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FOREWORD

Background

The Heritage Council is a statutory body with responsibility for proposing policies to protect,
preserve, promote and enhance the nation’s heritage, whether built, cultural or natural.

In its strategic plan 2001-06, the Council identified water quality as one of its main areas
of policy formation. As part of the process of drafting this policy, the Heritage Council
identified the implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive as a major work area
with particular emphasis on the public participation aspects. To assist in developing policy,
the Heritage Council agreed to canvass opinion on current water quality and current and
future water management proposals.

A two stage process of consultation was agreed on, seeking views on these issues.
This took the form of written consultation and a discussion seminar, which was held in
Athlone on October 18 2003. The outcomes of both these elements of the public
consultation are set out in this document.

A written consultation process was started in March 2003 with the distribution of a
consultative document, Seeking Your Views on Water Quality. The responses were collated and
analysed by Dr Harriet Emerson, who also co-ordinated the workshop sessions at the seminar.

Content of the document

This document is a record of the feedback to the consultation document and the seminar
of 18 October 2003 and represents the views of the respondents expressed in writing
or during the workshop and plenary sessions.

Chapters 3 and 4 cover the respondent rate, and data analysis. Chapter 5 contains an
over-view on a question by question basis. Chapter 6 examines the response to the
principles contained in the Water Framework Directive. Chapter 7 looks at proposals made
by respondents under a series of headings: administrative arrangements, enforcement and
compliance, public participation, and recovery of costs. Chapter 8 gives a detailed
summary of responses by respondent type, of which there are 12.

A report on the Athlone seminar is contained in chapter 9. The programme for the day is
outlined; short presentations were made but the bulk of the day was made up from
workshops and a plenary session. This chapter is devoted to the workshop discussions
and plenary, both of which were informed by the written consultation process.

Chapter 10 identifies a number of challenges arising out of the written and discussion stages.

Future Actions

Based on the deliberations of the issues arising from both parts of the consultation
process, the Heritage Council will draw up its own recommendations for government and
other statutory bodies on the implementation of the Water Framework Directive, and
water management in Ireland, and will pursue these policy issues with these bodies.

The record of this consultation process will be distributed to all those who took part in the
process, and any other interested parties. The document will be a resource to any
individuals, communities or organisations which are interested in this work.



INTRODUCTION

1.1 The EU Water Framework Directive

The Water Framework Directive of the European Union (Directive 2000/60/EC) aims to
introduce innovative measures to conserve and protect water resources. It is intended to
provide a mechanism for dealing with both water quality and quantity. Its principal
innovation is the requirement that water be managed in an integrated way.

The Directive aims to contribute to:

e the provision of the sufficient supply of good quality surface water and ground water
i.e. underground water) as needed for sustainable, balanced and equitable water use;

e asignificant reduction in pollution of ground water;

* the protection of territorial and marine waters, and;

e achieving the objectives of relevant international agreements. [Article 1]

It supports three significant principles.

The principle of precautionary action, where there are threats of serious or irreversible
damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing cost-
effective measures to prevent degradation of the environment.

The polluter pays principle, where those who cause pollution should pay for its effects,
both by finding ways to avoid further pollution and by covering the costs of restoration.

The principle of the recovery of costs of water services, which requires member states to
use water-pricing policies that "provide adequate incentives for users to use water
resources efficiently".

The implementation of the Directive is based on the idea of catchment management. A
catchment is the area of land from which water flows into rivers and lakes (or directly into
the sea). Within the catchment, all of the waters (including ground water and artificial
water bodies like reservoirs and canals) have to be managed in a balanced way. The key
is getting all water users and interested parties — the stakeholders — involved. Several
recent project have already been run on this basis, for example on Lough Leane, Lough
Derg and Lough Ree and the Rivers Erne, Suir, Liffey and Boyne.

