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Introduction

In the runup to its third management cycle, the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) is under

review. Public consultation (part of the WFD fitness check) took place throughout March 2019.

In early 2019, the European Commissianniched its fifth WFD Implementation Report. These
processes shed Iight on the partial success of

Already in 2018 (26 June) the EEAC Working Group on Fresh Water Affairs had organised a
roundt abl e sessi on TheWFD2hkel GWHKD,LIWOS VIS R d VR 4Tklrie®@a A
issues stood out for the EEAC Network:

Lack of proper funding;
Li mited upt adcenonoidthinking;e WFD' s
Lack of a paradigm shift to a systemic approach in water policies.

To study possible solains to these issues, the EEAC Working Group on Fresh Water Affairs
organised a second rourda bl e session in Brussels Tha& 19 Jun
WFD: beyond the analysis of its partial suctess The Working Group onhce
selectionof national, subnational and European stakeholders to join the advisory bodies, with a

view to stimulating informatiorsharing and informed debate.

The mainline summary is structured along the lines of the three main themes (1. Funding, 2.
Economic thining and 3. A systemic approach). It includes an introduction (starting point of the

debate) to each of the themes, a status report and a summary of suggested solutions to
overcome the issues affecting the three main themes. At the end of each theme, some
preliminary recommendations are presented, with the aim of supporting discussions in the

EEAC' s member councils on the topic of the i mpl

This summary, and the preliminary recommendations contained within ite weawn up by

myself in my capacity as Chair of the EEAC Working Group on Fresh Water Affairs. They are not
directly binding on the participants to this routdble session, nor to the advisory councils that

are part of the EEAC Working Group on Fresh Whfiairs. However, | sincerely hope that the
summary proves useful in some shape or form towards achieving the targets of the Water
Framework Directive by 2027.

Jan Verheeke

Chair of the EEAC Working Group on Fresh Water Affairs
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1.1. Stating point of the discussion

The implementation of the WFD requires significant investment from public authorities, citizens
and private actors. In the Fitness Check process, the funding provided at EU level for measures
and for research, was identifieds a factor that has contributed to the objectives of the
Directive. At the same time the overall lack of funding to implement measures is seen as a
possible factor that has hindered the achievement of those objectives so far.

The possible lack of finaiat resources was also identified apatential explanation for the

partial success of the WFIDringprevious discussions in the context of the EEAC Working Group

on Fresh Water Affairs (hereafter the workinggp). In the 201&ession, thevorking group

concluded thatoudgetary constraints were already evident before the existence of the Water
Framework Directive, i . e. at t basic nheasurésl. 6 what
addition, within the implementatiorprocessof the WFD, the budgetanjtsation seemed to

have worsened due to the financial crisis of 2008 and its afterniédlnever, is the assumption

—that a lack of funding goes some way towasedgplaining the partial success of the WFD
implementation in 2019-fully valid?

In order to est the assumption, the working group last year underscored the riee@n
investment gap analysis at the Europeaand/or at the MemberState level. Consequently, the
members of the working group welcomé#étk analysis conducted by the OECD andBtmoean
Commission. Thanalysis was presented by Xavier Leflaive (OBEQBg form ofa presentation
titlzaSdaiy3 YSYOSNI adladSaQ Ay@dSaaySyid ySSRa Ly
sanitatior’? In this studythe OECD looked into wateelated investments to 2050 with regard

to A) Water supply; B) Wastewater collection and treatment and C) Flood protettibn. ha s n ' t
been possible yet to extend the study to include the measures needed to comply with the WFD.
However, the analysis still prises an important first step in answering the question whether

not enough budget has beenand will be— available in all Member States to invest in water
policies.

1.2. What stands out?

When assessing the average level of Water and Sanitation Sector EupestdiWSS
expenditures) per capitdor the period 20112015 visa-vis thepercentage of WSS expenditure

in total Gross Domestic ProdudfFigure I), it becomes apparent that the situation varies
significantly between countries in Europe. Several countrigsspitehaving some of the lowest
expenditures per capita- face considerableoverall macreeconomic pressures from WSS
expenditures. In the cases of for example Bulgaria and Romania, a relatively low WSS
expenditure per capita is achievdalt the perentage of GDP used to finance WSS expenditure

is relatively high. Ishouldbe noted that Figure | gives a picture of what is spent, and does not
answer the questioms towhether or not this spending is coherent with the policy objectives.

1The OECD presented preliminary findings which are subject to adjustments. The final study is expected to be
published in October 2019, and the official outcomes will be presented at the water disetieting in that

month. A roundtable session on financing water will be organised in early 2020.

