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Introduction 

The mandate for the ad-hoc activity on water Science Policy Interface (SPI) of the 
Common Implementation Strategy (CIS) of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
was adopted at the European Water Directors meeting in November 2009. Within this 
framework, Onema and the EC Directorate-General for Research organize ‘Water 
science meets policy’ events in 2010, 2011 and 2012. 

One of the main challenges put forward at the first SPI event – held at 30 September 
2010 in Brussels – was the issue of “Socio-economic tools supporting the WFD 
implementation: Possible contribution in the perspective of an ecosystem services 
(ES) approach”1. Therefore, this was selected as the theme of the second SPI seminar 
that was held at 29 and 30 September in Brussels.  
The event was entitled: “Implementation of the WFD: when ecosystem services come 
into play”. 
Though not explicitly mentioned in the Water WFD, ecosystem services appear as a 
promising concept to help its implementation. The concept is based upon the 
assumption that there is a connection between good ecological status and the 
realisation of several benefits, such as water supply, food, biodiversity, landscape 
value etc, which we are beginning to collectively call ‘ecosystem services’ (ES).  

This raises many questions on several levels, such as:  

 How much do we understand (and need to understand) ecosystem functioning 
and its links with both ecological status (WFD) and ecosystem services?  

 How can we identify the most appropriate methods to value ES derived from a 
more integrated understanding of the linkage between land and water, based 
either on technical, economic or other social values involved?  

 Can we use the ES concept as a pedagogic approach to demonstrate the 
interdependence of nature and human society therefore helping stakeholders to 
apprehend their interdependence with nature? 

 Can we go even further and incorporate ES approach into the implementation 
of agri-environmental measures identified in / required by WFD and CAP?  

The second WFD CIS-SPI event aimed to explore how the ES approach can help the 
WFD and boost political levers for its implementation. This one and a half day event 
brought together a range of speakers and experts that presented the latest thinking on 
the subject. Furthermore, through four parallel round table (RT) sessions at the second 
day of the event, it was possible to present, examine and discuss a series of case 
studies where the ES approach was tested2. 

This document reports on the second RT session, entitled: “Water quality and diffuse 
pollution resulting from dairy farming”. 

The RT session started with two case presentations – one from the Netherlands and 
one from the UK – followed by an intense discussion. A ‘snapshot’ of the 
presentations as well as the key-messages from the discussions are presented in this 
document. 
                                                
1 See further at: http://www.onema.fr/IMG/EV/cat1a-13.html  
2 See further at: http://www.onema.fr/IMG/EV/cat1a-14.html  
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Presentation 1 – Dutch case 

Title: “How low can we go? – farmers as water mangers!” – Waternet case 
study in the Netherlands 

Presenter: Nicolaas van Everdingen 
Email: nicolaas@watermaatwerk.nl   
Talk: 

 How can the water board Waternet cooperate with farmers to achieve WFD 
objectives? 

 Why should they cooperate? – because water board cannot achieve their goals 
without involvement/cooperation of farmers 

 Problem: nitrate in groundwater above quality standard. Solving of this 
problem will need more the just only applying less manure to the land. 

 Wet buffer strips can help 

 Lot of parallel to NYC story, day 1 (Brils & Appleton) 

 Use the idea’s of the farmers in the area in looking for solutions: they have a 
lot of untapped local knowledge for that! 

 Farmers feel the pressure on them from the close by big city (Amsterdam) 

 Most of the farmers are member of the Agriculture Nature Union (ANV), 
through this union farmers a.o. protect wetland birds. So a form of 
environmental stewardship. 

 Farmers as water managers (‘manage together’), however the water board sets 
clear targets: minimum amount of ditched to deepen to create nature friendly 
watersides: > 500 m2 (net) 

 Contract farmers – water board, includes kitchen table inventory, check 
possibilities etc: end result: a contract with some payment by water board: 48 
talks, 24 contracts, 20 km of nature friendly watersides, so nice success 

 Win-win situation: good for nature & for farm: e.g. better/more stable shores 

 Even price winning concept 

 Farmers learn from farmers, reciprocal trust, field agents ANV as intermediary 

 Farmer cooperates because: 
- Water = production tools, farmer = (water) manager by nature 
- fun, because not to much paper work 

 Water boards participate because: 
- tap into local knowledge 
- achieve WFD with less resistance of farmers 
- lower costs (institutional) 
- real participation 
- fun! 

