The co-operation involves the actual water managers in the regions, and takes place through face-to-face exchange of
experiences and cross regional comparisons of environmental threads to the waters within the Baltic Sea catchment,
including cause-eﬀect relations. The main activities of BERNET-CATCH is the provision of Water Management Plans
within regional pilot catchments in order to distribute important knowledge and experiences that may serve as good
examples to Water Managers and Stakeholders involved
ì in the implementation of the EU-Water Framework Directive.
The BERNET Partners:
Fyn County, Denmark: Nature Management and Water Environment Division (Lead Partner)
West Finland, Finland: West Finland Regional Environmental Center
Gdansk Region, Poland: Gdansk Regional Board of Water Management
Kaliningrad Oblast, Russia: Department of Federal Supervision Service for Natural Use for Kaliningrad Oblast - Ministery of Natural
Resources of Russia and Government of Kaliningrad Oblast
Laholm Bay Region, Sweden: Counties of Halland and Scania; Municipalities of Båstad, Laholm, and Halmstad
Schleswig-Holstein, Germany: State Agency for Nature and Environment, Schleswig-Holstein
Viru-Peipsi, Estonia: Peipsi Center for Transboundary Cooperation (NGO).
Reports:
The outcome of BERNET CATCH is published in an Executive Summary, one Main Report, two Cross Regional Theme
reports and six regional Water Management Plans, all under the same heading, Management Strategies for the Regional
Implementation of EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment:
BERNET CATCH Executive Summary: Regional Implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment
BERNET CATCH Main Report: Water Quality Management in the Baltic Sea Region. Regional Implementation of the EU Water
Framework Directive
BERNET CATCH Theme Report: Public Participation and Water Management in the Baltic Sea Region. Regional Implementation of
the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment
BERNET CATCH Theme Report: How to deﬁne, assess and monitor the ecological status of rivers, lakes and coastal waters. Regional
Implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: Odense Fjord, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Stensåen, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Pasleka , Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Kyrönjoki, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Mamonovka, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: Schwentine River, Water Management Plan.

Contact us

Visit

http://www.bernet.org

for further information and up-dated news about BERNET CATCH.
From here you may also order previous BERNET reports, including 7 reports on diﬀerent aspects
of Eutrophication Management in the Baltic Sea Region.
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Right from the start, BERNET has focused especially on Eutrophication problems. Doing this, the BERNET Partners
have wished to contribute to full-ﬁlling the aim of the Helsinki Declaration in “assuring the ecological restoration of the
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1. PREFACE

1. Preface
1. Preface

The Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC), issued
by the European Commission, is the most substantial water legislation ever produced in the EU, and
will provide the major driver for achieving sustainable management of water in the Member States and
other European states. The Water Framework Directive (WFD) requires that all inland and coastal waters,
within deﬁned river basin districts, must reach a good
ecological status, and that a good ground water status
should be reached by 2015. The WFD also deﬁnes how
this should be achieved through the establishment of
environmental objectives and ecological targets for
surface waters.
The Article 14 of the WFD requires the Member
States to encourage the active involvement of all
interested stakeholders in the implementation. Especially, public consultation and participation is essential
during the writing, review and updating of the water
management plans which form the central theme of
the Directive. For the public consultation to be meaningful people will need a basic understanding of the
principal features of the Directive and how these relate
to the situation in their own local river basin.
For the Baltic Eutrophication Regional Network
(BERNET), it has been an opportunity to engage the
Bernet-member regions in the Baltic Sea Region in a
joint project dealing with regional water management

planning on catchment scale: Bernet CATCH – Integrated Management of Catchments. Seven regions
around the Baltic coast have participated in this joint
project: Laholm Bay area (Sweden), Fyn County (Denmark), Schleswig-Holstein (Germany), Gdansk and Vistula lagoon area (Poland), Kaliningrad Oblast (Russia),
Viru-Peipsi area (Estonia) and West Finland (Finland).
A pilot river basin was chosen in every region, to represent the area and to be the target for the project implementation.
Public Participation, particularly in environmental
issues, has long traditions in the Baltic Sea area. Public
participation in the spirit of the Water Framework
Directive is to ensure that all inhabitants aﬀected by
water management planning have the possibility to
participate in the process and the plan itself. During
this project, there have been numerous meetings,
contacts and help from stakeholders and stakeholder
groups along the coasts around the Baltic Sea. The
project wishes to sincerely thank the stakeholders in
the regions for their patience and participation in the
process and we hope that the beneﬁt has been mutual.
This report presents the results from the public participation processes regionally, but strives also to give
general recommendations for public participation in a
broader scale and to compare the situation and methodology between the regions as it was in September
2005.

Members of the Bernet Catch
Work Package on Public Participation.

Vincent Westberg
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2. Public participation in water management

2.1 Introduction
BERNET (Baltic Eutrophication Regional NETwork) is a
network co-operation between seven regions in seven
countries around the Baltic Sea. It was formed in 1999
as a regional contribution to improve the aquatic environment in the Baltic Sea and in the regional waters in
its catchment.
The aim of the Bernet is to improve the management
of eutrophication problems in the Baltic Sea Region.
Through this, the Bernet Partners wish to contribute to
the overall aim of the Helsinki Declaration of protecting the Baltic Sea against all sorts of pollution.
To achieve this, the Bernet Partners strive to identify
and draw attention to the major eutrophication problems in the Baltic Sea Area, to compare and evaluate
the present strategies of eutrophication management
in the regions, and to develop recommendations for
improved regional eutrophication management.
In the period 2003 - 2006, the Bernet Partners
focused on the development of water district plans at
catchment level as a regional implementation of the
EU Water Framework Directive (WFD). The initiative
is named Bernet CATCH: Integrated Management of
Catchments. In Bernet Catch, each Partner developed
a Water District Plan in a pilot catchment as a basis for
exchange of experience and harmonization, and as a
preparation for the regional implementation of the
Water Framework Directive. Through the activities in
Bernet Catch, the Partners also wished to evaluate the
diﬀerent regional solutions to the implementation of
the WFD. The Bernet Pilot Catchments are presented
in ﬁgure 1.
The aim of the Water Framework Directive was to
assure good ecological quality in all parts of the aquatic
environment by 2015. Through the Bernet Catch, the
partner regions wished to support the implementation of the aims in the partner regions. Bernet Catch
consisted of three Work Packages, WP1: Classiﬁcation
and Assessment of Regional Waters, WP2: Water District Planning and WP3: Public Participation in Water
Management. The three work packages are closely
linked together as the common product, a water management plan for a pilot catchment, was prepared and

used at diﬀerent levels in all three Work Packages and
regions.
The following specialists have been involved in
the Work Package on Public Participation during the
project period 2003-2006: Heidi Clausen (DK), Rikke
Clausen (DK), Joanna Jamka-Szymañska (PL), Aleksandra Jankowska (PL), Arne Joelsson (SWE), Tiina Järvelä
(FIN), Maya Kolosentseva (RUS), Aija Kosk (EE), Börje
Nilsson (SWE), Johannes Oelerich (GER), Sonja Pihlaja
(FIN), Liisa Maria Rautio, Chairwoman (FIN), Morten
Sørensen (DK), Jonas Svensson (SWE) Vincent Westberg, Secretary (FIN), Briitta Vilkki (FIN), Timo Vähämäki
(FIN), Christina Öling (FIN).

2.2 Public Participation in Water
Management
In this work package on Public Participation (WP3) the
Partner Regions of BERNET focus on how to involve
the stakeholders and the general public in water
management and the development of Water District
Plans. The successful implementation of the EU Water
Framework Directive (WFD) relies upon a close cooperation and coherent action at all administrative levels
in the member states. However, the implementation is
also most reliable on the general public to participate
in the planning process at several stages during the
preparation of a Water Management Plan. Information, consultation and involvement of all stakeholders
including the land owners, farmers associations, nongovernmental organizations and the public in general
are all essential issues in the implementation process.
Co-operation between diﬀerent parties (authorities,
associations, etc) is also needed for a full understanding of the environmental and socioeconomic problems connected to the eutrophication of the regional
waters.
The objective of the project was to bring together
the stakeholders who are aﬀected by the WFD on the
regional level, to prepare a participation plan for the
preliminary Water Management Plan (developed by
other work packages) of the Pilot River in the region
and to identify the central obstacles and problems in
the implementation of the directive.

"%2.%4 #!4#(
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The focus of the project was also to compare the
legislation connected to the WFD public participation,
diﬀerent national or regional strategies of public participation of the implementation process as such in the
diﬀerent Bernet-regions.
The results from the evaluations are compiled in this
publication and will be presented at the Bernet Catch
Conference on Water District Management and Public
Participation in the Baltic Sea Region in April 2006.

Catchment of the Baltic
Sea and areas participating in the Bernet
Catch Project.
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THE WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
According to article 14 in the Water Framewok Directive Member States shall
encourage the active involvement of all interested parties in the implementation
of the WFD, in particular in the production, review and updating of the river basin
management plans. Each river basin district shall ensure that the following is put
available and published:
* a timetable and work program for the production of the plan at least three
years before the beginning of the planning period
* an interim overview of the signiﬁcant water management issues in the river
basin district at least two years before the beginning of the planning period

content. The stakeholders of all regional catchments
were named, identiﬁed and listed with full contact
details. The stakeholders were furthermore divided
on the basis of their role in the preparation of a water
management plan into experts, decision makers, users
or implementers. The degree of involvement in the
process was analyzed to co-operators, co-thinkers and
co-knowers. A schematic structure of the stakeholder
analysis is presented in ﬁgure 2.

* draft copies of the river basin management plan at least one year before the
beginning of the planning period
The member States shall also allow at least six months to comment the documents in writen.

2.3 Activities and work topics
The activities of the project were divided under three
topics: Identiﬁcation, Networking and Acceptance.

Identiﬁcation
The initial phase of the work was to identify certain key
issues concerning the Pilot River Basin and the implementation of WFD in each region. The main issues
were the load of Nitrogen and Phosphorus. The source
apportionment of the load was presented using a
simple questionnaire ﬁlled out by the members. The
presentation included also the general characteristics
of the catchments such as size, inhabitants, water ﬂow,
land use and occupation of the inhabitants.
To be able to continue with the participation of the
general public in the planning processes, all partner
regions made a stakeholder analysis based on the
Guidance Document on Public Participation prepared
by the EU Water Directors. The making of a stakeholder
analysis implies going through a series of steps of questioning and interaction based on the knowledge available on the stakeholders at catchment level. It gives
an opportunity to make a thorough analysis of the
stakeholder structure from an initial phase, but also
to reanalyze the stakeholder structure in a quite well
known catchment and identify the central stakeholders concerning water management planning. As three
out of seven of the regions had chosen pilot catchments with a long historical background of cooperation, the stakeholders were quite familiar to their main

Figure 2.
Schematic structure of
the stakeholder analysis
model.

As a part of the Identiﬁcationphase the partner
regions also listed and analyzed the major obstacles in
the WFD-implementation in the pilot catchment. The
analysis was in some regions done with the help of the
identiﬁed stakeholders, either in a direct session or by
using a questionnaire.
The Identiﬁcation-phase was ﬁnished by preparing
a participation plan on how to reach the diﬀerent categories and groups of stakeholders during the water
management planning process
Networking
The Networking-phase was the phase of the stakeholder-cooperation that was characterized by active
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involvement of selected stakeholders or key actors in
the water management planning process. The process
included the involvement of the public in seminars or
information meetings to promote the content of the
Basic Analysis or the ﬁrst part of the Water Management
Plan developed by other parts of the Bernet-project.
This phase included also for example the establishment of the contacts to the identiﬁed stakeholders (if
not yet included in the planning process from before)
and development of the environmental aims for the
Pilot River Basin in close cooperation with stakeholder
representatives.

selected stakeholders. However, the main issue of this
phase was to get acceptance from the stakeholders on
the Program of Measures and the needed actions to
reach the environmental goals in the catchment.
A more detailed description of the work topics and
meetings is presented in Annex I.

Acceptance
The Acceptance phase moved the stakeholder involvement in the Networking-phase to the next level. This
phase aimed to work out an acceptance of the environmental problems caused by the nutrient load and
other human impact in the pilot catchment. During
this process the environmental objectives in the Water
Management Plan were deﬁned. In some regions the
Water Management Plan was developed together with

Vincent Westberg

Vincent Westberg

Public Participation
must always be planned
according to the area
and its inhabitants.

Vincent Westberg

Liisa Maria Rautio
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3. Regional case studies
3. Regional case studies

3.1 Case study, Odense Fjord,
Denmark
The public participation in the Bernet Catch partner
regions was conducted as regional case studies in the
catchments of the pilot river areas. In the following
chapter the regional experiences of the participatory
work is discussed and presented. Each pilot country
gives a detailed description of their pilot area and
writes about the experiences they have had during
the project. The unique environments in each of
the catchment areas account for the diﬀerences in
reports. The regional case studies present the public
participation process in the pilot areas until September 2005.

The main environmental problem is diﬀuse pollution
from agriculture. The biggest point source polluters are
wastewater treatment plants, a power plant, a shipyard
and a land ﬁll. Note that all industries send their wastewater through the mentioned wastewater treatment
plants. Amongst the important industries, all implying
water consuming operations, are Albani Brewery, Dalum
Paper Mill, Lindoe Shipyard and Odense Combined Heat
and Power plant - all situated at the top of the catchment.

3.1.1. Introduction to the catchment
The catchment of Odense Fjord is 1,046 km². Land use
within the catchment of Odense Fjord is dominated
by agriculture. 68 % of the catchment is covered by
farmland. Of the reminder approximately 16 % is
urban areas, 10 % is woodlands, and 6 % is covered by
meadows, mires, dry grasslands, lakes and wetlands.
Livestock production is approximately 60,000 livestock units distributed on 59 % pigs, 37 % cattle, and
4 % other types. Pig production is increasing. Main
agricultural crop is winter cereals. The catchment has
a signiﬁcant amount of green housing.
The population of the area is approximately 246,000
of which approximately 182,000 live in the town of
Odense. Wastewater from approximately 90 % of the
inhabitants is discharged into municipal treatment
plants. The remaining 10 % live in the countryside
without access to sewerage. A total of 6 500 houses
in rural areas are situated outside sewerage systems.
Figure 3 shows the land use in the catchment of
Odense Fjord.

0

5

10 km

Figure 3.
Land use in Odense
Fjord catchment.
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Nitrogen
1905 tonnes N/yr

Phosphorus
53.5 tonnes P/yr

69.6%

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ACCORDING TO DANISH
24.4%

31.2%

LEGISLATION

PUBLIC INFORMATION AND HEARING IN WFD
•

1.7 %
9.1 %

16.2%

•

2.0 %
17.6%

16.2%

12.0%

•
•
Figure 4.
Sources of Nitrogen
and Phosphorus
loadings 1999-2004

Water bodies at risk: Out of 31 ground water bodies
16 are at risk. Out of 4 coastal water bodies are all 4 at
risk. Out of 316 watercourse bodies >90% are at risk.
Out of 12 bigger lakes 10 are at risk. Out of 2,620 smaller
lakes the estimation is that > 80 are at risk. Mean loads
of nitrogen and phosphorous were respectively 1,905
and 53 tons / year. The reference loading for phosphorous is based on a background value of 0.05 mg
P/l in all fresh water running to the fjord. Accordingly
the reference loading for nitrogen is based on a background value of 1 mg N/l. The annual fresh water runoﬀ was 312 mm/y in the catchment.

IMPLEMENTATION OF LAW IN DENMARK - PROCUREMENT
(HOW TO DO)
•

County Council elaborates in co-operation with affected municipalities and national authorities a draft
for:
– Basis description
– Designation of protected drinking water bodies
and shellﬁsh waters
– Working program including timetable and hearing
process
– Tasks for water district authority
– Water Plan
– Status report

The law is a frame law, and other legislation has been
changed accordingly. Regarding Public Participation the
Danish legislation implies nothing but minimum implementation as it is put forward in the original documents
from the EU.
•
Municipalities can bring forward objections against
proposals to prioritization of measures in the program

IMPLEMENTATION OF LAW IN DENMARK - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
•

3.1.2. Legislation and background
The fact box below gives a short overview of the
Danish legislation (as it is known in September 2005)
and time frame, within which the diﬀerent steps in
the implementation process are meant to be taken.
In brief, public participation is required during the
following working periods 1) Timetable and working plan for the entire process, 2) Overview of tasks
of the water district authority, and 3) Proposals for a
water district plan. All documents produced must be
available to the public, the socalled right of access to
documents.
Danish legislation has not added anything to the
EU Directive with respect to public participation. You
could say that only minimal public participation is
suggested. On July 15th 2004 an order on the Basic
Description was announced in Denmark.

All interested parties are encouraged to participate actively in planning for the water district
Announcement and opportunity to put forward comments to:
– Timetable and working plan
– Overview of tasks of the water district authority
– Proposals for water district plan
Right of access to documents
6 months time-limit for written comments

•
•

Public announcements of:
– designation of protected drinking water bodies (8
weeks’ time-limit)
– designation of protected shellﬁsh waters (8 weeks’
time-limit)
– working program including timetable and hearing
process (6 months’ time-limit)
– tasks for water district authority (6 months’ timelimit)
– water plan (6 months’ time-limit)
Public announcements of approved documents
Submission of complaints
– stipulation of environmental objectives and program of measures
– time-limit 4 weeks
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Odense Fjord and Odense River were the pilot area in the Danish case study.

Due to the fact that Fyn County (water authority) has
been partner of both an EU river basin management
project called Odense Pilot River Basin (OPRB) and the
Bernet Catch program, the water authority has invited
the stakeholders to participate at much earlier stages
than required in the Danish legislation regarding the
Water Framework Directive. This stakeholder participation is presented and discussed in the present

Table 1. Administrative structure of the Water Framework
Directive work in the Danish
case study
.

* Fyn County is one of 13 Water
District Authorities in Denmark.

National Scientiﬁc
Advisory Board

report. Thus it is important to understand that the
process in Fyn County will be diﬀerent from a future
process directed at national level according to new
Danish legislation related to the framework of the EU
Water Directive.
The three groups working with Fyn County have
seen this project as a possibility to get an insight into
what the Water Framework Directive will imply in the

Ministry of Environment and Energy

Fyn County*

Regional Political
Advisory Board

Technical Work
Group
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Table 2. Stakeholders and core actors in the Danish case
study.

Level

Core Actors

Other Authorities

Business interests, research, etc.

NGOs, associations

Local &
regional

Fyn County

Municipalities

Local industries, agro-industrial
companies
Representatives of private
consultants
3 associations of Farmers called:
Association of Family Farmers Fyn
Associations of Farmers Fyn
Association of big landowners
Fyn Tourist Board
Odense & Fyn Waterworks

Anglers Association
Association of Hunters

National

Danish Forest &
Nature Agency

Confederation of Danish
Industries

Danish EPA

Danish Waterworks

Ministry of Environment Danish Regions
(Counties’ Assoc.)

Danish Professional Gardeners

Ministry of Food,
Agriculture & Fisheries

Danish Food Economics Research
Institute

Universities & Research institutes

Danish Ornithologists
Association
Danish Society for
Conservation of Nature
Danish Forestry
Extension
Danish Outdoor Council

future when both preparation of Basic Description,
Programs of Measures, and the “real” Public Participation will develop within all water district authorities.
The future structure will be diﬀerent.

3.1.3. Who are the stakeholders?
The principal issue when presenting and debating
Public Participation (PP) is to be sure that all relevant
stakeholders are involved and in agreement with the
process of carrying out the diﬀerent steps in the process. The stakeholder analysis was created in December 2003.
For the responsible water authority it is of utter
importance that the way PP is carried out in a way
that takes power structure amongst stakeholders into
serious consideration. Table 2 gives an overview of all
stakeholders in the catchment of Odense Fjord.
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Table 3. Stakeholder analysis of the Danish case study.
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Stakeholders have a very diﬀerent reality when it comes
to participating in the meetings. Agricultural organizations have resources to be present at all meetings and
to take time to put their comments to the reports and
to the process in writing. Other organizations have
fewer resources and therefore inﬂuence the process to
a lesser degree. Not surprisingly, the dominant stakeholders, which are the agricultural organizations have
shown energetic interest in the process by letting not
only regional representatives participate in the stakeholder meetings but have insisted on having national
representatives present at the meetings. This shows
that agricultural organizations want to participate and
inﬂuence the implementation of the measures as well
as the whole process of preparing a ﬁnal water plan
within the framework of the Water Directive.
Another key stakeholder is the association of municipalities within the catchment. This association has
also shown great interest in participating and inﬂuencing the work. The main cause for this interest is the
municipalities’ responsibilities regarding wastewater
treatment in towns and rural areas. The larger industries have a key role to play as well. Some of them use
as well groundwater as surface water directly or indirectly in the production process.
Amongst the Green Organizations represented
by Association of Hunters, Danish Outdoor Council,
Danish Ornithologists’ Association, and The Danish
Society for the Conservation of Nature there is also
a diﬀerence in ﬁnancial strength, which means that
although invited to participate in the process, the different organizations will have unequal possibilities to
inﬂuence the ﬁnal outcome.
True stakeholders represent persons with personal
economic interest in the catchment. The agricultural
organizations represent these stakeholders, whereas
the representatives from for instance the municipalities are important collaborators with a diﬀerent type
of interest than the agricultural organizations. Employees of the municipalities and the county do not to the
same degree have a personal economic interest in the
case. Core actors from the water authority are born
members of the process because it is part of their job
to work with the water framework Directive.
In brief, the Water Framework Directive is considered to be of such great importance that stakeholders
clearly present their opinions in what can quite fairly
be called a power struggle over land use and use of
surface waters. The stakeholder analysis has been
very valid in securing that all stakeholders have been
documented, and all relevant stakeholders have participated in the discussion.