2 Expenditure on flood projection could not be monetised in most countries and is therefore outside the scope of
the OECD/ European Commission’s gap analysis
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In order to get an answer to the question of coherence, an assessment was made on the need
for additional expenditures by 2030, split into three parts:Rlisness As Usual (BAlf¢cluding
demographic evolutions{2) compliance + efficiency gains in the water supply and (3)
compliance in Waste Water treatment. See Figure 1.
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Figure I: Source: OECD analysis base on Eurostat and European Commission Data

From this bar graph (Figure Il) it becomes apparent that increased investment is needed across
the board. However, théevel of investment requiredo close gaps differs, as well as digility

and willingness of Member States to bear additional €dathat dso stands out is the fact that
Member States that are already spending a large percentage of their GDP on WSS expenditures
face the biggest increase in expenditure required to meet the 2030 targets.

SNote that these preliminary figures reflect countries’ p
no further investment need is foreseen.
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The financial resources used to fund W&Spenditurescome from either the public budget or
revenues from water tariffigure llishows major differences in the share of fhablic budget
or revenues from water tariffs, used to pay for WS@enditures in EU Member States.
Countries like the UK and Denmdr&ve a very high cosecovery rate, while a country like
Ireland has almost none.
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Figure Ill: Source: OECD analysis base on Eurostat

Moreover, it became clear from the OECD figures that in some countries a very large part (up to
80%) of the public iidget comes from EU funtiBecause this EU funding cannot be assumed
to be a given, the financial sustainability of this approach is problematic.

While the WSS expenditure in GDP provides an indication of affordability at cdewdtythe
percentage 6 WSS spending in household disposable incaonevides an image of affordability

on a micro scale (Figure 1V). As a first rule of thumb, any spending above 3% is certainly a reason
for concern. There is a need for well targeted accompanying measures|farable groups.
Besides that, the spread on the horizontal axis gives some information about distributional
issues and the inequality on this topic.

41t should be taken into account that it is assumed that EU transfers are always chartheliagh the domestic
budget of each Member State and that they are, therefore, not additional to government expenditures.
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What thusstands out is that while the WSS expenditure per capita is relatively low in countries

such as Romania and Bulgaria, compared to some other EU Member States (see Figure 1), the
share of WSS expenditures in hourlatielyhighs’' di spo:
The same goes for WSS spending as a percentage of GDP, as well as for the level of dependence

on EU funding. Consequently, these countries hagither in macreeconomic terms (GDP,

external fundinghori n t er ms of h o ufmdshmodhrdos’to indreasepVéSSa b | e
expenditure e.g. a shift from current tariffs towards fidbst recovery of current expenditures

would lead to serious problems in terms of affordability, as can be seen from Figure V. More on

the issue of cost recovery rde found in part Il of this mainline summary.
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1.3. Discussion: what can be done
In order to overcome a (possible) lack of proper funding, the retahde participants discussed
several potential solutions.

First of allit was recommended that an attempt should be made to reduce investment needs.
Minimising such needs can be done by taking care to avoid creating future liabilities, e.g. through
thoughtful spatialplanning, avoiding development of vulnerable infrastructures and activities in
areas with high flood or drought risks.

Another important area of work is to ensure enhanced (more efficient) operation of existing
assets through implementation os$tate-of-the-art asset management, through reducing
operational costs and through timely investments in renewing infrastructures (and thus re
investments).

A further recommendation was to make the best use of available resources. Planning processes
needtobeimpre ed t o bridge the gaps between the gover
link between planning and projects is improved, in order to avoid projects being implemented

that are not really necessary for compliance with the WFD.

Also,t h e ¢ o n gamine-based sofutiofis a n dréea infrastructure need to be fur
explored, as options that could be less costly, taking into account multiple benefits.

In addition, the rounetable participants discussed the role of EU structural funds. The mies f

spending such funds create a tendency to move towards major (infrastructural) projects and
structures. This potentiallgrevents people fronfocusng on aimingfor attainable goals and/or

utilising available resources in an optimal manner. Althoughetisralready a conditionality

built into the European Structural and Investment Funméfocusing on the implementation of

article9.1-t hi s doesn’'t involve a quality check of ¢t

Besides minimising investment needs, makbepst use of available resources and utilising
technical innovations, enhancing the quality of investments was put on the agenda. More often
the question should be raisedhether a proposed investment is the best one to be made, in
order to meet the challege. Theparticipants concluded that, to this end, economic thinking in
the WFDshould be strengthened.

The persistence of policy incoherence, both in water policy (flooding directive) and especially
between water policy and agricultural and transport ipiE$, remains a majoproblem. A
important first step here could be to ensure that implementing measures under these policies
do not lead to deterioration of the status of water bodies.

