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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The Blueprint to Safeguard Europe’s Waters 

The EU has developed over several years a comprehensive water policy that has gradually shifted 

from addressing mainly health concerns (e.g. quality of drinking water and of bathing water) to the 

environmental impacts of major water-using sectors (nutrients from agriculture, pollution from 

industry and urban waste water discharge from households). Significant improvements have been 

achieved in all sectors covered by water policy and particularly in the quality of drinking water, 

bathing water and in urban waste water treatment.  

Since 2000, with the adoption of the Water Framework Directive (WFD), water policy has made 

another step-change taking an integrated approach to water management, on the basis of the 

concept of 'river basin management' aimed at achieving good status of all EU waters by 2015. This is 

an ambitious objective which has brought about a revolution in water management in many Member 

States. The 2007 Floods Directive (FD) and 2008 Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) 

provide further legislative building blocks in this integrated approach. These have been 

complemented in 2007 by the Strategy on Water Scarcity and Drought (WS&D) and in 2009 by the 

White Paper on Adaptation to Climate Change. 

However, there is a fundamental weakness in the implementation of the current water legislation as 

well as potential conflicts between water policy and other EU policies' objectives. Member States 

need to meet their obligations under EU water law to ensure the instruments are effective. In 

relation to other policies, improved coherence is needed in particular with the Common Agriculture 

Policy (CAP) and with Regional Policy to ensure EU funds are better targeted at measures that deliver 

improvements to water and water law obligations are respected. Improved coherence is needed with 

renewable energy and transport policy to ensure that measures adopted for climate mitigation do 

not cause unintended negative impacts on water. 

The Blueprint to Safeguard Europe's Water Resources will seek to tackle these problems, while 

focusing on the long-term aim to ensure availability of good quality water for sustainable and 

equitable water use, in line with the WFD’s objectives. The time horizon of the Blueprint is 2020, 

since it is closely related to the EU 2020 Strategy and in particular to the recent Resource Efficiency 

Roadmap: the Blueprint will be the water milestone on that Roadmap. 

The Blueprint will focus on three main areas: 

 Improving the implementation of current EU water policy 

 Fostering the integration between policy and other policy objectives 

 Seeking the completion of the EU’s policy framework for water 
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1.2 The public consultation 

A public consultation on the Blueprint was held for 12 weeks, from 16 March 2012 to 8 June 2012. 

Respondents were invited to use an online form to complete the questionnaire. Some respondents 

preferred to print the questionnaire and submit it via email. For this analysis, the email replies were 

integrated into the database of online answers, and a quality control review of all answers was 

undertaken.1  

1.3 Analysis of the consultation results 

The analysis of the results of this public consultation is presented below; it follows the seven main 

substantive sections of the questionnaire: 

 Achievements and problems 

 Tools to improve water management 

 Unlocking measures in key sectors to protect Europe’s waters 

 Economic instruments 

 Governance 

 Knowledge base 

 Global aspects 

For achievements and problems, respondents were asked to indicate the top five issues. For the 

subsequent six topics, a series of problems for water management were described: the consultation 

questions focused on possible options to address each problem. The results presented below follow 

this structure – questions are grouped by problem, and the results are then described together.  

Quantitative results are presented for each question (except the first, the overview, which did not 

have multiple-choice questions). In addition, respondents had the opportunity to provide written 

comments on each problem. These comments, including some material submitted via email, are 

briefly summarised. 

 

2 OVERVIEW OF THE RESPONSES 

A total of 226 responses were received to the public consultation. Respondents were asked to 

indicate both their country and type of organisation. 

The table below provides a breakdown by country. Responses were received from: 

 24 Member States, 

 3 EFTA countries, 

 33 Europe-wide organisations, and 

                                                            
1 In the quality review, five answers were seen to be duplicates. In addition, several respondents chose 
‘international organisation’ as their type. This type was intended only for international public bodies (e.g. UN 
bodies and convention secretariats). As a result, some of these answers were reclassified as, e.g., industry, 
NGOs or other. 
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 2 responses from outside Europe.  

 

Distribution of responses per Member State, EFTA countries (as well as Europe-wide) 

 Number of responses 
 

Percentage of total responses 

EU Member States   

Austria 11 5 

Belgium 10 4.5 

Bulgaria 2 1 

Cyprus 2 1 

Czech Republic 3 1 

Denmark 3 1 

Finland 10 4.5 

France 13 6 

Germany 30 13 

Greece 2 1 

Hungary 7 3 

Ireland 4 2 

Italy 10 4.5 

Lithuania 1 0.5 

Luxembourg 2 1 

Netherlands 11 5 

Poland 11 5 

Portugal 1 0.5 

Romania 3 1 

Slovakia 2 1 

Slovenia 1 0.5 

Spain 9 4 

Sweden 6 3 

United Kingdom 28 12 

EFTA countries   

Iceland 1 0.5 

Norway 7 3 

Switzerland 1 0.5 

Europe-wide   

Europe-wide 33 13 

Outside Europe   

Other 2 0.5 

 

As seen in the table, the highest number of responses was received from: Europe-wide organisations 

(33), from Germany (30) and from the United Kingdom (28). The Europe-wide organisations include 

Brussels-based industry and NGO umbrella groups, as well as other organisations whose activities 

cover more than one Member State.  

In terms of type of respondent (see the pie chart below), the largest number of submissions come 

from industry (36%, including both individual companies as well as industry associations). This is 

followed by the ‘other’ category (19%), which includes national associations of professionals and 

public water services, political parties, public research institutes and regional and local government 
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bodies. NGOs (16%) followed, and then national administrative bodies (10%) and River Basin 

Authorities or other water managers (10%).  

 

Distribution of responses by type of respondent 

 

Although 226 replies were received, some of the replies sent via email did not provide answers that 

could be clearly counted for the multiple-choice questions. As a result, 221 answers could be 

considered for most questions in the quantitative analysis of results.2    

 

3 ACHIEVEMENTS AND PROBLEMS  

The consultation asked respondents to provide their opinions on the five most important 

achievements seen in the first round of river basin management plans (RBMPs), and the five most 

important problems.  

 

3.1 Achievements 

A large majority of respondents provided comments on the five most important achievements. 

Several common themes are seen in the many replies. These include the following: 

                                                            
2 Due to the variability in the answers submitted via email, the exact number of responses for quantitative 
analysis varies from 220 to 222, depending on the question.  
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 A large number of replies, in particular by NGO and industry respondents, praise the 

consultation of stakeholders, which has led to stronger dialogue more generally across 

sectors.  

 Other replies state that the process has led to better awareness of water issues, and also to 

better transparency for water management.   