3.1.4. Plans for involving the stakeholders
The plans for involving stakeholders were made
during the period December 2003 to February 2004.
In order to create a platform for involving stakeholders
in the process three boards have been working with
the contents of the Basic Description and Program of
Measures for the catchment of Odense Fjord.
The three boards shown in Table 4 have been invited
to ensure that the process of preparing a Water Plan is
done to everybody’s satisfaction.
* The National Scientiﬁc Board has members from several national institutions and research centers, and the
purpose of this group is to ensure that methods used,
measures proposed etc. during the whole process, will
have the desired positive eﬀect on the environment.
* The Regional Political Board has members primarily
from local stakeholders. The purpose of this group is to
ensure that all relevant stakeholders are informed and
in acceptance with the process of developing a Water
Plan. It will ensure that every relevant stakeholder has
an opportunity to contribute to the preparation of the
Water Plan.
* A Technical Advisory Board is working with the deﬁnite purpose to in detail discuss the whole process
including proposed measures. The members of this
group have the technical skills to perform this task.
Members come from stakeholder groups in the catchment of Odense Fjord – some stakeholders are represented by national experts as well (agriculture).
The Basic Description was presented to the above
mentioned stakeholders’ groups at a series of meetings in 2004. The Basic Description was followed by
the presentation of Programs of Measures in spring
2005. The programs are distinctive for each water body
(watercourses, lakes, wetlands, ground water etc.) An
overall report on measures concerning Odense Fjord
has been prepared when measures for all constituent
water bodies have been prepared. Note that also in this
case the work of Odense Pilot River Basin inﬂuences
the work of Bernet Catch. This means that along with
the report of the fjord a series of reports on the other
types of water bodies has already been prepared.
The three groups have been discussing Programs of
Measure in May and June 2005. Table 4 shows the plan
for involving and informing the public. The central
methods for involving the participants are seen below
– meetings being the central method.
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Table 4. Participation plan and its implementation in the
Danish case study.

Public participation plan
2003
1.

National
scientific board

2.

Regional political
board

3.

Involvement of
OPRB in Regional
Planning

4.

Homepage

5.

Stakeholder
analysis

6.

Technical
advisory board

7.

Ad hoc meetings

8.

Coverage

9.

Information folder

Completed

2004

Planned

3.1.5. How was the plan implemented?
In the process the stakeholders have been aware of the
fact that the project until now can be regarded as a
“training session” before the “real” and binding discussions are going to take place. The training has at the
same time been taken seriously because the discussions reﬂect what is expected to be the future reality.
The Basic Description was prepared and publicized
by Fyn County in November 2003.The Program of
Measures was prepared and presented to the three
advisory boards in March 2005. The plan for involving
the stakeholders was mainly implemented through a
series of meetings with the three mentioned boards,
while other parts of the plan (Website, folders, and ad
hoc meetings) to inform the broad public have suffered less or little attention for diﬀerent reasons. One
of the reasons is that it is still not known exactly how
the future Water Authority will work, and from which
point of time.
The plan, for involving the stakeholders, has been followed by carrying out the scheduled meetings though
often postponed in relation to the timetable due to
lack of information from national level. Comments to

2005

Continued maintenance

the Basic Description and Program of Measures have
arrived both formally at the planned meetings and
also in a more informal way over the phone or through
meetings not directly related to the issue.
The comments reaching the Water Authority fall into
four categories:
* Technical comments
* Comments to stipulation of environmental goals
and reference condition
* Political comments
* Comments to the process as such
The contents of the diﬀerent categories can be summarized into the following:
Technical comments
* Clariﬁcation of facts
* Concrete suggestions to improve characterization
* Identiﬁcation of lacking tools in carrying out the
Basic Description
* Suggestions concerning how to deﬁne modiﬁed
water bodies
* Demands for economic calculations regarding
the Program of Measures
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The water authority has managed the comments in
diﬀerent ways. In relation to technical comments,
actual necessary alterations have been incorporated
in the Basic Description and Program of Measures, or
will be incorporated in the ﬁnal description for the
whole water district.
Comments in relation to the stipulation of environmental goals and reference condition
* Input to deﬁnition of goals
* Tools for assessment of present condition, and
deﬁnition of goals
* Scientiﬁc support to deﬁnition of goals
* Support to: how far back should reference conditions be assessed
* Suggestions to deﬁnitions of reference conditions and further application
* Necessary coordination to diﬀerent EU directives
Comments to deﬁnition of reference condition and
environmental goals have been managed in three
diﬀerent ways. A concrete answer has been given to
questions on methods. Furthermore, suggestions
to which elements should enter the assessment of
deﬁnition of environmental goals and reference conditions will be considered. Data basis and announcements from the national level will also inﬂuence these
elements. Finally, the comments on coordination to
other EU-directives have led to an internal discussion
in the water authority administration and within other
authorities.
Political comments
* Strong criticism of environmental goals; some
wanted them stronger, some weaker
* Demand of immediate economic assessments
* Demand of non-publication of the Basic Description
* Views on costs of implementation of a future
Water Plan
* Backing possibilities of technological solutions
Some of the political comments have caused the
water authority politicians to respond to these comments. The strong attention that some stakeholders
have shown to reference conditions and environmental goals have, together with more political comments,
caused that implementation of the Water Framework
Directive in Denmark has changed. Reactions to the
description have given rise to delay of national instructions and guidelines. Furthermore, the question on
deﬁnition of reference condition and environmental
goals has been taken away from the Water District
Authority and moved on to the national level.
It has been pointed out that the deﬁnition of
environmental goals is not ﬁnal. This will happen in

relation to preparation of the Water Plan. It has furthermore been pointed out that the Basic Description
is preliminary, as the ﬁnal description will be prepared
together with implementation of the Water Framework Directive. Agricultural organizations disputed
the status of the Basic Description and did not want
the report published but kept as an internal report.
This was not accepted by the water authority, and the
report was published in December 2003.
Comments to the process as such
* Attention to level of ambition
* Attention to the necessary teamwork between
involved parties
* Criticism of the work form in the ﬁrst period of
collaboration
* Praise of the work form in the later period of collaboration
* Demand of suggestions on how to make measures/goals operational
In relation to comments to the process as such, these
comments have drawn attention to the work process and the way cooperation is performed between
stakeholders. It is obvious that during the process a
great deal of mutual information and time is needed
for the necessary dialogue between stakeholders,
and also between the authority and stakeholders.
During the discussions about the Program of Measures the stakeholders’ groups had obtained a higher
information level about each other, and the process
was smoother although still time consuming
Presently (September 2005) comments from all relevant stakeholders regarding Program of Measures
have been presented to the water authority. Some of
the positive comments on the latest meetings should
be emphasized. It was remarked that the water
authority had done a serious and well managed job in
collecting all the many diﬀerent comments and opinions, and treated these comments with the greatest
respect although fundamental disagreements continue to exist between stakeholders.
The water authority would have wished that some
stakeholders’ groups had been more active during the
meetings. This wish goes for more than one group.
Municipalities that will have a key role to play when
the implementation of the Water Plan is carried out
have contributed less than hoped for. On the other
hand, other groups, for example Farmers’ Organizations, have contributed very much to discussions of
the two reports.
The water authority sees these diﬀerent levels of
participation as an expression of the diﬀerence in
the level of means and resources to put into such a
work. It reﬂects the economic and political strength
of these stakeholder groups.
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3.1.6. Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?
EU guidelines recommend that relevant stakeholders are part of every step in the process. This recommendation has not been taken into consideration by
the Danish Parliament when elaborating the legislation describing how the Water Framework Directive is
supposed to be implemented in Denmark. When the
Pilot River Basin Project and the Bernet Catch Project
started operating there was still not ﬁnal legislation
ready in Denmark. The work carried out in Fyn County
was then partly carried out in accordance with EU
Guidelines for PP, and very importantly in accordance
with what had been good practice since the mid 1970s
when another law was implemented in Denmark (Law
on Regional Planning).
EU Guidelines on PP suggests that a stakeholder
analysis is carried out together with invited stakeholders. This decided suggestion was not complied with in
Fyn County. Many years of collaboration with important and relevant stakeholders made it quite clear that
the water authority administration would ridicule itself
by inviting long standing collaborators and ask them
to participate in a session of documenting relevant
stakeholders. The analysis was instead done within the
water authority administration with the aim to ensure
that no stakeholder organization was forgotten in the
process.
The water authority followed the Plan for involving
the public with two exceptions. Folders were prepared,
and a series of ad hoc meetings were not held. The

overall time frame was not complied with, as some of
the planned meetings have been held much later that
planned.

3.1.7 Future public participation in the
pilot catchment
The Pilot Project will not be continued, but the experiences from the project will certainly be used in future
planning both within the water authority covering
Fyn County in the future and the other Water Authority Districts in Denmark. The experiences from Bernet
Catch Project can well be exported to national level.
It cannot be exactly said how the experiences will be
used, but the reports will be accessible to everybody
with interest in the subject, and it is quite certain that
key persons in the process will be asked to participate
in the development of “guidelines” for future work.
As for now it is decided, that the State will be the
Water Authority, and Denmark will have four Water
Districts. Further involvement of the public from
present authority has not been considered.

3.1.8 Evaluation of the process
For each of the three steps in Public Participation
(Identiﬁcation, Networking and Acceptance) the following conclusions have been identiﬁed.
The way public participation is carried out depends
highly on which level the public is involved at. Diﬀerent tools are needed for diﬀerent levels. See ﬁgure 5.

Vincent Westberg
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Figure 5.
Public Participation at
diﬀerent levels in the
Danish case study

Table 5. Conclusions of the public participation process in the Danish
case study.

Identiﬁcation
- A stakeholder analysis is very useful. It is recommended to
prepare it at the very beginning of the process.
- Legislation in Denmark demands for much less public participation
(PP) than has been done in the case study. A clear conclusion is that
more PP is needed to ensure later acceptance of the water plan.
- PP in the case study was built on previous experience. In order not
to jeopardize well proven working relationships this is a clear
recommendation.

Additional conclusions
- Stakeholder interests are aﬀected by “scale – level”, and by their
insight into the environmental complex of problems.
- Danish legislation lacks instructions as how to ﬁnance measures needed to comply with objectives – TOOLs to fulﬁll Program of Measures.
- Opportunity to create understanding for other stakeholders’
views on important environmental matters is of essence.
- The process reﬂects a battle of right of use of the catchment
amongst the stakeholders.

Networking
- The water authority has taken in new co-operation methods – maybe
as a consequence of the extensive challenge it is to prepare a good and
thorough Water Plan.
- Strong stakeholders (ﬁnancially/organization wise) inﬂuence the work
process strongly. Weaker stakeholders may make alliances in order to
ensure their common interests.
- Competence and mandate of participating stakeholders must be clear,
as should the objectives of a working group – Terms of Reference for the
group work should be prepared from the beginning.
- Stakeholder meetings give opportunity to create understanding of
other stakeholders’ views and opinions on important environmental
matters.

Acceptance
- You cannot expect complete acceptance of proposals from the authority.
- A political decision is necessary at some point of time.
- Consensus amongst stakeholders cannot be expected, as diﬀerent
political interests are bound to be exposed.
- You can however achieve acceptance of opinions through an open
dialogue, especially when conﬂicting opinions are clearly stressed in
minutes of meetings, and when conﬂicting opinions are commented on
in the ﬁnal report.
- In order to implement a Water Plan TOOLs are needed.
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In Denmark “environmental objectives” will be proposed from a national level. In the Danish implementation of the Water Framework Directive there has not
been given any means to reach the objectives. Thus it
is intended that objectives are reached within existing
legislation and by voluntary means. Stakeholders are
consequently most likely to get into disagreements on
the means and measures.
Seen from Fyn County (Water Authority) the creation of the three boards had a signiﬁcant goal namely
to ensure consensus regarding the Basic Description,
Program of Measures as well as the whole process of
implementing the Water Frame Directive. Until now
this has not been a complete success due to the fact
that stakeholders’ interests are conﬂicting. Although
the pilot programs (OPRB and Bernet Catch) can be
seen as just training ground for the future process
of preparing a Water Plan, there is no doubt that the
interest conﬂicts have become apparent, and that
implementation of measures will not be an easy task
for the authorities. It is therefore an important conclusion that consensus will probably not be ensured, but
acceptance of diﬀerent opinions can be ensured.
With this end in view it is very important that the
PP-process is carried out in a way that leaves no relevant stakeholder outside the process or unaware
of the contents of the process. Experience shows that
dialogue between conﬂicting interests can broaden
understanding of diﬀerent views amongst stakeholders. It has also been apparent that deﬁning the objective very clearly and the competences of the boards
working are of great importance. It is recommendable
to prepare “terms of reference” for a board before actually beginning the work in the group. Members of the
group must be conscious of their mandate, and they
are expected to be able to actually make decisions at
the meetings in order to ensure a valid and forward
going discussion.

Did we use the right tools?
The broad public has hardly reacted in the Danish case
study due to the fact mentioned above. Lack of time
and lack of speciﬁc announcements from national
level led to the cancellation of a planned information
folder, and to cancellation of considered exhibitions at
libraries. If the homepage is to be used by people a
heavy announcement is needed. The way Fyn County
made a stakeholder analysis without actually inviting the stakeholders to participate is assessed as an
insigniﬁcant problem in the overall process. Long time
experience with relevant stakeholders makes us very
conﬁdent of not having made an actual mistake at this
point of time.
The wish to ensure consensus about the Basic
Description and Program of Measures through the
work of the boards has not been fulﬁlled to a satisfactory degree. Consensus demands for much time and
many resources – if ever possible. Subsequently consensus on the fact that the process has been a decent
process must be one of the important results of the
board meetings. An actual inquiry asking stakeholders if they ﬁnd the process decent has not been prepared. However, the participants have expressed their
satisfaction with the meetings. It is important that all
participants have the same expectations and qualiﬁcations when joining the meetings. In order to succeed with this goal it is necessary to deﬁne objectives
and standards for the meeting.
The experience with Public participation is closely
related to the speciﬁc area that has been worked with.
Future projects will need to take into consideration
several factors inﬂuencing successful public participation, see ﬁgure 6.

What was the interest in the issue?
As mentioned several times there has been a solid
interest in participating in the meetings. So much that
agricultural organizations have sent national representatives to the work. Speciﬁc comments to the Basic
Description have shown that stakeholders have great
interest in the issue, and a wish to inﬂuence the work.
The broad public has not shown interest. This has
diﬀerent possible causes. The homepage of the project
has not been marketed very heavily. The fact that the
project is still in a pilot phase does not challenge the
public to participate before the real measures are at
stake.

Vincent Westberg
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Figure 6.
Factors inﬂuencing public participation in the Danish case study.
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3.2 Case study, Viru-Peipsi, Estonia
3.2.1. Introduction to the catchment
The Viru-Peipsi catchment area (see Figure 7 and 8)
encompasses 38 % of the territory of Estonia coastal
sea excluded, thus being the largest river basin district
in Estonia and, unfortunately, also the one with the
severest environmental problems. It is a transboundary river basin district where the use and protection of
water resources needs to be arranged in cooperation
with Russia.
Table 6. Catchment data for Viru-Peipsi.
Catchment

20,711 km2

Inhabitants (2003)

484,000

Not connected to the sewage 20 %
system
tot Phosphorus load

80 t/a

tot Nitrogen load

7,700 t/a

Amount of surface waters at
risk

Rivers: 46 %
Lake Peipsi: 100 %
Small lakes: 43 %
Coastal waters: 100 %

Amount of ground water at
risk

10 %

The Viru-Peipsi catchment area includes either the
whole or part of 19 towns and 89 rural municipalities
in 10 counties. As of 1 January 2003, the population
number of the area is 484,000, making up nearly 35
% of the total population of Estonia. Two thirds of the
population is aggregated in Ida-Viru and Tartu Counties (36 % and 30 %, respectively).
The area is rich in diﬀerent types of surface waters.
Most of Estonian rivers are short and their ﬂow rates are
small. According to the List of Estonian Rivers, Streams
and Ditches (1984) there are 29 rivers longer than 50
km in Estonia and 14 of them are located within the
project area. By the ﬂow rate and catchment area, the

Estonian-Russian border River Narva and also the Emajõgi River clearly exceed the others. Almost all types of
Estonian rivers are represented in the project area. The
water quality of rivers can be generally estimated as
relatively good. The main problem is the eutrophication of rivers caused by anthropogenic nutrient load.
In north-eastern oil shale industry region some rivers
are polluted by industrial wastewater (the Purtse River
and the Pühajõgi River) and the others are negatively
aﬀected by dewatering of mines and open casts.
The lakes of the region are also numerous and
diverse in type. The most important is of course Lake
Peipsi with the area 3,555 km2, of which 1,570 km²
belongs to Estonia. The lake is rich in ﬁsh and has great
importance for the Estonian ﬁshing industry. Its northern coast is also an important recreation zone. The
lake is relatively shallow - the mean depth is 7 meters
and maximum depth 15 meters.
There are also a great number of small lakes (especially on Haanja and Otepää uplands) and lake systems (for example Vooremaa lakes, Kurtna lakes).
There is altogether about 500 lakes with the area over
1 hectare in the project area. Similar to the rivers,
almost all types of Estonian lakes are represented. The
deepest is Lake Rõuge Suurjärv 38 meters. The largest artiﬁcial water body is the Narva Water Reservoir.
The main environmental problem for the lakes is also
the eutrophication, which threatens some lakes with
weed infestation and causes oxygen depletion during
winter and summer stagnation period.
Pursuant to the requirements of the EU Nitrates
Directive (91/676/EEC), the nitrate sensitive areas of
Pandivere and Adavere-Põltsamaa were established
in 2003. Taking into account the intensive agriculture
in the region, the high natural vulnerability of groundwater and the particular importance of Pandivere
Upland for the formation of groundwater stock of the
entire country. The area of the nitrate sensitive area is
3,048 km², of which 1,806 km² or 59 % fall within the
Viru-Peipsi catchment area.
In the region, only Narva town uses surface water
for drinking water supply. The water is abstracted
from the Narva River upstream from the Narva Water
Reservoir.
Due to variety of landforms, bedrock and overburden, the landscape diversity of the project area is high.
More than 10 % of the territory of the project area is
under protection. According to the data of the Estonian Statistical Oﬃce, cultivated land makes up nearly
68 % of the total agricultural land, while grasslands
make up 30 % and other agricultural land 2 %.
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Figure 7.
Viru-Peipsi catchment
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During last ten years the extent and type of human
impact on the environment, similar to the whole Estonia, has substantially changed. Between the years 19901995 there was a remarkable decrease in industrial and
agricultural production due to the transition period
from a centrally planned to a market economy. From
1995 the stagnation in economy was replaced by economic growth which has continued up to now. Despite
the increase of industrial production and the overall
growth of economic activities, the human impact on
the environment has not increased but decreased or
remained the same. Domestic and industrial (without cooling and mine water) water consumption has
decreased 2.2 and 1.8 times respectively in 1995-2001.
Industrial water consumption in Ida-Virumaa formed
74 % of the whole industrial water consumption of six
counties in 2001. In addition to the water use, the pollution load to water bodies and atmosphere has also
decreased. Phosphorous and BOD loads, discharged
into water bodies from urban and industrial areas,
have decreased in the observed six counties 2.6 and
3.7 times respectively, the load of oil products has decreased more than 4 times and phenol’s load over 5
times. In addition to industry, substantial progress has
been made also in municipal wastewater treatment. In
recent years, dozens of wastewater treatment plants
have been constructed or reconstructed. Bigger towns,
Tartu and Jõgeva have got new wastewater treatment
facilities and in Narva and Kohtla-Järve these have
been reconstructed. Stressing the overall progress
made in water management, it should be mentioned
that many wastewater treatment plants are old (15-20
years) and working ineﬃciently.

From an environmental point of view, the most
problematic county of the project area is Ida-Virumaa
in Northeast Estonia. Environmental problems of the
county are mainly connected with oil shale mining,
enrichment, processing and burning in power plants.
Northeast Estonia provides over 95 % of Estonian electricity generation and it can be considered the only
industry region in Estonia. The inﬂuence of underground mining appears in longer perspective as crevices, terraces and holes. Drainage of mines and open
pits generates draw down conics in groundwater aquifers, which causes a lowering of water level in wells
and some dug wells have become totally dry. In 2001,
the drainage of mines and pits formed 75 % of the
whole groundwater abstraction of Estonia. The water
pumped out from mines contains lot of sulphates and
suspended solids, which decrease the water quality of
recipient rivers. Abandoned old mines are ﬁlled with
water, which becomes polluted and creates risk of
groundwater pollution.
The main polluting sources for water bodies as a
result of enrichment and processing of oil shale are
the liquid wastes of oil shale chemistry, which were till
recent times deposited on semi coke heaps, and the
drainage water which contains oils, phenols, ketones
and other toxic substances. The former uranium
enrichment and present metallurgy factory in Sillamäe
has caused a lot of harm to the environment. The most
environmentally dangerous object of the factory is the
radioactive waste depository located close to coast
of the Gulf of Finland. The technological wastewater
is percolating through the dam of the depository into
the Gulf of Finland.

Lake Peipsi is one
of the largest lakes
in Europe.

Peeter Unt
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3.2.2. Legislation and background
The Estonian Water Act entered into force in 1994 and
was amended in 2001 and 2002. The main aims of the
amendments of the act were implementation of the
most important positions of the Water Framework
Directive (WFD) into the Water Act. According to the
amended Water Act, the supervision of the preparation and implementation of a water management
plan is organized by the Ministry of the Environment.
To fulﬁll this requirement the minister established the
working group in order to provide guidance for the
establishment of river basin management plans. As a
result of their work, “The guidelines for establishment
of river basin management plans” was elaborated in
2001.
According to the Water Act, river basins and subriver basins shall be designated and their water man-

agement plans shall be approved by the Government
of the Republic of Estonia. In 2001, with the regulation
of the Minister of the Environment, the county environmental departments were appointed to be responsible for coordination and control of the development
and implementation of the subriver basin management plans. In 2004, the Government of the Republic
of Estonia adopted a regulation regarding the nomination of river basins and subriver basins of Estonia.
According to this regulation Estonia is divided into 3
river basins and 8 subbasins. These three river basins
are the West-Estonia River Basin (comprising the subbasins of West Islands, Harju, Matsalu and Pärnu), the
East Estonia river basin (comprising Peipsi, Viru and
Võrtsjärve subriver basins), and the Koiva river basin as
transboundary river basin with the Republic of Latvia.

Figure 8.
River Basin districts in Estonia.

The East-Estonia River Basin is also a transboundary
river basin. The Lake Peipsi and river Narva is shared
with the Russian Federation. It is complicated to
develop and implement the East-Estonia River Basin
management plan as:
* Protection of water environment and biodiversity
is lower on the political agenda in Russia than in
the EU countries;
* Water management is starting from a lower position than in most other Baltic countries;
* No real political appreciation that water needs to
be managed in a holistic way.

