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description of the measure

Thematic : groundwater protection

thematic : Habitat
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Thematic : Domestic Sewerage

implementation of individual sewerage for all the 
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Thematic : diffuse pollution

Improve and develop the contractual agreement for the 

protection of wetlands
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WFD’s implementation and economic analysis: selection of measures and designation of objectives

16 – 20 April 2007 – Rochehaut (Belgium)

A TWINBASIN workshop organised by the Artois-Picardie water agency with the support of TWINBASIN and Office International de l’Eau
Workshop proceedings

Background

The Artois-Picardie Agency has developed cooperation agreements, in particular through TWINBASIN procedures, with various European river basin agencies or water institutions in new European Union Member States. Such agreements and cooperation has been established in particular with the RZGW Krakow (Poland), Apele Romane of the Banat River Basin (Romania), the River Basin Authorities of the East Aegean and Black Sea River Basins (Bulgaria), LEGMA (Latvia), the Institute for Water (Slovenia), Apele Moldovei (Moldova) and the Malta Resources Authority (Malta).

The content of these agreements gives importance to discussions and exchange on the role of economics in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) implementation process. Activities developed between “twinners” look in particular for concrete achievements of economic analysis and/or economic data that can be useful at the different stages of the WFD implementation process, e.g. for the characterisation of river basins, the assessment of cost-recovery, the selection of measures or the justification of optimum levels of environmental objectives when costs of programmes of measures are considered as disproportionate.

Objectives of the workshop

In the context of TWINBASIN, the Artois-Picardie water agency decided to organise a small workshop with all its twinning partners on the economic aspects of the WFD. Indeed, this was seen as a very effective way to share knowledge and experience between the Artois-Picardie water agency and each individual partner, but also between the partners themselves. The main objectives of this seminar were:

· To provide a detailed review of what has been done regarding the economic analysis and what is to be done through the development of the programme of measures (e.g. cost-effectiveness analysis) and the River Basin Management Plan (e.g. disproportionate cost analysis);

· To identify in these activities what  have been successfully addressed (through the illustrations presented by the participants) and which difficulties remain in order to find common solutions or best practices;
· To tackle issues such as environmental cost assessment for which practical guidelines are missing at the EU level.
The main output of this seminar is this synthesis report that summarises the presentations and discussions that took place during the workshop. It includes some practical recommendations on how to proceed with the implementation of specific economic components of the WFD. It also presents illustrations whenever possible. 
A by-product of this workshop has been to build relationships and bridges between experts and economists involved in the daily implementation of the economic elements of the WFD in the different countries presented. Indeed, the workshop led to very practical discussions on what to do and how to do it. And participants could share very effectively their experience and knowledge with others.  
Agenda

The proposed agenda for the workshop is presented in Annex I of the present report. Some slight changes in this agenda were made at the last minute. For example, the first afternoon of the workshop was allocated to an interactive game (named “ECO-WHAT?”) on the economic aspects of the WFD. This play in small working groups of 6-7 participants helped reviewing the main concepts and tools relevant to economic assessments (assessments of costs and benefits) for supporting the selection of measures. 
Workshop participants
The workshop was attended by experts from the main countries with whom the Artois-Picardie water agency has developed twinning agreements on the economic aspects of the WFD. The list of participants is presented in Annex II of the present report. 

Synthesis of discussions

On the general implementation of the WFD and of its economic elements
· In the different countries, progress with the economic assessments after 2004 (i.e. preparation of the Article 5 report) has been variable. 

· Efforts have been put in the Artois-Picardie river basin and in Belgium to continue investigating cost-recovery issues and to start working on economic assessments for the programme of measures for the river basin. 

· In Romania and in Latvia, pilot testing has been undertaken for selected catchment/issues (with external support) along with guidance development on the steps to be followed for preparing the programme of measures. 

· In Bulgaria, follow-up to the finalisation of the Article 5 report has been limited. 
· In Malta, a specific Light Twinning project aimed at providing support to the development of a cost-effective programme of measures has been launched with the French Ministry of Environment & the Office International de l’Eau (OIEau).