 Many answers highlight the establishment of a common EU framework for water 

management. A large number of replies, including from industry and national administrative 

bodies, also commend the multi-sectoral approach in place, and highlight strengthened 

integration. Several replies praise the Water Framework Directive as a ‘holistic’ approach. In 

addition, some replies highlight the development of common European definitions, in 

particular for good status, as an important achievement. One national administrative body 

praised the WFD’s ‘balance’ between ‘harmonisation and flexibility’.  

 Many respondents note that the WFD has led to a strengthened knowledge base, both 

within Member States and across Europe, through better data gathering and the use of a 

common framework. Several NGO and industry replies highlight the use of the DPSIR 

framework. Other replies mention the integration of research with target-setting.  

 A number of respondents praise the inclusion of good ecological status as a surface water 

objective along with chemical status: some note that this has been a new approach for their 

Member State, while others highlight the better understanding and improved monitoring of 

aquatic biodiversity that has resulted.  

 Respondents from different sectors, including NGOs and industry, also praise the river basin 

approach to water management; many also mention improved international cooperation 

on river basin management. One reply says that now “we speak the same ‘water language’” 

across Europe and also across different administrative levels within Member States.  

 Some replies mention the value of a long-term framework across three RBMP cycles. 

Replies from two Member States state the RBMPs have led to the development of a 

common vision for water management.  

 A few respondents refer to a stronger role for economic analysis and pricing in water 

management.  

 Some respondents praise the management of water issues at river basin level. 

 Several replies, from industry as well as other stakeholders, mention the importance of 

hydropower.   

 Some respondents refer to a stronger focus on results in water management. Both national 

administrative bodies as well as some industry respondents mention improvements in 

water management in their Member State as an important achievement. 

 

3.2 Problems 

The respondents present an even broader range of issues regarding problems: 

 A large number of respondents, in particular NGOs, highlight difficulties in national 

implementation. Specific topics include: poor transposition in some Member States; late 

completion of RBMPs; a high use of exemptions and extensions to WFD deadlines and a low 

level of ambition of the measures in the first round of RBMPs. 
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 Many replies refer to differences in the quality and approach of RBMPs across Europe.  Some 

of these, in particular from industry, state that there are major differences in methodologies 

for analysis, including in areas such as the boundaries for good ecological status, the 

designation of heavily modified water bodies (HMWBs), and definitions such as that for 

‘water services’: as a result, across the EU, implementation is far from uniform.  

 Several replies, however, underline that water issues vary across Europe and argue that the 

six-year WFD cycle is overly rigid.  

 Several replies from industry and NGOs cite poor integration with other EU environmental 

legislation and policies, including the Industrial Emissions Directive as well as REACH and 

pesticides legislation.  

 Some replies refer to a poor level of integration with other sectors or with land use planning. 

Some highlight the need to address the ‘water-energy-food nexus’. Some industry replies call 

for greater integration in particular with energy and transport objectives. A number of 

industry replies state that RBMPs overly restrict hydropower opportunities, while some NGO 

replies contend that WFD objectives have been overruled for renewable energy goals.  

 A number of replies state that key data were missing for the RBMPs. This includes data on 

water quality; some replies refer to a lack of information on the costs of measures.  

 On the other hand, replies from both industry and public authorities are concerned about 

the administrative burden of reporting and data requirements.  

 Some replies mention a poor use of economic analysis, including a lack of proper valuation 

and pricing for water, and incomplete application of the polluter pays principle.  More 

generally, some respondents warn that the link between measures and attainment of good 

status and the feasibility of targets has not been well analysed.  

 Some responses from industry, NGO and other stakeholders referred to lack of experience in 

government authorities, as river basin management planning is a new approach. NGOs also 

highlight that the implementation of the WFD is undermined by numerous exemptions 

Member States have taken. Some government authorities mention a lack of time for both 

river basin planning as well as consultation.  

 Several replies from government administrative bodies and other public authorities 

comment on the inflexibility of the RBMP cycle – for example, the difficulty in incorporating 

new knowledge in the middle of its six-year time frame. Some industry stakeholders write 

that the timeframe was too ambitious. 

 Several replies mention shortcomings in consultation and difficulties in the communication 

of technical concepts set out in the WFD to the public.   

 Many respondents refer to specific issues not adequately addressed in RBMPs. The issues 

mentioned range considerably, and include: water quantity issues, including knowledge of 

water quantity problems; inadequate protection of drinking water sources; new pollution 

concerns such as pharmaceuticals; infrastructure, including for navigation; and litter 

(addressed in the Marine Strategy Framework Directive but not the WFD),  

 Several responses – from national administrative bodies but also NGOs and industry – 

highlight the impact of the current economic crisis in terms of restricting funding for RBMP 

measures.  

 Finally, a number of replies also refer to problems with RBMPs in specific Member States.  
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This summary shows that some areas listed as achievements, such as the consultation process and 

improvements in the knowledge base, were instead seen as problems by other respondents. It can 

also be noted that the comments on problems more often refer to specific national and river basin 

issues than did those on achievements, which are more likely to refer to EU-wide topics.  

4 TOOLS TO IMPROVE WATER MANAGEMENT  

Topic description 
 
The Water Framework Directive calls for Europe’s waters to achieve good status by 2015. This 
objective includes both qualitative and quantitative aspects. Water quantity is explicitly addressed 
for groundwater and is implicit for surface water as a minimum environmental flow is necessary to 
achieve good ecological status. However, there is, at the moment, no common definition and 
application of the concept of such environmental flows (Eflows) i.e. the quantity of water that nature 
needs for good ecological status to be achieved. Furthermore, the establishment of water balances 
and of targets on quantitative water management only takes place in a few river basins, often due to 
lack of data or inadequate tools. 
 

 

 

4.1 Problem 1: water balances and water allocation 

Problem 1: water balances and adequate water allocation are poorly implemented at river basin 
level. 
In many instances, river basin managers are not fully aware of how much water flows in and out of a 
river basin, due to lack of data, tools, capacity, etc. Without this understanding, it is difficult to take 
effective management decisions to protect waters and meet the needs of water users. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Develop guidance through a working group under the WFD Common Implementation Strategy to 
support the use of water accounting and E-Flows at river basin level (including specific tests in pilot 
river basins); to agree a methodology for efficiency target setting at river basin level; and to update 
reporting to the EC to include E-Flows and river flows. 

Yes No Do not know 

109 63 49 

49% 29% 22% 

 
Develop a Recommendation on the use of water accounting, efficiency target setting and 
environmental flows at river basin level and an indicative EU water efficiency target. 

Yes No Do not know 

94 93 34 

43% 42% 15% 

 
Specific recommendations are considered for Member States on water accounting, efficiency target 
setting and environmental flows at river basin level in the context of the European Annual Growth 
Survey for the European Semester. 