 Conclusion: Lower nutrients and more ecology at lower costs is possible 
(only) by cooperating with farmers 
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 Boundary: long term contracts and have to be prepared/anticipate to upcoming 
update of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP2013). ES good combination 
with CAP2013 !? 

Clarifying questions: 

 Who funds water board? = money from local tax payers (in this case 
Amsterdam) 

 Does PES outweigh loss of production? = yes, outcome is zero balance 

 Pay for m2 

 Lot of work all discussions? = yes, true, but aim at more acres with less 
farmers in the end. This was a trial. Water board still also looking for other 
methods of payment 

 Unique approach in NL? = are also pilots at other places in NL. But different 
circumstances 

 In talk ES used? = Don’t go to farmers with that you help WFD or ES, it is 
just stating: we have problem with water quality, with your help/insights we 
can overcome that problem. Help us to improve infrastructure for fish, and 
structure for flora and fauna, and we can help you to improve infrastructure at 
your farm. 

Presentation 2 – UK case 

Title: The upstream thinking project on paying farmers for 
improving/altering their practice to improve water quality on the River 
Tamar in SW England 

Presenter: Dylan Bright 
Email: dylan@wrt.org.uk   
Talk: 

 Algal bloom population modeler, but with farming background 

 WRT, (Westcountry Rivers Trust) is not for profit, private organization 

 Progression for conservation from Fortress Conservation (fence it and forget it 
thought to Community Conservation Finding Win wins for farmers) 

 Persuade is tool used, no statutory power (WRT): broker, convincer 

 This is not enough however and a Paid Ecosystem Service model has been 
adopted going forward in collaboration with the Water Company. 

 Need clear case for economic investments 

 Traditional imbalance agro Ecosystem (production service)  – natural 
ecosystem (more regulatory, cultural) 

 How to overcome imbalance? 

 Lot of parallel to NYC story as well, e.g. instigation of farm resource 
management plan. 

 Long term orientation needed 
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 Measures: overcome current poor practices resulting in a.o. P & N loadings by 
best/better management practices: environmental & financial benefits go 
together: 

 In addition to the Water Companies WRT are looking for other potential 
(multiple) beneficiaries (potential payers for ES): water company, those who 
benefit from security (flood risk), drought risk reduction, current food market, 
tourism, carbon off-setters, visitor pay back, more habitat & ecological 
networks.  

 Look for multifunctional ES delivering area’s (GIS-mapping): ES opportunity 
map! 

 Win-win where you can (best farming resource management), regulation 
where they won’t (polluter pays), incentives where you can’t (provider is paid) 

 Unified catchment scale spatial planning 
Clarifying questions: 

 Focus on groundwater or surface water? = both 

 Who did fund work/project/pilot? = academic literature demonstrates prove at 
plot scale, not yet at catchment scale. Funds come from a private party, i.e. the 
private water companies (but in end = water user = public, but they are not 
aware yet). People like the story. Also public, if you explain, they like this and 
may even be willing to pay more. No public funding yet! Only private, so far 

 How deal with small areas, with high economic concentration? 

 Comment: scales & trade-offs: more agriculture = less of the other ES, if you 
go locally, you can solve unbalance. ES maps help here a lot! Thus it helps the 
WFD! 

 Speed: how long does it take? = one year, with 3 advisors, 50 farmers, ca. 40 x 
40 km2 Common sense progressing. No needs for a lot of people. No need for 
a list precise of ES. Just explain why it’s right to do this way. 

 Detailed info needed? = You don’t need a lot of detail on ES quantification, 
funds effectiveness. Common sense is enough. If you see it move in right 
direction, it is OK. Keep it high level and strategic, avoided as much as 
possible (the need of) details 

Discussion on both cases and key messages derived from that 

Successful application of ES to restore the unbalance in ES-use caused by diffuse 
pollution in an agricultural watershed takes: 
 
Clear and urgent need by an important stakeholder for action? 