· Some of the key issues relevant to the implementation of the economic elements of the WFD and identified by participants are presented in the following illustration box. 
Issues relevant to economic assessments for the WFD
Information and data on economic variables and factors remains central to the implementation of the economic elements of the WFD. This includes problems of availability, of adequate scale of analysis/information and of access to existing information and databases. 
Deadlines: 
1. 2012 is considered as the deadline for making the programme operational. But will the programme of measures be effectively operational by that date? If there might be uncertainties with this date, how to deal with it at the (current) planning stage? 
2. Which measures should be considered as part of the baseline scenario, and which ones should be considered as part of the different river basin planning cycles? 
Cost-effectiveness: how to perform the cost-effectiveness analysis? Which tools and methods to mobilise? And at which scale (from water body scale to river basin scale) to perform the cost-effectiveness analysis? 
Participation and consultation: river basin committees have been formed in different countries and provide a means for consultation. But their effectiveness in proposing new ideas, providing information and ideas, reviewing and validating….. remains problematic. How to improve the effectiveness of these newly created bodies remains a key issue. 

Affordability: affordability is clearly an issue of relevance to the different countries attending the workshop. How will it be tackled and considered in the context of the preparation of the programme of measures? Will it be investigated as part of the assessment of cost disproportionality – or already at the stage of the cost-effectiveness analysis? 
On the economic assessments for supporting the selection of measures (general aspects)
· It is important that economic assessments are developed for groups of measures or for comparing a wide range of measures – and not separately for individual measures. Indeed, economic assessments help enhancing the knowledge base when comparison between a wide range of alternatives is made. 

· Before undertaking cost-benefit assessments, it is important that the most cost-effective measures are first identified. Otherwise, the comparison between costs and benefits does not have much value. 

· The first step of the economic analysis is the development of the base case (or baseline) to identify likely changes in particular in terms of reduction/increase in pressures & impacts that might take place in the short run. 

· Technical reports on economic assessments should put more emphasis on the approach applied and general results than on precise numbers. 

· It is important that a wide range of measures are considered when developing the programme of measures. These need to include: water quantity management, quality mitigation, regulation and law enforcement, awareness raising, enhancing the knowledge, economic instruments for both water quantity and water quality…. 

· A robust information and consultation process needs to be put in place to accompany the assessments made for identifying the most promising measures. 

· Models offer good potential to assess the effectiveness of measures. They can be used first to assess the impact of basic measures (IPPC, Nitrates and UWWTD) and identify the gap between expected environmental objectives and water status that remains to be filled with supplementary measures.
· The scale at which economic assessments need to be assessed (including disproportionate cost analysis) remains a question. It would be important to identify the relevance of doing inter-country comparisons (in particular in transboundary river basins). Comparing experiences between different countries would be very valuable to understand the approach and indicators chosen to assess cost-disproportionality. 

· There is a need to think about the time integration between the measures identified as part of the Heavily Modified Water Bodies designation process and those identified as part of the most cost-effective measures. Overall, there is only one planning process that needs to deliver robust results. 
· Key issues in undertaking assessments for selecting measures include: (i) how to deal with uncertainty in costs and in effects; (ii) how to better capture the non-precise interconnection between water bodies; (iii) how to link changes in pollution load to change in water quality …. Effectiveness remains a difficult part of the cost-effectiveness analysis that will need more efforts and research. 
· How to proceed with the preparation of the programme of measures and cost-effectiveness analysis was discussed in more details for Bulgaria. The outcome of these discussions is presented in Annex III.

Issues relevant to the development of the programme of measures

The assessment developed for supporting the selection of measures can include cost-effectiveness analysis as required under the WFD. It can build on a multi-criteria analysis framework considering a wider range of parameters and indicators, cost-effectiveness criteria being one factor out of many. 
The cost-effectiveness analysis rarely investigates the integration between groundwater and surface water. Overall, most efforts so far have investigated N & P pollution issues and quantitative water management (i.e. environmental issues for which simple modelling approaches can help dealing with impacts and effectiveness). Work on hazardous substances, e.g. pesticides, is done qualitatively. Also, qualitative approaches are applied to deal with morphological elements and ecology. 