The working group also discussed the role of technical innovaaod how these could help to
close investment gaps. It was noted that technological innovations will only become competitive
in the right policy framework and the right soe@gonomic environment: the water pricing policy

is crucial to make investmentsgditable e.g. in terms of leak reduction or wateruee.

5 An exante conditionality for water exists under the Common Provisions Regulation for the European Structural
and Investment Fund®r the period 20142020-see
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/guides/blue_book/blueguide_en.pdf

6 Source: Support to the Fitne€heck of WFD and FD. Third Stakeholder Workshop. 3 June 2019
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Another topic-related to the concept of economic thinkirgvas the discussion about crowding
in new sources of finance. Although the concepbeneficiaries/polluters paig still a complex
issue (see part Il), thepportunitiesoffered by the concept should not be dismissed. The working
group agreed that new sources of finance could for example be fourtrough the
beneficiaries principle- among property developers or others who benefit etitly from
investments in water policies.

To concludethe role of domestic commercial finances was also discussed as part of the debate

on new sources of finance. For example, the idea of using public funds to cover possible risks of
privately financednvestment was welcomed. It was however added that financing the initial
investment in infrastructure doesn’t solve the
have to cover both operational costs, and provisions for replacement and maintendrectact

that these costs are typically lower for green infrastructure, is an important point to take into

account in the economic analysis.
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2.1. Starting point of the discussion

The WFD requirdsU Member States (1) to base their water management policies and measures
on cost effectiveness analyses, (2) to implement the principle of cost recovery as well as
incentive pricing, and (3) to define exemptions in terms of disproportionality of castslfling

these obligations would have the potential to solve at least part of the lack of proper funding, it
is surprising that they were only rather poorly implemented. For example, just half of the second
series of River Basin Management Plans (RBikide an effective incentive system and a
transparent water pricing structure.

The 2019 implementation report on RBMPs by the European Comnfissita that steps were

being taken towards defining water services, calculating financial costs andsiagsésth
environmental and resource costs, when calculating cost recovery levels for water services. Still,
in only half of the Member States environmental and resource costs are calculated for all
reported water services, and significant gaps remairréamglating the elements of economic
analysis into concrete measures and achieving more harmonised approaches to estimating and
integrating environmental and resource costs.

Already in its roundable session of 2018, the working group had concluded theerdain
renewal of coseffectiveness thinking would be necessary in order to be adequately applicable
within the field of integrated water policy. However, what changes should be made to enhance
this economic thinking?

2.2. What stands out?

Several elementsf economic thinking are relevant for the WFD. These elements interact but
serve different purposes. Following the presentation by Andrew Farmer (IEEP), thetatend
participants identified the following main elements of economic thinking with the fraark of

the WFD: (1) Cost assessment of measures, with the aim of informing planning; (2) Benefit
assessment, with the aim of informing stakeholders; (3) Cost effectiveness, in order to deliver
cost efficiency; (4) Cost recovery, as a tool for sharingtiomomic burden and (5) Payment for
ecosystem services.

The idea thatost assessment of measuraefould be a basic element of planning seems to be

a truism. But, although all River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) do contain elements of cost
information, the information is sometimes limited to some operational or capital costs. Only 1/3

of the Member States reported all information requested and only three Member States
provided full information for all River Basin Districts (RBDs).

Furthermore, analysis ddlternative measures with alternative costs is even harder to find.
Answers to questions such as ‘why has this mea:
been adopted?’ are often not addressed, especi i
from the talk on financing water policies (part | of the mainline summary), the lack of proper

cost assessments weakens economic thinking quite severely.

7 https://ec.europa.eufinfo/sites/info/files/com_report_wfd_fd_2019_en_1.pdf
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Another important omission is that there is still a lack of analysis of the costs of possible
measurexompared to thebenefitsthey might bring. Comparing benefits to costs of measures
should provide an additional justification for applying measures. However, as can be seen from
cases where disproportionate cost arguments are made, discussions are afitedlio the
absolute cost, and do not take into account the fact that cost might not be significantly higher
than possible benefits. All in all, there is a case for enhancing benefit assessments in economic
thinking. At the same time, there are a few dkraljes that need to be dealt with.

Firstly, a major challengein order to be able to understandow measures affect pressures,
change status and deliver benefitts the complexity of the interactions that need to be studied.
Sometimes there are a liteid number of interactions, but most of the time the interactions are
(very) complex. Multiple pressures could be affecting the status, while several measures could
be affecting a pressure and, moreover, one benefit could lead to another. An examplenhof suc
interactions/relations is displayed in Figure VI.
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Figure VISource: Institute for European Environmental Policy, presentation by A. Farmer.