 Varies in both cases:  
o NL WFD compliance need by water board, but start bottom-up to 

reach top-down goals;  
o UK get ES use better in balance (restore unbalance) 
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 From audience: we want fresh water pearl mussels (iconic/flag ship species) 
back in system, may help a lot in communication, mobilize public 

An entrepreneurial approach? 
 Both brought the communities together, left comfort zones 

 Both learned together to manage together (indeed understand the farmer! And 
let the farmer understand/educate how a better environment benefits much 
more ES then only food production) 

 Both cases demonstrated that environment is a profit center: farming and good 
environment go hand in hand (look for multiple benefits from ES), however, 
economic incentive needed to at least achieve a zero balance for the farmers. 

 So beneficiaries provide economic incentive for farmer to become 
environmental steward 

 Neither used a top-down control mechanism (regulation). They invested in 
better (best) management practices and economic incentives (cf ‘whole farm 
planning’ NYC) 

 Both proved fun to do! Farmers can be mobilized, at least at the local scale 
and at impressive speed (UK case: 50 farmers, 1 year, 40x40 km area). But 
how to ‘scale-up”. Communicate also by using ‘fun’ tools: models, games, 
nice pictures, etc. 

Definition of, and sticking to clear targets? 
 Yes at this pilot scale done in both cases (e.g. contract with farmers in NL), 

but at more generic level we need more guidance 

Facilitative leadership? 
 Yes, helped a lot in both cases, but was more ‘gentle’ facilitation. 

 Communication is important: talk the farmer’s language, that facilitates a lot. 
In the two cases, – although they used the ES approach – the term “ES” was 
not used to “talk” with the stakeholders. One person said: “you cannot go with 
scientific concept or statistics to convince farmers”. The experiences in these 
cases thus show that for a successful application of the ES concept it is not 
necessary to use ES wordings in the discussion, nor to explain the concept to 
the farmers.  

 Different role of/for authorities: from ‘controller/regulator’ to ‘enabler’ of 
innovative local governance structures (partnerships) 

Other issues: 

 ES tell us why good ecological status matters: people get a consciousness of 
the ES that are provided by nature. But there is still a lot to do here: 

o make people aware of this! 
o elucidate what does ‘good’ mean from human  welfare point of view 

 Discussion on top-down v.s. bottom-up: it seems that they have both 
advantages and inconveniences to implement the ES approach. Probably we 
need a mix of the two approaches:  the top-down approach has to be clarified 
(the link with “good” status and ES approach or with the WFD objectives, as 
well as with the PES, and various economic incentives). On the other hand, the 
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bottom-up approach is necessary to “join the people’s mind”, but we need 
more knowledge and local experiences. 

 In the same way, we cannot stay at a local scale or at the “top” scale to analyse 
ES or to use ESA, because ES are delivered at different scales, in different 
directions. To synthesize all of them, we have to be present on all the different 
scales: from local to global, we have to get a holistic view of the systems 
(including the scale diversity) 

 Discussion on yes / no deep details needed for successful use of ES in practice. 
Thus no agreement if you (always) need detailed ES quantification & 
valuation (sometimes yes, sometimes no) 

 Don’t mix (economic) valuation up with what people actually want/appreciate 

 The example of US cap-and trade system has been evocated: it creates a 
market integrating other ES produced by farmers! Shall the WFD integrate 
that? (it’s a good mechanism, but we need a very good regulating mechanism 
as well as more knowledge on the link with the action you make and the good 
ecological status). 

 Move away from ‘if you own the land, you can do whatever you want’, private 
land provides ES to many more people! We have to adapt our regulatory 
system to that ‘paradigm shift’. Move towards a more systemic approach. 

 We have to clarify the relations of al EC directives to ES (connecting points): 
is ES the interface or even the overarching concept? WFD tool for ES 
delivery? Needs for a coherence of economic incentives for the farmers as 
well. 

 WFD requires adequate cost-recovery and taking into account of the polluter 
pays principle. This covers agricultural sector but often a comprehensive 
analysis of cost-recovery is difficult and WFD allows taking into account the 
social, environmental and economic effects of the recovery. ES approach 
could help in overcoming difficulties related to the cost-recovery. 

 Be aware: not one size fits all (EU27): we need flexibility with ES for tailor 
made application: where do ES work, where not. Lot of good examples for 
agriculture and landscapes and at a right scale 

 Better system understanding will help to better value ES: i.e. how humans 
benefit from them 

 We need a huge education of the public: 
o polluter pays v.s. provider is paid 
o pay more for our food? It could be possible; people pay to know where 

the food comes from! The problem is that we need social learning of 
people get aware of existing ES! 