Catchments are to be identified throughout the island and several catchments will be
grouped together in River Basin Districts (RBDs). A River Basin Management Plan is to be
produced for each River Basin District. Some RBDs will span the border with Northern
Ireland: the aim will be to produce a single, agreed plan for each of these International
River Basin Districts (IRBDs).

The Water Framework Directive sets out a clear timetable through which the aims of the
Directive are to be achieved in all EU countries (see Table 2).



Step 1 By end of 2003  Transpose into national law
Identify River Basin Districts and competent authorities

Step 2 By end of 2004 Characterise river basins
Identify locations and boundaries of water bodies.
Identify pressures and impacts; conduct economic analysis of water use
Define reference conditions for good water status

Assess the likelihood that surface water bodies will fail to meet the
environment quality objectives

Register protected areas

Step 3 By end of 2006 Water monitoring programmes become operational

Work programmes and timetables of River Basin Management Plans
(RBMPs) to be made public; six months for consultation

Step 4 2007 Public consultation on significant water management issues
Step 5 2008 Draft RBMP to be made public; six months for consultation
Step 6 2009 Programme of measures for achieving the environmental objectives to be

identified. RBMPs to be agreed and sent to the EU Commission
Step 7 2012 Programmes of measures implemented

Step 8 2015 Good water status to be achieved for all surface waters, artificial and
heavily modified waters and ground water

Review and update

Step 9 2027 Final deadline for achieving objectives, following two 6-year prolongations

Table 2. WFD Implementation Timetable

1.2 Implementation of the Water Framework Directive in Ireland

It is proposed to have four districts in the Republic, and three IRBDs. The boundaries of all
the districts will be finalised by the end of 2003. A district may include one or more river
mouths, estuaries or deltas; it also includes coastal waters at least one mile from shore,
recognising that land-based activities have a significant impact at sea..

Local Authorities will have the primary role in promoting, establishing and implementing
these new arrangements.

1.3 Public participation in implementation of the Water Framework Directive

The Water Framework Directive encourages the active involvement of all interested parties
in implementation, and especially in the production, review and updating of the River
Basin Management Plans.



There may be three levels of public participation:

¢ information: the authorities are required to keep the public informed

e consultation: they are also required to seek comments on plans and proposals

¢ involvement: they are encouraged (not required) to involve stakeholders in decision-making
The details of the public participation proposed in the Water Framework Directive are
presented in Article 14 of the Directive. The full text of the Water Framework Directive is
available on the website www.wfdireland.ie

2.0 BACKGROUND TO THE HERITAGE COUNCIL
CONSULTATION

The Heritage Council is a statutory body with responsibility for proposing policies that will
protect, preserve and enhance the nation’s heritage, whether built, cultural or natural. In
addition to the present generation’s own use and enjoyment of these resources, the
Council’'s work aims to ensure that future generations will be able to inherit these
resources in good condition. Water is one of the most important of these resources and it
is an integral part of the nation’s natural and cultural heritage.

In its strategic plan 2001-06, the Council identified water quality as one of its main areas
of policy formation. As part of the process of drafting this policy, the Heritage Council
resolved to make recommendations to the government about the implementation of the
Water Framework Directive, and about other measures that it believes are necessary to
improve and conserve water supplies and to manage human activities that affect the
nation’s water resources.

To assist in developing policy, the Heritage Council agreed to canvass opinion on current
water quality and current and future water management proposals.

2.1 Establishment of Working Group on the Water Framework Directive

The Heritage Council established a Working Group on the Water Framework Directive
under the aegis of its Standing Committee on Inland Waterways, with the purpose of
aiding the Council in its formation of policy on water quality. The Working Group decided
to focus in particular on the public participation rather than on the technical aspects of
the Directive.

2.2 Consultation Exercise

In drawing up its recommendations, the Working Group wished to consider both expert
opinion and to gather views from around the country on a number of matters:

¢ the current state of our waters;

e the principles underlying the Water Framework Directive;

e its practical implementation;

* what else needs to be done.