Yes No Do not know 

58 113 50 

26% 51% 23% 
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Adopt technical annexes to the WFD on E-Flows that will require water accounting for river basins; 
specify the protocol for establishing E-Flows, making the use of the E-Flows definition compulsory in 
all water stressed river basins; and require the setting up of water efficiency targets on the basis of 
an agreed methodology. 
 

Yes No Do not know 

72 116 32 

33% 53% 15% 

   

 
 

The responses indicate support for voluntary approaches: just under one-half of the respondents 

(49%) are in favour of the development of guidance on water accounting and e-flows, and a 

somewhat lower share (43%) support the development of a Recommendation in this area. In 

contrast, 51% of the respondents oppose addressing these issues via the European Semester, and 

53% oppose a regulatory measure to adopt technical annexes to the WFD on e-flows, water 

accounting and related issues.  

A number of written comments from industry call for flexibility in implementing targets and e-flows; 

some also underline a need for transparent data collection and methods prior to any decisions on an 

efficiency target and/or to any legislative decision in this matter. Several replies (not only from 

industry) call for further discussion on efficiency targets before any action. One response questions 

whether the current knowledge base allows going beyond guidance to regulatory actions. Several 

responses welcome proposals for new data gathering in this area. In addition, some industry 

comments emphasise that the type of use should be considered in any methodology to measure 

water quantity – a few such replies distinguish between ‘non-consumptive’ uses such as cooling 

water and ‘consumptive’ uses such as irrigation. Several industry respondents state that each river 

basin is different and that guidance at European level may not be able to take into account differing 

conditions.  

A few national public bodies are also concerned about differences: several responses from 

administrative bodies in northern Europe question the value of setting e-flow requirements for their 

waters. A North European administrative body also states that water allocation systems should meet 

the demographic, social and economic needs specific to regions. Most national bodies that provided 

written comments, however, are supportive of sharing best practices and developing methodologies 

in this area. One response from a national administrative body calls in particular for analysis of the 

water quantity impacts of EU biofuel targets. Some written responses from national administrative 

bodies support an EU Recommendation in this area: one such reply states that a Recommendation 

would be ‘useful’, though perhaps not necessary at present.   

A number of NGO replies underline the value of developing guidance and methodologies at EU level, 

with consideration of possible amendments to the WFD in the longer term. One such response calls 

for the EU to draw on international experience with e-flows in developing guidance on this topic. 

Another NGO supports actions taken via the European Semester process, as this is a key mechanism 

to link environmental and economic objectives.   
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4.2 Droughts 

Problem 2: Droughts have become increasingly damaging in many parts of Europe and are 
predicted to increase in frequency and intensity in the future 
 
Droughts present a particular challenge to water managers who have to prioritise between different 
water users during a drought and take decisions to ameliorate the effects of droughts when they 
occur. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Enhance drought management planning into the next cycle of River Basin Management Plans under 
the Water Framework Directive for all drought-affected, or potentially affected, Member States. 
 

Yes No Do not know 

156 32 32 

70% 15% 15% 

 
Develop a European wide early warning system for droughts to timely alert Member States on the 
need to take counter-measures. 

Yes No Do not know 

113 76 32 

51% 34% 14% 

 
Establish a drought emergency fund which would group in a single instruments and enhance the 
funding possibilities currently available under the EU Solidarity Fund and rural development funding. 
The Fund would include appropriate conditionalities on drought prevention measures being taken. 

Yes No Do not know 

59 121 41 

27% 55% 19% 

 
Establish a drought management directive to require Member States to develop and implement 
river basin drought management plans with specific drought measures to be reported to the 
Commission. 

Yes No Do not know 

64 132 25 

29% 60% 11% 

   

 

The policy option that receives the most support, 70%, is for enhanced drought management 

planning into the next cycle of River Basin Management Plans, a voluntary measure. In addition, 51% 

of the respondents support the development of a European wide early warning system for droughts. 

A majority of respondents (60%) oppose a regulatory approach, i.e. the establishment of a drought 

management directive. And 55% oppose a funding measure, the establishment of a drought 

emergency fund.  
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In their written comments, respondents make several arguments against the establishment of a 

drought emergency fund. One EU-level NGO, for example, states that such a use of EU funds could 

limit support for other policy goals, such as increasing the resilience of ecosystems.  Several industry 

respondents comment that a fund could lead to mismanagement.  

Relatively few comments focus on an early-warning system: one contends that recent experience 

with such systems has not been promising; another respondent writes that a system exists in its RBD, 

and European work is not necessary; and a third states that it could be a helpful tool. A fourth 

response highlights opportunities for better data from earth observation systems and modelling.  

A number of industry respondents (as well as others, including some national administrative bodies) 

argue that the current Water Framework and Groundwater Directive are sufficient to manage 

drought-related issues within RBMP levels, if correctly implemented; thus, further EU action in this 

area is not necessary. A number of respondents also underline that drought issues vary widely across 

Member States and that therefore EU-level action is not needed.  

In contrast, other respondents, including NGOs and national administrative bodies, state that this 

topic is not adequately addressed at European level: many of these responses underline the value of 

addressing droughts in RBMPs, and in particular call for non-regulatory measures to support this – 

for example, EU actions to promote synergies with the WFD, Floods Directive and other legislation. 

Some responses (also from northern Europe) highlight that drought problems can occur in all parts of 

Europe. One respondent calls for addressing these issues by major European region to account for 

differences, however.  

Some responses write that drought risks show the need for water retention measures in both 

agricultural and urban areas, as well as higher water efficiency, as well as better land use planning. 

Other replies highlight the need for further work on water pricing and water efficiency. A few 

respondents comment that hard and soft infrastructure can help to address droughts.  

 

5 UNLOCKING MEASURES IN KEY SECTORS TO PROTECT EUROPE’S WATERS 

Topic description 
 
In order to deliver objectives and targets for Europe’s waters, a range of different measures in key 
policy sectors can be considered at EU level to improve water resource efficiency and sustainability. 
 

 

 

5.1 Land use, including agriculture 

Problem 3: Land use impacts and, in particular, agriculture's impacts threaten water quality and 
quantity across much of Europe 

Agriculture and other land uses are a major pressure on water quality and quantity. Agriculture is 
Europe's biggest land user/owner as well as the biggest water consumptive user. There is a wide 
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range of possible measures that farmers, for example, can use to help protect water bodies such as 
more sustainable use of fertiliser and pesticide inputs, maintaining soil organic matter levels, 
changing crop patterns, enhanced use of buffer strips, improved irrigation practices, wetland 
restoration, restoration of riparian areas, etc. However, these are not used as widely as is needed to 
protect Europe’s waters from agricultural pressures. 