A second challengewhen trying to argue for money to be spestt measures to delivdrenefits

—is how thelaw prescribes what exactly is to be delivered. EU water law aims to deliver a range
of benefits (health, biodiversity, economic, etc.), but only a few items of law focus on the
benefits themselves as the legal obligation. Instead, laws may include tatbhiigations (such

as levels of water treatment) or an environmental quality objective (e.g. chemical standards or
Good Ecological Status). Although meeting these legal obligations requires measures, the link to
the related benefits may not always be afe

The measurement afost effectivenessalso requires improvement. Although the assessment

of relative costs of alternative approaches (what, when, where, etc.) and the assessment of
whether a measure will deliver the specified objectives are bastanoeoh information is made
available on these assessments in RBMPs. This finding is in line with the analyses made during
the part of the session on financing water policies (part | of the mainline summary).

A rather remarkable matter that potentially al$inders cost effectiveness, is other, adjacent,
EU law. Often Member States seem to be disposed to heavily rely on measures to be taken under
other EU obligations in order to avoid the problem of cost effectiveness approaches. If one for
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example has to lild a Wastewater Treatment Plant under the Urban waste water treatment
directive anyway, why worry about the issue of cost effectiveness? Building the plant is required
by law, so implementation is successful as soon as the plant has been built.

Cost reovery is another important element of the economic thinking that is required in the
philosophy of the WFD. As was already presented when discussing financing water policies, (full)
cost recovery can become rather problematic where the percentage of holusdhe ’ di sposabl
funds needed to finance WWS expenditure is already high. Additional difficulties in achieving
(full) cost recovery are related to demographic developments in some Member States. If, in a
certain region, the number of people (especiallyurat areas) who are available to pay for WWS
expenditures decreases, while WSS has to be maintained to meet compliance (Waste Water)
and Compliance + efficiency (Water Supply), cost recovery becomes increasingly problematic
and mechanisms must be developéa ensure the economic burden is shared fairly. As a
consequence, the debate about cost effectiveness and (full) cost recovery leads to a debate
about fair distribution. Who pays and who benefits? At times, a lessaftesttive measure will

be taken in oder to avoid distributional tensions, a decision that could potentially harm the
strict application of the cost effectiveness approach.

Unlike traditional subsidies, financed by taxpayétayment for Economic ServicéBES) is in
theory financed direcyl and voluntarily by the beneficiaries of the PES. However, when
implementing PES in practice, it becomes quite immediately apparent that it is rather difficult
to define the services that the beneficiary receives. Often these services are considered to be
free-for-all, and it is therefore a potentially complex task to make people willing to pay for them.
Furthermore, it is complicated to relate projections of the service to Good Ecological Status:
often private PES arrangements are linked to specificaesyrather than supporting the overall
WFD outcomes. Finally, there is a potential incompatibility between the PES approach and the
“polluter pays” principle.
2.3. Discussion: what can be done

To enhance benefit assessments, the IIEP developedltize? approachWith this project IEEP
aimed to develop a methodology to analyse the links between measures, the change in the
status of Water Bodieand the costs and benefits generated. The session participants stressed
that more attention needs to be paid to understanding these interactions (measures affect
pressures, change status and deliver benefits) and that it is crucial that water managers are
provided with knowledge and tools to deal with this complexity, in ordeensure a good
comparison of costs and benefitef alternative measures, since there may be alternative (more
effective and efficient) measures that address the same pressure.

twas acknowl edged by t he -lpeefitanalgsesmee mdt gossible,at “ pe
given limitations in available data, capacities and knowledge. However, there was consensus

that evena limited assessment, if it is transparemabout its limitations and uncertainties, is far

better than none.

Blue 2 was well received by the participants, because of its focus on a baficapproach,
concentrating on Water Body level analysis rather than on a broad EU level analysis, and because
the method is not slely relying on monetisation (multriteria approach).

In the roundtable session, participants also stressed the importance of chotdsengght scale
and goingd S@ 2y R & Y2.ylSwiad adted ihat yeéonomic thinking should support
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policymaking, itshould not replace it. In the light of this last claim, the question was raised
whetherthe concept of valuavould not provide a more fruitful framework to have discussions
on more fundamental issues.

More attention i s whyareveecbndlicong antamalysisguéeébei bdea t h
a/one (monetised) economic analysis may be used simultaneously tmthelp public

authorities to choose between investment options amal gather societal supporfor certain

measures needs to be questioned, becatls@se types of decision processes are not completely

similar, nor are they completely rational, as is often assumed, as well as because the scale and

the issues that are under debate may be (too) different.