Information needs to be collected for potential measures on costs, coverage/application, effects and time. Some questions need to be clarified, for example on costs to be considered so clearer limits are made between the cost-effectiveness analysis (that might integrate benefit-related information in a wider (not always formalised) multi-criteria analysis) and cost-benefit analysis. 
Tools and models are available for combining data on individual measures in a structured way or for storing data into a structured database for undertaking part of assessments required for supporting the selection of measures. 
The involvement of stakeholders in the development of the programme of measures has been considered as important by all participants and countries. When to launch consultation on measures, what to consult on, or which role for stakeholders in this overall selection process remain questions to be clarified under each situation. 
On economic assessments for supporting derogation 
· There are different ways to look at disproportionate cost issues. For example: in terms of the impact of the costs of measures on water pricing, by comparing costs & benefits or by assessing the Impact of the programme of measures on water prices (overall or as percent of total disposal household income);
· Which concrete use of economics for discussing time delay or less stringent objectives was discussed – building on work already under way in Latvia, Romania and France. The main issues discussed on derogation are summarised in the following illustration box. A more developed note was prepared as a follow-up to discussions and shared with participants at the workshop. This note is presented in Annex IV. 
Main issues identified with regards to assessment for derogation
The policy context – clearly, the focus is on environmental improvement and the optimum level of environmental protection/water status that would account for both ecology and economics. It is important to put the issues of derogation into the wider context of “who will pay at the end for the costs of reaching good water status”. What are today’s financing and cost-recovery mechanisms in place? What will be the implications of implementing the programme of measures to the different water uses? How are cost-recovery thresholds (potentially) defined (and at which level) and which implications such thresholds have on the possibility to propose (or not to propose) derogation? 
Indicators – a diversity of factors can be considered for capturing cost-disproportionality. For example: (i) Total costs of measures versus total benefits; (ii) Total costs of the programme of measures versus actual costs for protection of the aquatic environment (increment in environmental protection); (iii) Total costs of supplementary measures versus total costs of basic measures (not necessarily of the same order of magnitude as actual  costs); (iv) Total costs of the programme of measures as compared to GDP; (v) Relative share of water bill in total disposable income (households); (vi) Relative share of water bill/costs of measures in % of total production costs/total value added (for industry/economic sectors). Which implications of choosing one or the other indicator (in particular on the relative level of efforts in the protection of water resources that would be implied) remains to be investigated. 
Threshold values – threshold values might need to be defined in particular when the justification for derogation is made independently in different locations that might require such threshold values for coherent approach. Such threshold values might be relevant/necessary only for some economic sectors and water uses. Such threshold might facilitate discussions with, and acceptance from, stakeholders. However, there is a risk that thresholds once defined become a secondary (less ambitious) objective that economic sectors will systematically aim at. 
Stakeholder process – the importance to interact with stakeholders when deciding on derogation/disproportionate cost issues has been stressed by all. More thinking is required to specify when stakeholders’ input is expected and for which purpose (e.g. to agree on indicators or thresholds, to review results of assessments, etc).
Scale – different scales have been mentioned as scales at which cost disproportionality could be investigated, e.g. individual economic sectors, water bodies/groups of water bodies, individual measures or the entire programme of measures…..  The implications of choosing specific scales – and identifying the relevant scale(s) that best reflect the spirit of the WFD needs to be investigated. 
Uncertainty – every cost and benefit will be estimated with a certain level of bias, error, uncertainty…. The approaches that might be proposed to tackle uncertainty in the disproportionate cost assessment (e.g. the requirement to provide a range of costs and benefits instead of central/single values) needs to be identified and compared. 
Some of the elements of this note were presented already at the workshop organised by ACTeon in Alsace (France) from May 2 to May 4, 2007 on the integration between economics and decision making.  

Linking programme of measures to cost-recovery 
As highlighted in the discussion on derogation, the link between the programme of measures and cost-recovery is important when discussing the financing of the proposed programme of measures. 
· Most work on cost-recovery so far has focused on the assessment of financial costs for water supply and sewage services (investment, operation and maintenance).  The assessment can be based on municipal statistics when easily available. In some cases, aggregated river basin/national assessments are made and reported.
· In some case, the comparison between total water bill and household disposable income has been made. This is clearly relevant to the discussion on derogation and disproportionate costs. The comparison can be made at regional or municipal level – or for lowest income deciles as these will be households more specifically affected by an increase of the water bill.
· Main problems to be solved include the valuation of environmental and resource costs, the assessment of costs and taxes for industry. More efforts are required for disaggregating results between water uses/sectors and for assessing cost-recovery for agriculture.
· How to assess the quality of information collected and analysed remains an issue – in particular if assessments are to be used for discussing future cost-recovery levels and the relative contribution of different sectors to the costs of measures and water services. 

