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Abstract Within the “WFD and agriculture activity” both communities agreed to co-operate during
implementation of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and further development of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) at EU, Commission and the Member States levels. In intensive discussions
including two congresses and biannual working group meetings, seven information reports were produced.
Rural Development programmes are unanimously considered to be very powerful instrument to support
WFD implementation. However, limited budgets, combined with the large extent of agricultural pressures will
considerably restrain the results this instrument might deliver. Limited effects are also expected from the
cross-compliance standards, mainly because: the standards do not cover all WFD aspects, and the existing
legislation is not implemented with the same rigour in all the Member States. WFD provides additional
powerful tools (River Basin Management Planning and Water Pricing discussion) to improve the situation,
but the timetables of WFD and CAP do not fit each other. The activity should be continued with an intensive
discussion on case and success stories in all the mentioned tools informing both policy areas for the
planned evaluation of cross-compliance in 2007, and a mid-term evaluation on rural development in 2009.
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WFD and agriculture activity of the EU: first linkages
between the CAP and the WFD at EU Level

Introduction

Many surface and groundwater bodies in Europe are at risk of not meeting the environmental objectives of the Water Framework Directive (WFD). Agriculture is one of the
main causes of this by polluting water with nitrates, phosphates and pesticides and
changing morphology for water regulation. Other important reasons are morphological
alterations and remaining pressures from domestic and industrial point sources. Agriculture and morphology are addressed by two new activities within the Common Implementation Strategy of the Water Framework Directive.
The WFD and agriculture activity of the EU focuses on how the reforms of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) can contribute to the achievements of the WFD objectives, how the authorities working on CAP and WFD can co-operate more closely, and
how the farming community can achieve its objectives with a more water protecting production and in a co-operative manner. The activity has been led by the EU Commission,
UK and in the future additionally by France. A steering group with representatives of
water and agricultural administrations of all the Member States and stakeholders meets
twice a year. Congresses under the EU presidencies of UK and Austria gave audiences
for approximately 200 people each to increase awareness in both communities (WFD and
Agriculture Conferences, 2005 and 2006).
doi: 10.2166/wst.2007.448
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Besides the industrial and household sectors, the agricultural sector poses a significant
pressure on both surface and groundwater in terms of quality and quantity. Nitrate leaching via groundwater as well as phosphorous and pesticide inputs from run-off, soil erosion and drainage are the main pressure on water bodies leading to a potentially
significant risk of failing to meet the WFD objectives. Extensive abstraction of water for
agricultural purposes, especially in the southern EU Member States, increases the risk of
over-exploitation of the available water resources. In addition, hydro-morphological
changes due to agricultural activities such as drainage and land reclamation pose significant pressures on surface water bodies (EEA 2005a,b; Herbke et al., 2005; JRC 2005
WRc 2005;).
These pressures can have manifold effects, among which are (Strosser et al., 1999):
† increased pollution of ground and surface waters,
† eutrophication of rivers, lakes, transitional waters and coastal waters mostly due to
increased phosphate and of the sea mostly due to increased nitrogen levels,
† problems related to water treatment and risks of adverse effects on human health,
† reduction of groundwater and river flow levels as a direct result of water abstractions,
† increased negative impacts on natural resources resulting from the construction of
dams and the diversion of watercourses for irrigation purposes,
† secondary effects such as risks of erosion, the disappearance of wetlands, oxygen
deficits in rivers leading to the possible extinction of species of flora or fauna or the
gradual salinisation of groundwater in coastal areas, and
† increased risks of flooding due to deforestation, drainage and installation of polders
for agricultural purposes.
These pressures need to be addressed by future measures for protecting the water
quality and resources in order to meet the environmental objectives of the WFD. The
long-term protection of water resources makes sense not only environmentally but also
economically. The agricultural sector has an additional strong incentive to reduce the
pressures on water bodies, as a clean and ready source of water is essential for agricultural production.

Overview of the linkages between CAP and WFD
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In Europe, both water and agricultural policies have faced challenging developments
during the last few years, following different objectives, which sometimes support each
other and sometimes conflict. Nevertheless, both policies remain in the implementation
stages and are still being elaborated and reviewed, offering potential for integration and
harmonisation. Figure 1 outlines current possibilities to link CAP and WFD instruments
and mechanism; further details have been given by Herbke et al. (2006).
However, the CAP and WFD policies follow specific timetables that are not currently
integrated with each other. There are mismatches, but also windows of opportunities to
better link both processes (Table 1). While CAP is going to start its next Rural Development (RD) Plans in 2007, the River Basin Management Plans have to be ready at the end
of 2009. Therefore, actual RD planning has to be done with the help of the results of the
characterization, risk and economic analysis reports prepared in 2004. The 2007 and
2008 developments offer a next large window of opportunity to better link both policies.
This allows for the establishment of continuous and tailor-made solutions in the near
future. But even when CAP is going to carry out its mid-term review and change its
plans during 2009, WFD planning will be in its last phase. Therefore, further close contact is needed between both communities in the next years.
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Figure 1 Possible links between the CAP and the WFD instruments and mechanisms. PoM ¼ Programme
of Measures, SMR ¼ Statutory Management Requirements; GAEC ¼ Good Agricultural and Environmental
Conditions)