How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
The Commission to develop guidance clearly defining and providing an EU framework for green 
infrastructures that promotes natural water retention measures such as floodplains and wetlands 
restoration; sustainable drainage, the restoration of riparian areas and the re-meandering of rivers. 

Yes No Do not know 

129 50 42 

58% 23% 19% 

 
The Commission to develop guidance for integrated water – land use management, bringing 
together spatial planning and River Basin Management Plans in co-ordination with other areas of EU 
environmental policy (Biodiversity, Nature, Soil). 

Yes No Do not know 

136 54 31 

62% 24% 14% 

 
Develop guidance through the agriculture working group under the WFD Common Implementation 
Strategy on the effective application of measures by farmers to deliver water quality and quantity 
objectives at catchment level. These measures include changing crop patterns, buffer strips, 
restoring riparian areas, increase irrigation efficiency, etc. In that respect, particular emphasis will be 
put on the use of the Farm Advisory System set up under the CAP. 

Yes No Do not know 

139 18 64 

63% 8% 29% 

 
The European Innovation Partnership on Agricultural Productivity and Sustainability and the 
European Innovation Partnership on Water develop and disseminate innovative solution to ensure 
agriculture's negative impact on water are removed or minimised and beneficial effects are 
maximized. 
 
 

Yes No Do not know 

139 25 57 

63% 11% 26% 

 
Enhance the application of Environmental Impact Assessment to irrigation projects. 

Yes No Do not know 

87 57 77 

39% 26% 35% 

 
Enlarge the scope of the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive to cover all hydropower 
development plans. 

Yes No Do not know 

88 73 60 

40% 33% 27% 
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The Commission to ensure that the implementing rules for the post-2013 CAP Pillars I and II support 
and target the necessary measures to deliver water quality and quantity objectives. 

Yes No Do not know 

136 18 67 

62% 8% 30% 

    

 

Around 60% of the respondents support each of the four voluntary approaches, i.e.: the 

development of guidance on green infrastructure; guidance on integrated water and land-use 

management; guidance on the effective application of measures by farmers to deliver water quality 

and quantity objectives at catchment level; and the development and dissemination of innovative 

solutions in the frame of the European Innovation Partnerships.  

A similar share, 62%, of the responses are also in favour of a measure relating to funding: ensuring 

that the implementing rules for the post-2013 CAP Pillars I and II support and target the necessary 

measures to deliver water quality and quantity objectives.  

By contrast, regulatory measures receive much less support: 39% of responses are in favour of 

enlarging the scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment to apply to irrigation projects and 40% 

are in favour of enlarging the scope of the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive to cover all 

hydropower development plans.  

For most of these options, a high number of respondents (up to 35%) indicate ‘do not know’. The 

shares are lower for options on guidance for green infrastructure and land-use management. 

In their written comments, several respondents underline the importance of land use issues for 

water management in general. Many respondents highlight the importance of the link between 

agriculture policies and water use, and call for the CAP to take into account water-related priorities. 

Replies from NGOs, industry and national authorities state that a reformed CAP should support water 

quality and quantity objectives. A number of these comments also highlight the importance of the 

local context, which needs to be addressed in any guidance or requirements.  

One reply, supporting voluntary measures, states that an ongoing process of dialogue with the 

agricultural sector is needed and this will take time. Another response predicts that agricultural 

production in Europe will increase in the face of growing world food demand.  

On the issue whether hydropower plants should be part of the SEA directive, some stakeholders, in 

particular in industry, comment that this could increase administrative burdens, while others write 

that these plants are already subject to environmental assessment procedures in most Member 

States. However, a number of comments (including from NGOs) state that issues related to 

hydropower as well as navigation deserve higher attention in the Blueprint.  

Finally, several respondents call for better water pricing as a mechanism to address water use in 

agriculture and other sectors. Others highlight the role of green infrastructure in addressing land use 

problems.  

 



14 
 

 

5.2 Buildings and water-using appliances 

Problem 4: The design of building and water using appliances does not sufficiently factor-in water 
efficiency 

The lack of coherent approach to water efficiency in buildings and products causes water waste 
which is problematic in areas which are water stressed or at risk of becoming water stressed and 
also wastes energy. 

How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Voluntary labelling of water using appliances 

Yes No Do not know 

96 60 65 

43% 27% 29% 

 
Mandatory labelling of water using appliances 

Yes No Do not know 

69 92 60 

31% 42% 27% 

 
Establish a WFD Common Implementation Strategy working group on water use efficiency for 
preparing “BREF-like” notes on water use/conveyance efficiency. 

Yes No Do not know 

66 78 77 

30% 35% 35% 

 
Minimum water efficiency requirements for water using appliances, e.g. under the Ecodesign 
directive 

Yes No Do not know 

86 65 70 

39% 29% 32% 

 
Voluntary performance rating for buildings 

Yes No Do not know 

58 93 70 

26% 42% 32% 

 
Mandatory performance rating for buildings 

Yes No Do not know 

46 101 74 

21% 46% 33% 

 
Minimum water performance requirements for buildings 

Yes No Do not know 

75 75 71 

34% 34% 32% 

 
 
A directive on water efficiency requirements in buildings including a requirement on water 
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companies to reduce final water consumption 

Yes No Do not know 

54 109 58 

24% 49% 26% 

  

 

Opinions on voluntary approaches for the water efficiency of buildings and appliances are quite 

mixed. The voluntary labelling of water using appliances is supported by 43% of the respondents; a 

CIS working group to develop ‘BREF-like’ notes on water-use/conveyance efficiency receives support 

from 30% of respondents, but 35% are opposed; and voluntary performance ratings for buildings 

receive only 26% support.  

In general, however, regulatory approaches faced stronger opposition from the respondents: 

 41% of respondents oppose mandatory labelling of water using appliances.  

 34% are against minimum water performance requirements for buildings 

 46% oppose the mandatory performance rating of buildings 

 49% oppose a directive on water efficiency requirements in buildings, including a 

requirement on water companies to reduce final water consumption 

Many respondents indicated ‘do not know’ for these options: the share ranges from 26% to 35%.  

In written comments, a number of industry respondents underline their opposition to new legislative 

instruments, stating that they are burdensome and inefficient: standards may take a long time to be 

implemented and may not be appropriate in all cases. Some industry stakeholders in particular 

comment that consumption patterns and water resources vary from country to country and that 

therefore mandatory EU measures would be inappropriate. Others argue that measures on water 

consumption are premature as there is no scientific consensus on how to measure consumption. 

Regarding appliances, one industry reply states that trade-offs between water, energy and chemical 

use should be considered.  

A response from a non-industry stakeholder, however, comments that further action would be 

valuable across Europe – however, water use in buildings in particular is generally little known and 

further research is needed.  