 We all have a role in this education effort! 
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Annex 1 – Case study analysis reports 

 Dutch case 

Knowledge on ecology and functioning 
of ecosystems  
RT2: pollution and mitigation measures 
(scientific knowledge: ecosystem 
dynamics, resilience, thresholds…) 

 
Agricultural influences versus natural 
background pollution?  

Does the maintenance/enhancement of 
these ecosystem services contribute to 
reaching WFD objectives and vice 
versa?   
How? 

What good is for the watersystem = good 
for WFD waterbodies further on?  
What exactly is the contribution of nature 
friendly watersides to the ES? 
Does “Brussel” accept taking 

Title/ Presenter “How low can we go?” Nicolaas van 
Everdingen, independent consultant at 
Watermaatwerk 
Water board Waternet Amsterdam 

Implementation dates, country, 
financing 

Start March 2009 End: January 2012. 
Holland € 1,5 million, 40 % financing by 
water board, 60 % out of WFD innovation 
program (totally € 70 million) ministry of 
waterafffairs   

Description of local context  Project started in area of one agricultural-
nature unions (“ANV”), later extended to 2 
other area’s, around Amsterdam. All 
agricultural areas are below sealevel. 
Watersystem strongly influenced by high 
levels of N & P (peat!) 

Case study objectives  Reaching WFD goals by cooperation with 
farmers? 
What are costs and benefits of nature 
friendly riversides? 

Stakeholders  
 

Waterboard: initiative, co-financing 
3 agricultural-nature unions: initiative, 48 
“Kitchen table” inventories  
24 farmers: high level of participation: carry 
out the measurements  

Description of how ES approach was 
implemented 

48 “Kitchen table” inventories: on the land of 
the farmers discussing what could be done.  

Identification of ecosystem services 
relevant to this theme  

No specific identification. The “recreation” 
one is not much effective, as there’s a 
conflict tourist/farmer (generally because of 
their dogs). The services of protection of an 
emblematic species is important for the 
farmers towards a specific bird that they are 
proud to preserve (kind of competition to 
one another). 

Key lessons from presentation 
1. Policy 
2. Scientific 
3. Operational 

1) Do these measurements contribute to the 
goals of the WFD? 
1) Farmer is not a politician, nor a scientist, 
but he is a water manager, let him do so. 
2) What exactly is the contribution of nature 
friendly watersides to the ES? 
3) Cooperation water board and farmers: 1 
+ 1 = 3 
3) How can we make use of CAP 2013? 

Other important notes  
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What are the knowledge gaps? measurements further on the system? 
Discussion of relevant spatial, 
economic and policy frameworks and 
scale 
Local policy framework and governance 
system in RB (who decides?) 
Local economic frameworks 
Coherence of RBMP management scales 
with ecosystems (spatial scale) 

 
Who pays, decides?  Waterboard versus 
provinces; Co financing by CAP 2013 !?  
Idea: every farmer should have 5 % of his 
land without agricultural activities.  
Economic framework: “Less shit in = less 
shit out?” -> Best solution is less animals, 
but……   

How can ESA provide new or fit in 
existing tools for WFD?  
Programme of measures (ecological 
engineering/restoration…) 
Public participation,  
Economic analysis, pricing  
Identification of operational tools 
(communication, incentives)… 

ESA good combination with CAP2013 !?  

What are the remaining knowledge gaps 
and research needs? 

What good is for the watersystem = good 
for WFD waterbodies further on?  
What exactly is the contribution of nature 
friendly watersides to the ES? 

Can ESA provide articulation with other 
policies? 
Agriculture (RT1 and RT2)? 
Energy (RT3)? 

Yes, the CAP and ESA could “work 
together” (via PES for ex.) : wait the next 
CAP to ensure that… 
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UK case 

Knowledge on ecology and functioning 
of ecosystems  
RT2: pollution and mitigation measures 
(scientific knowledge: ecosystem 
dynamics, resilience, thresholds…) 

Strong academic support of Best Farming 
Practice Recommendations. 
 

Does the maintenance/enhancement of 
these ecosystem services contribute to 
reaching WFD objectives and vice 
versa?   
How? 
What are the knowledge gaps? 

