environmental policies. For the other

two aspects, a workshop dealing with hydromorphological pressures and the designation
of HMWB during 2005 may be a starting point to prepare a new, targeted activity on
transport and navigation under the CIS 2005/2006.

Below an overview of the organisational structure is presented.

Water Directors
Steenng ofimplementton process
Chair: Presidency, Co-chair: Commission

. . Strategic Co-ordination Group
Strategic Steering Group .
"WED and Agriculture’ CD-DI'[i‘IElhI?ﬂ ofmrk. pr.ugramme
Chair: Commission

Waorking Group A Waorking Group C Working Group E
"Ecological Status” "Groundwater" "Priority Substances”

‘Chemical Monitoring' (W = « « ¢ =« §# 'Chemical Monitoring'

Working Group B Working Group D
“Integrated River Basin "Reporting”
Management”
(315 Expert Network'

Stakeholders, Experts, Researchers, NGOz etc.

Conclusions

As already written above, the PRB reports underline the outcomes of the questionnaire in
general terms. Most of the issues identified by the European countries are part of the CIS
work programme, or can easily be fitted in.
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At this moment, no group is addressing the hydromorphology issue explicitly, but the
first steps are made in such a direction. The structure presented above does also not
directly cover the difficulties felt with pollution from households and industries. It might
be worthwhile to investigate whether other policy areas sufficiently tackle these topics or
new initiatives could be useful (Annex V provides a short overview of the BAT
reference documents from the IPPC Directive). The conclusion that co-ordination with
other policy areas might be needed, is stressed by the outcomes under “WFD process’
(2.2), noting that there is a “fragmentation of the water legislation and powers”.

Several returns mention the need for tools, methods and insight in processes in the water

systems, and so underline the importance the strengthening of the relations with the
research community.
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5. SUMMARY

Below, the results are summarised of the questionnaire to the most important issues in
the WFD implementation, as identified by the European countries. Firstly, the summary
focuses on the key issues with EU relevance, divided in “driving forces and pressures’
(4.1) and “other obstacles’ (4.2). Secondly, the issues are assessed in comparison with
the CIS working programme 2005-2006 (4.3). As foreseen in the activities’ mandate, the
key issues and identified knowledge gaps will be further linked with existing research
projects during the course of 2005.

5.1. Driving forces and pressures with EU relevance

- Impact of agriculture is considered as the “crucial issue” for almost every water
category regarding pollution and has the highest priority. In a great majority of the
countries, agriculture is the cause of severe problems. In some parts of Europe
agriculture has an impact on the reduction of flows of rivers and groundwater.

- Asecond priority is morphology. This issue is mainly affected by works related to
hydropower, flood defence, building of reservoirs and agriculture in rivers. In some
parts of Europe navigation is considered to be a principal issue. The issue is
considered especially relevant for rivers. In certain regions, marine engineering
works are of specific concern. Aquifer modifications are only mentioned when linked
to the presence of reservoirs. Alleviation of hydromorphological impacts - caused by
bank alterations, navigation, hydropower and the presence of dykes - are also
emphasised.

- Pollution from “households” (municipal wastewater) is a problem in a large
majority of the countries in rivers. This applies all sub-categories mentioned in the
questionnaire (municipal waste water, storm water overflows, and domestic waste
water not connected to a sewer system). Three major reasons for problems with this
issue have been identified: firstly, in several countries the sewer and treatment
facilities are not sufficiently developed. Secondly, in some countries the discharge of
treated wastewater into small streams leads to problems. Finally, the presence of
substances in the sewage that are hardly retained in the treatment facilities causes
difficulties (e.g. heavy metals). During the discussions, it was stressed that pollution
from point sources (i.e. municipal and industrial wastewater) must be tackled in order
to reach the objective of good status.

- Pollution from “industry” does not seem to be an important issue at EU level.
Nevertheless, the fact cannot be ignored that individual countries face severe
problems with the consequences of existing industries.

- Under the topic “other sources of pollution”, the issues “diffuse sources”,
“transport”, “long range transport of air pollution”, “new priority substances”, and
“historic pollution” are issues of concern.

- Reduction in flow linked to groundwater is mainly identified with abstractions for
drinking water supply and agriculture.

- Other anthropogenic pressures are not considered very relevant at EU level. In
general, lakes, and coastal and transitional waters are considered more susceptible to
these types of pressures. Climate change is considered a pertinent issue, though the
effects on the water system, and thus the WFD implementation, are not well
understood. The issue of Climate Change could have impacts on reference
conditions.
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5.2. Other obstacles

5.3.

Problems were encountered related to data availability, data formats and the level of
aggregation of data. Although not commonly supported, the general feeling was that
further implementation of the WFD will lead to a solution for the problems.

Similar difficulties were encountered at international level regarding disunity in
methods and data formats. This issue seems more profound in cases where non-EU
countries are part of the international river basin district. An additional point in
international river basins is the ‘upstream-downstream’ relation.

In a number of cases, adequate measures can only be formulated at EU level (e.g.
marketing and use, pesticide directive, etcetera).