A number of responses from national public bodies and industry state that they see voluntary 

approaches as more efficient than additional regulation; some call for measures to be taken at river 

basin level.  

Several NGO respondents (as well as some others including some from the water industry) state their 

support for mandatory action for this problem area. Some of these responses highlight the need for 

public information and awareness as a parallel action. 

Numerous respondents across different types of stakeholders underline the role of water pricing in 

encouraging more efficient use, though one reply from a national administrative body warns that 

issues of affordability should also be considered.  
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5.3 Leakage in distribution systems 

Problem 5: Significant amounts of water are lost from leakage in distribution systems. 
 
Significant leakage in water infrastructure in some parts of the EU causes great waste of water (up 
to 50% of the water abstracted in some cases) which is problematic in areas which are water 
stressed or at risk of becoming water stressed. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Promote leakage reduction in water stressed/potentially water stressed areas by prioritizing it in 
Cohesion and Structural Funds spending 

Yes No Do not know 

98 70 52 

45% 32% 23% 

 
Promote leakage reduction investment on the basis of public/private partnerships and European 
Investment Bank loans 

Yes No Do not know 

94 63 63 

42% 29% 29% 

 
Develop guidance on best practices in leakage reduction 

Yes No Do not know 

135 41 44 

61% 19% 20% 

 
Develop a harmonised method for determining the level of water leakage under the WFD Common 
Implementation Strategy at EU level and encourage Member States to integrate it into their water 
management practices 

Yes No Do not know 

94 66 60 

43% 30% 27% 

   

 
Opinion is divided on the use of funding to support leakage reduction:  

 While 45% of respondents support prioritising this for Cohesion and Structural Fund 

spending, 32% are opposed. 

 A similar share, 42%, support investment via public/private partnerships and European 

Investment Bank loans – but 29% oppose this. 

 
In contrast, 61% of respondents are in favour of the use of a voluntary measure, guidance on best 

practices in leakage reduction. A lower share, 43%, supports the development of a harmonised 

method for determining the level of leakage.  

Many respondents indicate ‘do not know’ for the measures under this problem – over 25% for two of 

the questions.  
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In written comments, many respondents acknowledge that leakage is a crucial issue but state that it 

is a local problem, with its own social and economic consequences, and thus should be addressed at 

local, regional or Member State levels. Several stakeholders across the different categories write that 

existing EU legislation and guidance in this regard should be better implemented before moving 

forward on new policy action. Several replies encourage further exchange of best practices. One 

response calls for more widespread use of new technologies to detect and measure leakage.  

Both NGO and industry respondents argue that water pricing at full recovery cost would help limit 

leakages. Several NGO responses call for cost recovery proceeds and water service revenues to 

finance leakage reduction, rather than the use of EU funds. One NGO reply calls for economic 

penalties to encourage water services to reduce levels of leakage. A response from an academic 

body, however, questions whether water leaked is truly lost or replenishes groundwater and, 

eventually, surface water bodies.  

5.4 Re-use of waste water 

 

Problem 6: There are no common standards for waste water reuse. 
 
Waste water re-use has the potential to contribute to the irrigation requirements of agriculture in 
some river basins or to industrial uses. However, there are no EU level standards for water re-use 
and some Member States are adopting/have adopted their own standards while others have not 
done so. Without common EU standards, a potentially significant source of water is not being used. 
Moreover, there is a potential for some Member States to object to products grown with reused 
water thereby generating an obstacle to the internal market. In addition, industry needs certainty 
for future use to make the necessary investments to enable water re-use. Note that all options 
below would need to fully respect relevant public health and environmental standards. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
 
Develop EU guidance on certification schemes for water re-use 

Yes No Do not know 

89 73 59 

40% 33% 27% 

 
The Comité Européen de Normalisation (CEN) to adopt standards for use of recycled waste water in 
agriculture 

Yes No Do not know 

86 56 79 

39% 25% 36% 

 
An EU Regulation establishing standards for waste water re-use 

Yes No Do not know 

93 69 59 

42% 31% 27% 

    

 

All three policy options are supported by about 40% of the respondents. The highest share, 42%, 

supports a regulatory approach, i.e. an EU regulation establishing standards for waste water re-use.  
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For this topic, the share of respondents choosing ‘do not know’ ranges from 26% to 36%. 

A number of written comments from different stakeholders (including industry, one NGO and 

national administrative bodies) state that water re-use should remain a local decision. Other 

responses, however, support EU action on this topic. A number of responses favour Europe-wide 

work on technical standards. Several responses from industry and national administrative bodies cite 

ISO and CEN work on reuse standards; one reply warns that promoting different certification 

schemes could result in incompatible approaches and barriers to trade. Two industry stakeholders 

argue that their sector is already regulated by the Industrial Emissions Directive and that additional 

requirements are therefore not needed. 

Many responses, including those favouring EU action, underline that health concerns should be 

paramount in decisions on water reuse. One NGO opposes the use of wastewater on agricultural 

fields for this reason. Several comments from industry and also national administrative bodies call for 

greater attention to reuse in industry and other sectors.  

One comment proposes referring to ‘water reuse’ (including rainwater collection), to encourage 

public acceptability, rather than ‘wastewater reuse’.  

 

6 ECONOMIC INSTRUMENTS 

Topic description 
 
There are a number of issues relating to economic instruments and water management in Europe. 
These include: 

• Current water pricing levels and structure do not provide sufficient incentives to increase 
water efficiency. 

• There are gaps in the quantification of environmental and resource costs, including on the 
benefits of ecosystem services, which prevents the development of 'Payments for Ecosystem 
Services schemes' linked to reduced water resource depletion.  

• In many cases there are insufficient tools to assess the costs and benefits of measures, which 
may lead to inappropriate decisions when comparing benefits to costs. 

• Current water allocation schemes, where they exist, are often inefficient and are hampered 
by poor information and difficulties in operating schemes such as water rights trading.  

• Many economic instruments cannot be introduced or work effectively if certain conditions 
are not met, such as metering to determine water use and controls on illegal abstraction 

 

 

6.1 Metering 

Problem 7: The absence of metering for individual users is a key barrier for the effective 
implementation of pricing schemes that incentivise water efficiency. Illegal abstraction in some 
parts of the EU is a large phenomenon that puts at risk water availability. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Mapping all EU large irrigated areas via the remote sensing (GMES) initiative and match these areas 
with water abstraction permits to help Member States enforce them and tackle illegal abstraction 
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Yes No Do not know 

128 28 65 

58% 13% 29% 

 
Making EU funding for irrigation projects conditional upon the installation of metering devices, e.g. 
via the CAP implementing rules. 