Opportunities of the Common Agricultural Policy

One of the major elements of the last CAP reform was “decoupling”. The decoupling of
payments to farmers from production levels and the coupling on land reduces incentives
for intensive production as there is no longer a direct link between production and the
amount of payments per hectare. Farmers will produce goods more according to market
Table 1 Timetables of the CAP and the WFD: Windows of opportunities to better linkages
Year

CAP

WFD

2000

Agenda 2000: Approval of Rural
Development Programmes
CAP Reform: decoupling,
cross-compliance, modulation,
strengthened rural
development policy

Adoption and coming into force of the WFD

2003

2004
2005

2006

2007

2008

Characterisation, pressures and impacts
analysis (Art. 5)
Cross-compliance compulsory,
including Good Agricultural and
Environmental Condition (GAEC)
End of 2000– 2006 Rural Development
programming period
Final approval of EU strategic
guidelines RD national
strategies and measures:
Drawing up and submission to
Commission of
Start of new Rural Development
Programmes Report on cross compliance
Review of 2003 CAP Reform
(Art. 8, 1782/2003/EC)

2009
2013

Monitoring network must be established (Art.
8 WFD) Dec 2006: Publication
of timetable and working programme
for river basin management plans
(Art. 14)

Dec. 2007: Interim report of
significant water management
issues (Art. 14)
Dec. 2008: Public consultation on
the river basin management plans
(according to Art. 14 WFD)
Dec. 2009: River basin management
plans (Art. 13)

End of 2007– 2013 Rural Development
programming period

2015
Source: Dworak et al., 2005 (changed),

Downloaded from https://iwaponline.com/wst/article-pdf/437236/163.pdf
by guest

Dec. 2015: First check, if
good status is achieved (Art. 4)
165

V. Mohaupt et al.

demand and production decisions on a farm level will be based on profit margins
achieved on the market. Other factors such as prices for fertiliser, water or seeds will
have a more prominent impact than they have had until now. This could result in lower
or higher environmental impacts, depending on the local conditions, the incentives from
the market and the type of business itself (e.g. small –large scale farmers, organic
farming). As some products are still coupled (e.g. rice) and the Member States have the
possibility for partial decoupling, there is still a distortion on production decisions,
keeping an incentive for water-consuming crops even if it is lower than the “old” CAP.
Decoupling started in 2003 and will be fully implemented in 2013.
Further, mandatory cross-compliance requirements regarding water-related EU directives (nitrates, groundwater and pesticide licensing (Nitrates Directive (Articles 4 and 5),
Groundwater Directive (Article 3); other water relevant directives included in crosscompliance are: the Sewage Sludge Directive (Article 3), the Conservation of Wild Birds
(Articles 3, 4 (1), (2), (4), 5, 7 and 8), and the Conservation of Natural Habitats, Wild
Flora and Fauna (Articles 6, 13, 15, and 22(b))).) are likely to add further positive effects.
The second part of cross-compliance includes the requirement that all agricultural land
for farmers claiming payment should be kept in Good Agricultural and Environmental
condition. These soil protection demands have a positive side-effect on the reduction of
diffuse pollution. However, these directives and demands do not cover all aspects of the
WFD and the Member States do not implement the legislation involved with the same
effort. Therefore, farm advisory systems should be extended, as they help to deliver a better acceptance and implementation of environmental legislation. One of the major challenges regarding cross-compliance is that “certain elements are objectively difficult to
check (e.g. prohibition of the substances of Annex I of the Directive 80/68/EEC “groundwater”, slope rate, etc.)”. Further, “checks are long and cover many elements: visits of
numerous plots, checking of documentation, etc. This is burdensome for” the administration and “the farmer who has to be involved closely” (European Commission, 2006).
In order to better support the WFD, a stepwise improvement should be discussed, starting
with a review of the present system. Further details are given in Muessner et al. (2006).
Rural Development (RD) programmes
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The WFD implementation will be supported in the next programming period for rural
development 2007 –2013, especially within the agro-environmental programmes under
Art. 39 in Axis 2 (of four) on “Environment and Land Management”. Many items of earlier programmes have already been related to water protection and most of the effective
technical measures (see Figure 2) were supported in some Member States. A minimum of
25% of the national envelopes has to be spent on Axis 2. The EU co-financing rate is a
maximum of 55% (80% in convergence regions).
The EU stressed its wish to support WFD implementation with RD programmes by
introducing the directive into the compensatory payments for mandatory obligations
(Article 38 of the regulation on the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development).
Unfortunately, a questionnaire analysis (Marsden et al., 2006) showed that none of the
Member States have considered using Art. 38 in the first programmes of the new period
2007 –2013. Probably water and farming authorities need more time to select sites where
this measure should be prescribed in order to meet the WFD objectives and to define
appropriate measures. Water protection issues could also be tackled with support under
several other Articles, e.g Art. 20 b (vi) (natural disaster and prevention actions), Art. 21
(vocational training and information actions), Art. 24 and 25 (advisory services), Art. 26
(modernisation of agricultural holdings), Art. 31 (meeting standards based on community
legislation), Art. 43 –45 and 47 (afforestation) and Art. 57 (conservation and upgrading
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Figure 2 Effective technical measures in agriculture