Countries had to face different knowledge gaps, such as the absence of possibilities
to estimate the current status of the water system, gaps in knowledge on the
interactions between different water systems (e.g. the interactions between surface
water, groundwater and sediments), lack of models to predict the effects and the
combined effects of pressures, lack of insight in reference conditions and the good
status, and, finally, a deficiency in instruments to assess the effect of proposed
measures.

Several countries reported difficulties in securing appropriate resources for the WFD
implementation. Many countries expect this resource problem to increase in the
future.

Specific attention was paid to the method of “how to present the outcomes of the
Article 5 reports in the WFD context’ (key elements: ‘pre-selection of problems for
follow up steps’, ‘communication with stakeholders, actors and the public at large’,
‘rules of the game”). This is not only a concern for Member States, but also for the
European Commission when the results of the Article 5 analyses are synthesised and
communicated, e.g. clarification of the role of socio-economics in the
implementation of the Directive.

Research needs

It turned out to be impossible to generate a list of specific topics as input for the
research community with the generic information available.

Generally speaking, the issue categories “Water resources and demand
management”, “Groundwater management”, “Knowledge on physical processes” en
“Policy assessment” are relatively well covered by research, with 2-4 projects per
issue. The issue categories “Knowledge on ecological processes”, “Impact
assessment”, “Measures assessment” and “Economics” are relatively poorly covered,
with less than 1 project per issue. The categories “Monitoring”, “Data management”
and “WFD policy questions” fall in between, with 1-2 projects per issue.

It turned out during the activity that there are some fundamental gaps in our
understanding of ecological processes and particularly of the impact of human
activities on those processes. Whilst there is ongoing research, it won't deliver all of
the answers and there are still going to be gaps in our understanding when we come
to doing river basin planning.

5.4. Assessment in comparison with the CIS working programme 2005-2006 and

other existing initiatives

Most of the key issues are already covered by activities under the current CIS working
programme:
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Driving forces and pressures

The issue of agriculture is already recognised by the WD given the start of the new
Strategic Steering Group “WFD and Agriculture”. Since the activities of this group cover
the issue, no additional activities are needed until further notice.

Following the discussions during the WD meeting in Amsterdam, the EC requested an
input on views from the WD concerning hydropower and navigation, as a first step to
establish a new activity with respect to hydromorphology. This action seems to cover the
issue of hydromorphology to a large extent, though further development might be
worthwhile. At the planned September workshop, the issue of the HMWB designation
process and Good Ecological Potential should be explored.

The issue of municipal wastewater is covered by the implementation of the urban
wastewater treatment directive (UWWTD, 91/271/EC) when it comes to insufficient
wastewater treatment facilities. It might be worthwhile to investigate whether additional
measures are needed in order to comply with the objectives of the WFD, especially with
regards to municipal wastewater from smaller agglomerations and to substances that are
not sufficiently retained in treatment facilities.

Generally speaking, the “IPPC BREF-process” covers the industrial sectors previously
mentioned. Nevertheless, it might be worthwhile to set up a system of information
exchange between individual countries, and the issue of “mining” and “landfill and
waste” might need extra attention.

In a number of a cases, with respect to the “other sources of pollution”, adequate
measures can only be formulated at EU level in a number of cases. This issue deserves
further investigation at EU level.

The issue “reduction in flow” is covered by the activity on water scarcity (under WGB).
The issue “climate change” has been studied already by the JRC, and deserves further
attention at EU level, since the impacts are largely unknown but may possibly have
substantial effects on the European water systems.

Several of the above-mentioned issues, might be very difficult to tackle with WFD
instruments only. Integration with other policy areas is therefore an option to be
considered.

Other obstacles

Actions at the level of Member States and International River Basin Districts are
necessary in order to overcome the difficulties with data availability. Some of them are
tackled by the activities of the Working Group D on Reporting and the Working Group
A with regard to the topic of intercalibration.

It is worthwhile to further investigate the various issues covered by the title
“international co-ordination” at EU level.

The same applies to “knowledge gaps”. In the second phase of this activity, steps will be
taken to improve the link between CIS and the research community.

The issue of “resources” should be solved by MS individually.

Finally, it could be advantageous to further formulate the issue of “communication of
WFD implementation results” at EU level.

Research needs

The relationship between research and policy is not always an easy one, but can be
improved by intensifying the face-to-face communication between the respective groups.
It would be worthwhile to organise a closer cooperation between CIS working groups
and relevant research projects. On the one hand, WG leaders can invite research groups
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regularly to the meetings of working groups and discuss the demands and possible
solutions offered (starting on a broad level, and narrowing down to a very specified
level). On the other hand, WG leaders can join meetings and workshops of research
projects of interest.
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Questionnaire
On WFD key issues

Purpose of the questionnaire

In the 2005-2006 mandate for WGB (on Integrated River Basin Management), an activity is foreseen
on the exchange of information deriving from the article 5 activities, and the need for research
resulting from that exchange. That mandate has been endorsed by the Water Directors during their
meeting in Amsterdam, last December.