The Viru-Peipsi river basin belongs to the East-Estonia
River Basin.
The Water Act states that the county governments,
local governments, residents and other interested
parties from the territory of the relevant river basin or
subriver basin shall be involved in the preparation of
a water management plan through public meetings.
The guidance states that informing the public should
start with the announcement of the river basin man-
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agement planning process and that the public should
be informed and involved throughout the whole process. In the case of public involvement, the Estonian
Building and Planning Act states that everybody can
participate in the planning process and people should
be informed and involved in the planning process.
Public participation is reﬂected also by other laws
(in particular, the Public Information Act), that prescribes public participation procedures in the decision-making processes and access to environmental
information. Information on water policy and legislation, state programs, River basin management is available on the website of the Ministry of the Environment
both in English and Estonian.

3.2.3. Who are the stakeholders?
The population of the Viru-Peipsi region is rather
diverse in its origin and cultures. There is a wide range
of stakeholders with diﬀering interests who are ready
to participate in water management issues, for diﬀerent reasons and to diﬀerent extents. A Preparation of
the Public Participation Plan for development of the
Viru-Peipsi Water Management Plan started with the
mapping of stakeholders (January 2002). As a result
of the sociological studies the project team selected
a group of stakeholders on three levels of management – at local, county and national levels. In the
second phase, assessment of the information needs of
stakeholders was carried out (February 2002 – January
2003). These sociological studies were aimed to help

determine the type of information needed for making
decisions, what channels of communication should be
used, and what format the information required. Main
results of these studies were the following:
* Local meetings were considered important to
develop a dialogue between local authorities and
inhabitants;
* Communication on the local level takes place
through local newspapers and some of them are
distributed free of charge;
* There is a need for brochures to spread speciﬁc
information on water protection;
* Many respondents stressed the importance of
school and vocational education to promote eﬀective public participation;
* There is a need for information in an easy readable and understandable format on the legal acts for
water management.
As a result of these assessments the “Lake Peipsi Basin
Participation Action Plan” was drafted. The idea of
the action plan was to involve more people in the
dialogue about water issues, to make them have concern and be bothered, to receive more feedback and
raise the awareness level concerning water issues. In
other words -make information on water issues and
water management plans meaningful for the people
and make people aware of the existence and importance of water man-agement plans. The “Lake Peipsi
Basin Participation Action Plan” contains the following
chapters: (i) activities on national level; (ii) activities

There is a wide range of
stakeholders at the Estonia case study area.
Fishermen are important stakeholders at
Lake Peipsi.

Peeter Unt
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on regional and local level; (iii) youth targeted action
plan; and (iv) information dissemination activities.

management inside their municipalities. This
would help local municipalities and people to recognize their interdependence.

3.2.4. Plans for involving the stakeholders
The result of two above listed assessments was the
“Lake Peipsi Basin Participation Action Plan” drafted.
The idea of the action plan is to involve more people
in the dialogue about water issues, to receive more
feedback and raise the awareness level concerning
water issues with regard to the WFD and water management plans. In other words, make information on
water issues and water management plans meaningful for the people and make people aware of the existence and importance of water management plans
and increase and stimulate demand for information to
people on water issues.

Youth targeted action plan:
* Continue organizing the youth contest “World
of Water”, where school students can send their art
and research work.
* Disseminate an educational table game “From
Lake Võrtsjärv to Lake Peipsi along the Emajõgi
River” among secondary schools with high environmental interest and youth nature houses.
* In cooperation with Tartu Environmental Board
spread the idea of voluntary monitoring and
enlarging the existing network of groups doing
voluntary macroinvertebrate monitoring. Test the
new macroinvertebrate monitoring guide
adjusted for Estonian conditions.

Activities on national, regional and local levels:
* Involve NGOs who are working with water issues
in Estonia in the implementation of the action plan.
* Build the capacity of local authorities: organize a
series of local decision-makers’ training sessions
on watershed management, public involvement
techniques, GIS tools and water management plans
in cooperation with foreign experts, Estonian scientists, subbasin coordinators and Estonian Ministry
of the Environment.
* Encourage local municipalities to consult with the
local population on water related problems to
receive a complete picture of the status of water

Information dissemination activities:
* Transfer scientiﬁc knowledge into common language.
* Publish a brochure or special newsletter answering the basic water and water management
questions for widespread dissemination all over
the sub-basin.
* Intensify cooperation with the Estonian Companies’ Union.
* Continue studies and analysis on typically articulated interests and problems concerning water,
which helps adjust the information ﬂow according to public interests.

Peeter Unt
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3.2.5. How was the participation plan
implemented?
Viru-Peipsi Water Management Plan is prepared within
two international projects:
1) Project “Viru-Peipsi CAMP”, ﬁnanced by EU LIFE-Environment program, French Environmental Fund and
Estonian Ministry of the Environment. Implemented
by the Estonian Ministry of the Environment.
2) Project “Development and Implementation of the
Lake Peipsi/Chudskoe Basin Management Program”
ﬁnanced by UNDP/GEF. Implemented by Peipsi Center
for Transboundary Cooperation (Peipsi CTC).
With the cooperation of the two above mentioned
projects development of the Viru-Peipsi Water Management Plan, and at the same time implementation
of the “Lake Peipsi Basin Participation Action Plan”,
took place.
From autumn 2003 to spring 2004, the ﬁrst studies
on the state of water bodies in the Viru-Peipsi catchment area were carried out. Based on the studies
the report “Assessment of the State of Surface Water
Bodies and Groundwater” was completed. Before the
publication of the report discussions with stakeholders
and the public took place. Four seminars, with the aim
to present the ﬁrst results of assessment of the state
of surface water bodies and groundwater, were organized. The information levels about water management
plan among the local municipalities were incomplete
before the seminars. Therefore it was very useful for
them to receive information on the state of preparation of the Viru-Peipsi water management plan from
the specialists. It was also very useful for the team
dealing with the preparation of the plan to receive a
lot of feedback on their investigations. It was rather
common that local water specialists disagreed with
the results of assessment as they had diﬀerent data on
this issue. With their database local stakeholders gave
very valuable input to the process of preparation of
the water management plan.
From June 2004 to June 2005, drafting of the plan of
measures of the Viru-Peipsi Water Management Plan
took place. In June 2005, six public consultation seminars were organized. Seminars provided an overview
of the assessment of the status of water bodies and
groundwater and the proposed plan of measures to
achieve a good status for waters in the region. Before
the seminars, a draft report was available on the Internet. During the seminars many questions were given
to the presenters. At the end of each seminar, 45 minutes were allowed for general discussion and com-

ments from the audience. Both representatives of the
local municipalities and the projects teams placed a
high value on the information they received.
In the framework of the youth targeted activities
plan, the tenth international creative competition for
children, “World of Water 2005”, was carried out. Competition projects came from all the counties of Estonia,
from Latvia and Russia, including more than 400 artworks, photos and research articles.
To support the Lake Peipsi regionspeciﬁc environmental education in local secondary schools, the table
game “From Lake Võrtsjärv to Lake Peipsi along the
Emajõgi River” was completed, published and disseminated in August 2003. The game aims at providing
the information, in an attractive manner, with regard
to Lake Võrtsjärv, River Emajõgi, Lake Peipsi and the
city of Tartu and at increasing the children’s interest
regarding the nature of their home area and local
lore.
Also, two training sessions for the group leaders
of voluntary water monitoring (macroinvertebrates)
took place in 2004. Investigation of the population of
macroinvertebrates makes it possible to estimate the
degree of purity of water bodies. In addition to the
theoretical seminar, practical assignments were carried out on the rivers in the vicinity of Tartu. Within the
frame of this project, Peipsi CTC equipped the participants with all necessary equipment for the subsequent
independent work to be carried out in the home area.
In the frame of information dissemination activities
of the “Lake Peipsi Basin Participation Action Plan”
information dissemination lists have been completed
which are targeted at various stakeholder groups like
NGOs, local authorities, ﬁshermen, farmers, entrepreneurs and school teachers.
With the aim of increasing public awareness on water
issues, Peipsi CTC published the following handbooks
and booklets:
-

-

-

Handbook “Eutrophication and nutrient enrichment in lakes: the accelerator of the natural
ageing of water bodies” (2003) Peipsi CTC, Tartu
Handbook “Restoration of eutrophic water
bodies” (2005) Peipsi CTC, Tartu
Booklet “Birds at Peipsi and the shore landscapes
of the lake. Peipsi Guide” (2003) Peipsi CTC, Tartu
Booklet “Fish in the waters of Lake Peipsi and Fishermen on Peipsi waters. Peipsi Guide. (2004) Peipsi
CTC, Tartu
Booklet “People on the shore of Lake Peipsi. Peipsi
Guide” (2005) Peipsi CTC, Tartu
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3.2.6. Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?
On deﬁning stakeholders and drafting a public participation plan the EU Guidelines were useful, but it
was impossible to follow them strictly. In these issues,
Peipsi CTC did not follow a proposed method but used
Peipsi CTC knowledge and skills in cooperating with
stakeholders in the region.

3.2.7. Future public participation in the
pilot catchment
In the process of implementation of the Viru-Peipsi
Catchment Area Management Plan, Peipsi CTC is going
to follow the “Lake Peipsi Basin Participation Action
Plan” but also update this plan according to needs.
Therefore, Peipsi CTC is going to continue with the following activities:
Activities on national, regional and local level:
* Supporting the Estonian-Russian Joint Commission on Transboundary Waters.
* Capacity building of the specialists of local authorities, entrepreneurs and NGOs dealing with
implementation of the Viru-Peipsi Water Management Plan in the future.
Youth targeted action plan:
* Organizing the 11th youth contest “World
of Water”, where school students can send their
art and research work.
* Develop and introduce the idea of outdoor learning in schools.
* Spread the idea of voluntary monitoring and
enlarge the existing network of groups interested in macroinvertebrate monitoring in water
bodies.
Information dissemination activities:
* Transfer scientiﬁc knowledge into everyday language.
* Publish a brochure or special newsletter answering the basic water and water management questions for widespread dissemination all over the
sub-basin.
* Continue studies and analysis on typically articulated interests and problems concerning water,
which helps adjust the information ﬂow according
to public interests.

3.2.8. Evaluation of the process
In conclusion, it could be said that the public participation in the management of water protection has
generally become a common awareness through
specialists dealing with water management planning.
At the same time, they lack experience to carry out
public consultation activities as well as information on
what methods to use for involving the public. Peipsi
CTC studies have shown that problems related to the
public participation may be divided into three areas: a)
lack of know-how and experience; b) shortage of both
ﬁnancial and human resources; c) low awareness level
of the population and little interest regarding environmental issues. Partially, the lack of interest reﬂects the
socioeconomic reality as subsistence is the main concern of many people. The absence of democratic tradition is also decisive: people lack the ability to stand
for their interests and rights or even to “recognize”
them. Undeveloped civil society (especially in peripheral areas) is also a reason for the low level of activity
among local people.
What was learned?
* In the areas with serious environmental problems and with conﬂict between water users, the
general public participated very actively in the
meetings.
* It is important that the public and interest groups
would be devised and applied from the earliest stages of the compilation of water management plans.
* High level environmental awareness is a precondition for the acceptance of water management
plans, achieved by persistent informing and convincing of local interest groups.
* “Reaching the people” – a prerequisite for involvement – is a complicated task. Communication
strategies and practical action plans for the
involvement of the public should be devised at
ministerial and regional agency levels.
* There is a large range of stakeholders with a great
extent of diﬀerent interests and each of those
groups need a special approach to reach their
needs and interests. Diﬀerent channels and tools
of communication and diﬀerent information pack
ages are needed to reach the audience wherever
possible.
* In order to better represent the interests of the
public, it would be good to involve the capable
environment-related organizations of the third
sector in the process of dissemination and inclusion of the public.
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*

The transmission of information to local organizations may prolong the process of planning but at
the same time, it is a good opportunity to make
stakeholders aware that “it is my plan”. This awareness is very important in the implementation process.
Peeter Unt

Table 7. Conclusions of the public participation process in
the Estonian case study.

Identiﬁcation

Additional conclusions

-

-

Peipsi CTC used the organization’s database on identiﬁcation
of the stakeholders.
- At the same time with the identiﬁcation of stakeholders Peipsi
CTC carried out a study with the aim to determine the type
of information needed and what channels of communication
should be used. There is a large range of stakeholders with a
large variety of diﬀerent interests and each of those groups
need a special approach to satisfy their needs and interests.
- Diﬀerent channels and tools of communication and diﬀerent
information packages are needed to reach the audience wherever possible.
- It would be useful to review the stakeholder’ data-base
according to methods proposed by the EU Guidelines. Databasereview guarantees inclusion of all relevant stakeholders.

-

-

If the public does not recognize environmental user conﬂicts
they are not interested in participation.
In the areas with serious environmental problems and with
conﬂict between water users, the public participated in the
meetings very actively.
Low awareness level of the population and weak interest in
environmental issues hamper consultation with the public.
Lack of experience and willingness of water specialists and
authorities as well as shortage of both ﬁnancial and human resources hamper consultation with the public.

Networking
-

-

-

-

The Public Participation Plan, in written form, is a very useful
tool for organizing networking.
It is important that the public and interest groups would be
devised and applied from the earliest stages of the compila
tion of water management plan.
Local meetings were important to develop a dialogue between local stakeholders and the team drafting the water
management plan;
An eﬀective communication tool, on the local level, is the local newspaper and some of them are distributed free of
charge;
There is a need for information in an easily readable and understandable format on water protection;
It is important to involve pupils and students to promote
eﬀective public participation;
It would be useful to involve capable environment-related organizations of the third sector in the process of dissemination
and public involvement

Kerly Ilves

It is important to involve
more people at the dialogue
about water issues.

Acceptance
-

The transmission of information to local organizations and
stakeholders prolongs the process but at the same time, it is a
good opportunity to make stakeholders aware that “it is my
plan”. The awareness is very important in the process of implementation of the water management plan.
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3.3 Case study, River Kyrönjoki,
West Finland
Table 8. Catchment data for River Kyrönjoki

3.3.1 Introduction to the catchment
The River Kyrönjoki is the largest river in South Ostrobothnia and the second largest river in the Western
River Basin District. Its catchment area is 4,923 square
kilometers and 100,000 inhabitants live in the river
Kyrönjoki catchment area (ﬁgure 9). The River Kyrönjoki extends to 23 municipalities out of which riverside municipalities are Finnish-speaking and coastal
municipalities are bilingual, Finnish-speaking and
Swedish-speaking.

Catchment

4,923 km2

Inhabitants

100,000

Not connected to the sewage system

30 %

tot Phosphorus load

150 t/a

tot Nitrogen load

2,500 t/a

Amount of surface waters 27 %
at risk
Amount of ground water 36 %
at risk

Figure 9.
The proportions of ﬁelds, heath and peat lands in the
subcatchments of the River Kyrönjoki
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On the Finnish scale the catchment has plenty of ﬁelds,
25 %. In the catchment there are few water bodies, 2
%, the proportion of heath lands is 50 %, and peat
lands 22 % (ﬁgure 9). The ﬁelds are concentrated on
the main channel of the River Kyrönjoki and the peat
lands are mainly situated at the headwaters.
The main environmental problems of the River
Kyrönjoki are the acidity from the soil, eutrophication
and the migratory hinders for ﬁsh and other hydromorphological changes. The acidity is caused by the
drainage of sulﬁde soils for the purposes of agriculture
and forestry. The main causes for eutrophication are
the agriculture and the waste water from scattered
houses since 30 % of the population is not connected
to centralized sewage treatment. There are no large
industrial plants not connected to the sewage systems. The largest point source polluters are therefore
the municipal waste water treatment plants.
For the River Kyrönjoki it has been estimated that the
branches of the River Jalasjoki and the River Kauhajoki
can reach a good ecological status by 2015. Especially
the acidity problems are considered so harmful that a
good ecological status will not be reached in the other
parts of the River Kyrönjoki. The percentage of the river
being at risk to not reach good ecological status is 27
%. In coastal areas eutrophication is the main environmental problem and the inner parts of coastal water
will not reach good ecological status by 2015. The
ground waters will mainly be in a good status in 2015.

Figure 10.
Sources of Phosphorus (150 t/a) and Nitrogen (2500
t/a) loadings in the River Kyrönjoki

3.3.2 Legislation and background
In Finland, the Regional Environment Centres (13
totally) are responsible for the implementation of the
Water Framework Directive (WFD). The Environment
Centres are supervised by the Ministry of Environment
and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. The Finnish Environment Institute, Finnish Game and Fisheries
Institute and the regional Fisheries authorities are also
taking active part in the implementation process.

In Finland, the Water Framework Directive has been
implemented with the Water Management Act and
with a related statute about River Basin Districts
(30.12.2004). Eight River Basin Districts were formed in
Finland by the end of 2004. The water authorities are
Steering Committees led by ﬁve coordinating Regional
Environment Centre. The Western River Basin District
is coordinated by the West Finland Regional Environment Centre.
According to § 14 of the Finnish Water Management Act each Regional Environment Centre must
have at least one Cooperation Council for cooperation
with stakeholders. Cooperation Councils can also be
founded according to river basins. In the statute from
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2004, the following is stated about the Cooperation
Councils on the cooperation with stakeholders:
“The Cooperation Council must have suﬃcient representation from central state and municipal authorities, enterprises, organizations, water area owners and
water users, who contribute to water management,
water protection and the state of water. The Cooperation Council participates in diﬀerent stages for the
preparation of Water District Plan by giving propositions to the Environment Centre about the aims of
water management. Also by following, evaluating
and predicting water management, water protection,
state of the water and their improvement dealing with
a suggested Water District Plan, and the reports and
programs designed for it, as well as expressing its own
views on the matter. The Cooperation Councils must
be assembled so that their term of oﬃce begins at the
latest on June 30th, 2005.”
In 2006 the cooperation group will especially handle
the working program and schedule for the preparation of the Water District Plans. In 2007, central environmental issues will be handled in relation to the
Water District Plans, and in 2008 the proposition of the
Water District Plan will be handled. In 2009, the Council of State approves the Water District Plan. A new
cooperation group is nominated every six years until
the waters reach a good ecological status.

Figure 11.
Environmental
in Finland.

administration

Liisa Maria Rautio
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The Government

Figure 12.
The administraton model
of the Western River Basin
District in Finland.

Ministry of Environment

Management Council of the
Western River Basin District

Fishery authority

Coordinator: West Finland Regional Environment
Centre

coordinator

REGIONAL
ENVIRONMENT
CENTRES
REGIONAL
COOPERATION
COUNCILS FOR
WATER
MANAGEMENT

South West Finland

VarsinaisSuomi

West Finland

Satakunta

Pirkanmaa

West Finland

Pirkanmaa

Central Finland

Häme

Central Finland

Häme

Advisory Boards for
River Valleys

The Regional Environment Centres are responsible
for organizing the cooperation groups in the River
Basin Districts. The Cooperation Council for the area
of West Finland Regional Environment Centre had its
ﬁrst meeting in June 2005. The administration model
in accordance with the Water Framework Directive is
presented in ﬁgure 12.

Figure 13.
The cooperation
structure of the River
Kyrönjoki catchment
participating WFD in
the Finnish case study.

Cooperation in water management concerning river
basins, the advisory boards of river valleys has a long
tradition in West Finland. That is why West Finland
Regional Environment Centre has invited the Advisory
Boards to participate in the Cooperation Council on
RBD-level. The Advisory Board of the River Kyrönjoki
has been operating since 1995. The Advisory Board
consists of more than 50 partners from the catchment.
Kyrönjoki Working Group and Kyrönjoki Fund work
under the Advisory Board of the River Kyrönjoki. This
(Kyrönjoki cooperation model) is illustrated in ﬁgure
13.

3.3.3 Who are the stakeholders?
In implementing of the Water Frame Directive it is
important to ﬁnd the relevant stakeholders. Since the
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River Kyrönjoki Working Group has a long experience
of water management, the re-analysis of the stakeholders was done in cooperation with this group in
autumn/winter 2003. The re-analysis was discussed at
three meetings and it was evident that it was diﬃcult
to divide stakeholders in the categories provided by
the guidelines.
Decisionmaking connected to the Water Framework
Directive mainly takes place on national and River Basin
District level. The water management plan is approved
by Council of State on the basis of the proposal from
the Ministry of the Environment and the River Basin
District. The power of decision of the River Basin District is exercised by a Management council, which consists of representatives from the regional Environment
Centre in the River Basin District and a representative
of the regional ﬁshery authorities (ﬁgure 12). The River
Kyrönjoki is a part of the Western River Basin District.
Regional cooperation is an essential part of Water
Framework Directives implementation in Finland.
Regional cooperation contributes mainly to setting
the aims of water management and preparing the program of measures. Central contributors in this work on
the area of West Finland Regional Environment Centre
are the Advisory Boards. The broadest of these is the
Advisory Board of the River Kyrönjoki.

For the implementation of the WFD in the catchment of the River Kyrönjoki West Finland Regional
Environment Centre is the core actor. The central
stakeholders are:
* Municipalities and the Regional Councils
* Owners of the water areas
* Regional rural and economic development authorities
* Regional ﬁsheries authority and the ﬁshery areas
* Regional forest authorities
* Advisory and interest organizations
* (hydro) power plants and industry
* Peat producers
These groups have been involved in the water management of the River Kyrönjoki for a long time and
therefore the re-analysis of stakeholders did not bring
any substantial changes. However, after the re-analysis, some new organizations were lifted in the River
Kyrönjoki cooperation that has not been involved
before. The list of stakeholders is presented in table 9.
The re-analysis also showed the many roles of i.e. the
municipalities in the implementation of the WFD.

Pertti Sevola
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Table 9. Stakeholder analysis in the Finnish case study of the
River Kyrönjoki.