Yes, However, WFD was designed to report 
upwards and integrate information, it is no 
use as a tool for planning detailed delivery 
or even diagnosing a problem.  Many of the 
most important ecological parameters are 
missing e.g. sediment pollution.  This is old 
fashioned conservation i.e. nature is failing 
so we manage nature directly.  We now 
realised that nature is failing due to human 
pressures and the way to manage humans 
is economics.  ES give us the opportunity to 
communicate scientifically and economically 
with humans and generate better conditions 
for the environment.  Nature does not need 
managing, it just needs time and space, 
people need managing to afford nature that 

Title/ Presenter Dr Dylan Bright 
Implementation dates, country, 
financing 

2008-present 

Description of local context  South West of England 
Case study objectives  To deliver a fully functioning Paid 

Ecosystem Service Projects on four river 
catchments. 

Stakeholders  
 

Local Water Company (Private) provided 
funds through Westcountry Rivers Trust 
(local ethos driven charity) to farm 
businesses to improve raw water quality in 
the catchment rather than fund post 
abstraction filtration. 

Description of how ES approach was 
implemented 

The Ecosystem Service of Water 
Purification was monetised and used to 
develop a market to supply farmers with 
funds.  Many ancillary ES will be delivered. 

Identification of ecosystem services 
relevant to this theme  

All ES will benefit, Water Purification is the 
Paid for ES. 

Key lessons from presentation 
1. Policy 
2. Scientific 
3. Operational 

Decentralise Delivery to a not for profit 
broker to prevent dominance of a market 
driven ES.  Good but not perfect Cost 
Benefit evidence required. 
Third Sector local delivery is cost effective 
but also the local hypothecation of funds 
fosters a reconnection of people with the 
land that nurtures them. 

Other important notes An aspirational ES plan is needed for each 
catchment, then this can be subject o 
economic analysis so that a better case can 
be made for delivery.  The single strategic 
plan needs to be the objective of all efforts 
from regulation and national/international 
subsidy rather than all mechanisms of 
delivery having differing and sometimes 
conflicting objectives.  
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time and space.  Economicis and full 
economic accounting/internaliseing the 
costs of ecosystem degradation to avoid the 
impact in the first place is now possible. 

Discussion of relevant spatial, 
economic and policy frameworks and 
scale 
Local policy framework and governance 
system in RB (who decides?) 
Local economic frameworks 
Coherence of RBMP management scales 
with ecosystems (spatial scale) 

We feel that a not for profit intermediary 
needs to coordinate a group of stakeholders 
to produce a catchment plan with guidance 
from national principles e.g. level of food 
independence required, climate change 
predictions etc. and science.  Financial 
beneficiaries from the implementation of the 
plan join a group PES to deliver the plan 
through the broker.  National Taxation fills in 
gaps which are envitable, i.e not every ES 
is marketable but still of value to society 
(Biodoversity) and there will be a different 
recipe of beneficiaries in each catchment.  
Sub regional scale essential. 

How can ESA provide new or fit in 
existing tools for WFD?  
Programme of measures (ecological 
engineering/restoration…) 
Public participation,  
Economic analysis, pricing  
Identification of operational tools 
(communication, incentives)… 

WFD need to recognise its limitations, it is a 
reporting structure.  To get effective delivery 
a different tool is needed and rural spatial 
planning based on aspirational ES delivery.  
WFD is a sideshow locally and was 
designed before this paradigm shift 
unfortunately.  WFD can still report upwards 
but it would be distracting and even 
damaging to try and use it for delivery. 

What are the remaining knowledge gaps 
and research needs? 

Cost benefit studies for externalised costs 
of food production would be very valuable.  
We pay a high value for our food but 
currently we pay a little to the producer who 
then has to farm In a damaging manner, we 
pay additionally for the clean up and 
additionally to Europe for the subsidy.  We 
would like to pay the produce more to farm 
better and avoid the externalised costs and 
associated problems like WFD failure. 

Can ESA provide articulation with other 
policies? 
Agriculture (RT1 and RT2)? 
Energy (RT3)? 

YES the link is the integrated spatial 
planning based on aspirational ES 
delivery towards which all funding and 
regulation should focus. 
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Annex 2 – Presentations 

Dutch case 

Attached as separate PDF file 
 

UK case 
Attached as separate PDF file 
 