The Working Group agreed a consultation exercise to gather opinion from around the
country, through a two-stage process:

1. Written Consultation

The written consultation stage was initiated using a consultative document
(see Appendix X), which explained the aim of the Heritage Council, presented an
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overview of current pressures on water resources, described the Water Framework
Directive and listed some of the critical challenges. The document then presented nine
broad questions through which readers’ views were sought on:

e the current state of Ireland’s waters;

e the principles underlying the Water Framework Directive;

e its practical implementation, and;

* what else needs to be done.

The document clearly explained that the feedback received would be used by the
Heritage Council to help it draw up policy advice to the Minister for the Environment,
Heritage and Local Government, and to draft guidance on public participation in
implementing the Directive.

2. Discussion Seminar

In the consultative document, it was made clear that all those who responded would be
invited to participate in a discussion seminar. This event was intended as an opportunity
to present the feedback from the written consultation, and to further explore this and the
issues raised by the Water Framework Directive.

The outcomes of both these elements of the public consultation are set out in this document.

3.0 QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

Responses were received by the Heritage Council in the period to the 1st September,
2003, both by post, fax and electronically.

3.1 Response Rate

A total of 1131 copies of the consultative document were posted out to a very wide range
of groups and individuals identified as having a potential interest in water quality and the
implementation of the WFD (see Appendix A for list of recipient organisations). The
document was also available via the Heritage Council website.

Recipients were initially asked to submit responses by the beginning of June. This date was
extended to the 1st of September, to allow further questionnaires to be returned.

By the end of October 2003, a total of 147 replies had been received, of which 127
included completed questionnaires or letters of response to the consultative document.
This amounted to a 11.2% response rate. (The remaining 20 replies were
acknowledgements, notifications that the document had been forwarded to another
party for response, or that the individual concerned would not be responding.)

Since the recipients were not chosen as a sample to be representative of any groups or
the population as a whole, the response rate is in itself not significant. This is particularly
the case given the qualitative analysis performed.



3.2 Respondents
Responses were assigned to the following categories:

% recipients

of document Responses % of responses
Agriculture 12.5 2 1.6
Angling 18.0 18 14.1
Business & related 4.0 6 4.7
Clergy 7.0 9 7.0
Community NGOs 4.0 3 2.3
Education 0.5 5 3.9
Environmental NGOs 3.5 15 11.7
Individuals 4.0 12 9.4
Local authorities 22.0 18 14.1
Other statutory agencies 15.0 23 18.0
Professional bodies 0.5 1 0.8
Recreational NGOs (excl. angling) 9.0 16 12.5

(Three responses in the Other statutory agencies and Recreational NGOs categories came from
Northern Ireland or UK-based organisations.)

Table 1. Responses by area of interest

The distinction between Angling and other Recreational NGOs was made because of the
significant numbers of angling responses and the need to be able to assess whether
responses from angling groups are significantly different from other recreational interests.
Similarly, while submitting their responses in a personal capacity, members of the clergy
were considered separately from other individuals, primarily because of the potential
significance of the organisations to which they belong, and again the need to distinguish
whether their responses were distinctly different.

Many of those responding from local authorities did so in a personal capacity, but other
than where they expressly requested that their input be considered as that of an individual
member of the public (1 case), these responses have been taken as one category.

Where the proportion of responses in a category is markedly different than the proportion
of consultation documents sent out (see Table 1), one may assume that those concerned
were either relatively highly motivated to respond (as in the case of Education,
Environmental NGOs, Individuals, Other Statutory Agencies, and Recreational NGOs), or
alternatively were disinterested or unaware of the relevance of the issue to themselves (as
with Agriculture, Community NGOs, and Local Authorities). There may be a number of
reasons to explain these varied response rates, but without further investigation these
must remain the subject of conjecture.