The objective of the activity is to identify and prioritise issues and research needs deriving from the
WEFD Atrticle 5 activity, that need a EU-wide approach. In order to reach that objective, the following
steps will be executed:

- The first step consists in preparing a first draft list of issues and gaps identified during the
WEFD Article 5 activity in a ‘light process’, before the actual Article 5 reports are finalised.

- In a second step, this first draft list is checked for EU level relevance and prioritised, once the
Article 5 reports have been published (during a workshop in the beginning of April). Right after
this check, the research needs deriving from the problems issues are made more explicit
(taking into account input from the research society, and resulting in a draft list of research
topics).

- Finally, the objective is to have both lists endorsed by the WD via the SCG.

This questionnaire must provide us with the information for the first draft list of issues and gaps, and
forms thus the basis of the activity.

Introduction to the questionnaire

The questionnaire aims at collecting answers at national level, with a national perspective. We ask you
to complete one questionnaire per country, so not for every river basin district. The questionnaire
consists of seven boxes to complete, starting with the coordinates of the official completing the form
and then continuing with six questions divided into three sections.

Section A asks for information on driving forces and pressures that prevent the achievement of good
status. It addresses the alterations of the physical or hydromorphological, quantitative, chemical and
biological conditions of the water system.

Section B asks for information on other conditions that hamper or even prevent the achievement of
good status, in particular at the level of the actual implementation of the WFD, and your views on any
future issues.

Section C finally, asks for your opinion on those issues that should be further developed at EU level.

If you have any questions when completing the questionnaire, please contact Marc de Rooy (+31 6
2000 4508), Gerard Broseliske (+31 320 298447) or Manuel Menéndez Prieto (+34 91 335 7939)

Completed by:

Country:

Name:

Organisation:

Address:

E-mail:

Mobile phone: | Telephone: |

Fax:
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SECTION A;
Driving forces and pressures that prevent the achievement

of good status

This first section asks for information on driving forces and pressures that altered the physical,
guantitative, chemical and biological conditions of the water system in a way that prevents the
achievement of good status.

In discussions, often general issues such as ‘agriculture’ or ‘hydromorphological changes’ are stated
to be the cause for not achieving good status. Our intention is to generate more in depth answers. We
therefore added specifications to the different issues, and we ask which issues generate concern for
which categories of water bodies (i.e. rivers, lakes, coastal or transitional water, and groundwater).
The list in this section is based upon the IMPRESS guidance document.

Please use the following guidance (see also example below):

- Please complete the grey lines and specify your answer in the white lines underneath. The
yellow lines are meant as headers only.

- Ifanissue is of concern to you, please indicate the weighting of the item using a scale of 1- 5;
1 indicates ‘it is a problem, or might become a problem, but with little impact and not of high
priority at this moment’, while 5 indicates that ‘the issue is the main reason for not achieving
the objectives, and is our top-priority’. You can also put a question mark (?), meaning that the
issue might possibly be a big pressure, but the actual impacts on the ecological quality are
poorly known or you you're lacking data or you're insure about the quality of the data.

- Please indicate the category of water body that is affected by the pressure.

- Boxes left open tell us that the issue is of no concern, or is not relevant for that category of
water body.

Example:
For a country, to the extent possible, households in cities are connected to outdated sewer systems,
the capacity of which needs upgrading. The sewer systems are connected to sewage treatment plants

with appropriate phosphate and nitrogen removal.

Households scattered in rural areas are not connected, and discharge into groundwater after
individual treatment, that often needs improving.

There are no lakes and the rivers flow into sea directly. The majority of the population lives in the cities
The table could be completed as follows:

A1: Driving forces and pressures Water Body Category

o - c_g ﬂé
5 s | 8 |3S| 2
£ > - @G e
S “= 1 =7 |8&]| 8
(¢b) - ()
& |POLLUTION
9 Households 3 2 3
E Households - municipal waste water 1 1 2
— Households - storm water overflows 5

Households - domestic waste water (not connected to a sewer

system) 4
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A1: Driving forces and pressures Water Body Category

= [

- Complete both grey and white lines n " % § §

- Scale 1-5 g % e | B

- Also indicate the category of water body o - |88 3

- Left blank? = not of concern or not relevant in your case F| O
POLLUTION
Households

Households - municipal waste water
Households - storm water overflows
Households - domestic waste water (not connected to a sewer system)

Industry

Oil and gas (including refineries and petrochemical industries)
Chemicals (organic and inorganic)

Pulp, paper & boards

Textile industry (including wool)

Tanning of hides and leather manufacture
Iron and steel

Non-ferrous metals

Power generation (not hydropower)
Shipyards

Other manufacturing processes (namely: .........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiann, )

Agriculture
Arable land, grassland, mixed farming

Crops with intensive nutrient or pesticide usage or long bare soil periods
(e.g. corn, potato, sugar beet, grapevine, hop, fruit, vegetable)

Over grazing and cropping practice — resulting in erosion

Horticulture, including greenhouses

Other sources 