Yes No Do not know 

110 42 69 

50% 19% 31% 

 
Making CAP direct payments to farmers (Pillar I) conditional upon the installation of metering 
devices, e.g. via cross compliance rules for the WFD. 

Yes No Do not know 

100 56 65 

45% 25% 30% 

 
Amend the WFD to make it explicit that the Article 11 requirement of a permit for water abstraction 
also includes mandatory metering of the quantities abstracted. 

Yes No Do not know 

93 91 37 

42% 41% 17% 

 
Amend the WFD to require metering of individual water consumption and/or use where relevant. 

Yes No Do not know 

75 102 44 

34% 46% 20% 

   

 
A majority of respondents, 58%, supports the use of a voluntary, information approach, using GMES 

to help Member States tackle illegal abstraction in agriculture.  

An important share of respondents supports conditionality measures to support metering: 50% are in 

favour of a requirement for irrigation projects funded via the CAP and 45% are in favour of 

requirements for farmers receiving direct payments.  

Opinion is divided on regulatory measures. For amending Article 11 of the WFD, 42% of respondents 

are in favour and 41% opposed.  A broader amendment to the WFD receives only 34% in favour and 

46% opposed.   

In their written comments, many stakeholders (including both NGO and industry respondents) 

underline that metering is a key to effective water pricing and to changing consumers’ patterns.  

However, other stakeholders argue that metering is a matter of subsidiarity. A number of 

respondents comment on differences among sectors; one water service company, for example, 

argues that public education, rather than metering, is more effective in encouraging water savings 

among households. One industry stakeholder argues that water metering systems could be 

expensive compared to the cost of water. One economic stakeholder supports metering for 

agriculture, but only in areas with water scarcity; this comment also proposes collective metering 
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where appropriate. Several responses from northern Europe state that metering is not important for 

agriculture in their countries.  

Regarding links to CAP and other EU funds, several NGOs call for a moratorium on new irrigation 

areas; one reply instead proposes that EU funding promote alternatives to irrigation agriculture. 

Another NGO states that conditionality for such payments should be linked not only to metering but 

also to the status of the ecosystems from which water is abstracted.  

Several industry comments write that key concepts (including abstraction and water use) need 

further definition before any legislation can be proposed; some industry responses argue that ‘non-

consumptive’ uses of water should not be metered.  

 

6.2 Incentives for water efficiency 

Problem 8: Current water pricing levels and structure do not provide adequate incentives to 
increase water efficiency. This includes the identification of subsidies e.g. in bio-energy and 
agriculture, which is a big water user as well as the biggest water consumptive user. In some 
cases, water users are either not charged at all or are not charged in relation to the quantity of 
water used/consumed.  
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
(Note: the options below should be seen as complementary to and not a replacement of the 
enforcement of the current provision on incentive pricing under article 9 of the WFD). 
 
Implement the proposed rules for Cohesion & Structural and Rural Development funds to make the 
establishment of incentive pricing compulsory for (relevant) projects in areas with water deficit 

Yes No Do not know 

75 50 96 

34% 23% 43% 

 
Add national water pricing obligations for farmers, based on Art.9 of the WFD, to cross-compliance 
rules under the CAP for the WFD 

Yes No Do not know 

63 61 97 

28% 28% 44% 

 
The Commission to promote the use of trading in water rights at river basin level through the 
development of guidance and tools under the WFD Common Implementation Strategy 

Yes No Do not know 

51 119 51 

23% 54% 23% 

 
The Commission to develop criteria for the sustainable production of bio-energy crops with specific 
reference to water protection 

Yes No Do not know 

124 28 69 

56% 13% 31% 

 
Specific recommendations are considered for Member States on water pricing policies in the 
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context of the European Annual Growth Survey for the European Semester 

Yes No Do not know 

54 90 77 

24% 41% 35% 

 
Amend the WFD to require that the price of water reflects volumetric use. 

Yes No Do not know 

75 111 35 

34% 50% 16% 

   

 

Opinion is rather equally divided around the adoption of national water pricing obligations for 

farmers, based on Art. 9 of the WFD, to cross-compliance rules under the CAP: 28% of respondents 

are in favour, and 28% against; and 34% of the respondents support implementation of the proposed 

rules for Cohesion and Structural and Rural Development funds to make the establishment of 

incentive pricing compulsory for projects in areas with water deficit. For both of these conditionality 

measures, the largest share of respondents chose ‘do not know’ (over 40% in both cases). 

One voluntary measure receives strong support: 56% of the respondents are in favour of the 

development of criteria by the Commission for the sustainable production of bio-energy crops with 

specific reference to water protection. However, over half of the respondents (54%) oppose the 

promotion of the use of water trading rights through guidance developed under the CIS.  

Specific recommendations on water pricing policies in the context of the European Semester finds 

limited support (24% chose “yes”).  

Exactly half of the respondents oppose a regulatory measure, an amendment to the WFD that would 

require that the price of water reflects volumetric use. 

In written comments, many stakeholders (including NGOs and industry) emphasise that water pricing 

and the trading of water rights should remain a national competence. Some industry replies question 

the statement that water pricing is currently not adequate. Some NGO comments cite the human 

right to water and argue for collective financing of water supply through taxation rather than via 

pricing. 

Others, however, underline that water pricing issues are vital for water management, and support EU 

action. Some of these replies underline the importance of the Commission’s upcoming analysis of 

economic issues in river basin planning to support better Member State action. One response argues 

that Member State interpretations of water services are overly restrictive, and that agriculture is too 

often exempted from full pricing.  

Some responses favouring action on water trading are cautious: one emphasises that any EU 

guidance on water trading should take into account the wide differences in river basin conditions, 

and another states that trading should only be used in specific circumstances. Other responses, 

however, point favourably to current experience with water trading, notably in the UK.  
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Finally, one reply calls for greater research into the links between economic incentives, such as 

pricing, and the impacts on water resources. 

 

6.3 Costs and benefits 

Problem 9: Costs and benefits of water related measures are not properly understood or 
quantified. There is a lack of a methodology to calculate the adequate recovery of environmental 
costs which, inter alia, prevents their incorporation into water price, charges, levies, etc. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
The WFD Common Implementation Strategy to develop guidance for the next cycle of River Basin 
Management Plans and a methodology for the calculation of an adequate contribution of the 
different water uses to the recovery of the costs of water services, including environmental and 
resource costs and ecosystem services' benefits 

Yes No Do not know 

131 55 35 

59% 24% 16% 

 
The Commission to propose an amendment of the WFD (an Annex) containing a mandatory 
methodology for the calculation of an adequate contribution of the different water uses to the 
recovery of the costs of water services, including environmental and resource costs and ecosystem 
services' benefits.  