The session participants shared the analysestha i me i s our friend” when
better cost effectiveness. The current strofagus on WFD delivery for 2028 expected to

challenge River Basin Managers (RBMs) in determining if measures will actually deliver. If, as the
working group agued, the pressure mounts, cost questions are readily linked. Also, the
realisation that a good cosffectiveness analysis is a good communication tool and can be

powerful if alternative measures affect different sectors, should enhance cost effectvenes

thinking among RBMs.

The roundtable participants also concluded that the economic burden needs to be shared as
fairly as possible. A wedlttuned cost recovery system could help achieve this, but needs to take
distributional issuedully into accountlt is important to make sure that the cost between urban
areas and rural areas is well balanced. This requires good regional cooperation and enhanced
economic analyses to be carried out.

The pressure to apply measures will be potentially beneficial toittf@ementation of the
payment for ecosystem services (PES) conc®ES could be used as an instrument to enhance

the transition of farmers’ business model . Thi s
be static, but mo v e famersto eeduce prlessigesis ecrathePNEIS ( pay i
established concept) gradually towards an appr

such cases, PES would be a useful instrument to enhance a just and timely transition within the
agricultural sectoin relation to fresh water. This may be a way of overcoming the challenge that
PES measures may impact on the level playing field and lead to market distortion (as does an
unequal implementation of cost recovery).
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3.1. Starting point ofthe discussion

A third possible starting point for explaining the partial success of the WFD and its
implementation, is the thought that the paradigm shift to a systemic approach, which it was
claimed was central to the WFD, has only beartiallyintegrated into the water policies of the
Member States. This might well be the least tangible explanation, because it is difficult to link it
directly to requirements and instruments of the WFD. At agne time, this explanation might
well touch upon the most fundamental cause.

The systemic approach underlying the WFD is based on the {PrigssureStatelmpact
ResponsgDPSIR) frameworkand is intended to provide a systemic understanding of the
relationship between environmental impact, environmental quality, the causes thereof (i.e. the
pressures), the societal drivers of these causes and the measures taken. In a systemic approach,
the focus would be on the real drivers and pressures: after atemgollution, overabstraction

and structural changes arise from specific human activities and economic sectors.

The systemic framework of the WFD was intended to result holestic approachin which

“Good Environmental Statuswould mean that the weer system is such that social, ecological

and economic requirements can be met simultaneously and in the long term. Measuring the
state of a system would imply the useintlicatorsthat provide synthetic and actieariented
knowledge. The actual statu$ @ water system would be interpreted as an indicator of ¢jag

bet ween the currentgoodsteaut e amd prlaetdesirdowever
indicators have not been used as synthetic knowledge instruments, but as analytical instruments
to initiate or continue specific policy measures.

The EEAC Working Group on Fresh Water Affairs concluded in its 2018 session that there seems

to be a lack of systems thinking in the implementation of the WFD. Programmes of measures

seem to concentrate orsymptoms, rather than on thecausesof water degradation (the
pressures) . I n the working group’s discussions
uncl ear how a “systems approach” could be i mpl
the scaleat which a systems approach would be most relevant, vetzia and toolsare readily

available and how knowledge gathered fraznod examplescould be made operational for

local/regional water managers with limited money and time. The group had noted that ther

no common implementation guidance documermin the topic of selecting and implementing

the measures with high systemic relevance. The feasibility and usefulness of such a document

require further discussion.

One specific t opioreout al2tdiié dNheya@dlariiedviewshesist

between those policynakers and pressure groups who state that the application of the process

is an actual barrier to the achievement of the objectives and others who consider it merely a
challenge interms of communicating results. In the 2018 session, it was concluded that this

principle could constitute a barrier precisely because of the communication problems: due to a

lack ofsystems thinkingthe application of the principle may lead to a focussymptoms and

thus guide policies and measures away from drivers and pressures. The previous session
concl uded +foudialko uttie promei ple should be preserve
fundamental element of the WFD, and that indicators dddoe used as systemic knowledge

instruments. The question remained as to how this could best be achieved.
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3.2. What stands out?

The presentatior-provided by Prof. Carvalfe built further on the insights gained in the MARS
project and zoomedn on a numler of good examplé$ of systems thinking in the form of
integrated RBM plansnd, consequently, on lessons learned for the EU fitness check.

The starting point for the discussion was the acknowledgement that one ofnthgr
achievements of the implemeation of the WFD, is that it deliverslatively consistent Europe

wide data, and thusprovides a relatively clear picture diie status of European waters.