Integrating economic issues into information and consultation 
The use and the role of WFD’ economic elements in public consultation was discussed in length. In the different countries, significant efforts are put in place for informing and consulting stakeholders and the wider public, e.g. stakeholder councils or basin committees, specific stakeholder workshops, information to the wider public via water bulletins, “blue phone”, etc… 
The following table summarises the different approaches put in place in each river basin in the field of information and consultation. 
	Country, river basin
	Basin Council
	Stakeholder workshop
	Questionnaires to the public
	Information to the  public
	Other activities
	Staff in charge of information and consultation

	Bulgaria


	30  members (6 from  state administration, 9 from  regional administration,  9 from  water- and water objects users, owners  of water systems and installations and 6 from  NGO’s and  institutes) – selected for 5 year period
	Will be organised for discussing  the Programme of Measures and the RBMP for the 9
Black Sea river basins
	11 questions in questionnaire for more than 2000 people

	Website, Blue phone line,

Press & TV
	Campaigns of international ecologycal days for students and for children at children's home

	1 full time person

	Artois- Picardie (France)


	60 members, selected for 2-3 year period

(20% government, 40% municipalities,

40% others)
	Several workshops on specific issues including  PoM, specific workshops for NGO


	Large number of questionnaires sent to households, 6000 questionnaires filled and sent back
	Website, project with NGOs, press
	Development of a Youth Parliament that might “advise” the basin Committee;

WTP study made in cooperation with the Scheldt partners
	3 full time person

	Romania


	15 members, selected for 2-4 years

(Municipality, Government, Water user, water operator

NGO)
	Workshop organised for presenting Article 5 report, will be organised for presenting and discussing PoM & RBMP


	Speciifc internet-based questionnaire put on the web for 3 months
	Web (Article 5) Media, TV, Press (free)
	Project leaftlet under preparation (approximately 2000 copies will be distributed), exhibition on water uses & management
	4 persons, some part-time

	Latvia


	18 members, selected for 3 years

(Ministry, Municipality

NGO)
	Stakeholder seminars on the WFD implementation organised as part of specific pilot projects
	Currently discussed
	Web, Media, press, leaflet.  Project base /national base
	Specific action for children


	One staff, support from other experts of the river basin authority


Evaluation, follow-up
Overall, the workshop proved very fruitful in sharing experiences between experts involved in the practical implementation of the WFD and of its economic elements in different countries (Walloon Region, Bulgaria, Romania, France, Latvia, Malta). It helped exchanging on issues linked to the development of the programme of measures, cost-effectiveness, derogation and disproportionate cost, and the link between the programme of measures and cost-recovery. 

Clearly, there are still many issues left that would require further discussion/exchange. In particular:

· The practical application of different assessments for justifying derogation (including cost-benefit assessment);

· The assessment of environmental & resource costs – practical approaches that can be applied and deliver results relevant to decision making ;
· How to deal with Article 9 requirements under different institutional & socio-economic conditions;

· How economics (principles, methods, results) can be shared and communicated to administration & technical experts, to stakeholders, to the wider public;
Annex I 
Workshop agenda (version of the 27/03/2007)
Sunday 15th April 2007

Arrival in Rochehaut. The participants will arrive from Brussels Airport and Luxemburg airport. Some transfer for these airports will be organised.

Monday 16 April 2007

Morning: 

Welcome, presentation of the agenda and the objectives of the workshop. Short presentations by each country participating of the current status of WFD & economic elements implementation, what is done, what is still to be done, which strong/weak point

Afternoon: 

The development of programme of measures. Which approach and tools for the cost-effectivness analysis (identification/selection of measures, cost assessment (use of database ), efficiency assessment, presentations and open question session

Tuesday 17 April 2007

Morning: 

The development of programme of measures. How to ensure a good link between the development of the programme of measures and the river basin management plan, Presentations and open question session

Afternoon:

From draft programme of measures to cost impact assessment on economic sectors. How to set dashboards that might help to assess how the economic sectors (Households, Industry, Agriculture) will be impacted by the cost of the measures (e.g. which increase of the water price paid by households, which modification of added value yield by industrial sub-sector) and how the cost-recovery level will be impacted. Presentations and open question session 

Outdoor “capacity building” activity

Wednesday 18 April 2007

Morning: 

River basin Management plan and derogation. Which concrete use of the economic analysis for discussing of time delay or less stringent objectives. Which pragmatic “definition” of disproportionate costs; which use (and when) of the cost-benefit analysis. Presentations and open question session

Afternoon: 

Follow up of morning session. The specific case of Heavily Modified Water Bodies. Presentations and open question session 

Thursday 19 April 2007

Morning: 

Cost-recovery and tarification. Which is the real demand of WFD (implementing an incentive pricing policy) and how to deal with limited data. Presentations and open question session

The use and the role of WFD’ economic elements in the Public consultation process. Presentations and open question session 

Afternoon: 

Which lessons from the “Rochehaut summit”, how to develop a recommendations document
Friday 20 April 2007

Morning: 

Departure of participants to Douai, Brussels or Paris.