Yes No Do not know 

54 133 34 

24% 60% 16% 

    

 
A voluntary approach, developing guidance on water cost calculation through the WFD Common 

Implementation Strategy, receives strong support: 59% of respondents are in favour. In contrast, a 

regulatory measure, including a mandatory calculation methodology as an amendment of the WFD, 

is opposed by 60% of the respondents. 

In their written comments, some national administrative bodies argue that sufficient guidance is 

available, and that national conditions differ. However, another national body says that greater 

harmonisation in this area would create a level playing field, avoiding distortion of competition.  

Several industry comments question the feasibility of calculating resource and environmental costs 

accurately; others call for accounting to include also the benefits of water uses, including food 

production.  

On the other hand, a number of NGOs replies, while supporting new guidance, argue that the socio-

economic benefits of implementing the WFD are not well known: some call for further research in 

this area, for example through a ‘water-TEEB’ study; another reply emphasises the value of water for 

future generations.  

Some responses call for stronger powers for RBD authorities, and for the EU level in international 

RBDs, to ensure proper implementation. 
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7 GOVERNANCE 

Topic description 
 
Effective governance is necessary to implement existing and new policies that might be included in 
the Blueprint. Ineffective governance will undermine attempts to enhance target setting, unlocking 
specific technical measures and the application of some economic incentives. There are concerns 
over fragmented institutional structures, poor intra and inter-institutional relationships and capacity 
(personnel, technical capacity, training, etc.) which undermine the ability of authorities to perform 
the detailed analyses necessary to implement the WFD, perform the necessary monitoring, develop 
and implement River Basin Management Plans and develop amended plans in an effective adaptive 
management framework. Furthermore, the current financial crisis is impacting on the budgets (and 
capacity) of governmental bodies across the EU with unknown consequences for water governance. 
There is also a particular issue with governance of transboundary river basins. There are positive 
examples of co-operative assessment and planning, but this is not the case across the whole of the 
EU and more coordination and joint planning in transboundary river basins are necessary as 
evidenced by the River Basin Management Plans assessment. 

 

Problem 10: Governance of water and sectoral policies at Member State level is, in some cases, 
fragmented and faces a lack of capacity and resources fully to address water management 
objectives. There is lack of coordination in river basin shared between different administrative 
entities within Member States, between Member States and with third countries. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
On the basis of the Commission assessment of the River Basin Management Plans, the WFD 
Common Implementation Strategy to identify and disseminate best practices in the EU. 

Yes No Do not know 

189 13 20 

85% 5% 9% 

 
To develop a peer review process for river basin district authorities within the context of the WFD 
Common Implementation Strategy with a view to help them identifying ways of improving their 
coordinating role 

Yes No Do not know 

88 46 87 

40% 21% 39% 

 
Specific recommendations are considered for Member States on water governance in the context of 
the European Annual Growth Survey for the European Semester 

Yes No Do not know 

67 45 109 

30% 20% 50% 

 
Develop initiatives on inspections and surveillance to improve the means of detecting and 
responding to water-related implementation problems such as over-abstraction 

Yes No Do not know 

75 99 47 

34% 44% 21% 
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Continue to promote the river basin management approach and the implementation of the EU 
water acquis through EU enlargement policy and international rivers agreements 

Yes No Do not know 

151 15 55 

68% 7% 25% 

 
To amend the WFD to strengthen the coordination powers of River Basin District authorities and the 
obligations for combined River Basin Management Plans in transboundary contexts 

Yes No Do not know 

74 106 42 

33% 48% 19% 

 
 

 

The identification and the dissemination of good practices for river basin management planning via 

the CIS process is very strongly supported, with 85% of respondents choosing “yes”. Other voluntary 

approaches, such as specific recommendations for Member States on water governance in the frame 

of the European Semester and the development of initiatives on inspections and surveillance around 

water-related implementation problems, receive much less support, with respectively 30% and 34% 

of “yes”. (For the option on the European Semester, 50% of respondents indicated ‘do not know’.) In 

addition, 40% respondents support the idea of a peer review process for river basin district 

authorities. 

A high share, 68% of the respondents, supports the promotion of EU river policy through EU 

enlargement policy and international water agreements.  

By contrast, almost half the respondents (48%) oppose a regulatory measure for amendment of the 

WFD, to strengthen the coordination powers of River Basin District Authorities and the obligations 

for combined River Basin Management Plans in transboundary context.  

Several written comments call for better integration of RBMPs with other planning and policies at 

national and also at cross-border level. One NGO reply cites the seven-year EU spending cycle as an 

area for better integration.  

Several comments from national administrative bodies, while supporting some of the options, refer 

to the high administrative cost of implementing the WFD. Some national administrative bodies, in 

particular from northern Europe, write that current arrangements function effectively and major 

initiatives on governance are not needed.  

A number of industry responses raise concerns about the administrative cost of peer reviews.  

Several NGO replies call for a stronger role for the CIS process and the European Commission to 

improve the second round of RBMPs; one reply calls for stronger enforcement by the European 

Commission of the WFD’s requirements. Another NGO response highlights the need for a stronger 

role as well as capacity building on the part of local authorities, as well as broader participation of 

stakeholders at RBD level.  
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8 KNOWLEDGE BASE 

Topic description 
 
EU Water Policy is an adaptive framework where measures are based on detailed analysis and 
require refining through a cyclical planning process. This is only possible on the basis of detailed and 
up to date information about a wide range of issues. A number of options addressing earlier 
problems above already seek to improve knowledge (e.g. on water accounts). However, further 
strategic action is needed to maximise the value of the data that we have and minimise the costs of 
producing and providing those data. 
  
In addition to enhancing the knowledge base as such, there is also a need to improve knowledge 
sharing. As about 60% of the river basins covered by EU water policy are transboundary, it is essential 
to have an effective knowledge sharing system between Member States, European bodies and third 
countries with whom the EU shares such basin or inconsistent policies may be developed for the 
same basin. 
 

 

Problem 11: There is insufficient dissemination and sharing of compatible data and other 
information between Member States, European bodies and third countries leading to an 
incomplete understanding of the problems facing Europe’s waters or, potentially, to incoherent 
water management choices. Data provision is not timely and different systems prevent data 
access. New and emerging knowledge needs must be addressed through research activities. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Improve the sharing of data and other information by further developing the Water Information 
System for Europe (WISE) Implementation Plan 

Yes No Do not know 

152 12 58 

68% 5% 26% 

 
Enhance minimum WFD reporting requirements and statistical obligations (e.g. through the 
Framework regulation on environmental accounts/statistics), especially with regard to inter-
operability of data. This includes harmonising the reporting timetables of the Urban Waste Water 
Treatment, Nitrates and Water Framework Directives 

Yes No Do not know 

119 41 61 

54% 19% 27% 

 
Develop a fully inter-operable, SEIS (Shared Environmental Information System) based, shared water 
knowledge system for use by Member States and EU institutions, reducing reporting requirements 
while prescribing interoperability standards for the information produced at local and national level 
and through GMES. 