“ Re |l at—ibecaubeythere are stilknowledge gaps on some aspects of the status of
waterbodiesand major differences in status assessments between Member States (e.g. number
of biological quality elements taken into account).

Communicate progress towards good status more effectively (1)

Incorporate innovation in monitoring and assessment (1)
Improve diagnosis of cause of deterioration (2

[ mp g @

Permanent framework
2nd RBMP 3rd RBMP for river basin management

o —
[#}]

[
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4
2015 j 2021 2027
eConference Target cost-effective measures to reduce main cause of

deterioration or, if needed, tackle multiple stressors (2)
Demonstrate the multiple benefits of management to different stakeholders (2)
Enhance policy coherence and integration with other sectors, especially agriculiure (3)

Figure VIl:main recommendations from the MARS project. Science of the Total Environment (2019) 658¢ 1228
1238

The Mas project identified several issues, with regard to monitoring and assessment, that

should be considered in the light of the fitness check. First of alithe-out, all-outé  LINA y OA LJX S
The MARS project pointed out that, when different quality elememispond to the same
stressors, the augplloiucdt ipon nafi ptl ke coonmppeounds unc
elements andnay thus lead to an overealous implementation of the precautionary approach.

Another problem is that a status assessmaides not generally identify the cause of

degradation t he final status is merely an indication
The challenge is thus to detect the main driver(s) under nstiéssor conditions-in order to

select the proper, dost)effective measures. The MARS project generated new insicntsl

produced tool&? for this.

With only 40% of surface waters in good ecological status or better, and limited change in status
between F'and 2 River Basin Management Plans (RBMMPset challenges can be identified

8 Prof. Carvalho was unpactedly unable to participate in the meeting. His contribution was presented by Wim Van
Gils (Minaraad). The elements thereof were immediately piakedh a process of exchanging ideas.

9 http://www.mars-project.eu/

10 https://lwww.ymparisto.filen-US/Waters/Restoration_of _water_bodies

https://www.vesijarvi.fi/fen/frontpage/

www.openness.hugin.com/caseStudies/LochLeven_Habitat

http://naiad2020.eu/

11 http://www.mars-project.eu/index.php/factsheets. html

12 http://www.mars-project.eu/index.php/tools.html
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that might causehe limited impact of the RBMPs. (1) Firstly, if active participation remains
limited, there is arisk of low ownership of the problems either by society or industry. (2)
Secondly, there is the challengé insufficient mechanisms and funding, in ordercmanise
societal and sector buyn on the appropriate scale to implementeasures(3) Thirdly, and in
relation to diffuse sources of pollution or degradation, the selected basic and supplementary
measures are often insufficiento deliver success.

The guestion is then whether a mosgstemicapproach-as a way of organising governanee
would deliver better results. There seem to be some indications that this might be the case. The
examples from the msentation show the importance &howledge transfersbased on robust

data and demonstrations of cosffective measureslhe framework oécosystem(s)/(services)
would make it possibleto highlight multiple benefits and strengthen societal support.
Community ownershipandfinancial incentivesould be used to improve cooperation between
and ownership among stakeholderdowever, poorpolicy integrationremained a constant
hurdle when trying to get to a more systemic approach. Integration remains poomwithter

policy (e.g. WFD vs Flooding directive), as well as between water policy and several sector
policies (e.g. CAP vs WFD). The way forward would bstaid seeking integration or
harmonisationat the level of the policy goals.

3.3. Discussion: whatan be done

To enhancenonitoring and assessmenturther innovations should be utilised. The routadble
participants identified solutions such asing (1) remote sensing, (2) DNéquencing and (3)
citizenscience apotential ways to enhance monitognand assessments, while reducing cost
and increasingffectiveness througla greater coverage and a more consistent measurement
across Europe. Furthermore, a more flexidiesign of monitoring networks(differentiation
between status and trend monitoringhay add to that. Finallyandscape experimentshould

be added, to assess and communicate the benefits and effectiveness of measures.

Wi t h r e g amedut, allout"t hper i“nci pl e, the participants di
adweight of evidencé | LJLNBiIrg Otk account the (un)certainty of the status assessment

of the individual quality elements. Furthermore, greater attention should be paid to the
constituent elements of the monitoring process. Overall, there is a need to use monitatag d

more holistically and effectively to improve water management decisions.