Annex II 
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	Country
	Organisation
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	France
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	OIEAU
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	Moldova
	Concerne Appele Moldovei
	dum_proca@mail.ru

	Ruslan Melian
	Moldova
	Concerne Appele Moldovei
	rmelian@rambler.ru

	Marina Castnikova
	Latvia
	LEGMA
	marina.castnikova@lvgma.gov.lv
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	Romania
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	catalin.nagy@dab.rowater.ro

	Maria Babuchkieva
	Bulgaria
	East Aegean Basin Drectorate
	bd_plovdiv_plan@abv.bg
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	Romania
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	mihaela.madar@dab.rowater.ro
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	Latvia
	LEGMA
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	Bulgaria
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	Bulgaria
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	Black Sea Directorate
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	Svetlana Pencheva
	Bulgaria
	Black Sea Directorate
	bdvarna@bsbd.org

	Manuel Sapiano
	Malta
	MRA
	manuel.sapiano@mra.org.mt

	Carmen Delia
	Malta
	MRA
	carmen.delia@mra.org.mt

	Myriam Micallef
	Malta
	MRA
	myriam.micallef@mra.org.mt

	Lubka Katchakova
	Bulgaria
	Ministry of Environement and Water
	l.katchakova@moew.government.bg

	Galia Balusheva
	Bulgaria
	Ministry of Environement and Water
	galia@moew.government.bg

	Andrea Barbieri
	Belgium
	DGRNE
	andreabarbieri133@hotmail.com

	Amphavanh Sisouvanh
	Laos
	ACTeon
	mimiaps@yahoo.com 

	Pierre Strosser
	France
	ACTeon
	pierre.strosser@wanadoo.fr 


Annex III 

Elements for developing the programme of measures in Bulgaria: results of discussions

This note summarises the main elements relevant to the development of the Programme of Measures in Bulgaria discussed during the workshop organised in April 2007 at Rochehaut (Belgium) by the Artois-Picardie Water Agency as part of activities of the TWINBASIN project.

These elements, and in particular the proposed template, have been developed by the organisers and Bulgarian participants at the Rochehaut summit (from the Ministry of Environment and from the Water and Black Sea Directorate) taking into account the experience of France in this field. 

1. The context

After implementing Article 5 of the WFD (i.e. characterisation of the four Bulgarian river basin), the Bulgarian water authorities are now moving to the next steps of the river basin management planning processs, i.e. the development of River Basin Management Plans including Programme of Measures (PoM) for achieving the environmental objectives of the WFD in all water bodies.

The development of the Programme of Measures should start from the elements provided by the characterisation of the four Bulgarian river basin directorates – in particular the assessment of the risk for water bodies not to achieve the environmental objectives of the WFD, these assessments stressing in particular the main causes of risk of non compliance.

These Programmes of Measures will include basic measures (measures arising from the implementation of existing directives such as the Urban Waste Waters Directive and Nitrates Directive) and supplementary measures if basic measures are not sufficient to reach good ecological status by 2015.

The measures included in the programme of measures are supposed to be cost-effective, i.e. reaching the environmental objectives of the WFD in the cheapest way. This means that supplementary measures are to be identified and selected regarding their cost-effective ratio
.

2. The objectives 

· Define the process to be put in place for developing the Programme of Measures at river basin level (which scale of analysis, which stakeholders might be involved, …)
· Identify all possible measures that might be considered for enhancing good water status and reaching the environmental objectives of the WFD; 

· Define a structure for an information base aimed at describing measures, i.e. which data are necessary to characterise potential measures;

· For each information and data, to define where and how to find the information (i.e. database, expert judgment, modelling,…) and who will provide it

3. Programme of Measures: a proposal for supporting the development of the programme of measures in Bulgaria

A template is proposed inspired by the illustration of what has been done in France for the development of the Programme of Measures. The objective of the template is to identify the information/data that might be relevant and helpful to characterize measures (both basic and supplementary) and assess their effectiveness and costs.

The purpose of this template is to describe at the adequate scale level (in the case of Artois-Picardie, a sub-basin level), the characteristics of the measure (basic and supplementary) that might be implemented.