11
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Fig. 1. Percentage of responses by area of interest

3.3 Conclusions

The response rate of 11.3% may be considered low. However, it should be noted that the

consultative documents were sent out without prior introduction, and in the absence of

any national initiative to heighten awareness of the Directive itself or water management

issues. In such a case of ‘cold calling’ a relatively low response rate to a postal

questionnaire would be anticipated.

The low overall number of responses may be seen to indicate a number of phenomena:

e |t suggests a failure on the part of recipients and the public at large to perceive the
relevance or potential impact of the Water Framework Directive to themselves and their
interests.

e There is a general lack of familiarity amongst the public and many of the recipient groups
at being consulted on matters of national policy (as opposed to more localised issues).

e It is possible that many community groups and NGOs would have difficulty establishing
agreement on responses to be given to such consultative documents.

The sources of the responses received suggest a high level of awareness and motivation

in relation to the Water Framework Directive among specific non-governmental groups,

notably anglers and other recreational water users and environmental NGOs. A

reasonably high response rate might have been anticipated from statutory authorities,

especially those likely to be involved in implementation of the Directive. As a proportion

of total responses, this was found to be the case. However, the response rate from this



sector was surprisingly low, and the reasons for this would be interesting to discover. One
comment implied that the questionnaire appeared to be directed towards the individual
(i.e. question 6 regarding the acceptability of increased costs for implementation). This
may have confused statutory agencies about the capacity in which responses were to be
made. This in turn may have resulted in lower response rates and the variable nature of
response, on behalf of the agency or from staff as individuals.

4.0 DATA COMPILATION AND ANAL YSIS

The information gathered via the open-ended questionnaire design required qualitative
analysis. A limited amount of statistical data could be established in relation to the
information received, but since the recipients of the consultation document were not
chosen in a systematic manner, results cannot be considered representative of wider
populations, or any grouping other than of those who responded.

4.1 Data compilation

Questionnaire responses were entered into an Excel Spreadsheet and The Ethnograph
programme, which is designed to assist with coding and retrieval of qualitative
information. Both only represent tools for assisting with the examination of the data, but
helped to make it possible to establish the extent of themes which emerged and their
relative significance.

4.2 Data Analysis and reporting

The returned questionnaires were classified as belonging to particular groups, which were
not pre-determined, but correspond to the nature of the various respondents. This made
it possible to examine the responses of distinct interest groups, in order to determine
similarities and differences within and between them.

Responses were considered to each of the questions asked in turn, but note was taken of
where a single issue emerged in response to different questions both from an individual
respondent and across respondents within groups.

The information in all the questionnaires was also considered as a whole in relation to the
8 questions asked (see Section 5). A table of the main issues raised was produced in
relation to these.

Responses in relation to the three principles supported in the Water Framework Directive
(the ‘polluter pays’, ‘precautionary action’, and ‘recovery of costs of water services’) were
then evaluated (see Section 6).

Finally, proposals made by respondents were identified and grouped according to the
issues they addressed (see Section 7).

Wherever possible, use of respondents’ own words have been employed to convey
meanings. This is particularly the case in Section 8 that deals with response from the
different categories of respondent in turn. In Section 5 (overview of responses) this
technique has been employed less, as an attempt is made to condense information.

4.3 Strengths and weaknesses of the data gathered and conclusions

There are a number of strengths and weaknesses to the information that was obtained
from the completed questionnaires.

13
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The open-ended nature of the questions allowed respondents opportunity to put across
their perspectives on the issues raised, and on additional points. This allowed them to
communicate their perception of the Water Framework Directive, issues of water quality
and what they perceived as related matters.

The nature of responses varied widely. In some cases one word answers were open to
different interpretations. For example, the answer "resources" to question 3 (about the
perceived risks associated with the proposed administrative arrangements for
implementation) is not clear. What aspect of resources represents the risk: excessive,
inadequate and/or inappropriate resources?

Alternatively, in a few cases lengthy responses were given that were not always relevant
to the immediate question or any of the issues raised in the questionnaire. Note was taken
of these, and the information helps to illustrate those matters of significance to
respondents in relation to water quality that are perhaps not considered by those involved
with policy and implementation in this area.