Yes No Do not know 

97 39 85 

44% 18% 38% 

 
Develop a roadmap for water research priorities to be integrated in the next research funding cycle 



26 
 

at EU and Member States level taking into account the need to improve the science policy interface 

Yes No Do not know 

170 31 20 

77% 14% 9% 

   

 

Overall, these policy options are positively perceived by the respondents. Voluntary approaches – the 

development of the Water Information System for Europe to improve data sharing and of a water 

research roadmap to be integrated in the next funding cycle at EU and Member States levels – 

receive significant support, with respectively 68% and 77% of replies in favour. 

For a regulatory measure, the enhancement of WFD reporting requirements, 54% of respondents are 

in favour. A combination of regulatory and voluntary approaches – i.e. the development of a fully 

inter-operable Shared Environmental Information System – is supported by 44% of the respondents.  

For several options, however, a high share of respondents indicated ‘do not know’: for example, 38% 

for the fully inter-operable, SEIS. 

In written comments, strengthening the collection and sharing of data is overall well-supported by 

respondents across the different categories. An NGO writes that an information system open to all 

interested parties would allow for greater transparency. One respondent from the research sector 

underlines the need for a simplified, streamlined and inter-operable European reporting system and 

data base, which broad access. A couple of replies highlight the future availability of spatial data 

under the INSPIRE Directive; others call for better integration of existing data collection.  

Some industry stakeholders write that confidentiality issues, the cost of collecting and sharing 

information and the efficient use of the data should all be carefully considered, especially in the 

current economic situation. A couple of northern European national administrative body question 

the need for new reporting requirements and data sharing; another reply from this category, 

however, supports further reporting and calls for more harmonised procedures and methodologies 

among Member States.   

A number of comments call for strengthening the science/policy interface for water; one calls for 

expanding the science/policy interface to include stakeholders. While some comments support a 

roadmap for research, others question its value, arguing that necessary research should be complete 

by now. 

 
 

9 GLOBAL ASPECTS 

Topic description 
 
The main focus of the Blueprint is the EU and the neighbouring countries with which it shares 
transboundary river basins. At global level, the EU to is committed to the achievement of the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) of halving by 2015 the proportion of the population without 
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sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation and is actively involved in the 
preparation of the Rio+20 Conference (June 2012). 
 
The EU can contribute to addressing this problem by supporting integrated water management in 
developing countries in its development cooperation policy (e.g. via a renewed EU Water Initiative). 
This is particularly important if one considers the virtual flow of water embedded in traded 
agricultural and industrial products. Both virtual water importers and exporters share the 
responsibility of not depleting water resources in the exporting countries. Mismanagement and 
wastage of water in water scarce countries could have very negative consequences on local 
development and even be the cause of migration flows. 
 
While the EU already has in place a framework for the sustainable management of water, the issue of 
virtual water is not only of global relevance but is also important within the EU, in relation to water 
balances for agricultural and industrial products. Therefore some of the options below are also 
relevant within the EU. 
 

 

Problem 12: Competing demands for scarce water resources may lead to an estimated 40% supply 
shortage by 2030. Mismanagement and wastage of water in water scarce countries could have 
very negative consequences on local development and even be the cause of migration flows from 
developing countries. 
 
How should the Blueprint address this issue? 
Help developing countries to put in place integrated sustainable water management through EU 
development cooperation 

Yes No Do not know 

176 7 39 

79% 3% 18% 

 
Raise consumers' awareness of the water footprint of products  

Yes No Do not know 

133 32 56 

60% 14% 25% 

 
Keep under review water foot printing tools with a view to test their usefulness for voluntary 
product labelling (e.g. as part of EU Ecolabel). 

Yes No Do not know 

101 48 72 

46% 22% 32% 

 
Mandatory labelling of most embedded water intensive products 

Yes No Do not know 

61 106 54 

28% 48% 24% 

   

 

A high share, almost 80% of respondents, supports a funding approach, i.e. helping developing 

countries put in place integrated sustainable water management through EU development 
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cooperation. Raising the consumers’ awareness about water footprint of products, a voluntary 

approach, is also positively perceived by 60% of the respondents.  

Just under half of the respondents (46%) support the idea of keeping under review water foot 

printing tools with a view to test their usefulness for voluntary product labelling. The policy option 

that meets the strongest opposition (48% of “no”) is a regulatory one, the mandatory labelling of 

most embedded water intensive products.  

In written comments, many stakeholders state that there is no agreement on methodologies for 

water footprinting and water labelling – thus, these are not ready to be policy measures; many of 

these replies also underline that water scarcity issues vary considerably across the world. However, 

one industry reply states that footprinting is a tested tool and another refers to ISO work in this area. 

Some respondents from agriculture argue that labelling should not be applied to this sector, while 

some respondents from industry argue that it should – but not be applied to industrial products.  

A couple of replies note that the education and awareness-raising of consumers are crucial for water 

labelling to be effective.  

A number of responses call for greater attention to water issues in EU development cooperation. 

Several NGOs call for the EU to ratify the 1997 UN Watercourses Convention; one calls for greater 

cooperation with Mediterranean countries. Other NGOs state that the Commission does not properly 

recognise the human right to water. Another proposal calls for 1% of EU water tariffs to be allocated 

for development actions.  

 

10 FURTHER COMMENTS  

A number of stakeholders provide further comments. Many summarise the main points made under 

previous questions. Others also underline key areas for policy development: better integration is 

frequently cited, for example with sectoral policies, climate change goals and EU funding. Comments 

from both NGOs and national administrative bodies call for further attention to measures addressing 

hydromorphological modifications; one NGO comment calls for further action on river restoration.  

A number of replies identify new or remaining challenges for water management. Among the issues 

mentioned are: 

 Climate change impacts, including on water flows, temperatures and uses, as well as possible 

interactions with other areas, such as pesticide use 

 Growing global food demand and its implications for agriculture 

 Pharmaceutical residues 

 New chemicals released to the environment 

 Intensive and increasing biomass production 

One national administrative body calls for further integration among EU water legislation – for 

example, calling for stronger links between the Water Framework Directive and the Nitrates 

Directive, in addition to harmonised reporting (see Problem 11, above): for example, linking actions 

under the latter to good status. Respondents from NGO and industry also write that environmental 
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legislation in areas such as chemicals should be better adapted to water priorities. An industry 

respondent calls for setting priorities to focus on water bodies at ‘bad’ and ‘poor’ status, and also for 

accounting for carbon costs of investments.  
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