This description includes:

· The content of the measure: each measure should be taken from a national catalogue of measures with description, expected efficiency and mean unit cost. A code might help to make the link with the catalogue;
· The type of the measure: is it a technical measure, a new law, an incentive or financial measure. In the table, the measures are also grouped by thematic (groundwater protection, Habitat, diffuse pollution,…);
· The water body or group of water bodies targeted by the measure : identification of the water bodies, direct and indirect expected effects of the measures;

· The efficiency of the measure: this is a qualitative assessment. The experts and stakeholders quote the expected efficiency with a mark from 1 to 3;
· The cost of the measure: investment and operating costs are assessed (some ratios from the national catalogue can help to make this assessment). Some information on other Direct/Indirect costs might be added for some specific measures– e.g. agri-environmental measures in the field of agriculture;

· The difficulty for implementing the measure : this is also a qualitative assessment with a mark (from 1 to 3) given by experts and stakeholders along with a qualitative description of the issues at stake;
· Who would be in charge of the implementation of the measure and how the measure will/can be financed.
In the context of Bulgaria, the following activities can be quickly started regarding the development of Programme of Measures and taking into account the experience from the Artois-Picardie river basin:

1. The development of a national catalogue of measures giving for the main characteristics of basic and potential supplementary measures (description, expected direct and indirect effects, unit cost, ….)

2. The preparation of template in each River basin Directorate that will be used to prepare the PoM taking into account the main water management issues identified in each river basin on the basis of their characterisation (Article 5) report.
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4. The process: the necessary involvement of stakeholders

4.1 collect the information on cost and efficiency of the measures

The development of Programme of Measures in each four Bulgarian Basin requires an important involvement of stakeholders in order to identify, discuss, describe and assess the measures. This means that the four Basin Directorates should initiate a process at the adequate scale level (e.g. sub-basin level) for involving stakeholders through a series of meetings. The following process might be followed:
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This means that the national catalogue of measures will be used by all the Basin Directorate to feed Programme of Measure that will be developed at Basin/sub-basin level with the help of stakeholders. The use of this national catalogue of measures by all Basin Directorates will help to have consistency between the PoMs developed at Basin scale. In this process, an important step is also the consolidation at the programme of measures at the national scale – in particular when proposed measures are national measures. 

The following stakeholders have been already identified for the input they can bring on several topics relevant to the building of the PoM:
	Type of Stakeholder
	Which information/data/expertise

	Vodo Kanal
	Investment and operating costs (WWTP, sewerage)

	Ministry for Infrastructure and Regional Development
	Planned investments regarding WWTP and sewerage network

	Regional Inspectorate and Basin Directorate
	Industrial discharge (volume, pollution), treatment costs

	Basin Directorate, Ministry of Environment and Water
	Water consumption (Industry, Municipalities)

	Regional Office for Agriculture, Basin Directorate
	Measures (and its effects) regarding agriculture sector

	Irrigation companies (linked with the Ministry of Agriculture)
	Volume abstracted for  irrigation, implementation of dams

	Governors + Ministry of Transport
	Harbours

	Ministry of Economy (office for tourism)
	Water consumption and discharge linked with tourism economic sector


4.2 Development of a set of indicators for assessing the impacts of the total cost of PoM on economic sectors

The purpose of these indicators is to:
· Make a quick assessment of how the implementation of measures will affect the economic sectors (e.g. compare the costs of measures that will be paid by some specific sectors with economic ratios of these sectors such added value, turnover,….)
· Use these indicators to make some comparison with the same sectors from other Member States in order to judge current level of effort provided by the Bulgarian economic sectors (at National, Basin and even sub-basin level)
· Use these indicators to feed the dialogue with the stakeholders involved in the development of the programme of measures and, more generally, in the WFD’s implementation process
· Finally these indicators might be helpful also to start identifying some disproportionate cost situation

Starting with the process of development of programme of measures, the following indicators can be developed:

	Sector
	Indicators
	Comments

	Industry


	Costs of the measures targeting industrial sector compared to added value, turnover, current investment/expenses


	In order to be fully efficient this indicator should be applied to selected important sub-sector of each basin Industry (i.e. the sectors identified in the characterisation report as important sources of pressure). This description per sub-sectors will also be influenced by the available data.

	Agriculture


	Costs of the measures targeting agricultural sector compared to added value, turnover, current investment/expenses
	Like for Industry, the agricultural sector should be also divided in sub-sectors.



	Households
	Increase of water price 

Weight of the water bill compared with the household’s available income
	The analysis of these indicators requires paying attention to the current level of the burden of the water bill compared to many other Members States..