In some cases where extensive additional material and discussions were presented, there
is a risk that these lengthy responses assume disproportionate weight in the analysis.
Caution was taken not to allow this to happen, and in most cases this material contributed
positively by powerfully illustrating the point(s) made by multiple respondents.

Given the questionnaire-response basis of the information, it was not possible to explore
meanings in any greater depth with respondents, and care has been taken not to make
assumptions in interpreting individual answers. To some extent this limits the strength of
the qualitative analysis that could be undertaken since it is not possible to "paint the fuller
picture" of individuals’ contexts, experiences and perspectives that would be the case if a
more in-depth technique, such as interviews, had been used. However, it is intended to
build on the understanding developed from the questionnaire feedback in the proposed
seminar on this subject involving the respondents, allowing a third order interpretation of
the findings to date.

The information collected in the survey is immensely valuable in illuminating meanings
surrounding issues relating to water quality and the Water Framework Directive as they
are understood within various sectors of the community.

It also provides the opportunity for respondents to examine the collected and analysed
data to raise consciousness and focus attention on important issues.

Since the invitation to respond to the consultative document was made widely (both in
terms of the recipients of the document and its availability on the World Wide Web), the
opportunity existed for a great range of interest groups and sectors to volunteer their
contribution. The absence of voices from particular sectors and interest groups amongst
the respondents is of considerable significance. In the case of those who received the
consultative document and did not respond, it can be considered that they selected
themselves out of the consultation exercise. This raises the question ‘why?’ The points
raised under 3.3 above may be of relevance here, but it is not possible to answer the
question on the basis of the responses that were received.

Finally, it is important to stress that statistical data relating to the questionnaire responses
should not be interpreted as representing a wider population.



4.4 A note on interpretation

It is perhaps worth noting that respondents to the consultative document vary widely in
terms of their expertise in relation to water management issues. Some (apparently a small
minority) are scientific or professional experts with extensive in-depth knowledge.
The majority can be considered lay people, without particular specialist knowledge.
The purpose of the consultative document was to establish an overview of the
perspectives of a range of such people.

It is important to value the responses received appropriately, and not be dismissive in
instances where the level of detail or understanding might be frustrating to a specialist
working in this area.

Given the stress on widespread participation in implementation within the Directive itself,
understanding "where everyone is at" is a vital step in moving towards a successful
mechanism for working together to deliver the Directive’s aims.

5.0 OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION FEEDBACK

In this section a broad overview of all the responses received is initially presented (Section
5.1). Then each of the questions asked in the consultative document are considered in
turns, considering all the responses received (Sections 5.2 — 5.9). This gives somewhat
more detail and is intended to give an understanding of the main themes and issues
arising from across all the responses. A brief conclusion is then presented, including a
table summarising the main concerns raised by respondents.

5.1 Overall Summary of Responses

A wide range of water-related concerns was identified by respondents reflecting their
working and personal interests. The dominant concern was in relation to water quality
(over 62% of respondents), with a majority of respondents referring particularly to quality
of water for consumption, but also for commercial and recreational activities and for
wildlife and nature conservation reasons. In many cases these concerns were linked to
other issues such as particular sources of contamination, or activities, etc. The next most
significant concern related to pollution (as distinct from waste disposal), which was raised
by over a quarter of respondents, followed by habitat loss/ damage (17%), waste disposal
issues (13%) and eutrophication /nutrient enrichment and agriculture (both 12%).
A considerable number of other areas of concern were reflected by around 10% of all
respondents.

A significant majority of all respondents expressed clear support for the WFD (71.7%),
with less than 10% opposed to the Directive. The remaining 19% of responses were
unclear. In most cases where the Directive was supported, the support was strongly
expressed.