of rural heritage). Under the latter morphological restoration projects might be possible
which often require buffer strips to give the river room for development and restoration.
Further details are given in Dworak et al. (2005).
National strategy plans (Arts. 11 and 12) are negotiated at the moment with the EU and
regional individual programmes (Art. 15) within the Member States. Water protection aims
to compete there with a long list of other goals within Axis 2 (e.g. with Natura 2000 and
climate protection mentioned in the same Art. 38; with all other environmental items under
Art. 39) and also with the objectives of Axis 1 (improving competitiveness of farming and
forestry), Axis 3 (improving quality of life and diversification) and the LEADER Axis
(Streamlining local development strategies, Arts. 61 and 62). A European (Art. 67) and
national networks (Art. 68) shall make RD programmes more transparent and annual summary progress reports (Art. 13 (2a) and Art. 82) will form the basis of next reviews.
There is a high potential for RD programmes to support WFD implementation due to the
wide set of measures provided, the positive response from farmers and the possibility of tailor-made approaches on the local level. However, partial assessments and qualitative
interpretations show that the current (2000–2006) and next, even lower (2007–2013)
RD budgets are insufficient to provide the necessary funds to meet the WFD objectives at a
broader scale. Thus, it is important to consider territorial priorities and synergies between the
measures, as well as funding outside the CAP (e.g. water pricing, voluntary modulation).
CAP reviews. The review of cross-compliance in 2007 will provide an opportunity for
further reflection of WFD needs and possibilities to implement and control some of them as
part of statutory mandatory requirements, or as part of the good agricultural and
environmental conditions. A mid-term review of rural development programmes before 2009
could be used for further refinement of water-related payments according to most costeffective combinations of measures selected within the WFD River Basin Management Plans.
Opportunities under the WFD
River Basin Management Planning

With the steps “characterisation, pressures and impacts, risk and economic analysis” (Art.
5, fulfilled in 2004), “monitoring” (Art. 8, to be designed 2006) and “planning with
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public participation” (2007–2009) the WFD provides a very powerful planning scheme
aiming at searching the “most cost-effective solutions” to meet the directives objectives
in 2015 or later (if necessary). More than a dozen guideline documents regarding single
steps and items of this process were produced within the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS) of the EU. The strategy formed a network of water managers and specialists
and supported a common understanding about the WFD around Europe.
V. Mohaupt et al.