*) User of the material gathered for the Water Plan
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3.3.4 Plans for involving the stakeholders
In spring 2004 a participation plan was prepared for
the Water District Management planning in the River
Kyrönjoki area. When the plan was being prepared the
legislation implementing the Water Framework Directives was under preparation.
The basis of the plan was that the stakeholder cooperation concerning the Water Framework Directive
would be managed through the Advisory Board of the
River Kyrönjoki. Because of this, the aim was to change
the rules of the Advisory Board so that in time they will
fulﬁll the requirements of the upcoming legislation.
The main methods in the communication according to
the participation plan were brochures, Internet pages,
a WFD-transparency package to interest groups, water
district management education packets to schools,
annual open informative meetings and educational
courses aimed at members of the cooperation groups
and other stakeholders. Table 10 shows the timetable
of the stakeholder involvement process years 20042005.

In the upper parts of River Kyrönjoki
there are much peatland and some
spring areas. Photos: Storberg and
Rautio

Table 10. Participation plan and its implementation in the
Finnish case study.

Planned and completed
Planned, but not completed
Completed, but not in the plan
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3.3.5 How was the participation plan
implemented?

The implementation of the participation plan was
greatly aﬀected by the fact that the Water Management Act and the related statute were approved at the
end of 2004. The requirements regarding the Cooperation Councils meant that the River Advisory Boards
actually cannot work as Cooperation Councils. Because
of this, much work was needed. At the end of 2004
the preparations started for preparing a Cooperation
Council for West Finland Regional Environment Centre
so that co-operation Council will collaborate with the
River Advisory Boards in the region.
The implementation of the participation plan was
also aﬀected by the fact that the law was completed
later than expected, and Article 5-reporting took
place on a substantially more general level than was
assumed in spring 2004. This meant that some of the
information related to Water Framework Directive had
to be postponed compared to the planned timetable.
For example an extensive information session
intended for all interest groups and stakeholders was
held in February 2005. The participants represented

around sixty separate organizations. At this meeting
the proposal of gathering a Cooperation Council on
water management was approved. However, the participation plan was mainly followed and even more
information was given to stakeholders.
The River Kyrönjoki working group includes members that have a major impact on the region’s environmental issues. Therefore the River Kyrönjoki working
group was chosen as a cooperation partner in the
Bernet Catch project, where Water Management Planning has been discussed between 2002 and 2005. The
River Kyrönjoki working group has meetings four to
six times a year, and on average representatives from
10-15 diﬀerent interest groups and organizations take
part in the meetings. In autumn 2003 and spring 2004
the River Kyrönjoki working group was informed about
the Bernet Catch projects, the aims of the Water Framework Directive and the role of the interest groups in
the implementation of the Water Framework Directives. In addition, Kyrönjoki working group took part in
an inquiry, which evaluated implementation of Water
Frame Directive.

Figure 14.
The members of the WFD-taskgroup writing
the preliminary program of measures for
River Kyrönjoki.

Vincent Westberg
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THE RIVER KYRÖNJOKI WORKING
THE WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE

GROUP

AND

When the River Kyrönjoki working group was interviewed
during summer 2005 water management planning was
seen as an important tool in improving the state of waters.
These are some examples of the answers of regional and
local experiences.
How does the WFD aﬀect the state of waters in the future?
not at all

1

some eﬀect

1

slightly

2

quite much

9

remarkably

2

Most important actions that should be taken to improve
the state of waters?
environmental awareness 9
information

8

management planning

5

economic support

6

consultation

6

something else

5

In summer and autumn 2004 the River Kyrönjoki working group handled the basic description of the River
Kyrönjoki catchment. In autumn 2004 a smaller writing group (WFD-task group) was founded for preparing the environmental aims and the preliminary
program of measures. The old cooperation structure
was renewed with the aim to commit the stakeholders
equally to the planning process. The representatives
of following partners were included in the WFD-task
group:
* Environment Centre
* Fishery authority
* Interest group of Agriculture and Forestry
* Water protection association

annual general meeting of the Advisory Board of the
River Kyrönjoki in May 2005. The writing group continued on the work of the Program of Measures in
summer 2005 and the results were presented to the
River Kyrönjoki working group in autumn 2005.
The stakeholders in the River Kyrönjoki working
group thought that the report according to Article 5
(the Bernet report) describing the state of the River
Kyrönjoki was useful and mainly of good quality and
well written. The representatives of the municipalities
hoped for more extensive publication of the report.
The data content and sources of information for the
basic descriptions drew a few comments. These comments were acknowledged by the water authority
as far as possible and the basic description has been
altered and complemented since that.
The EU-reporting level used in Finland has caused
some questions amongst the stakeholders. As Finland reports only larger water bodies in the oﬃcial
Article 5-report (lakes that are over 40km² and rivers
with catchments over 1000 km²), many stakeholder
representatives have wondered how the WFD aﬀects
smaller water bodies. It is understandable that in the
early stage of the WFD that this matter puzzles the
stakeholders’ secondary water authority. The Water
Framework Directive covers smaller water bodies
than are included in the EU-reporting for Finland and
according to regional needs it is possible to deﬁne
what water bodies are included in the water management planning.
In the EU-reporting the inﬂuence of anthropogenic
activity has been evaluated using rather strict criteria.
For instance the main stream of the River Kyrönjoki
is rather heavily modiﬁed, but in the Article 5-report
the riverbed has not been stated as a heavily modiﬁed water body. This is due to the national guidelines
that states that a river stretch must be modiﬁed over
50% of the length to be classiﬁed as heavily modiﬁed.
This question will be discussed more in the following
reporting.
In the Finnish case study setting the aims of water
management and preparing the program of measures have been done in collaboration with the stakeholders of the River Kyrönjoki. During the preparation
work a lot of comments have been received. These
comments have been acknowledged in the further
work. The work of the WFD-task groups has been seen
very useful for all partners.

The Article 5 report and the preliminary environmental goals for the River Kyrönjoki were handled at the
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3.3.6 Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?
The EU-guidelines for Public Participation suggest that
the stakeholder analysis can be made together with
the invited stakeholders. The stakeholder structure of
the River Kyrönjoki catchment was re-analyzed by the
Working Group of the River Kyrönjoki. This meant 15
invited stakeholders who have been active in water
management for many years. The Finnish legislation
on WFD implementation was at this time under preparation. This made the re-analysis diﬃcult to perform,
as the real roles of the stakeholders were unclear.
The EU-guide states that the stakeholders should
be part of every planning process. The initial part of
the Article 5-report was prepared by West Finland
Regional Environment Centre and the Water Protection Association of Ostrobothnia. This was not in line
with the guidelines. The environmental objectives
and the program of measures were on the other hand
made in close cooperation with the River Kyrönjoki
Working Group.

The work was mainly done in accordance with the
EU-guidelines for Public Participation and also the Participation Plan was followed for the main lines. Where
the process diﬀered from the Participation Plan, it was
due to the Water Management Act.

3.3.7 Future public participation in the
pilot catchment
The oﬃcial public participation in water management
will be argued through cooperation councils. In the
Cooperation Council of water management in the area
of West Finland Regional Environment Centre more
than 30 organization and authorities are participating.
(table 11).

Table 11. Partners of the oﬃcial Cooperation
Council for water management in Western
Finland.

Advisory Boards of the river valleys (7)

Fishing area associations (2)

Advisory organization of agriculture

Finnish Fur Breeders Association

Association of Anglers

Forest Centres (2)

Association of Finnish Energy Industries

Peat producers association

Association of Industry

Regional Councils (3)

Association of Harbours

Water Protection Association of Ostrobothnia

Associations of Nature Protection (2)

Water works and sewage treatment plants

Central Union of Agricultural Producers and
Forest Owners

West Finland County Administrative Board

Employment & Economic Development Centres/
agriculture (2)

West Finland Regional Environmental Centre

Employment & Economic Development Centre/
Department of Fishery

A representative from the Advisory Board of the River
Kyrönjoki is also included in the cooperation council
and in addition many regional authorities that belong
to the Cooperation council are also active in the River
Kyrönjoki cooperation.
The Cooperation Council started in June 2005 and
the term of oﬃce comes to an end in December 2009.
Then a new cooperation group is appointed for the
next 6 years. The cooperation council of West Finland Environment Centre area will handle the central

documents of the Water District Management and the
statements and comments related to them. The Advisory Board of the River Kyrönjoki, the River Kyrönjoki
Working Group and the River Kyrönjoki Fund will also
continue their operation as earlier. The implementation of the Water Framework Directive will in future
be handled at meetings or seminars for the general
public. These annual seminars will be held at least
until 2009. In ﬁgure 12 the administrative structure of
the water management is presented.
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The Participants in the River Kyrönjoki working group
have appreciated the participation planning processes
in the Bernet Catch project. In West Finland, the Environment Centre (the water authority) has use of the cooperation not only on local level in the River Kyrönjoki, but also
on a regional and national scale when implementing the
directive. The water authority in West Finland will use the
experience of the River Kyrönjoki case study.

3.3.8 Evaluation of the process
The participation process in the Finnish case study has
concentrated on regional and local level. The cooperation
for WFD was mainly based on existing working groups.
The water authority used a new indetiﬁcation method by
re-analysing already known stakeholders. After the reanalysis and reorganisation of the cooperation structures
collaboration between stakeholders and water authority
has deepened.
The cooperation structure in the Finnish case study differs from the previously used cooperation models. Since
the program of measures were prepared by the WFD-task
group with a broad cooperation from the interest groups
in the catchment. This did in fact prolong the process but
increased the possibility of participation for the central
stakeholders and the communication between the partners. The most active stakeholders in the case study were
the sectors of ﬁshery, agriculture and forestry.
The participation process of the River Kyrönjoki was hampered by the following reasons:
* A lot of work has been done to improve the situation of the River Kyrönjoki during the last decade,
but the status has not changed signiﬁcantly. This
aﬀects the activity of stakeholders.
* At the beginning of the case study the legislation
of the WFD was under preparation in Finland and
the role of stakeholders in the process was not
clear.
* The terminology of WFD is often diﬃcult and the
national guidelines for implementation were
under preparation during the whole case study.
* All stakeholders have not the same possibility to
participate and for example NGO’s have diﬃculties in participation in meetings at normal working hours
To conclude, the project has taught that for a real participation process a lot of time and resources are needed.
The requirements for a successful participation is that
the issue is of real interest for the partners involved and
that they all have power to inﬂuence the process and its
results. Working with existing groups made cooperation
easier and the pilot river process was an interesting experience for the whole River Kyrönjoki working group

Liisa Maria Rautio

Pia Nikkonen

Pia Nikkonen
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Table 12. Conclusions of the public participation process in the Finnish case study.

Identiﬁcation

Additional conclusions

- the Finnish pilot case concentrated on local and regional co-opetion structures
- it was useful to reanalyze the previous co-operation structures
- some new organizations were included in the co-operation
- identiﬁcation deepened co-operation with already known stakeholders

- enough time and resources should be reserved for the coraoperative process
- co-operation and participation processes should be prepared carefully
- central documents should be prepared in an open and
transparent way.

Networking
- the WFD-task group was a new method to commit the stakeholders to
the participation process (co-writing)
- the co-writing prolonged the process but increased the possibility of
participation for the stakeholders
- combination of several participation techniques was successful
- NGO:s had limited opportunities to take part in the process

Acceptance
- the acceptance phase is a big challenge and was only done partly in the
pilot project
- an open dialogue is important
- the objectives must be clear and understandable
- slow impact of measures aﬀects the acceptance

Liisa Maria Rautio

Liisa Maria Rautio
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3.4 Case study, Schwentine River,
Germany
3.4.1 Introduction to the catchment
The catchment of river Schwentine is 726 km² and is
part of the river basin district (RBD) Schlei/Trave. River
Schwentine with a length of 70 km and a diﬀerence
in height of 110 m is draining a mean discharge of 7.2
m³/s into Kiel Fjord. The ﬂow of water is interrupted by
several weirs and barrages. Lakes are dominating the
landscape. The largest is Lake Plön with 29 km² and a
depth of 58 m. Figure 15 shows the relevant rivers and
lakes with respect to the article 5 report and land use
in the Schwentine catchment.
Climate conditions in Schleswig-Holstein are
strongly inﬂuenced by the North Sea und the Baltic
Sea. Average precipitation varies between 573 mm
and 927 mm regionally. Within the RBD Schlei/Trave

land use is dominated by agriculture. 63 % of the
catchment is covered by farmland followed by green
land with 11 %. Of the reminder approximately 6 % is
urban areas, 9 % is woodlands, and 5 % is covered by
meadows, mires, dry grasslands, lakes and wetlands.
The popu-lation of the river Schwentine catchment
is approximately 140,000. The Schleswig-Holstein
capital of Kiel with 233,000 inhabitants is connected
to the north. Wastewater from more than 95 % of the
inhabitants is discharged into municipal treatment
plants. The remaining less than 5 % live in the countryside connected to local sewerage treatment systems.
There is only minor water consuming industry as well
as industrial wastewater impacts respectively.
At the mouth of River Schwentine with a catchment
area of 726 km² discharge as well as nutrient load has
been measured for years. The mean over the last 10
years (1995-2004) are Phosphorus 22 ton/a, Nitrogen
460 t/a and ﬂow 184 million m³/a or 5.8 m³/s. The
source appointment has not been evaluated yet.

Figure 15.
WFD relevant Rivers and Lakes in the Catchment of the
River Schwentine.

"%2.%4 #!4#(

43

3 . REGIONAL CASE STUDIES

All the surface water bodies are classiﬁed as being at
risk except three lakes that should reach a good ecological status. Two of ﬁve groundwater bodies are classiﬁed as being at risk with respect to chemical status.
Main environmental problems are structures in the
watercourses and eutrophication in lakes and rivers.
There are 6 major point sources – well-equipped
sewage treatment plants. Intensive land use stresses
impacts of nutrients.

3.4.2 Legislation and background
* Frame law on WFD was adopted in 2002.
* Schleswig-Holstein water law in 2003.
* Status on WFD is decree on implementation of
WFD in Schleswig-Holstein in 2003.
With respect to the federal character of the Federal
Republic of Germany – due to German Water Law each
federal state is responsible for the implementation of
the WFD. One of the tasks is information and hearing
of the public. Coordination among the federal states
of Schleswig-Holstein and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and international relations - here with Denmark
are stated. The report itself and its annexes have been
published under www.wasserblick.net.
In 2001 a project organization with about 20 members of state water authorities as the Ministry of Environment, Nature and Agriculture, the State Authority
of Nature and Environment and the three local State

Authorities have been responsible for the implementation process. Figure 16 illustrates the project organization.
Beside the daily practice the project was given special
instructions and duties with respect to the implementation process. The project has come up with timetables for the various duties that have to be fulﬁlled
within the phases of the implementation process as
there are actually basic description and risk assessment as well as monitoring. To establish the internal
communication, regular meetings of the project group
– more than 20 times - and the subproject groups have
been held.
One major issue was how to give suﬃcient and
reliable information right in time to the stakeholders
and to the public. Therefore the Internet portal www.
wasser.sh has been created, where all relevant information for the public, as well as for diﬀerent closed
groups are made available.
Another major issue was to ﬁnd the right spatial
structure depending on catchment areas to force the
identiﬁcation of the people and institutions with the
local implementation of the WFD. Therefore the 3 RBD
in Schleswig-Holstein have been subdivided into 33
sub river basins. Within each RBD a pilot river basin
has been found, to check whether each step of implementation is carried out in a decent manner. Figure 17
shows the RBD and the sub river basins and the pilot
river basin Schwentine.

Figure 16.
State Project Organisation
for the WFD Implementation Process in SchleswigHolstein.

"%2.%4 #!4#(

44

3. REGIONAL CASE STUDIES

Figure 17.
The River Basin District of Schlei/
Trave and its sub basins.

3.4.3 Who are the stakeholders?
The principal issue when presenting and debating
public participation is to be sure that all relevant
stakeholders are involved and in agreement with the
process of carrying out the diﬀerent steps in the process. For the responsible River Basin Authority it is of
importance, that public participation is carried out in
a way that takes the power structure amongst stakeholders into serious consideration. As each of the federal states in the FRG has established a participation
process of its own Schleswig-Holstein has developed
a unique but consequent form based on a “bottom-up
approach”.
In addition to the state project organization for the
participation process regional groups in each Sub
River Basin have been found necessary. In early 2002
working group were established in the pilot river

basins. Due to positive feedback working groups were
established in all 34 working areas in 2003. To each of
the working groups about 10 stakeholders lead by a
water board, which was especially founded for that
purpose and funded by the River Basin Authority,
sent their local representatives. A contract between
the River Basin Authority and each River Basin Water
Board regulates responsibilities, duties, ﬁnancial and
administrative support by the state authorities. Some
water boards have an administration of its own and
some water boards are supported by consultants or by
the county administration. As the various and diﬀerent experiences within the 3 Pilot River Basins, working groups have proved to have positive eﬀects for
both sides, it was decided to establish this “bottomup“ form of decision-making and public participation
for all the 33 sub river basins. Figure 18 illustrates the
working group as a “round table” with the participating stakeholders in general.

Figure
18. Sub River Basin Working Group as “round
table” and the participating stakeholders in
general in Schleswig-Holstein.
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The re-analysis of stakeholders was done in 20012002 within an internal circle. For the Schwentine river
basin stakeholders have been identiﬁed as core actors
and participating actors. Table 13 gives an overview
of all stakeholders in the Schwentine river catchment.
Table 14 gives a detailed overview of the stakeholders
in Schleswig-Holstein.
Figure 19 shows the more than 20 meetings held
in the Schwentine Basin Authority Pilot catch-ment.
As not all stakeholders are represented in working
groups, advisory boards have been established in each
RBD. Around 60 stakeholder organizations are invited
twice a year to these meetings. Results are presented,
critical remarks can be made and experience can be
shared. Stakeholders, especially for nature preservation aﬀairs, got together in Schleswig-Holstein to be
able to send representatives to any working group.
Amongst the NGOs there is also a diﬀerence in ﬁnancial strength, which means that although invited to
participate in the process, the diﬀerent organizations
might have unequal possibilities to inﬂuence the ﬁnal
outcome. In the beginning there was no ﬁnancial support to the stakeholders. Meanwhile the basic costs
are paid. At the beginning of the process stakeholders
had very diﬀerent expectations when it comes to participating in the meetings. Especially the NGOs hoped
that signiﬁcant progress will be made realizing the
good ecological status in all the waters. Especially representatives from farmers association pointed out, that
there are limited possibilities in a landscape formed by
mankind during hundreds of years which is still under
intensive use. Representatives from the county administration, which are important for the local implementation, did not take part because of higher order
troubles. Sometimes intensive discussions lead the

Figure 19.
Meetings of the Working Group
in the Pilot Catchment Schwentine from 2002 until 2005.

Table 13. Core actors in the case study stakeholders
in the case study of Schleswig-Holstein.

Level

Core Actors

Other Authorities

Business interests, research, etc.

NGOs, associations

Local &
Regional –
Sub River
Basin

Sub Basin Water
board BalticSchwentine

Local State Water Authority

Local Industries and Trade Association

Schleswig-Holstein
Nature Preservation
Association

Ministry of environment, nature
and agriculture

County Water Authority

Schleswig-Holstein Fisheries Association Schleswig-Holstein
Nature Organisation

Major of the Municipality
of Klausdorf
State Authority of Nature
and Environment

Local Farmers Association
Kiel Waterworks
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representatives to their key role. Rules have been prepared for the cooperation in the working group. The
representatives as well as the secretaries of the Sub
Basin Water Boards have grown with their responsibilities during the process. In general, they have dealt
with the problems in a very constructive manner.
When the result of the re-analysis was given to the
stakeholders, there were widespread discussions about
who should participate on which level of course. In the
end, minor corrections to the proposed participation
model were made. Facultative stakeholders have been
added to speciﬁc working groups. The discussions
about the participation model as such and the stakeholders implicitly were considered to be more eﬀective than a detailed stakeholder analysis. In general,
the climate of working together can be described as
constructive and fair. It has been accepted that each
representative plead for his own opinion.
Uwe Ahrens

Table 14. Stakeholder analysis in
the case study of Schleswig-Holstein.
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3.4.4 Plans for involving the stakeholders
Plans for how to involve the stakeholders in SchleswigHolstein have already been realized as mentioned
above in general and speciﬁcally in the sub river
basins. Experiences have been made at ﬁrst in the pilot
catchment working groups. Improvements have been
implemented before realizing the plan in other sub
river catchments. During the process minor improvements have been realized. For example the working
groups should follow the process until the management plan has been prepared.
When starting the ﬁrst phase of implementation
– the basic description - the members of the working
group gave recommendations about the extent and
details of description. Most of the data work has been
done by the state authorities. Further on, the procedure and the methods of risk assessment as well as the
results of the basic descriptions have been discussed.
The representatives had to take note about the article
5 report on the basic description. If they had remarks
or recommendations the state authorities had to deal
with it and had to give answers. In the end the reports
had been accepted.
Products for the second phase of implementation
– monitoring –have been worked out mainly by the
state authority for nature and environment in cooper-

ation and coordination with national partners and/or
international partners with respect to the North Sea
and the Baltic Sea. A ﬁrst WFD monitoring program
has already been worked out and presented in general and with respect to the four categories in detail
to the members of the working group. From the feedback the working group was told to give less detailed
information as to the methods but more information
regarding the local measurements and the local epresentation.
The ﬁrst steps in the third phase – the management plan – have been made in the pilot catchments.
A method has been worked out to enable the representatives in the working groups to identify the heavily modiﬁed water bodies adequate to CIS guidance
recommendations. While testing the method valuable
information feedback to the state authorities especially concerning data requirements was gained. Now
the method, formulas and required data are under
reconstruction or preparation respectively.
The fourth phase of implementation - measures has not been started oﬃcially, but any measure in or in
the vicinity of water is titled as “preliminary measure”.
Therefore the plan has to be presented in the working
group and a positive vote of the members of the working group is necessary in order to realize the measure.
Figure 20 shows an early measure classiﬁed as a good
one and therefore presented on the Internet.