	Bulgarian economy


	Compared the total cost of the programme of measures to Bulgarian GDP
	This global indicator might help to compare the current weight of the expenses in water policy to the level expected with the implementation of the WFD. Some comparison could be made with other member states.


These indicators might be useful to:

1. Discuss the potential evolutions of the current financial scheme regarding the implementation of the Programme of measures and taking into account the cost-recovery principle

The issues at stake are to discuss of the feasibility of financing the first draft of programme of measures with the current financial scheme characterised with important State subsidies (thus an important pressure on tax payers). Do the important needs arising from the implementation of the Programme of measures can be still financed this way  What about the cost-recovery level that will be then lower than the current, low, level? Or are there any opportunities for Bulgaria to increase the financial inputs of the economic sectors in the financial scheme of the programme of measures? In which proportion and how?  How to argument for such evolutions?

2. Identify potential disproportionate costs

These indicators are also meant to make a quick identification of potential disproportionate costs at sub-basin level (i.e. group of water bodies or even specific water body
 in some case).

The information provided by these indicators will be helpful first to assess first of the cost of basic measures (in order to quickly estimate which amount of budget will be left for financing the supplementary measures) and then the cost of basic and supplementary measures.

Taking into account the information delivered, some cost-benefit analysis could be launched on selected groups of water bodies with situation of disproportionate costs.

4.3 The integration of transboundary issues

In river basins with transboundary issues, the development of the PoM should also give some space for discussions and further cooperation with neighbouring countries. Such discussions might deal with:

· The effectiveness of measures that might be increased if taken simultaneously by two or several transboundary regions;
· Sharing information on the effectiveness of measures (on measures such as buffers strips for example  where the information on effectiveness is rather limited).
In the case of the Scheldt International District, for example, there is currently a common activity undertaken between France, Belgium and the Netherlands to develop a common catalogue of measures at the Scheldt District scale.

Annex IV
Main issues identified with regards to assessment for derogation

This note summarises the main elements relevant to the question of derogation discussed during the workshop organised in April 2007 at Rochehaut (Belgium) by the Artois-Picardie water agency as part of activities of the TWINBASIN project.  

The focus  – the central focus of derogation is on environmental improvement and on the optimum speed of implementation of measures (time derogation) and level of environmental protection/water status (objective derogation) that account for both ecology and financial aspects/economics.

· Derogation does not apply to basic measures. They are only relevant to supplementary measures and to “all practical measures” identified in the context of the heavily modified water body designation that are required for reaching good ecological potential. 

· It is important that the assessments/methods proposed for justifying derogation do not lead to a systematic exclusion of supplementary measures – as some of these might be highly (cost)effective and in some cases pre-condition to achieving good water status (e.g. some measures on morphology). 

· Time derogation have to be considered in priority – prior to envisaging objective derogation and lower ambitions in the programme of measures and implementation of the WFD.

The wider policy context – It is important to put the issues of derogation into the wider context of “who will pay at the end for the costs of reaching good water status” – thus in relation to Article 9 and cost-recovery. 

· What are today’s financing and cost-recovery mechanisms in place? What will be the implications of implementing the programme of measures to the different sectors/water uses? How are cost-recovery thresholds (potentially) defined (and at which level – see links with rules for EU financing for example) and which implications such thresholds have on the possibility to propose (or not to propose) derogation? are questions that can help specifying how disproportionate costs might be looked at. 

· With regards to industry, the assessment need to account for potential negative impacts on competitiveness that might lead to delocalisation – although the relative share of water costs in total production costs is marginal for most of the industrial sectors.

Indicators – a diversity of factors and variables can be considered for capturing the issues of cost-disproportionality. 

· Possible indicators and factors that can be investigated include comparing: (i) Total costs of the programme of measures versus total benefits; (ii) Total costs of the programme of measures versus actual costs for protection of the aquatic environment (increment in environmental protection); (iii) Total costs of supplementary measures versus total costs of basic measures (not necessarily of the same order of magnitude as actual  costs); (iv) Total costs of the programme of measures as compared to GDP; (v) total costs of the programme of measures versus financing capacity (including private and public financial resources); (vi) Relative share of water bill in total disposable income (households); (vii) Relative share of water bill/costs of measures in % of total production costs/total value added (for industry/economic sectors). 

· Which implications of choosing one or the other indicator (in particular on the relative level of efforts in the protection of water resources that would be implied) remains to be investigated. For example, focusing on financial issues and assessing cost-disproportionality by calculating the % increase in total costs resulting from the programme of measures as compared to the actual situation/costs will favour countries and river basins doing the least today in the protection of water resources in any inter-basin/inter-country comparison.