In terms of the risks that respondents perceived with the proposed administrative
arrangements for implementation, there were two themes that emerged strongly. Just
over a third of all respondents raised issues relating to management structures and
procedures for implementation, and just less than one third raised fears of inadequate

15
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resources. A third slightly less widespread concern related to the credibility of local
authorities in the process of implementation (raised by over 21%), and a fourth to the
challenge of public involvement (over 18%).

Many suggestions were made as to how the public could be involved in the
implementation of the Directive, and a full list of these is included in Appendix B.
However, several themes emerged as significant from the answers given. The dominant
theme concerned the perceived need for a much greater level of awareness, which
requires greater availability of easily accessible and comprehensible information, and is
clearly linked to necessary education programmes. The second clear theme concerned the
need for active, rather than passive, involvement of the public at all stages from
development of the River Basin Management Plans through their implementation to their
revision, and associated with this the concern that there must be a genuine acceptance
by the authorities responsible for the Directive that this public involvement is necessary.
A third distinct, but less widespread theme concerned the need to provide support for the
public (individuals, organisations and community groups) to participate in
implementation. This included both provision of varied resources, from financial to
expertise. The final significant theme that emerged amongst a significant minority of
respondents was the need to established formal mechanisms or structures for
representation of the public with the processes of implementation for the Directive.
A number of suggestions were made as to how this might be done.

Five groups feature strongly amongst respondents views as to who should be involved in
the long term management of the RBDs. The dominant group consists of ‘stakeholders’
(those with an interest), which were identified by over 60%. Just under 50% felt that local
authorities and/or the ‘relevant statutory agencies’ should be involved. Three other
groups were identified by a lesser percentage of respondents, but are clearly significant.
These include regional fisheries boards (20%), and the Environmental Protection Agency
and agricultural interests (both named by 17%). No other group or sector was identified
by over 9% of respondents.

Over 60% of all respondents indicated that they were prepared to accept increased costs
for implementation of the Directive. Just over 13% were not willing to pay additional
costs, while 25% either did not respond to this question or indicated that it was not
relevant/appropriate for them to answer.

Just under 30% of all respondents mentioned the ‘polluter pays’ principle, all expressing
support for this (usually strongly). However, it is important to note that often the
responses made clear that the ‘polluter pays’ principle was not taken to apply to all users,
i.e. domestic water consumption. Only two respondents referred directly to the
‘precautionary principle’, both supporting its application, and only one respondent
explicitly supported the principle of ‘recovery of costs of water supply’. Two further
respondents raised perceived difficulties with this principle.

A significant minority of respondents did not identify likely impacts of implementation of
the Directive. Of those that were mentioned, two dominant themes emerge each in a
third of responses. These are impacts on the work of respondents (especially amongst



environmental NGOs, local authorities and other statutory agencies) and general
environmental and commercial benefits to be experienced as a result of implementation.
A lesser theme was picked up amongst 12.5% of respondents who saw positive
recreational benefits from implementation.

Amongst the very wide range of activities identified by respondents as needing control or
restrictions in order to achieve the aims of the WFD, there are four main themes. Sewage
treatment and disposal, including municipal treatment systems, domestic septic tanks,
boat wastes and others, was cited by over 35% of respondents. Just over 30% of
respondents listed agricultural activities. Waste disposal, including dumping, hazardous
wastes, and packaging amongst others, was identified by over 23%, and planning and
development activities and controls was also cited by over 22%. Other less commonly
cited issues included industry (13.5%), water abstraction and use (9.2%) and domestic
waste products such as detergents (8.3%).

Over 10% of respondents stressed the need for the establishment of a new, independent,
national agency to take responsibility for overseeing implementation. It was made clear
that this was for reasons of the scale and complexity of the task, the need for consistency,
and to deal with matters transcend the boundaries of local authorities.