Figure 20.
Revitalization of river Linnau as one of the “good
measures” presented
under www.wasser.sh in
Schleswig-Holstein.
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3.4.5 How was the participation plan
implemented?
The plan for involving the stakeholders was mainly
implemented through a series of meetings lead by
the mentioned water boards (see Figure 19) and
excursions to get familiar with “their” rivers, lakes
and catchments. The parts of the plan to inform the
public (info campaign, website, folders, and meetings)
have gained a broad interest. The preparation of the
database regarding the basic description started in
2002. Each element of the results has been presented
in time to the working group members with the help
of GIS based maps and a related advice paper. An info
campaign “water – so am I” started in 2002 with various attractions. One of them was an info mobile prepared as a water laboratory for the “water tour 2002”
with 16 events throughout Schleswig-Holstein. About
four info letters a year have been published so far. Brochures have been printed, a card game with information on lakes has been distributed, and postcards are
available. Several presentations of results on special
meetings to administration members have been held

at the State Authority on Nature and Environment.
Presentations for a broader public are held in cooperation with the Academy for Nature and Environment.
With respect to “preliminary and good measures” as
reference for further measures tip boards have been
put up in the ﬁelds, a special map has been printed
and the measures are presented on the Internet. The
ﬁrst draft of the article 5 report has been presented in
2003. Detailed feedback has been achieved and added
where necessary. The ﬁnal report was presented in the
end of 2004. The Internet versions of the so called A-,
B- and C-reports as interactive reports were realized
in 2005.
An annual “water party” has been organized each
year to express thanks to cooperation partners and
voluntary active people, to attract the public and
politicians with results and to focus on intentions and
projects in the following year. Figure 21 shows members of a water board in front of posters on the water
party.

Figure 21.
Members of a water board in
front of posters on a water
party in Schleswig-Holstein.
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3.4.6 Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?

3.4.7 Future public participation in the
pilot catchment

The EU guidelines recommend that relevant stakeholders are part of every step in the process. This recommendation has been taken into consideration by the
Schleswig-Holstein administration when elaborating
how the Water Framework Directive is supposed to be
implemented and even in Parliament when accepting
the concept. A few examples of participation in water
management in Schleswig-Holstein had been established based on the ideas of an open planning process
as a result of 5 pilot projects in Germany in the 1990s.
Today it is one of the shining examples with respect
to the participation process in the Federal Republic of
Germany.
The EU Guidelines on PP suggests that a stakeholder
analysis is carried out together with invited stakeholders. This decided suggestion was not complied with in
Schleswig-Holstein. Many years of collaboration with
important and relevant stakeholders made it quite
clear which the relevant stakeholders are. The analysis
was instead done within the water boards with the aim
to ensure that no stakeholder organization was forgotten in the process.

Further involvement of the public has not been considered, the pilot case area is part of fullscale implementation. The ﬁrst example of an interactive article
5 report for the RBD Elbe has been presented. General
EU guidelines on reporting are under preparation.
So the way of preparing information for the EU Commission and for public as well will certainly change in
future. Figure 22 shows results from Tidal Elbe based
on the interactive report.

3.4.8 Evaluation of the process
The evaluation of the participation process is done
continuously parallel to the implementation process. The Water authority is under “supervision” of the
stakeholders, politicians and the other federal states
how our plan works. So the system must be adjusted
continuously to meet the optimum with respect to
costs, eﬀorts and proﬁt.
It is possible to establish a participation system to
involve the stakeholders and the public respectively

Figure 22.
Results from Tidal Elbe
based on the interactive article 5 report in
Schleswig-Holstein.
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based on an open-minded approach to all the stakeholders whatever their interests are to gain a trustful partnership. The system has been implemented
during the early phase of basic description. Not too
many problems hindered the process of integration
and cooperation within the project groups and especially the working groups. So they are prepared for
phases which are more conﬂicting. The chosen participation system allows the solution of problems with the
“right persons” on the “right level” at the “right time”.
Some stakeholders, especially the water boards, took
the advantage to organize themselves with respect to
the implementation process. Experience shows that
dialogue between conﬂicting interests can broaden
understanding of diﬀerent views amongst stakeholders.
Experience also shows the importance of deﬁning very clearly the objectives and competences of
the boards working. It is recommendable preparing
“terms of reference” for a board before actually beginning the work in the group. Members of the group
must be conscious of their mandate, and they are
expected to be able to actually make decisions at the
meetings in order to ensure a valid and forward going
discussion. Critics and recommendations allow adjusting of the participation system. So it has been done
in many minor cases. Members of the state authorities have learned to prepare results and information
for each target group. Members of the working group
learned about the valuable work that has been done in
the state authorities.
The main interests had been to gain a broad understanding in society for water terms in general and the
implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in particular. Heavily engaged project groups, 33
working groups and nearly 400 people involved in the
implementation process and a supporting water campaign have caused a positive mood and an eﬀective
process to get results in time. Stakeholders have great
interest in the issue and took their chance to inﬂuence
the work. The fact that minor changes were made to
the system supports strongly the view that no actual
mistake has been done at this point of time.
The most interesting issue was to handle the chosen
“bottom-up method” of participation. This gave the
participants a real feeling that each of them is a contributing partner in the process. The positive feedback
from the whole stakeholder-family and from all the
political parties – the water authority had an election
- the government has changed - strengthens us to do a
good job with the help of the right tools.
From the technical point of view, the water authority
is acting with all actual available tools of the “information society” to fulﬁll our duties on public participa-

tion. Nevertheless tools are under preparation to make
data ﬂow and information ﬂow more transparent and
more eﬀective.

Gudrun Plambeck

Uwe Ahrens
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3.5 Case study, Mamonovka River,
Kaliningrad Oblast

3.5.1. Introduction to the catchment
For the Kaliningrad Region in the Russian Federation the
Water Management Plan for the Mamonovka River Catchment is of great interest in terms of development co-operation with the Republic of Poland which is supposed to fulﬁll
the Water Framework Directive in the catchment of a transboundary water body (Kaliningrad/Vistula Lagoon).
Mamonovka/Banuvka transboundary river basin located
in the Kaliningrad/Vistula Lagoon catchment area was
selected as a pilot river basin in Kaliningrad Oblast for the
development of a Water Management Plan (Water use and
protection action program).

Vincent Westerg

Figure 23.
Mamonovka
river basin, scale
1:1000000.

The catchment of the river Mamonovka covers a large
area in the south-western part of the Kaliningrad oblast
and northern part of Poland. The Mamonovka river basin
is asymmetrical, its rightbank part constitutes only 10% of
the total area, and the hydrographic network is practically
located on the left bank. The basin water catchment area
covers 311 km2, of which 124 km2 is located in the Kaliningrad oblast of the RF, and the remaining part is in Poland,
which is the origin of all major streams except for the river
Vitushka ﬂows only in the Kaliningrad oblast. The other
streams: the ﬁrst-order streams are Banuvka, Goluba; the
second-order streams are Ignatievka, Vilki, Lava; the thirdorder streams are Ovsyanka and some smaller streams
which ﬂow through all or part of Poland.

The major part (56%) of the Mamonovka river basin
is covered by agricultural land used under the plough
and for forage as well as forest reserves (28%). Settlements constitute an insigniﬁcant part (8%).
The Mamonovka river basin is located in the Bagrationovsk district, which includes two municipalities:
the town of Mamonovo and the town of Ladushkin.
The river basin partially covers the town of Mamonovo
and three rural municipalities: Pogranichny, Pyatidorozhny and Kornevsky. The total number of population
in the river basin by 01.01.2004 was 9 469 people with
about 85 % living in the town of Mamonovo and 15 %
in rural areas.
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Figure 24.
Topography map of
the Mamonovka river
basin, scale 1:200000.

Figure 25.
Land use in the Mamonovka river basin,
scale 1:200000.
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Industry and agriculture in the Mamonovka basin
territory is not intense at present time. The leading
part belongs to the ﬁshing industry. The main items
of the production are ﬁsh and food products. The
Mamonovka river basin encloses large areas of agriculturally cultivated lands. Number of livestock is an
important indicator of the agricultural impact on the
environment. However, in recent years, as in the oblast
as a whole, the performance of the agricultural sector
in the basin has decreased including the areas under
crop, livestock population and animal production
which are mainly the activities of peasant and owneroperated farms.
The main environmental problem of the Mamonovka
river basin is eutrophication. As regards the pollution
level deﬁned in accordance with the Russian classiﬁcation, the watercourses in the Mamonovka river basin
that were monitored, are considered to be reasonably
or slightly polluted, with the exception of River Vitushka
which is assessed as “polluted”. The main point sources
of pollution of the Russian part basin are domesticcommunal, food (ﬁshery-processing) and agricultural
(animal farms) enterprises. The capacity of treatment
facilities at the majority of industrial, agricultural and
domestic plants is insuﬃcient and, besides, the equipment allows only mechanical treatment of eﬄuent. In
total 77 % of the wastewater is treated mechanically.
This method does not provide treatment of organic
matter in the wastewater.
The surface water quality of the water bodies in the
Mamonovka catchment is deﬁned ﬁrst of all by the
absence of eﬃcient treatment facilities in the city of
Mamonovo and smaller settlements located within
the borders of the catchment. The existing waste
water treatment plant in Mamonovo was built more
than 60 years ago and now is technically out of date,
working with overload and does not provide necessary treatment of waste waters. Besides, the sewer

Table 17. Structure of environmental legislation of the Russian Federation

and water supply systems are in extremely poor conditions, resulting in inﬁltration of the sewage water into
the soil.
A large area of the river basin is occupied by farmland.
It is necessary to point out that in the last decade the
application of the chemical fertilizers and pesticides in
the agricultural production has been sharply reduced;
the same concerns the number of cattle and the area of
the cultivated land. During the last yeas there is a tendency to the reduction of organic fertilizers which are
applied in agricultural production of the region.

3.5.2 Legislation and background

Table 16. Catchment data for the Mamonovka River Basin.

Catchment (total / Russian part)
Inhabitants
Not connected to the sewage system
total Phosphorus load
total Nitrogen load

311 / 124 km2
9,500
40 %
40 t/year
380 t/year

Water Management of the territory of the Mamonovka
river basin belonging to Russia is governed according
to the general state public principles of use and protection of the water objects under the existing laws.
The basis of legislation in the ﬁeld of rational use of
natural resources, environmental protection and ecological safety is the Law on Environmental Protection
(adopted in 2002).
The federal law “On Environmental Protection”
under Article 3 “Main Principles of Environmental
Protection” establishes that the economic and other

RUSSIAN FEDERATION (RF)
Federal Laws that establish legal regulation on the territory of RF
President’s decrees, Duma laws, Governmental regulations
State system of standardization (GOST)
construction norms (SNIP)
System of branch standards (OST, RD,
SANPIN, PDK)
System of departmental and interdepartmental methodological – normative documentation

SUBJECTS OF RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Laws of subjects of RF
Regulations of executive authorities
of subjects of RF
System or regional standards and
norms
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activities of the bodies of state power of the RF, the
bodies of state power of the RF constituents (regions),
the bodies of local self-government, bodies corporate
and physical bodies, which have eﬀect on the environment, shall be performed on the basis of the principles
as follows
* it is obligatory for the bodies of state power of the
RF, the bodies of state power of the RF constituents
(regions), the bodies of local self-government, social and non-proﬁt organizations, bodies corporate
and physical bodies to be involved in the environ
mental activities;
* everybody has the right to receive reliable information on environmental conditions, and citizens are
entitled to be involved in taking decisions associated with their right for a safe environment in accordance with the law;
* citizens, social and non-proﬁt organizations should
be involved in solving the environmental problems.
Legal basis of water management of the Russian Federation consists of the following legal acts:
* Water Code of the Russian Federation, which is the
main legal act about water resources management
(adopted in 1995, amendments 2001, 2002, 2003,
2004, at present time prepared the project of new
Water Code, that should be adopted in near future);
* Other federal laws and normative-legal acts of the
Russian Federation, adopted on the basis of the
Water Code;
* Laws of the subjects of the Russian Federation and
normative-legal acts, adopted on the basis of the
Water Code.
The Water Code deﬁnes all types of water objects and
all methods of their managements, regulates the use
and protection of water objects in order to:
* guarantee the rights of the citizens to clean water
and favorable water environment;
* preserve the optimal water use conditions;
* preserve the quality of surface and underground
waters that meets the sanitary and ecological
requirements;
* protect water objects from pollution;
* prevent and eliminate negative impacts on water;
* preserve the biological diversity of water ecosystems.
The water legislation is implemented on the basis of
the sustainable development principles, i.e. the balanced economic development and environmental
state improvement.

The RF Water Code establishes that the participants
of water relations in the RF are the RF constituents
(regions), municipalities and water users. In order to
co-ordinate and consolidate the activities designed
to restore and protect water bodies, the Water Code
stipulates for the preparation of basin agreements on
rehabilitation and protection of water bodies. Under
the Basin Agreement a Co-ordination Unit (a Basin
Board) with representatives of the federal authorities,
the regional authorities, the local self-government
authorities, social associations and water users can be
estab-lished. The RF Government adopts the Regulation on Basin Board. The Basin Agreement is prepared on the basis of water balances, the integrated
water management initiatives, the state programs for
the use, rehabilitation and protection water bodies,
scientiﬁc and design developments, proposals of the
bodies of state power of the RF constituents.
The generally recognized principles, international
rules and international treaties of the RF concerning
the use and protection of water bodies form an integral part of the RF legal system. The priorities are as
follows:
* Convention on Protection of Marine Environment
of the Baltic Sea Region (HELCOM), 1974-1992;
* UN-ECE Convention on the Protection and Use of
Transboundary Watercourses and International
Lakes, 1992;
* UN Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992;
* UN Convention on Wetlands of International
Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitats
(Ramsar Convention), 1971.
The water management and protection issues on the
Kaliningrad/Vistula lagoon catchment are regulated
by the bilateral Russian-Polish agreement, namely:
* Agreement between the governments of the Rus
sian Federation and the Republic of Poland on cooperation in the ﬁeld of Environmental Protection,
1993;
* Agreement between the governments of the Russian Federation and the Republic of Poland on cooperation of Kaliningrad Region of the Russian Federation and Regions of the Republic of Poland,
1992.
The Water Code provides the legal framework for
the use and protection of water bodies: the types of
water bodies, the ownership rights for water bodies
and water body management, the principles of public
administration in the ﬁeld of water management and
protection. Pursuant to this law, the issues of water

"%2.%4 #!4#(

55

3 . REGIONAL CASE STUDIES

ownership and management are under the jurisdiction of the Russian Federation. In addition, the management rights for the federal water bodies may be
partly delegated to constituents of the Russian Federation. Both municipal and private ownership shall
be admitted only in the case of individual isolated
water bodies. Currently, all the issues concerning the
ownership, disposition and management of the state
water bodies in the Kaliningrad oblast are under the
jurisdiction of the Russian Federation. The Directive of
the European parliament and of the council establishing a framework for Community action in the ﬁeld of
water policy or Water Framework Directive (WFD) is
not implemented in the Russian Federation.
Environmental Activity Planning
Planning is stipulated for in the federal law “On Environmental Protection” providing for the elaboration
and adoption of federal and regional targeted environment-related programs, development of social
and economic projections in the long-term (10 years),
medium-term (3-5 years) and short-term (1 year) perspectives for the RF as a whole, its regions and economic sectors.
The environmental law provides for special planning
in the management and protection of speciﬁc natural
resources and spatial planning.
In accordance with the Water Code is stipulated the
elaboration of the scheme of complex using and protection of the water resources, the federal state programs (including basin program) and territorial state
programs for using, restoration and protection of the
water resources. The state programs elaborating by
the state water management authorities with participation of the regional administrations, the state environmental authorities, the public organizations.
Environmental Management
In the Russian Federation it is common practice to
single out a few types of environmental management: state, departmental (by sector), production and
social/public. Major emphasis has been placed on the
development of state environmental management,
that is to say that all the relevant executive authorities
are implementing environmental policy within their
competence and in accordance with the existing laws,
concepts, strategies and programs.
The methods of management are diverse:
* administrative which are ensured by the government enforcement practice;
* economic which provide for material incentives in
the implementation of environmental policy;
* ideological which envisage conviction, enlightenment, upbringing and education.

THE

ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORITIES IN THE

KALININGRAD

REGION

The state environmental authorities in the Russian Federation can be divided into two levels:
- the general government authorities (general power): the
Russian Federation President and the Russian Federation
Government, the executive authorities of the Russian Federation constituents, the municipal authorities (in municipalities);
- a sub-system of the special environmental authorities which
has a more sophisticated structure and is earmarked for the
performance of more diverse responsibilities. It includes a
wide range of federal executive authorities and their interregional and local departments.
After the reform of the federal state authorities, the sub-system
can be presented as follows. Minis-tries of Russian Federation:
the Ministry of Natural Resources, the Ministry of Agriculture, the
Ministry of Public Health and Social Development, the Ministry of
Economic Development and Trade, the Ministry of Emergencies
and Liquidation of Natural Disasters’ Consequences, the Ministry
of Internal Aﬀairs.
Federal Services: the Federal Service for Nature Management
Supervision; the Federal Service of Environmental, Technological and Nuclear Supervision; the Federal Service for Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring; the Federal Service for
Consumers Rights and Well-Being; the Federal Veterinary and
Phitosanitary Service etc.
Agencies: the Federal Water Resources Agency, the Federal Forestry Agency, the Subsurface Management Agency, the Federal
Fishing Agency, the Federal Immovable Property Cadastral Register Agency etc.
In fact, all the ministries, federal services and agencies are involved in performing the state environmental management
tasks. The ministries directly report to the Government. Most of
the federal services report to ministries and all the others to either
the Government or the President. The agencies mainly report to
ministries or the Government. The ministries elaborate the state
policy, discharge the regulatory and coordinating functions; the
services are responsible for supervision and control; the agencies
provide government services.
The main environmental authority (as regards the scope of authority and number of management ﬁelds) is the Russian Federation Ministry of Natural Resources (the Russian MNR). The Ministry and its service and agencies lead the state policy and exercise
the state control of the study, use, reproduction and protection
of natural resources and the environment, co-ordination of activities in this ﬁeld of other federal executive authorities. They are
entrusted with the tasks related to the environmental management of water, forest and subsurface resources.

The public environmental control has become more
common in recent years in Russia. This is, inter alia,
due to the international legal documents that provide
for public participation when taking decisions that
may have an environmental impact. The activities and
forms of public environmental control are developing
all the time. Almost all the laws provide for the general
or limited rights of public associations for environmen-
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tal control and mandatory response of the authorities
to public initiatives and requirements. In accordance
with the Russian law, the public environmental control
may be exercised in the form of public hearings, referendums, public environmental expert review, appeal
to the mass media; complaints, declarations, claims to
the nature-oriented law-enforcement agencies and
courts. Indirectly the public environmental control
can take diﬀerent forms of expression of public opinion concerning the state environmental policy or in
the context of planning and implementation of some
activities aﬀecting the environmental rights and interests of citizens (protest acts, meetings, and demonstrations) as well as in announcements and other mass
media publications.

Natalia Khalyuk

3.5.3 Who are the stakeholders?
Stakeholders involved in the process of the water management, planning and preparation of the Mamonovka
River Basin Water Management Plan were deﬁned on
basis of legislation, existing water management and
environmental systems, practical experience. The list
of stakeholders included three levels of authorities:
federal, regional and municipal, representatives of
local industry, power plants and waste management,
scientiﬁc-research and project institutions, education
and public organizations, various unions and associations, NGOs. The key rules for the preparation of the
Mamonovka Basin Water Management Plan have the
Department of Federal Supervision Service for Natural
Use (Rosprirodnadzor) for the Kaliningrad Oblast, as
coordinator of this process.

Olga Kovaleva

Maya Kolosentseva

Liisa Maria Rautio

Liisa Maria Rautio

Vistula Lagoon Water Forum was arranged to involve both Russian and
Polish stakeholders with the cross-boarder co-operation for better waters.
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Table 18.
Stakeholders of the Russian case
study.
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3.5.4 Plans for involving the stakeholders
The public participation plan for elaboration of the
Management Plan for Mamonovka River Basin was
prepared in spring 2004, amended in summer 2005,
and including the next activities. (Table 19)
Table 19. Activities in the public participation
plan for elaboration of the Management Plan
for Mamonovka River Basin.

Activity
1. Preparation and dissemination among the stakeholders informational materials
about the BERNET project and the elaboration, in the frame project, of the
Management Plan

Date
06-09.2004

2.Presentation and discussion of the Basic Description with the key stakeholders
(authorities)

10.2004

3.Meetings with the stakeholders for discussion of the major environmental problems and objectives, planning of the use and protection of water resources in the
Mamonovka River Basin

10-12.2004

4.Meetings with the key stakeholder (authorities) for discussion of the Programs
of measures

01.2005

5.Presentation to stakeholders of the draft of the Management Plan, discussion

03.2005

6. Preparation and dissemination among the stakeholders’ informational materials
about of the Management Plan

04-06.2005

7.Meeting of the Russian participants of the Water Management Forum of the
Vistula Lagoon, presentation of the Management Plan and discussion

09.2005

8.Elaboration of the web-site of Department of Federal Supervision Service for
Natural Use (Rosprirodnadzor) for the Kaliningrad Oblast, placing on site of the
materials about the Management Plan for discussion

09-10.2005

10.Meeting of the Russian-Polish participants of the Water Management Forum of
the Vistula Lagoon

10-11.2005

3.5.5 How was the participation plan
implemented?
In general, the implementation of the participation
plan was carried out as follows:
* The plan was evaluated at a series of meetings
with a key stakeholders, including of authorities
of federal, regional and municipal level,
* It was informed about to the public organizations,
associations, union, representatives of local indus
try, power plants and waste management in a
number of ways - formal and informal,
* Concerning of the results implementation the
BERNET - CATCH and TACIS CBC SPF “Integrated
management of the Vistula Lagoon catchment”
projects was informed the federal organization

Ministry of Natural Resources and Federal Supervision
Service for Natural Use,
* The Basic Description, the Program of Measures
and the draft of the Management Plan was presented and discussed with the stakeholders at
some meetings and through contacts,
* Informational material of the Management Plan
was presented on international workshops in the
Kaliningrad Region.
The Department of Federal Supervision Service for
Natural Use (Rosprirodnadzor) for the Kaliningrad
Oblast, MNR Russia is responsible for the implementation of the participation plan and coordination work
for the preparation of the Mamonovka River Management Plan.

"%2.%4 #!4#(

59

3 . REGIONAL CASE STUDIES

3.5.6 Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?
The Russian legislation and existing practice for the
public participation was followed. Almost all the laws
provide the public participation in the environmental
activities and in elaboration of the program for using
and protection of the natural resources. The EU-guidelines on Public Participation were used only for study.