Water pricing

WFD urges the Member States to charge prices for water uses including their environmental costs. In the case of agriculture water usage includes water abstractions that can
cause pollution of waters by nutrients and pesticides, drainage and stream maintenance,
and even soil compaction. These uses introduce costs for other water users by pollution,
destruction of habitats or raising of floods.
Water pricing incentives represent a way to address these pressures on water. The current CAP sets incentives on production, even if they are less than before the 2003 reform
and the WFD will hopefully set incentives for the sustainable use of water. In order to
develop appropriate pricing policies, it is important to have a better understanding of the
specific role CAP payments have and how they influence farmers’ decisions. Some of the
main incentives from the CAP (e.g. payments covering parts of the financial costs of
water services, incentive CAP payments reducing the environmental costs related to a
water use, payments increasing the potential added value of producing a certain crop and
thus potentially increasing the resource costs of a water use) have to be discussed in this
context (Interwies et al., 2006).
As current instruments provided under the CAP will not alone be sufficient, it will be
necessary to consider instruments outside the CAP (e.g. co-operative agreements, water pricing) and/or additional funds to tackle with the current pressures from agriculture. Regarding
additional funding, in general there are two main options either to make use of polluterrelated financial instruments (e.g. water pricing or polluter-related taxes, further modulation
from direct payments to rural development) as part of the WFD program of measures or to
use funds not directly related to the polluter (e.g. funds charged by the general tax payer,
funds charged by the user, such as co-operative agreements with other sectors).
Applying the first option the revenues generated could specifically support adaptation
measures in the agricultural sector. This can be envisaged in two ways (Interwies et al.,
2006): (i) earmarking revenues for agriculture-related measures as part of the “programme of measures” of the WFD such as water efficiency investments for farmers, (ii)
additional financing of rural development measures under the CAP. While the first option
is in line with the polluter pays principle of the WFD, the second option should be prioritised before applying for exemptions.
Make the link work: the issue of co-operation
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Effective measures in agriculture are manifold and related to agri-environment, regulation, voluntary agreements, control of water demand, advice and education, co-operative models and local initiatives. In humid climates most effective technical measures can
be summarised under the headlines “soil coverage”, “reduced soil cultivation”, “optimized application of animal manure”, and “buffer strips”. The CAP and WFD provide a
wide set of possibilities for co-operation and participation between the water and agricultural sectors. These possibilities are of a technical nature (e.g. monitoring for control purposes, farm advisory systems) but also of an organisational nature (e.g. LEADER þ ,
National and EU RD networks) and cover all different levels of action. Co-operation and
networking between different authorities and stakeholders, as well as the involvement of
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local actors, is vital to ensure successful implementation of the WFD and sustainable
agriculture at the same time.
Under the 2005/2006 mandate of the “WFD and agriculture activity” options were
explored to bridge gaps between the CAP and the WFD with the detailed assessment of
rural development programmes opportunities, the question of cross-compliance standards
or the importance of water pricing. This first round also showed its limits as it took place
during the negotiation of the national rural development plans, but before the finalisation
of the river basin management plans and their associated programmes of measures. When
drafting Rural Development national strategies and programmes, the results of the WFD
Art. 5 reports were often used to target territories (e.g. sandy soils ¼ leaching risk,
pending areas and/or cohesive soils ¼ erosion risk, areas of high nutrient pollution, flood
plain areas), objectives and measures. River Basin Management Plans can also have huge
impacts on rural development as their measures will deliver economic, social and
environmental costs and benefits amongst different actors and territories. Only after
checking all possibilities of implementation, the appropriate use of exemptions (firstly
postponing of deadlines) should be decided within the River Basin Management Plans.
Indeed, the current window of opportunity for linking both policy areas and for a harmonisation between the CAP and WFD implementation processes is significant. In order
to make the best use of this window, co-ordination between the different authorities
involved is a key element for the appropriate implementation of the WFD and the future
development of CAP towards sustainable agriculture and adequate water protection. The
establishment of such a co-ordinated approach requires a capacity building process at all
levels. To understand the different traditions of both policies will be a key for a successful implementation in the next few years.

Open questions

In spite of two years intensive work of the “WFD and agriculture activity” and two congresses several key questions still need to be addressed for 2007– 2009, such as the
further development of cross-compliance, the detailed “design” of Art. 38 RD, and an
assessment of the impacts of new technologies and practices. In particular, the continuation of the exchange of information, in order to identify best practice or “success stories” more will be needed in this period when the first river basin management plans will
be drafted. The role of retailers and customers should be discussed with their stakeholders
in order to better match their incentives with water protection.
During preparation of the WFD programmes of measures information should be
exchanged on the:
† forms of co-operation between the competent authorities and stakeholders at different
levels,
† technical measures selected by the Member States,
† territorial targets and criteria for their selection,
† forms of advisory and training systems, demonstration, education, etc.
† results of studies for costs, benefits and effectiveness of the measures,
† sources of funding,
† policy instruments discussed (regulations, voluntary approaches, incentive water
pricing, polluter pays principle etc.),
† use of Rural Development Programmes, incl. Art. 38 (payments for WFD mandatory
measures)
† effect of cross-compliance,
† WFD exemptions discussed and their justification,
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† views about some prospective issues, like new farming systems (e.g. organic and integrated farming) new techniques and technologies (e.g. bio-fuels).
This exchange should provide feedback to DG AGRI and DG ENV for enhanced
linkages between the EU CAP and water policies e.g. during the evaluation of
cross-compliance in 2007 and a mid-term evaluation on rural development in 2009.
V. Mohaupt et al.
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