WFD has delivered a great increase in knowledge of the pressures and state of European waters.
Today’' s challenge is to use that k nowavdse d ge mo
solutions for River Basin Management. Such effective solutions need a systemic approach, in the

form ofa greater communityandcrosssector participationandmore ownershipunderpinned

by robust science To deliver an effective systemic approathree ways forward were

discussed.
9 Firstly, the session participants agreed that it is necessary to creategeable structures
(c¢atchmentunits) f or restoration. The designation o

account temporal and spatial scalek ecosystems, legislative units, and policy agendas.
Government structures need to be adjusted to
size fits all” approach. Wi thin these structu
present: a desigrtad party with a clear and unequivocal role to play in promoting the good

status of the water system that is being managed.
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1 Secondly, it was noted that it is important to provide creditignonstrations ofthe social,
economic and biodiversityo-benefitsof WFD measures in order to make the value of water
more tangible to the community. An important step in this process is making sure that there
is enough credible information underpinning the value of water to the community (through
e.g. an ecosystems apyach) and the benefits that can be expected from measures, i.e.:
make all decisions watevise. While it was acknowledged that showing these benefits
might be easier in situations where the water resources are private, there was general
agreement that thechallenges of implementing the provisions of the WFD regarding
participation and economic analysis, could not be used as an argument for privatisation. It
was remarked that the WFD pwaterisintaocomantercialn it s f
product lke any other but, rather, a heritage which must be protected, defended and treated
as such ”

1 Thirdly, getting theparticipation-processesright is important to make sure the whole
process is being perceived as positive and fair. Instruments like cé@ence and co
operative platforms can help build ownership of the problem, resulting in taking on the
(financial) responsibility for implementing measures. This is particularly important for
involving the farming community. In a pilot project, the creatiof a strong cooperative
platform between farmers and agencies, incorporating 2,500 farmers from 7 countries,
enhanced insights with regard to cesffective measures and resulted in a rapid and
increased uptake of innovative measute©n a more local ate, farmers often have strong
ties to local communities. If there is a possibility of mobilising the community, including the
farmers, and creating ownership and a sense of shared values, the willingness to take
measures will increase rapidly.

Thesessioparti ci pants al so missiend u s saesd ptrhoep ocscerndc @ mt tadh
Europe programm, to overcome the challenggfmovi ng t he genwerhave feel in
to do something t o weemwadnsto do somethirg . I n this Hori ztken Eur ope
formulation of inspiring missions is aimed at creating ownership with different stakeholders. For
exampl e, mi s s iHealthyOcears, S8as,iCaastdl and IhlandWdters Wi t hi n t hi
area, several specific WHBlated missions could be fimulated, based on systems analysis.

They could provide the basis for launching demonstration projects to show the benefits of
restoration and thus contribute to the switch in thinking about water as being something

“mundané t o being something valuabl e.

To conclude, it was noted that the water community has worked hard to bring other sectors to
the table in the governance structures and participation processes implementing the WFD,
which allowed those sectors to include their concerns in the procesadtsuggestethat this
approach should be supplementedvith efforts to put water on the agenda of other
stakeholders by reaching out to them. Making sure the key stakeholders understand the value
of water to them will put water on their (investment) aggen

13 https://ec.europa.eu/budget/euprojects/balticdeal _en
14 See Carvalhet al, 2019.https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST9422019INIT/en/pdf
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Create a balanced vision on the problem of finance

Make sure to add sufficient governance quality in investment policies

Budgetary constraints are, in many cases, not the main problem in the implementation of the
Water FrameworlDirective. Instead, the main gap to be bridged is the one of improving the
guality of the governance determining the financial spending, making sure investment needs are
well-considered, and quality of investments is maximised. Important areas for immenvieare

asset management, policy integration, a better link between objectives, planning and
investments and a better process for selecting measures. To deal with these topics, further steps
in system thinking and economic thinking are crucial.

Create pespective for the less webff countries (EU)

Al t hough | ack of money and/or time isn’t alway:
still is of central importance. The countries that joined the EU after the entry into force of the

WFD, have had $s time to achieve the objectives. Simultaneously, the secamomic situation

in a number of those countries doesn’t really a
on water policy, i.e. without creating unacceptable societal problems, abeaeen from the

OECD figures. EU funding is an important factor in bridging the gap, but this support is unlikely

to be able to do so completely (for financial, governance and capacity reasons). In the fitness

check conclusions, it should be made cleawhbese countries will be incentivised to keep up

a pace that is both adequate, and fair.

Enhance policy integration in order to create synergies

The issue of policy integraticiso requires attention. Both at national and at EU level, major
challenges- but also major opportunities- exist in finding and creating synergies in policies.
Firstly, in the water policies, where, depending on the level of integration, the implementation
of the flooding directive can both help and hinder the achievement of WHeD objectives.
Secondly, an integration with agriculture and transportation policies is needed at the level of
objectives, within the framework of the SDGs. Policy integration is essential not only from a
systemic point of view, but also to reduce investmneeds and in order to get the economic
principles and instruments working.