3.5.7 Future public participation in the
pilot catchment
The current environmental and natural resource legislation in the Russian Federation provides for diﬀerent forms of public participation in the environmental
and natural resource management, par-ticularly water
resources. The legal basis for public participation in
the protection of water resources is provided in the
RF Constitution, the Law on Environmental Protection,
the Law on Ecological Expertise, the Water Code, the
Urban Construction Code, the Land Code, the Law on
Public Associations and some other legal acts. However, the system of public participation in the environment-related decision-making process in Russia is in
its early stage, and it is expected to develop.
The Mamonovka River Basin Management Plan was
prepared with the participation of stakeholders and
public in this process, under BERNET CATCH Project as
a case study.
Nevertheless, the experience of involving the stakeholder gained during the preparation of the Pilot Basin
Management Plan will be used for the elaboration of
other regional programs and plans of environment
protection and management. In addition, the information about public participation in this process will be
provided at the federal level.
The following activities are planned in the pilot catchment in the future:
* disseminating of the ﬁnal version of the Mamonovka River Basin Management Plan between the
stakeholders;
* integrating of the Pilot Basin Action Plan in diﬀerent regional and municipal environmental
programs and plans with the involvement of all the
stakeholders including the community;
* disseminating of the information about the participation of all the stakeholders in water management and a study of all the stakeholders prepared
during the project.

At present, it is the ﬁrst stage in Kaliningrad oblast
when the riverbasin principle of water management is
being implemented. In the Kaliningrad oblast, where
almost all its major river basins are of crossborder
importance, and the neighboring countries are fulﬁlling the RU Water Framework Directive, it should be
reasonable to apply the riverbasin principle of water
management and elaborate a common approach to
environmental objectives for the crossborder water
bodies including the involvement of all the stakeholders.
With this objective in mind, for the Vistula Lagoon
water catchment area a Vistula Lagoon Water Forum
will be initiated in order to unite the state water management institutions which will engage research and
social organization in their work.

3.5.8 Evaluation of the process
Environmental problems are addressed in the most
eﬃcient way by involving all the stakeholders including the federal and regional authorities, the local selfgovernment authorities, users of natural resources,
social organizations and citizens. At the same time, it is
essential to develop and encourage public awareness
with the active dissemination of environmental information. During the preparation of the Mamonovka
River Basin Plan, the working group made conclusions concerning the involvement of stakeholders and
public in the process as follows.
The Russian law makes no provision for river basin
plans and intensive engagement of all the stakeholders in their preparation, review and update. It was the
ﬁrst time that the BERNET working group implemented
such a task. Thus, it is possible to make the conclusion
that for the eﬃcient water management it should be
necessary and possible to engage the public at the
stage of preparation of water management initiatives
and plans, and at the implementation stage.
In the RF quite a great number of diﬀerent federal,
regional and local organizations are engaged in dealing with the environmental and water management
problems, therefore at the ﬁrst stage of public participation, it is important to reasonably identify all the
stakeholders and target groups to be involved in the
preparation of a Management Plan. This requires considering the legal and regulative framework, to know
the structure of public authorities and determine the
interested organizations at both regional and local
levels.
At the initial stage, during the preparation of the
River Basin Basic Description, it is necessary to involve
all the stakeholders including the public because
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having maximum initial information will be crucial
for the preparation of the basic analysis, as well as the
review of human impact and economic assessment of
water use.
In order for the water managers to prepare a program of measures, it should be reasonable to initiate
a discussion of environmental problems in the river
basin, identify environmental priorities for the basin
and economic possibilities for their implementation
by conducting working meetings and seminars with
the participation of civil society.
In the pilot river basin there are diﬀerent regional
departments of the federal authorities, the regional
authorities, the local self-government authorities,
nature users, scientiﬁc and social organizations dealing with the issues of environmental protection and
sustainable use of water resources. For the eﬃcient
settlement of environmental problems and aims,
development and implementation of the river basin
management plans, it is required to establish the coordination units with the participation of all the stakeholders.
In order to engage the public in the river basin management it is possible to apply diﬀerent methods of
public awareness, e.g. providing information about
the environmental status in the river basin, dissemination of information on the management plan. The
most eﬀective ways of public participation taken
during the preparation of the PRB management plan
are seminars, working meetings, round tables, public
consultations, as well as personal meetings between
the project members and representative of the local
authorities, scientiﬁc, educational and social organizations and inhabitants. However, it should be taken into
account that for the intensive work in this direction
there should be a suﬃcient number of qualiﬁed staﬀ
and funds.
The experience and knowledge acquired under the
project can be used for the preparation of management plans in other river basins.
The database of interested organizations established under the project and assessment of their water
management activities should be regularly updated in
the future.
As a result of identiﬁcation and analysis of all the
stakeholders, identiﬁed were diﬀerent groups, organizations and departments with their speciﬁc tasks and
interests which are involved in water relations and
water management to some extent or another. For
each of this group, diﬀerent forms and tools should be
used for the information and engagement in management. The information presented for discussion should
be adapted to a speciﬁc target group on the basis of
the tasks of this group. For example, the engagement

of the public and the inhabitants requires an easy-tounderstand description of the river basin, environmental issues and lines of attack on the problems where
they can make their contribution.
The Internet provides a relatively easy, cheap and
extensible access to the information concerning management plans. However, in order to achieve any speciﬁc targets in diﬀerent stakeholder groups, the more
eﬀective forms of public participation in the preparation of management plans are working meetings,
seminars and round tables, which can provide for the
exchange of opinions, discussion of acute problems
and ﬁnding common solutions.
In accordance with the Russian legislation, the draft
planning programs for environmental manage-ment
shall be subject to the state environmental expertise
involving experts prior to their adoption and implementation. In addition, citizens, social organizations
and local self-government authorities can initiate the
social environmental expertise.
During the preparation of management plans for
the cross-border river basins it should be reason-able
to involve the stakeholders from the national, regional
and local levels of the near-border countries.
Despite the diﬀerences between the Russian and
EU water legislation, it is possible to develop the integrated water management plans in the Vistula Lagoon
water catchment area with the involve-ment of the
Russian and Polish stakeholders.
In order to promote fruitful co-operation in the ﬁeld
of sustainable cross-border water management it is
necessary to develop the formal mechanisms and tools
for such co-operation. The ﬁnal Russian-Polish meeting under the Tacis “Integrated Management of Vistula
Lagoon Catchment” Project (end of November 2005)
demonstrated that both sides are mutually interested
to expand cross-border co-operation in the area of
integrated water management in the Vistula Lagoon
catchment and expressed their appreciation of the
sustainable water use. At the meeting it was decided
to establish a water forum for Vistula Lagoon management with the involvement of the Russian and Polish
stakeholders as a form of cross-border co-operation in
the ﬁled of water management.
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Table 20. Conclusions of the public participation in the Kaliningrad Oblast case study.

Identiﬁcation

Additional conclusions

- At the ﬁrst stage of the public participation process, it is important to reasonably identify all the stakeholders and target groups
to be involved in the preparation of a Management Plan.
- It is necessary to consider the legal and regulative framework, to
know the structure of public authorities and determine the interested organizations at both regional and local levels. The database of stakeholders established under the project should be
regularly updated in the future.

- For the cross-border river basins it should be reasonable regional and local levels of the near-border countries.
- For the eﬃcient water management it should be necessary and possible to engage the public at the stage
of preparation of water management initiatives and
plans, and at the implementation stage.
- The experience and knowledge about the public
participant acquired under the project can be used for
the preparation of management plans in other river
basins.

Networking
- At the initial stage, during the preparation of the Basic Description,
it is important to involve all the stakeholders including the public.
- Before water managers start preparing the program of measures,
there should be a broad discussion of environmental problems
and aims with stakeholders.
- In order to engage the public in the water management and
planning process it is possible to apply diﬀerent methods. The most
eﬀective ways of public participation are seminars, working
meetings, round tables, public consultations, as well as personal
meetings.
- For each of the stakeholder groups, diﬀerent forms and tools for
the information and engagement should be used during the
public participation process.

- The public participation process needs a suﬃcient
number of special staﬀ and funds.
- It is required to establish the co-ordination units
with the participation of the key stakeholders for a
successful public participation process.

Acceptance
- The decision-making should strive to ﬁnd a compromise between the environmental, economic and social interests of all the
stakeholders within the limits of the existing legislation.
- The environmental goals and objectives should be feasible in
terms of time and ﬁnancial capacity.
- In the future, it may be diﬃcult to implement the program
of measures without taking into account the opinion of all the
stakeholders and the public during the preparation of a management plan.
- The state environmental expertise and social environmental expertise are the essential tools when obtaining the acceptance.

Liisa Maria Rautio
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3.6 Case study, Pasleka River,
Poland
3.6.1 Introduction to the catchment
The total length of the Pasleka river is 169 km and the
area of river basin is 2,294.5 km2. It springs from the
Pasleka lake located in the western part of the Masurian
region at the altitude of 157 m. There are two main
right-side tributaries: Walsza river and Drweca Warminska river. The river mouth is located in the middle of
the Vistula Lagoon southern coast. The population of
the Pasleka river basin is some 78,000 inhabitants. The
biggest town in the basin is Braniewo (18,900 inhabitants), then Orneta (9 700 inhabitants) and Olsztynek
(7,800 inhabitants). Nearly 40-50 % of the population
in the river Pasleka catchment is not connected to any
sewage system. Most of the farms using the community water supply system have no sewage system.

Figure 26.
Forest in Pasleka river basin.

Most of the catchment is covered by arable land and
forest (see Figure 27). Some 55 % of the total area is
used for agricultural purposes, 31 % for forest and 14
% for other purposes. Grassland and forest dominate
in the southern part of the catchment. The southern
part of the basin is covered to 80 % by forest located
on sand formations. Approximately 29 % of the agricultural area is characterized as grassland, whereas 71
% is arable land. (see Figure 26)

Figure 27.
Land cover in Pasleka river basin.
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Main environmental problems in the area:
* Lack of sewerage systems in rural area,
* Lack of waste water treatment plants and need
to modernize the existing treatment plants,
* Lack of manure pits and slurry tank in farms.
Point source polluters:
* Waste Water Treatment Plants - 37 wastewater
treatment plants discharging either directly to
the river Pasleka or to other rivers or channels
connected to the river Pasleka.
* Scattered rural houses – no sewerage systems.
* Farms with no manure storage facilities or tanks
- most of the farms in the catchment are not
equipped with manure pits or urine or slurry
tanks.

There is no heavy or paper industry in the area. The
only industrial activities are food production and farming. There is a high diﬀerentiation of used mineral fertilizers by farms in the catchment. Average use of NPK
is about 110 kg/ha of agricultural land including some
60 kg nitrogen. Mineral fertilizers are mainly used for
cereal and industrial scale crops. The present animal
density calculated as Animal Unit per 1 ha of agricultural land (of 500 kg) is about 0.33 animal units/ha.

Table 21. The nutrient load in the Pasleka basin
(Now 1999- Oct 2000).

Total load
Point sources
Retention
Diﬀuse load

Total Nitrogen
tons
mg/l
1,878
3.08
161
0.26
250
0.41
1967
3.23

Total phosphorus
tons
mg/l
94
0.15
27
0.04
2
0.00
69
0.11

In the river Pasleka basin there are totally 55 surface
water bodies (41 river stretches and 14 lakes) of which
one lake is at risk and 9 potentially at risk not achieving
a good ecological status by 2015. The number for river
stretches potentially at risk is also 9.

3.6.2 Legislation and background
The Water Framework Directive has been implemented
in the new Polish Water Law of 18 July 2001 that came
into force on 1 January 2002. Poland was divided into
two river basin districts – Vistula (194,223 km2) and
Oder (118,462 km2) - both international ones. (See
Figure 28). Recently a new amendment to the law has
established 8 small parts of other transnational river
basins Dniestr, Danube, Jarft, Łaba (Elbe), Niemen
(Nemunas), Pregola, Swieza and Ücker.

Figure 28.
River Basin Districts in Poland.
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According to the Polish Law the Ministry of Environment is the responsible authority in the River Basin
District. Seven Regional Water Management Boards
are supporting the Minister of Environment. (Figure
29)

Figure 29.
Regional water authorities in Poland.

In order to reach the targeted good ecological quality of all water bodies the Member states are obliged
by the WFD to develop river basin management plans.
Each plan should contain - except for the basic characteristics of the river basin districts - a summary of the
public information and consultation measures taken,
their results and the changes to the plan made as a
consequence (Art. 14 of the WFD). This means that the
public involvement is very important in the elaboration of the plans. Therefore Poland introduced in April
2004 a regulation to art. 121 of its Water Law about the
Water District Plan where the above mentioned public
information and involvement is contained to fully
comply with this item of the WFD.
Both the WFD and the Polish Water Law state that
the state shall encourage the active involvement and
ensure the information supply and the gathering of
comments during consultation. Nevertheless, it does
not precise nor recommend any ideas or measures
in order to approach a proper public interaction. The
Member states’ duty is to inform and enable comments. With regard to the fact that the ﬁrst oﬃcial
information on the river basin plan’s development
should be introduced to the public by December 2006
at the latest, Poland has started oﬃcial actions at the
national level.
A public participation strategy was prepared by the
Ministry of Environment. According to it, public partic-

ipation will be organized on two levels: national and
regional. On the level of the Ministry of Environment
a special group for public participation was created.
This group is responsible for coordination and organization of the public participation process, preparation
of all relevant information, newsletter, brochures, contact with media and the Internet page. On the Basin
District level a National Water Forum will be organized
twice a year - a new public body to enhance the dialogue between diﬀerent organizations and institutions
dealing with water and administration responsible for
the WFD implementation and having an impact on
strategic water management issues. On the regional
level 7 Regional Boards of Water Management are
actually preparing a special structure to inform and
organize public participation. An Internet page containing information on the Water Framework Directive
has already been prepared by the Water Management
Oﬃce.
In accordance with the national Water Law Act there
were created:
* A National Water Management Council
* 7 Regional Water Management Councils on
basin district level. Each Council consists of 30
members proposed by regional administration,
farmers’ organizations, ﬁshery and ecological
organizations, NGOs and water users.
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The members are recommended by the Director of
each Water Board and nominated by a Minister of Environment for the period of 4 years. The Water Boards
are responsible for the organization of the Council’s
meetings. The Council’s role is to provide advice and
opinion in the water region es-pecially on water management plans, ﬂood protection plans, and investment in water sector.
In the Vistula downstream water region, (including the
Pasleka River Basin) there is also a Regional Water Management Council, it gathers about once a month and is
formed by representatives of:
* Self-government (municipalities, counties),
* Ecological organizations,
* Industry
* Navigation organizations.

Vincent Westberg

3.6.3 Who are the stakeholders?
Stakeholders involved in the preparation of the Water
Management Plan for the Pasleka River were analyzed
(January-February 2004) based on: Guidance of public
participation in Relation to the WFD, experience from
other projects with open planning process, the book
titled ”How to involve the public in the implementation of the Water Framework Directive in Poland”
made by the Polish WWF (based on the CIS guidance
on Public Participation).

Bogdan Wiszowaty

Vincent Westberg
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After identifying the stakeholders, they were
divided into experts, decision-makers, users, implementers according to their possibility and their kind
of involvement in preparing the plan. The most difﬁcult and more subjective task was to categorize
them according to their involvement – co-operation,
co-thinking, co-knowing. Discussion and exchange of
opinions helped clarify problematic points. The list of
stakeholders was divided into diﬀerent categories see
Table 22.

At the beginning of the project all the above listed
stakeholders were taken into consideration. Preparing the participation plan and the Vistula Lagoon
Water Forum it was decided to invite and work especially with the stakeholders from the regional and local
level. The “main stakeholders” in this project were the
municipalities, counties, agriculture chamber, angling
association, tourism NGO. The core actor is the Water
Management Board.

Table 22. Stakeholder analysis in the Polish
case study.

"%2.%4 #!4#(

67

3 . REGIONAL CASE STUDIES

basin area by project team members – inter-nal
workshop.
*

Delivering a draft of the characteristics of
the basin to all interested stakeholders – back
ground documents and information available
upon request.

3.6.5 How was the participation plan
implemented?

Vincent Westberg

3.6.4 Plans for involving the stakeholders
The plan was prepared in May 2004. Public participation could be organized as follows:
*
-

*
-

*

Starting phase:
preparation of a newsletter to the stakehold
ers with information about the planned
river basin management plan, its aims and the
roles of stakeholders in the process; in that way
stakeholders are made interested in water
issues in the region and awareness of water
problems is raised.
Gathering of all data and information about the
Pasleka River Basin and its management
preparation of a questionnaire about the situation of water management in the region;
gathered information will be used to assess the
actual problems existing in the basin according
to the inhabitants; it gives an opportunity to the
stakeholders to express their opinion and raise
proposals,
gathering and analysis of answers by participation team members,
presentation to the members of means for
classiﬁcation and water management planning,
presentation of the results of the questionnaire
to all interested stakeholders,
workshop with discussion and exchanging of
opinions and comments.
Analysis of the collected information about the

The basic description was prepared by the Bernet
project (January-June 2004). That document and the
Final Report were presented on the website of the
water authority (RZGW) in autumn 2005. The Program
of Measures prepared by WP2 (June 2004–May 2005)
was presented to the public during the Vistula Lagoon
Water Forum in May 2005. Stakeholders had the possibility to react or comment on the Program and contact the project team. The action plan prepared for
the public involvement in Pasleka basin was not introduced in the form presented above. The reason for that
is that Poland as a partner in the Bernet Catch project
has diﬀerent objectives and less ﬁnancial resources for
this kind of actions.
The regional Board of Water Management in Gdansk,
(the water authority in the region of Lower Vistula) the Polish partner, is taking part in the Polish-Russian
project titled “Integrated Manage-ment of the Vistula
Lagoon Catchment”. This bilateral project, ﬁnanced by
TACIS program, is co-ordinated with the Bernet Catch.
The components of this project include the following
activities:
* Classiﬁcation and assessment of all water bodies in the Vistula Lagoon catchment,
* Preparation of a basic document for the Future
Water District Plan for the Vistula Lagoon Catchment,
* A ﬁnal Conference on “Integrated Management
of Vistula Lagoon Catchment”.
The three activities correspond to the ones of the
Bernet project and allow a strong co-ordination. Public
involvement in the project consisted mainly of organization of a Final Conference - a regional Vistula Lagoon
Water Forum in May 2005.
All the stakeholders identiﬁed in the basin were
invited to the conference that took place in the County
of Braniewo. During the meeting stakeholders were
informed about:
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* The Water Frame Directive and implementation
in Polish Law,
* The Water Management Plan and its implications,
* The timetable for public information and consultation issuing from the WFD.
* The Bernet Catch and TACIS projects and
Program of measures were also presented.
The ﬁnal report of the project is available on the web
page of Regional Board of the Water Management
from autumn 2005. Public participation in the project
is ensured by information placed on the web site of
the Regional Board of Water Management (www.
rzgw.gda.pl) in both Polish and English. The aim of
the conference was also to inform and encourage all
the stakeholders from the region to form an informal
Water Forum that will be interested in the water management plan for Vistula river.

3.6.6 Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?
The guidelines were useful but it was impossible to
follow them strictly. One of the most diﬃcult and more
subjective tasks was to categorize the stakeholders
according to their involvement. When organizing the
ﬁnal conference only the stakeholders attached closely
to the basin were invited. This was not a method recommended in the guidelines, but it was practical in
the actual case. The participation plan has not been
introduced due to reasons mentioned previously.

3.6.7 Future public participation in the
pilot catchment

zation of regional Water Forum of Vistula Lagoon Basin
– an informal group of stakeholders with the aim of
inﬂuencing the water management plan for Vistula
River Basin.

3.6.8 Evaluation of the process
Public participation is certainly a very important element of the preparation of the water management
plan. What was observed during the project is the
fact that in order to have a real active participation we
need resources, staﬀ and time. Clear objectives and
goals set from the beginning of the projects avoid disappointments and misunderstandings.
Public participation in the Pasleka river was a new
approach to the water management issue. Al-though,
due to diﬀerent reasons, there was not such an active
participation a great deal of experience was gained.
Very interesting was the possibility to see how the
public is involved in diﬀerent Baltic Regions. Working
with already existing groups or bodies in the catchment makes cooperation easier and accelerates the
process. The organization of the Vistula Lagoon Water
Forum was an opportunity to create an informal stakeholder body to be able to inﬂuence the Water Management Planning.
Table 23. Conclusions of public participation in the Polish
case study.

Identiﬁcation
- problems with division of stakeholders according to their
role in the planning process
- the number of stakeholders is ﬂexible and may vary from
the number set at the beginning of the project

Networking
The process of the EU Water Framework Directive
implementation into the Polish Water Law has already
advanced to such a state that the basis for the public
participation in the process of river basin district plan
development is secured. Therefore the responsible
authority – The Ministry of Environment has prepared
the strategy for public participation. According to it
guidelines and rules the public will be informed and
will have an impact on water issues.
The action plan prepared during that project for
the Pasleka sub-basin can be very useful. A part of the
task has already been done - at present experts have
already gathered information about the par-ticipants,
made the stakeholder analysis and prepared the Vistula Lagoon Water Forum.
An undoubted result of the project was the organi-

- stakeholders should be involved from the very early stage
- working with already existing groups or body makes it
easier
- small meetings and workshops help to gain conﬁdence

Acceptance
- the goals of the project and the possible inﬂuence of the
stakeholders should be clear
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3.7 Case study, River Stensån,
Sweden
3.7.1 Introduction to the catchment
The River Stensån Basin surrounds an area of approximately 284 km2 (Fig. 30). The basin stretches some 33
km from the coast and has an average breadth of 8 km.
The lower section of the basin be-longs to the coastal
plain. The topography is dominated by the immediate
transition to the ridge Hallandsås in the south. Land
use in the River Stensån Basin is dominated by forest
which accounts for 46 %. Farmland accounts for 26 %
with remaining lands 26 % and urban areas 1.8 %.
The population numbers 6,500 of which a slight
majority live in urban areas. This equals a population
density of 23 persons per km2. Båstad is the largest
town situated near the mouth of the river. Land use
statistics and discharge data have been used to compile the source apportionment in table 24.