Scale – different scales have been mentioned during discussions as scales at which cost disproportionality could be investigated, e.g. scale of individual economic sectors/water users, scale of water bodies/groups of water bodies, from individual measures to the entire programme of measures…..  The implications of choosing specific scales – and identifying the relevant scale(s) that best reflect the spirit of the WFD needs to be investigated. In particular:

· If tests are applied systematically at a low (water body) scale, this will imply a lower level of environmental protection. 

· Depending on the organisation and structuring of water users/economic sectors, and on the type of financing mechanisms that might be in place, it can be relevant to assess cost disproportionality at the sector scale (for the country or the entire river basin). Sector-based discussions might help identifying actions which are clearly too costly from a sector point of view, and also actions which are delivering the best outcome per unit cost and that are priority from an environmental point of view.

Threshold values – threshold values might need to be defined in particular when the justification for derogation is made independently in different locations that might require such threshold values for ensuring similar burden being imposed on economic sectors. 

· Such threshold values might be relevant/necessary only for some economic sectors and water uses (e.g. maybe less relevant for industry. They can facilitate discussions with, and acceptance from, stakeholders. 

· There is a risk, however, that thresholds once defined become a secondary (less ambitious) objective that economic sectors will systematically aim at. 

Uncertainty – every cost and benefit will be estimated with a certain level of bias, error, uncertainty…. The approaches that might be proposed to tackle uncertainty in the disproportionate cost assessment (e.g. the requirement to provide a range of costs and benefits instead of central/single values) needs to be identified and compared. 

Defining the assessment steps – the different steps to be followed for assessing the relevance of derogation needs to be well specified in the context of the overall river basin management planning process. 

· The starting point of the assessment is the total costs of the proposed programme of measures - resulting from the cost-effectiveness analysis when this analysis has been applied, and from cost calculations obtained after the heavily modified water body designation process that identifies all practical measures for reaching Good Ecological Potential (for which total costs can be assessed).

· A first screening test can be applied to assess situations that might require additional more complicated assessments. For example, the total costs of the programme of measures might be compared to existing investments and expenditures in the water sector. If the difference between actual and future proposed costs is higher than x% (e.g. 50%), then more detailed analysis might be required. 

· For time derogation: the comparison between available (forecasted) financial resources (including resources that might arise from a stricter application of the polluter pays principle and cost-recovery – in line with Article 9 of the WFD) and total costs of the proposed programme of measures can help justifying time derogation. The results of the cost-effectiveness analysis can help identifying priorities between measures and specify the (most cost-effective) measures that will be implemented during the first river basin management planning cycle – as these will deliver the larger environmental benefits.

· If time derogation appears as insufficient (e.g. if total costs are significantly higher than the stream of financial resources that can be expected up to 2027?), further assessments are required. From an economic point of view, preference is given to estimating total benefits that result from the implementation of the programme of measures and comparing them to total costs. It is important, however, to ensure that the financial resources required for ensuring the implementation of the chosen programme of actions are effectively mobilised and likely to be secured. 

· In cases of very high benefits and insufficient available financial resources (from the government budget, from various economic sectors) for supporting measures, changes in financing mechanisms in place can be investigated and proposed. 

The process - the importance to interact with stakeholders when deciding on derogation/disproportionate cost issues has been stressed by all participants in the workshop. 

· More thinking is required to specify when such input/involvement from stakeholders is expected and for which purpose. Indeed, and although acceptance of all sectors is essential, deciding with them on possible thresholds might not be necessarily the right approach. 

· The interaction with stakeholders needs to be embedded in the overall consultation and participation process developed for the WFD. 

� These proceedings have been prepared by Arnaud Courtecuisse (Agence de l’Eau Artois-Picardie), Amphavanh Sisouvanh (ACTeon) and Pierre Strosser (ACTeon). For more information on the workshop and of its follow-up, to contact:


Arnaud Courtecuisse – Agence de l’Eau Artois-Picardie


200 rue Marceline, 59508 Douai France


Tel: +33 (0)3 27 99 90 60 Fax : +33(0)3 27 99 90 15


Mail : a.courtecuisse@eau-artois-picardie.fr


� There is no need to assess basic measures regarding their cost-effective ratio as these measures are compulsory. 


� In practice, it might be difficult to collect economic data at the water body level 
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