5.2 Question 1: What water-related issues are of most concern to you?

Three general themes emerge as dominating the concerns of respondents in relation to water.
The most frequently cited concern is that of overall water quality. Precise definition of the
issues included in this area was difficult to establish in all cases, and certainly varied
between the responses of different sectors. There was a strong pre-occupation with
drinking water supplies, perhaps not surprisingly this was particularly the case amongst
the local authorities, other statutory agencies, clergy and individuals. However, water
quality for a wider range of uses, and by more than just humans, was clearly of concern.
This was the case amongst anglers, environmental NGOs, business and education
respondents, who identified recreational requirements, commercial production, and other
aquatic life forms (such as the Freshwater Pearl Mussel) as having specific water quality needs.

The closely related issue of pollution was also of serious concern to a majority of
respondents, featuring as a distinct theme in seven of the 12 respondent categories.
Pollution affects water quality, and there was evidence of overlap between these two
themes, especially in relation to eutrophication, which was cited in discussions on water
quality, pollution and habitat. However, it was distinguished from water quality in the
answers given. In almost all cases pollution was considered as synonymous with waste
disposal issues. These involved the activities of domestic individuals (for example in
relation to use of phosphate-based household detergents), households (for example those
relying on septic tanks), business and industry discharges, infrastructural developments in
construction and operation (such as roads), recreational activities (for example the
disposal of bilge waters and boat toilet wastes), and the activities of statutory authorities.
The one activity of concern cited by all groups of respondents where pollution was
specifically mentioned was agriculture. This was closely followed by issues relating to
sewage treatment whether private or public facilities.

17
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The third major theme emerging from the questionnaires related to habitat protection.
Once again the concern was very broad, including aquatic habitats, wetlands and areas
of peat bog, as well as other landscape features whose relationship with water resources
(supply, quality and regulation of cycling) is not well understood. This concern was
especially strong amongst anglers, educational interests and environmental NGOs.

In relation to each of these three themes, a significant number of respondents made clear
that the issues of concern encompassed all activities that might detrimentally affect water
resources. Agriculture was the most often cited commercial activity of concern,
mentioned by just over 11% of respondents.

Specific areas of concern reflecting the definition of respondent categories are
unsurprising, such as the theme of navigation-related issues that emerged amongst
recreational NGO respondents.

5.3 Question 2: What do you think of the Water Framework Directive’s new, and
potentially tough, approach to protection and management of our water resources?

A large majority of respondents were supportive of the Directive, its aims and the
characteristics of its approach. Majority support for the Directive is clear in all respondent
categories except for agriculture and individuals.

The Directive is felt to be an important and, in a significant number of answers, an
overdue initiative. Widespread support was apparent for a catchment or river basin based,
ecosystem focused and integrated (cross-sectoral and multi-agency) means for
implementation. While there was some question for many respondents about how
‘tough’ the implementation of the Directive would eventually turn out to be, a rigorous
and robust approach was felt to be necessary. Scepticism was evident amongst a third of
responses from the environmental NGOs and individuals, with one business respondent
querying the need for the Directive and its timing.

Whilst welcoming the Directive, a significant undercurrent of cynicism was detected
amongst respondents. This was detectable in a majority of responses. In part it is
explained by reference to experience of poor policy implementation in the past. However,
there were a number of issues raised that came up also under question 3. These included
the challenge of co-ordination between government agencies, the resource requirements
of the process and concerns over the need for sufficient political will to fully implement
the Directive. There were also criticisms of aspects of public involvement; stakeholder
identification and representation.

5.4 Question 3: What risks do you see with the proposed administrative
arrangements for the implementation of the Water Framework Directive?

Four main themes were apparent in the risks identified by respondents in the proposed
administrative arrangements for implementation of the Directive.

The strongest theme emerging in the responses to this question concerned the
management structures proposed for administration of the WFD. Concerns in relation to



these were distinct themes in ten of the 12 respondent categories (in all but agriculture
and business), and indeed was a dominant or principle theme in 7 categories). The all-
encompassing nature of the task, carried out at such a large RBD scale was viewed as a
risk. The fact that the boundaries of RBDs and local authorities are not coincident, the large
size of the RBDs and the consequent requireme