Enhance the uptake of economic thinking in water policy

Underline multiple benefits of solutions

In its previous session, the EEAC working group called for a rethink of thef usmest

effectiveness analysis. More and more complex policy decisions, with less tangible results, are

to be expected. In this light, an oversimplified focus on cost efficiency as a way of policy
evaluation ex ante, might lead to inaction. The methodgldigat is offered by mulicriteria

analyses could prove useful, bringing into the picture the multiple (often-monetised)

benefits of potential solutions. This is especially true for investments made with EU funding (e.g.

structural funds), where it isrucial that the spending rules are changed to make sure multi
benefit solutions (1| i ke-bagreae rs aleniflyitakentsitby ct ur e s
account.
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Introduce and/or strengthen Fairness in finance discussions

It is clear that affordbility issues and distributional issues are not to be neglected in the
implementation of the principle of cost recovery. For companies, a level playing field is equally
important, especially for sectors competing on international markets. Neverthelessnéled

for market fairness cannot be an excuse for preventing the introduction of adequate incentives

in water pricing, badly needed to effect both behavioural change and the implementation of
technological innovation. Consequently, it would seem impdrtanshift from a principle of

“full cost recovery” to a principle of *“adequa
pricing and fair distribution of the costs across different water users/ polluters

Create more certainty for investors

Dealing vith uncertaintyis a challenge at several levels and with many topics. The uncertainty
about the effectiveness of measures can lead to bias in the selection process of measures,
leading to easyto-understand singldenefit investments into grey infrasteture, or even
inaction. Welldocumented demonstration projects and more participative means of making
costbenefit analysis, can help to resolve this. Moreover, reducing the uncertainty of the return
on investment (risk) on certain investments could opée door to domestic commercial
funding.

[221 FG GKS aL}Rffdzi SN LI $@Z & eLANRSYOA LB S A QSRa ¢d LAFF
dynamic, transitional point of view

Adding Payment for Ecosystem Services to the WFD toolbox could be a promising route,
especally when it comes to engaging the farming sector. However, the concept of such
payments seems topoluterpay$ O0BB}P) withctitpkee,, which
all environmental policies to maintain an economic level playing field. Thisotewesiuld be

turned into a driving force, by looking at it from a dynamic, transitional point of view, leading to

a policy scheme with an original phaiseof PES, followed by a phaset of PES and a phasge

of PP. The payments should therefore be aimedridging the transition towards business

models with enhanced delivery of services: reduced pollution and sustainable water use.

Enhance systems thinking in water policies

Use indicators to identify root problems, and to select relevant measures

Ifindc at ors reveal t hat a waterbody does not hav
challenge is to identify the main pressures/drivers of the problem. Indicators should be looked

at from a systemic point of view (i.e. holistic, and not analytical), takit@ account the

uncertainty in the assessment. Mufiressure assessments are more often than not essential to

get good insights. Tools have been developed f ¢
and play” for t he vnahegrany)siuatiang ehers datagapprenain.al | vy

In addition to costbenefit analyses, demonstrate that real, shared, values can be attained
Costbenefit analyses are important for policy makers in terms of underpinning decisions, but
they do not always k&d to full acceptance of policies and measures by the community involved.
Therefore, it is important to make the value of water and of the water system more tangible for
communities. The abowvmentioned multicriteria analyses make it possible to include
(eco)system services in the local community valuation of its environmémiis making it not

only a tool for selecting measures, but also for public participation and, buildirigad, buying

in stakeholdersln order to really get communities and targgbups to engage with water policy
measures, it is important not only to present the theoretical case of the improved water system,
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but also to demonstrate in practice that the measures are attainable and will deliver tangible
(ecosystem) benefits.

Deal pagmatically with imperfect governance structures

The existing governance structures seldom reflect fully the (systemic) principles behind the
WFD. On top of that, issues of scale keep popping up in the discussions. Combining pragmatic
governance structwes — with problem-orientated networking at its centre and with system
promotors that serve as catalystsnay be the fastest way forward.

Complete guidance documents with guidance processes

The idea of updating guidance documents, or creating new onesaasuggested in the 2018
session, was not adhered to in this session. Drafting or redrafting guidance documents would be
time-consuming. Moreover, it seems that, in this phase of the implementation, dynamic and
interactive guidance processes (e.g. thauwy visits from the OECD, or the Environmental
Implementation Review, including the pegr-peer tools) are more suitable ways of improving

the quality and speed of implementation.
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