Johan Hamringe

Figure 30.
Location and water bodies of River Stensån.
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Source (tons/yr)

Total

Forest
Arable land
Pasture
Osther land use
Wastewater
treatment plant
Deposition on lakes
Private wastewater
system in sparsely
populated areas
Storm water
Industries
Total

65.6
271.6
9.0
34.5

Nitrogen
Background
Anthroprogenic
32.8
37.0
6.5
14.5

Total

Phosphorus
Background
Anthropogenic

32.8
234.6
2.5
20.0

1.3
4.4
0.1
0.6

15
3.0

15
3.0

0.4

0.4

11
2.5
0
412.2

11
2.5
0
321.4

2.1
0
0
8.9

2.1
0
0
6.2

90.8

Some parts of the catchment have been severely
aﬀected by acid deposition and liming started in
1985. Enhanced nutrient concentrations are found in
the coastal area, dominated by intensive agriculture.
Since there are no lakes in this area, eutrophication is
primarily limited to the receiving coastal water, but
leaching of nitrate has also led to increased nitrate
concentrations in groundwater, causing problems for
public waterworks and private wells.
In general, it will be diﬃcult to fulﬁll the environmental objectives until year 2015. Partly this is
depending on how the water bodies are chosen. For
example, regarding acidiﬁcation, the current measures are enough to meet the targets set in the liming
program. However, liming only comprises the largest

1.3
0.7
0.1
0.6

2.7

0
3.7
0
0

Table 24.
Sources of nitrogen
and phosphorus divided on background
and anthropogenic
loading in River Stensån.

lakes, and the main salmon streams. Many small lakes
and streams, which are not part of the program, are
thus left acidiﬁed. Although there are indications of
decreasing nitrogen concentrations in streams dominated by agriculture, the overall trend does not show
a reduced nitrogen supply to the coastal water.
Combined with data on the development of macro
fauna and oxygen conditions in the bay, this implies
that the objectives for the Laholm Bay will be very
hard to achieve. One experience from this part of the
project is that there is a lack of lots of data for this type
of small river basins. This is partly due to insuﬃcient
monitoring, and partly to the fact that basic information is spread on diﬀerent authorities, and thus diﬃcult to obtain.

Figure 31.
Nutrients, Secchi depth and
oxygen at two stations in the
Laholm Bay in relation to the
suggested status classiﬁcation. (Mean values 2001-03.)
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3.7.2 Legislation and background

3.7.3 Who are the stakeholders?

In Sweden, the Water Framework Directive has been
implemented in the 5th chapter of the Envi-ronmental Code (EC). According to the 5:10 § EC Sweden is
divided into ﬁve districts. One County Administrative
Board in each district is appointed as a water authority.
In a related statute about management of water quality (SFS 2004:660) you will ﬁnd the provisions concerning the water authorities and the procedure for water
planning and management.
In the statute, it is stated about public information
and consultation as in article 14 of the WFD including:
A timetable and work program for the plan and
statement of the consultation measures to be taken at
least three years before the period to which the plan
refers, an interim overview of the signiﬁcant water
management issues at least two years before, draft
copies of the River Basin Management Plan at least
one year before and at least six months for comments
on the proposal from other authorities, municipalities,
the public and all other parties by announcement in
regional papers and by presenting the documents at
the county administration, the water authorities and
the municipalities.
After the sixmonth period for comments the water
authority shall make a compilation of the com-ments,
and when the River Basin Management Plan is decided,
it shall announce the decision in the regional papers.
The consultation process for programs of measures follows the same scheme. To sum up the statute is word
by word an incorporation of article 14 about public
participation into the Swedish legislation. The government has delegated to the Swedish Environment Protection Agency and the Swedish Geological Survey to
issue additional rules concerning the implementation
of the WFD. The statutes are at present in preparation
and they are primarily intended to regulate the characterization of water bodies, reference conditions and
environmental goals.
The Swedish legislation concerning planning and
building and the rules decided decades ago for
involvement of all interested parties have very close
similarities to the public participation process according to the WFD. The core actors and the stakeholders
will meet an implementation process, which they are
used to from the physical planning.

In the River Stensån catchment there was no advisory board, working group or water management
committee. The public participation in water management has to start from scratch. Three core actors
and 17 other stakeholders have been identiﬁed. The
core actors are deﬁned as authorities on regional
or national level with legislative competence in the
implementation process of the Water Framework
Directive (WFD). Other stakeholders can be involved
in the implementation process in relation to their
inﬂuence on the water bodies – active involvement,
consultation or information receiver.

Vincent Westberg

Vincent Westberg
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Table 25. Core actors and stakeholders in River Stensån catchment.

Core actors and stakeholders

Interests

2 County Adm/Government
3 municipalities

Sustainable environment, Good water status, Salmon reproduction, Public water wells
Waste water discharge, Good environment for the people

Agriculture

Discharge of drainage water
Abstraction of irrigation water

Forestry

Discharge of water Irrigation of plant nursery

Industry

Discharge of sewage water

Hydroelectric power production

Power production and ﬂow regulation

Scattered houses

Waste water discharge
Good status of drinking water

Sports ﬁshing
Tourism

Good water quality for salmon and trout
Traps along the river Wild life experiences
Accommodation and tourist service
Nature and culture conservation and wetland restoration
Ecological studies, Identiﬁcation of e.g. red
listed species

Nature conservation and local history associations
Research institutions

3.7.4 Plans for involving the stakeholders
In spring 2004 a participation plan was prepared for
the Water District Management planning. When the
plan was being prepared the legislation governing the
implementation of the WFD was unclear and under
preparation. The plan is presented in table 26.

Activity

Date

Identiﬁcation of stakeholders by name and address.

April 04

Preparation of questionnaire to the diﬀerent stakeholders.

May 04

Evaluation of the answers of the questionnaire.

June 04

International cooperation about the management plan.

Aug 04

Meeting with the stakeholders where the results of the questionnaire will
be presented, the status of Stensån and the environmental objectives of the
river basin management plan.

Oct 04

Identiﬁcation of obstacles and the key problems in the protection and restoration of surface and ground water in Stensån catchment.

Jan 05

Invitation of the stakeholders to participate in the implementation process
of the WFD and to appoint representatives to a provisional co-operative body
for the WFD.

Feb 05

Remittance of the ﬁrst draft of the management plan and a plan for the
public participation and co-operation in the implementation of the WFD.

Feb 05

Table 26. Plan for public
participation in River Stensån in Sweden
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3.7.5. How was the participation plan
implemented?
It was not possible to follow the implementation of
the participation plan because of the very late implementation of the WFD in the Swedish Environmental
Code. There are yet no additional rules concerning the
implementation issued by the Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency and Swedish Geological Survey.
This means that the information related to the WFD
had to be postponed compared to the timetable in the
participation plan.
The ﬁrst contact with the diﬀerent participating
actors was taken through a questionnaire with the
view to getting to know how the stakeholders experience the water status before any basic description or
characterization has been made. Another purpose was
to introduce the BERNET-project and the implementation of the WFD to the public in the catchment.

Table 26. Activities in the public participation plan in River Stensån in Sweden.

Objects and activities

Results

Date

Questionnaire to the stakeholders. To form
an opinion on the stakeholders attitudes to
water management

In general the stakeholders agreed on the
current status and the basic description. 75
% of the stakeholders answered.

Spring 04

1st meeting
Presentation of the basic description and
the results of the questionnaire

Good participation of the stakeholders
except forestry and infrastructure. The need
of land drainage and cleansing of certain
water bodies must be taken in account.

Nov 04

2nd meeting
Presentation of environmental goals. Participation from the Water Authority

Some of the participating stakeholders did
not agree on the classiﬁcation of the water
status.
The stakeholders were not ready to appoint
representatives to a co-operation body

May 05

3rd meeting
Presentation of the measure programme
Networking and agreements

Lots of comments to the programme and
the forthcoming participation process. Request for a national/regional BERNET-conference to get a deeper understanding of
the key problems in the water management

Nov 05

BERNET CATCH-conference
Invitation of stakeholders from both local
and central level and the Water Authorities

Comparison of the public participation
process in Stensån catchment with the
other BERNET regions

May 06

Handing over the report to the Water Authority for further dealing

Jun 06
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE STAKEHOLDERS OF RIVER
STENSÅN
Ranking list by representatives from
Gov. & mun.Agriculture
Nature & cult.
All together

A short questionnaire was sent out by post in May 2004
to 38 representatives of stakeholders in the River Stensån catchment. 74 percent answered the questions. The
answers were distributed on the following categories:
-

Core actors from county administrations and municipalities
Representatives for agriculture
Representatives for outdoor life and nature and
cultural interests
Operators with inﬂuence on the water status
Citizens in the catchment

Measures in agriculture
1.0
3.2
1.4
2.6
Measures for scattered houses
3.0
3.0
3.4
2.6

The stakeholders generally consider that they are well
informed about the water status of River Stensån and
there is no great diﬀerence between the diﬀerent categories. In general the stakeholders also have a positive
perception of the competence of the core actors.
The experience of the water status diﬀers a lot. More
than 80 percent of the stakeholders agree that the water
status of the Laholm Bay is bad or moderate. The problems with lakes and streams are much less. Measures in
agriculture, especially catch crops and buﬀer strips are
considered to be the most eﬀective both against eutrophication and other pollutants. But there is a diﬀerence between representatives for agriculture and the
core actors from state and municipalities. The farmers
depend more on measures in sewage treatment plants
than in agriculture while the county administration and
municipalities consider measures in agriculture as the
most eﬀective ones. When it comes to environmental
aid the farmers are willing to rank catch crops and riparian strips as the most eﬀective measure against eutrophication.
Question: What types of measures are the most eﬀective River Stensån and the Laholm Bay? (1 to 5. Best eﬀect
by no 1 and so on.)

An extensive information session intended for all
interest groups and stakeholders was held at the
beginning of November 2004. The participants represented around 20 separate organizations. At this
meeting the Article 5 report was presented and the
participants’ opinions were collected. The participants
were grouped into dialogue groups to develop their
opinion within their responsibility/ interest areas. The
dialogue groups stressed some other points at the
meeting. The matter of drain-age of arable land and
maintenance of the waterways was given priority as
well as measures against acidiﬁcation even in small
streams. Restoration of a large wetland close to the
river mouth was dis-cussed. Directly after the session
a 6-page summary of the article 5 report was sent out
for written comments, but no answers were received.
Each group in the ﬁrst session presented a proposal
for the constitution of a cooperation group for river

Measures in sewage treatment plants
4.3
2.2
3.0
2.5
Wetland restoration
4.0
2.6
3.0
3.4
Measures in forestry
2.7
4.0
3.0
3.5
1

3

5

Stensån. The constitution was similar from all groups:
*
*
*
*
*

County administration
Municipalities
Agriculture
River maintenance org.
Fishing

1 member
2 member
2 member
1 member
1 member

On May 3rd 2005 a second session was held with a
good representation of both core actors and stakeholders. A short summary of the decisions of the last
meeting was given and a completing of the characterization of the lakes and streams in the catchment.
A ﬁrst draft of the program of measure was presented
resulting in many questions from the stakeholders.
Representatives from the Western District Water
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Authority gave an introduction to the implementation
of the WFD focusing on article 14 about Public information and consultation. Formation of a co-operation
group was proposed, but the stakeholders wanted to
have an extra meeting with possibilities to analyze the
measure program more carefully within the interested
parties and to establish a co-operation group for the
coming public participation process.
After the two meetings a stakeholder analysis was
made and the compiled results are shown in table 27.

3.7.6 Were the EU guidelines and the
participation plan used?
The EU guidelines were followed in general, but we did
not manage to group the core actors and stakeholders
into the three categories: co-knowing, -thinking and
–operating. To divide the stakeholders into “experts,
decision maker, user and implementer” did not ﬁt the
pilot catchment. The actors can often belong to more
than one group

In the problem and cause analysis some blind spots
were detected. The property owners and representatives for sport ﬁshing pointed out the problems with
ﬂooding and sedimentation and the need for more
emphasis on maintenance of the riverbanks and the
drainage systems.

3.7.7 Future public participation in the
pilot catchment
Next step in the public participation process was a
meeting on November 8th 2005 focusing on practical
and economic prerequisites to implement the proposed measures. In connection to the meeting a working group was supposed to be established. A summary
of the 15 pages was distrib-uted for comments at the
meeting.
Stakeholders representing the municipalities,
nature preservation (Nature 2000) farmers and sports
ﬁshing participated in the meeting. The farmers
stressed the importance of a clear basic description.
The water status has improved a lot by the basic measures already taken, but the decreasing nutrient load is
left without comments in the report. It is important to

Table 27.
Stakeholder analysis in the Swedish
case study.

Johan Hamringe
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remember that there is a time lag between implementation of a measure program and the results registered
in the monitoring program. Such time lag for improvement should be taken into account when measures
are decided for achieving a good status. Programs of
measures must also include the resources and means
for realization to be reliable.
Representatives for sports ﬁshing, outdoor life and
nature pointed out the need of a high biodiversity and
good ecological status of water. Good water quality of
both surface and ground water will also contribute to
a positive development of the area. Representatives
for the municipalities and the county administration
focused on the atmospheric deposition as an important nitrogen source for both acidiﬁcation and nitrogen transport. Together with the farmers they asked
for clear description of the present situation of water
status. All groups giving comments to the report
wanted to post-pone the appointment of an advisory
board for River Stensån.

Vincent Westberg

3.7.8 Evaluation of the process
The conclusions of the Swedish case study are presented in table 28.
Table 28.
Conclusions of public participation in the Swedish
case study.

Identiﬁcation
- The public participation process takes time. Most of the stakeholders
are “slow starters” and there is a need of a warming up period to get the
public involved. On the other hand it is good to be aware of the risk of
“public participation burn out”
- The process of public participation gives a broader view of water management

Additional conclusions
- The Public participation process in the pilot case was
precarious especially as methods for typology of water are not cleary deﬁned.
For progress in public participation the stakeholders
need to feel that the objectives are realistic and
possible to reach.

Networking
- The message in the process must be addressed to both brain and heart.
To get a deeper understanding and motivation the stakeholders can be
invited to e.g. excursions and ﬁeld studies
- The public participation process will fail if there is no possibility to
inﬂuence the program of measures. If you want people to take responsibility you have to transfer the responsibility.

Acceptance
- In order to get acceptance the public participation process must
justify the stakeholders to be aware of their inﬂuence and responsibility
in the process.

Johan Hamringe
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2. Public participation in water management planning
(author: Vincen Westberg, West Finland Regional Environment Centre)

Comparison of the case studies

4.1 The Pilot Catchments
The land use varies considerably in the pilot catchments as seen in ﬁgure 32. The share of arable land
is characterised as major in the pilot catchments of
Germany and Denmark, and as mediocre in the pilot
catchments of Estonia, Sweden and Finland (Table
29). Correspondingly, the share of forests and bogs is
major in the pilot catchments of Finland, Sweden and
Estonia, and minor in Denmark and Germany.

Figure 32.
The Bernet Partners and
the Pilot River Catchments.
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Table 29.
The share of arable land and the share of forests and bogs in the Pilot Catchments.
Pilot Catchment

The Share of arable and

Pilot Catchment

The share of forest and bogs

Schwentine, GER

80 %

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

72 %

Odense Fjord, DK

68 %

River Stensån, SWE

65 %

Momonovka, RUS

56 %

Viru Peipsi, EE

59 %

Pasleka, PL

55 %

Pasleka, PL

30 %

Viru Peipsi,EE

26 %

Mamonovka River, RUS

28 %

River Stensån, SWE

26 %

Odense Fjord, DK

10 %

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

25 %

Schwentine, GER

5%

Also the size of the catchment area and the density
of the population vary considerably between the
pilot areas. The largest of the pilot river catchments
is in Estonia (15,761 km²) whereas the smallest are
in Sweden (284 km²) and Russia (311 km², of which
124 km² is located in Russia and the remaining part
in Poland). The highest population density is found
in the pilot catchment of Germany (276 inhabitants/
km²) and the lowest in the pilot catchment of Finland
(20 inhabitants/km²).

Despite of these variances, the pilot river catchments also have factors in common. All regions have
problems with eutrophication and this is one of the
main environmental problems in all of the seven
case studies or pilot river catchments (Table 30). In
the majority of the cases eutrophication is caused
by intensive agriculture or other land use. However,
in Mamonovka (Russia) and Pasleka (Poland) catchments, the situation is caused by local point sources
such as waste water from enterprises and municipalities. Other environmental problems in the catchments are caused by acidiﬁcation (Finland, Sweden)
and morphological changes (Finland, Germany), and
ground water contamination (Denmark, Sweden).

Table 30. Main environmental problems and
their causes in the pilot cases.

Pilot catchment

Main environmental problems

Main causes

Viru Peipsi,
EE

eutrophication

waste water, agriculture

Odense, Fjord,
DK

eutrophication, ground water
countamination

agriculture

River Kyrönjoki,
FIN

acidiﬁcation, eutrophication,
morphology

agriculture, forestry, ﬂood control

Schwentine,
GER

morphology, eutrophication

agriculture, structures in water
courses

Pasleka, PL

eutrophication

agriculture, sewage system

Mamonovka River, RUS

eitrophication

waste water, sewage system

River Stensån
Laholm Bay, SWE

acidiﬁcation, eutrophication and
ground water contamination

agriculture, deposition
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4.2 Legislation and public participation
4.2.1 National legislation
The societal conditions in the countries in the Bernetproject diﬀer from each other in legal and historical
terms. All the six EU Member States (Estonia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Poland and Sweden) emphasize the implementation of a common water policy
through the Water Framework Directive (WFD). The
WFD (2000/60/EC) came into force by the end of 2000.
According to the WFD all surface waters and ground
waters locating on the area of the EU will be managed
by common principles. The aim is to reach a good ecological status for all water bodies by 2015. Kaliningrad
Oblast (Russia) is the only non-member of the EU in
the Bernet Catch and the WFD is not implemented in
the Russian Federation as such. However, transboundary water management has been and will be carried

Table 31. The adoption of the EU Water
Framework Directive
in the seven countries
participating in the
Bernet Catch project
(Russia is not a member of the EU).

Country

Frame law on
WFD adopted

Estonia

WFD included in other
legislation

out between Russia, Estonia and Poland, following
the general guidelines of the WFD.
The EU-member states in the Bernet-project have
changed their national legislation due to the WFD
during 2002 and 2004 (Table 31.). In some countries
the legislative change was put into practice with a
frame law (Denmark, Finland, Germany and Poland)
but in other countries the changes were included in
existing legislation (Estonia, Sweden). Besides the
frame laws e.g. in Denmark and Finland, some old
laws have been altered when the WFD was implemented in legislation. Establishment of river basin
districts required by the WFD has been implemented
by the statutes in the four countries (Estonia, Denmark, Finland and Germany) during 2003 and 2004.
These statutes included e.g. detailed regulation on
water management areas, water authorities and
cooperation councils. In Russia, the main legal act
about water resources management is Water Code of
the Russian Federation, adopted in 1995. The water
legislation is implemented on the basis of the sustainable development principles and a new Water
Code is under preparation and will be adopted in the
near future.

Statutes on Water Framework Directive

2002 in Water Act

River Basin Districts 2003
WMP for subdistricts

Denmark

2003

4 existing laws have been
altered 2003

River Basin Districts and Art5
2004

Finland

2004

3 existing laws have been
altered, 2004

River Basin Districts 2004

Germany/
SchleswigHolstein

2002

Schleswig-Holstein Water
Law 2003

Decree on implementation of WFD in Schl/Hol 2003

Poland

2002

Regulation on RBDP 2004

Russia

Water Code 1995, new
Water Code is under preparation

Sweden

2004
(part of Environmental code)

Management of Water Quality 2004
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4.2.2 Public participation in the national
legislation
According to Article 14, the objective of the Water
Framework Directive is to increase public involvement in the water management. All interested parties
are encouraged to participate actively in the planning process. In a majority of the Bernet countries the
public participation stated in the national legislation
in respect to the WFD is generally the same as in the
WFD Article 14. Only the national legislation in Finland
states the public participation more detailed than in
Article 14. By September 2005, three Bernet countries
had started their oﬃcial public participation (Table
32). The number of River Basin Districts varies from 3
in Estonia to 13 in Denmark. In Russia, there are no oﬃcial river basin districts.

Country

Number of River Basin Districts
(RBD:s)

Liisa Maria Rautio

Table 32. Public Participation according to national legislation
in the countries participating in
the Bernet Catch.

PP in law in respect to EU-directive

Has oﬃcial Public Participation (PP) started

Estonia

3

same

January 2002

Denmark *

13

same

not yet started

Finland

8

more comprehensive

June 2005

Germany/ **
SchleswigHolstein

9/3

same

2002

Poland

10

same

will start in 2006

Russia ***

-

-

-

Sweden

5

same

will start in 2006

* the number of River Basin Districts will change from
13 to 4 after 2007
** 9 River Basin Districts in Germany, 3 of them are
located in Schleswig-Holstein
*** PP stated in the national water legislation and law
on environmental protection
In Estonia, some positions of the WFD are directly
reﬂected in the Water Act. According to the Water Act,
the Ministry of the Environment is responsible for the
supervision of the preparation and implementation of
the water management plan as well as for the guide-

lines for preparing the water management plan. In
the guidance the public involvement has gained
quite little attention. It has been suggested to inform
the public by proposing discussion meetings. However, public participation is reﬂected by other laws
as the Public Information Act and the Building and
Planning Act.
According to the Danish legislation, the counties
(13) are the responsible regional authorities, and they
work under the Ministry of Environment and Energy.
In the national legislation public participation is suggested on the same level as in the Article 14 of the
WFD. In the Danish Pilot River Basin (Odense Fjord),
Fyn County has invited stakeholders to participate
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at earlier stages than is required in the legislation, and
three boards were invited for the public participation
process in Fyn. Public participation was partly carried
out following the EU Guidelines for public participation and mainly by following the practice used since
the mid 1970’s (Law on Regional Planning).
In Finland, the WFD has been implemented according to the Water Management Act and a related statute
about river basin districts. The Regional Environment
Centres (13) work under the Ministry of Environment,
and they must have at least one cooperation council
for water planning according to the Water Management Act. In the statute, the representatives and duties
of the co-operation councils are stated. Oﬃcially cooperation councils started their term in June 2005. In
the Bernet pilot case, the operation groups of stakeholders (advisory boards of river valley) were invited to
participate earlier and more broadly than is required in
the Finnish legislation regarding the WFD.
The German frame law was adopted in 2002. Each
federal state is responsible for the implementa-tion
of the WFD due to the Water Law. The federal states
have established a participation process of their own,
the form of Schleswig-Holstein is based on bottom up
approach. In addition, a state project organization for
the participation process regional groups in each Sub
River Basin has been established in 2002. There are
about 10 stakeholders in each working group lead by
a water board.
The new Polish water law came into force in 2002,
when preparing for the coming membership in the EU.
The Ministry of Environment is the responsible water
authority in the River Basin District according to the
law. Regional Water Management Boards (7) are supporting the Minister of Environment. Public participation will be organized on national and regional level.
Oﬃcial actions have started on national level in the
beginning of 2005, but the ﬁrst oﬃcial information on
the river basin plans development will be introduced
to the public in 2006. The public participation strategy
is ready on a national level, and the regional level is still
under discussion.
In Russia, public participation in water planning is
stated in national water legislation and in the law of
environmental protection. The public environmental
control has become more common in recent years due
to the international legal documents, and the activities
and forms of public participation are under development. According to the national law, the public environmental control may be exercised directly e.g. in the
form of public hearings, referendums, complaints and
courts, and also indirectly in the forms of expression of

public opinion in protest acts, meetings and announcements. Public participation of the Mamonovka case is
carried out in accordance with the national legislation
and existing practice for public participation.
In Sweden, the WFD has been implemented by the
ﬁfth chapter of the Environmental Code (EC) in 2004.
A County Administrative Board functions as a water
authority in each water district. The provisions concerning the water authorities and procedure for water
planning and management are related to a statute on
management of water quality in 2004. Public participation is stated in several laws in the Swedish legislation
and the WFD is closely linked to the physical planning.
According to this all interested parties are granted a
place in the implementation process. Some national
statutes concerning the implementation of the WFD
are still under preparation.

4.2.3 Responsible authorities in the case
studies
The oﬃcial water authorities in the River Basin Districts
diﬀer when comparing the Nordic countries to the
other Bernet-countries. The environmental authorities
on the regional level function as oﬃcial authorities, or
core actors, for water districts and case studies in Denmark, Finland and Sweden. In the other Bernet countries, the responsibility of River Basin Districts and case
studies is shared between diﬀerent levels of administration, usually between national and regional level or
federal state and regional level (Table 33).
The same regional authorities, Fyn County (Denmark) and West Finland Regional Environment Centre
(WFREC, Finland) are responsible for both the Bernet
case studies (Odense Fjord, Denmark & the River Kyrönjoki, Finland) and the Water District management (Fyn
Water District, Denmark & Western River Basin District, Finland) where the case study river is located. In
Sweden, the water authorities are separate in the case
study from in the RBD, although both authorities are
regional authorities. County Administration of Halland
and Scania is the water authority in the River Stensån pilot study whereas the Western water authority
(County administration of Västra Götaland) is the coordinator in the Western Water District.
The national authorities function as responsible
water authorities in the River Basin Districts of Estonia,
Poland and Russia. The federal state water authority has
the same role in the German River Basin Districts. The
responsibility of the case studies is however under the
regional authorities in the Polish, Russian and German
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cases. Regional Board of Water Management in Gdansk
is responsible for the Pasleka River in Poland. Department of Federal Supervision Service for Natural Use
(Rosprirodnadzor) for the Kaliningrad Oblast (Department of Rospriorodnadzor for the Kaliningrad Oblast)
and Administration (Government) of the Kaliningrad
Oblast for the case study of Mamonovka River Basin in
Russian. State Authority of Nature and Environment in
Schleswig-Holstein is responsible for the case study of
Schwentine (Germany). Peipsi Center for

Transboundary Cooperation (Peipsi CTC, Estonia) represents a non-governmental organization (NGO), and
is responsible for the Viru Peipsi pilot case.

Table 33.
The oﬃcial water authorities in the River
Basin Districts and responsible organs for
the Bernet-case studies.

Pilot
Catchment

River Basin District
(RBD)

Water Authority in River Basin Dis- Responsible for Bernet case study
trict

Viru Peipsi, EE

Viru Peipsi RBD

Ministry of
Environment

Peipsi CTC
(NGO)

Odense Fjord, DK

Fyn RBD

Fyn County
(regional authority)

Fyn County
(regional authority)

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

Western RBD

WFREC
(regional authority)

WFREC
(regional authority)

Schwentine, GER

Schlei-Trave RBD

Ministry of Agriculture, Environ- State Authority of Nature and Enment and Rural Aﬀairs (federal vironment (regional authority)
state authority)

Pasleka, POL

Vistula RBD

Ministry of
Environment

Regional Board of Water Management (regional authority)

Mamonovka River, RUS

Vistula RBD

Ministry of Natural Resources
(federal authority)

Department of Rosprirodnadzor
for Kaliningrad Oblast (federal
authority) and Administration of
Kaliningrad Oblast (regional authority)

River Stensån
Laholm Bay, SWE

Western Water District

Western water authority
(regional authority)

County Adm of Halland and Scania
(regional authority)

Vincent Westberg
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4.3 Regional co-operation and
stakeholders
Regional co-operation between agricultural and environmental authorities and other actors is essen-tial in
the implementation of the WFD. Co-operation refers
to the increasing amount of public participation practices and networks. During public participation stakeholders may present their diﬀerent viewpoints and
ﬁnd compromises and solutions on water management and problematic issues. This point of view has
also been emphasized in the Bernet case studies.
The duties of the regional water authorities are to
arrange a suﬃcient level of co-operation and interaction with the diﬀerent authorities and other stakeholders. The water authorities play a very important role
in promoting the creation of collaborative networking
practices and in enabling participation of the stakeholders. Public participation practices vary in the case
studies, and the WFD gives only general guidelines
on the issue, leaving a lot of possibilities for local networking processes.
The concept of core actors and stakeholders diﬀers
between the countries because the administrative
structures, management and traditions in collaboration diﬀer. In several case studies, the core actors are
known as the responsible water authorities or organs

Table 34.
Core Actors and other
authorities on regional
and local level in the
case studies. (see also
Table 35)

working together with other authorities on regional
and local level. The core actors and the other authorities in the case studies are presented in Table 34. In
addition to the core actors and authorities, there is also
a wide range of stakeholders involved in the participation process, like business interests, research organizations, NGOs and associations, which are presented in
Table 35.
Fyn County (Denmark) is the core actor for the
implementation of the WFD in the Odense Fjord, and
municipalities function as important authorities in
the region. There are several stakeholders (see Table
35) e.g. local industries, agroindustrial companies,
Fyn Tourist Board, Odense and Fyn Waterworks, associations of farmers (3), Anglers Association, and Association of Hunters. Among stakeholders, especially
agricultural organizations, associations of municipalities and larger industries have inﬂuence on the
implementation of the measures and ﬁnal water plan.
Stakeholders have rather unequal possibilities to participate in the process, e.g. agricultural organizations
have resources to actively participate, whereas other
organizations have fewer resources and therefore inﬂuence the process to a lower degree. Fyn County
worked in the pilot project with three groups, the
National Scientiﬁc Board, the Regional Political Board
and the Technical Advisory Board. The future process will be diﬀerent than the Bernet project process,
because of the administrative reform in 2007.

Case study

Core Actors

Other Authorities

Estonia

Ministry of Environment

County Environmental Departments of the Ministry of Environment, Municipalities, Local Authorities Unions

Denmark

Fyn County

Municipalities

Finland

West Finland Regional Environment Cen- Municipalities, Regional Councils, Employment & Ecotre, Ministry of Environment
nomic development centres, Regional state forestry authorities, State Provincial oﬃce of Western Finland

Germany

Sub Basin Water Board Baltic-Schwentine,
Ministry of Environment, Nature and Agriculture

Local State Water Authority, County Water Authority, Major of the Municipality of Klausdorf, State Authority of Nature and Environment

Poland

Water Management Board, Ministry of Environment

Municipalities, Counties, Regional Forest Authorities,
Voievodship Oﬃce, Marshall Oﬃce, Agriculture Property
Agency

Russia

Department of Rosprirodnadzor for Kaliningrad Oblast, Ministery of Natural Resources

Federal water, forestry, agricultural, ecological and other
institutions in Kaliningrad Oblast, Administration of Kaliningrad Oblast, Municipalities

Sweden

Water authority
Environmental Agency

County Administrative Boards, Water Authority/ Local cooperative bodies, Municipalities
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The West Finland Regional Environment Centre
(WFREC, Finland) is the core actor for the implementation of the WFD in the catchment of the River Kyrönjoki. The central stakeholders are e.g. municipalities
and the Regional Councils, regional rural, forest and
ﬁshery authorities as well as advisory and interest
organizations for agriculture, ﬁshery and nature protection, and owners of water areas and ﬁshery areas.
These groups have been involved in the water management of the River Kyrönjoki from the year 1995.
There are also some new organizations participating
in the River Kyrönjoki cooperation. The Environmet
Centre worked in this pilot project mainly with the
Advisory Board of the River Kyrönjoki and the Kyrönjoki working group which have been central contributors in the water management in the River Kyrönjoki
for ten years. Fishery and agricultural actors were the
most active partners in the pilot project.
For the Schwentine river basin (Germany), stakeholders have been identiﬁed as core actors and participating actors. The core actors are Sub Basin Water

Board Baltic-Schwentine and the Ministry of Environment, Nature and Agriculture. Other authorities are
Local State and County Water Authorities, Major of
the Municipality and State Authority of Nature and
Environment. Stakeholders are Local Industries and
Trade Association, Schleswig-Holstein Fisheries Association, Local Farmers Association, Kiel Waterworks,
and Schleswig-Holstein Nature Preservation Association and Schleswig-Holstein Nature Organisation.
At ﬁrst, regional working groups have been established in three of the pilot river basins in 2002. Due
to positive feedback, working groups have then been
established in all 33 working areas (sub river basins). A
working group led by a water board works as a round
table with the participating stakeholders in general.
A wide range of stakeholder organizations are also
invited twice a year to the meetings, but the NGOs
have rather unequal possibilities to inﬂuence on the
ﬁnal outcome, due to ﬁnancial resources.

Eeva-Maija Savola
Vincent Westberg

Vincent Westberg

Vincent Westberg
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Pia Nikkonen

Table 35.
Stakeholders on
regional and local
levels in the case
studies. (see also
Table 34)

Regional and local level

Business interests, research etc.

Estonia

Geological Survey of Estonia, Võrtsjärve Village organisations, Farmers associations, Lake
Limnological Station, Fishermen Associ- Peipsi Area Development Foundation, Tartu Student
ations, AS Emajõe Veevärk, Companies Nature Protection Circle, Peipsi Center for Transboundary Cooperation, Peipsiveere Development
Agency

NGOs, associations

Denmark

Local industries, Agroindustrial compa- Anglers Association, Association of Hunters
nies, Representatives of private consultants, Fyn Tourist Board, Odense & Fyn
Waterworks
Association of big Farmers, Asso-ciations of Farmers Fyn, Association of
Family Farmers Fyn,

Finland

Water works & sewage treatment
plants,
Water owners management boards,
Local industry, Power plants, Peat producers, Agriculture

Germany

Local Industries and Trade Asso-cia- Schleswig-Holstein Nature Preservation Association,
tion, Schleswig-Holstein Fisheries Asso- Schleswig-Holstein Nature Organisation
ciation, Local Farmers Association, Kiel
Waterworks

Poland

Local Industry, Water works and sewage
treatment plants, Individual farmers,
Agriculture Chamber, Agriculture Advisory Center, Municipalities Association,
Recreation Centers

Center of Environmental Education, Water associations, Angling association, Voivodship Management
of Melioration and Waters Installation, Voivodship
Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Management

Russia

Local industries, waste management
enterprises, Union of industries and
enterpreneurs, project institutions and
organizations, scientiﬁc institutes, universities, Council for co-operation of
Border Regions Republic of Poland and
Kaliningrad Oblast

Union of West ﬁsh traders, Union of industries and
entrepreneurs of Kaliningrad Region, Association
of Hunters and Anglers, Kaliningrad regional fund,
“Sambia”

Sweden

Local industries, Power plants & waste Nature conservation association of Laholm and Båsmanagement, Individual farms & for- tad, Ornithological and local history associations,
estry,
Farmers association, Sports ﬁshing
Tourism, Winter sports, Commercial
ﬁshery, Scattered houses

Advisory Board of River Kyrönjoki, Village organizations, Local nature protection associations, Local
Union of Agric. Forest owners, Parishes, Water protection association, Fishing Area associations & Advisory services, Local ﬁsheries associations
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In Estonia, the Ministry of Environment is the core
actor for preparation and implementation of water
management plans, and other actors are regional and
local authorities. There is also a wide range of stakeholders who are ready to participate in water management issues (Table 35.). Stakeholders exist on three
diﬀerent levels: international, national and local level
in the Lake Peipsi Basin. Local government and local
authorities with other stakeholders, such as schools,
local businesses, women and youth groups, and grassroots NGOs, play important roles in the implementation of water management policies.
In the Polish case study area, the core actor is the
regional Water Management Board. Other participating authorities are e.g. municipalities, Counties,
Regional Forest Authorities and the Agriculture Property Agency. In this case study it was decided to invite
and work especially with stakeholders from regional
and local level when preparing the participation plan
and the Vistula Lagoon Water Forum. Main stakeholders in the case study were the municipalities, counties,
agricultural chamber, angling association, tourism
and NGO.
In the Russian case study, the list of stakeholders
includes three levels of authorities and a wide range
of other stakeholders. The core actors are Depart-

ment of Federal Supervision Service for Natural Use
(Rosprirodnadzor) for the Kaliningrad Oblast. Other
authorities involved are the Federal water, forestry,
agricultural, ecological, and other institutions of
Kaliningrad Oblast, Administration of Kaliningrad
Oblast as well as municipalities. There is also a wide
range of stakeholders (Table 35.) representing of local
industry and waste management, scientiﬁc, research
and project institutions, education and public organizations, various unions and associations and NGOs. A
federal authority; The Department of Federal Supervision Service for Natural Use for the Kaliningrad
Oblast, works as a coordinator in the Mamonovka
Basin project.
In the River Stensån (Sweden), the core actors are
authorities on regional and national level and especially the County Administration. They work together
with other authorities and the County Administrative
Boards, Local cooperative bodies and municipalities.
Stakeholders are e.g. local industries, power plants
& waste management, individual farms and forestry,
commercial ﬁshery and nature and farmers associations. The oﬃcial water authority was established in
2004, and the system of public participation has
recently started in Sweden. Oﬃcial public participation in water management will start during 2005.

Table 36.
Process and implementation level in the case studies.
Pilot Catchment

Was the pilot case done as
project process?

Is the pilot case part of full scale implementation?

Viru Peipsi, EE

yes

yes

Odense Fjord, DK

yes

will inﬂuence future work

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

yes

will inﬂuence future work

Schwentine, GER

yes

yes

Pasleka, POL

yes

Mamonovka River, RUS

yes

River Stensån Laholm Bay, SWE

yes

will inﬂunce future work

Liisa Maria Rautio
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All the case study areas were mainly project processes.
Only two of them, the Schwentine pilot area (Germany) and Viru Peipsi (Estonia) are part of full scale
implementation. The measures in the Schwentine
pilot area have not been started oﬃcially although
the measures are presented. The Finnish pilot case of
implementation of the WFD will aﬀect the future process in the whole River Basin District. The Danish pilot
case will not be continued due to an administrative
reform, but the experiences from the pilot case will be
used in future planning in Denmark.

Pilot Catchment
Table 37.
Methods of involving
the stakeholders in the
case studies.

Viru Peipsi, EE
Odense Fjord, DK

Invitation to general
meeting
X

4.4 Involving the stakeholders
In the Bernet Catch project, the public participation
was planned in every case study area in the be-ginning of the project. The principal issue in public participation is that all relevant stakeholders are involved
in the process of implementation of the WFD. The
guidelines on public participation recommend inviting stakeholders to the process, but the participating
organization might have chosen other methods. Table
37 shows what kinds of methods that have been used
in the case studies in the involvement of the public in
the water management process.

Long term
collaboration
X

Questionnaire

Other methods

X

X

X

X

(X)

X

X

Schwentine, GER

X

X

Pasleka, POL

X

Mamonovka River,
RUS

X

River Stensån Laholm
Bay, SWE

X

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

The most used method of involving was a general invitation of stakeholders to the process or to a meeting.
However, the main method in the cases in Finland,
Denmark, Estonia and Germany was long term collaboration due to many years of collaboration in water
planning with relevant stakeholders. With the help of
stakeholder analyses, existing co-operation structures
were re-analyzed to ﬁnd new ways of collaboration for
future work among stakeholders.
Fyn County (Denmark) has used three boards for
involving stakeholders in the implementation process. The National Scientiﬁc Board, the Regional
Political Board and the Technical Advisory Board. The
boards were seen as necessary working groups at the
initial stage to ensure a high quality level of the Basic
Description (Article 5 report), Programs of Measures,
and the real public participation will develop within
all water district authorities. The future of the advisory
boards is un-certain, but e.g. the Technical Advisory

X
X

X
X

Group is seen as a valuable factor for supporting political decisions.
Kyrönjoki working group (Finland) was a main cooperation partner of West Finland Regional Environment
Centre. The working group has a major impact on environmental issues in the region and represents diﬀerent interest groups. Kyrönjoki working group handled
the Basic Description made by the water authority in
its meetings, but the collaboration intensiﬁed when a
writing group was founded for preparing the environmental aims and the preliminary program of measures
in autumn 2004. The representatives of Environment
Centre, Fishery authority, Interest group of Agriculture
and Forestry and Water protection association of the
region were included in this Task Group. These cowritten documents were afterwards approved in Kyrönjoki
Working Group and the Advisory Board.
The establishment of regional working groups in
each Sub River Basin in Schleswig-Holstein (Germany)
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has been found necessary. Working groups work as
a ‘round table’ with the participating stakeholders in
general. A contract between the River Basin Authority
and each River Basin Water Board regulates responsibilities and duties but also ﬁnancial and administrative
support by the state authorities. Some water boards
have an administration of their own, and some of them
are supported by county administration or by consultants.
The responsible authorities and the forms of stakeholder cooperation in the case study areas are presented in table 38.

Table 38.
The responsible authorities and the forms of stakeholder cooperation in the case study areas.

Pilot Catchment

Water Authority in River Basin Responsible for Bernet case Stakeholder cooperation
District
study

Viru Peipsi
EE

Ministry of Environment

Odense Fjord
DK

Fyn County (Regional authority)

National Scientiﬁc Board
Regional Political Advisory
Board
Local Technical Board

River Kyrönjoki
FIN

West Finland Regional Environment Centre
(Regional authority)

Advisory Board of the Kyrönjoki
Kyrönjoki Working Group
Task Group for the Program of
Measures

Schwentine
GER

Ministry of Environment Nature and Agriculture
(Federal authority)

State Authority of Nature and
Environment
(Regional authority)

Meetings and excursions to
the stakeholders
Water party
Working groups
River Basin Water Board

Pasleka
PL

Ministry of Environment

Water Management Board
(Regional authority)

Water Forum (informal forum)

Mamonovka River
RUS

Ministry of Natural Resources

Department of Rosprirodnadzor for Kaliningrad Oblast
(federal authority and Administration of Kaliningrad Oblast
(regional authority)

Presentation for the stakeholders
Meetings for the stakeholders
(federal, regional & municipal
authorities)
Water Managers´ Forum

River Stensån
Laholm Bay
SWE

County Administration
Västra Götaland
(Regional authority)

County Administration of Hal- Information sessions for the
land and Scania
stakeholders
(Regional authority)
Dialogue groups
Formation of Working group

Peipsi CTC
(regional NGO

of

Public seminars in counties,
Public seminars for the stakeholders
Seminars for local authorities
& experts
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In the Viru-Peipsi region (Estonia), public participation started with mapping of stakeholders in 2002.
As a result from sociological studies, the project team
selected a group of stakeholders on three levels of
management; local, county and national level. After
that, a sociological study on assessment of information
needs of stakeholders was carried out in 2002-2003.
The study helped to determine the type of information needed for making decisions, what channels of
communication should be used, and what format
information is required. For example, public meetings
were con-sidered important to develop a dialogue
between local authorities and inhabitants. There was
a need to get speciﬁc information on water protection,
and there was also a need for information in an easy
readable and understandable format on the legal acts
for water management. Based on this information the
Public Participation Action Plan was developed.
The plan for involving stakeholders in the ViruPeipsi region contained several activities on na-tional,
regional and local level, but also among young people
as well as information dissemination activities. Public
seminars and public meetings have been organized
for counties of Lake Peipsi and stakeholders, and seminars for local authorities and experts. According to the
Youth Targeted Action Plan they e.g. continue organizing the youth contest “World of Water” and spread
the idea of voluntary water monitoring by training
sessions. The Peipsi CTC has published several handbooks and booklets to increase public awareness of
water issues.
The plans for involving stakeholders in the elaboration of the Management Plan for Mamonovka River
Basin (Russia) included many activities during 2004
and 2005. There were meetings with the key stakeholders (authorities), and also meetings with other
stakeholders for discussion about e.g. planning of the
use and protection of water resources in the river basin
and presenting the draft of the Management Plan.
According to Plan for involving the stakeholders was
established the Water Managers´ Forum of the Vistula
Lagoon.
Invitation and questionnaire to stakeholders were
used in the Swedish case study, where the stakeholder
cooperation had just started in the catchment, and
relevant stakeholders were not known. The ﬁrst contact with the diﬀerent participating actors was taken
through a short questionnaire in 2004 in the River
Stensån catchment (Sweden). Two information sessions have been held, of which the ﬁrst one in the
end of 2004, for all interest groups and stakeholders,
representing about 20 organizations. The participants

were grouped into dialogue groups to develop their
opinions within their responsibility or interest areas.
The second session was held in May 2005, for core actors and stakeholders. The formation of a cooperation
group was proposed in the meeting for the coming
public participation process.
Public participation is partly a new approach to
acting in environmental issues in Poland and Russia. In
the Polish case, at the beginning of the project a long
list of stakeholders were taken into consideration, but
during the project, it was decided to invite the Vistula
Forum stakeholders from the regional and local level.
A participation plan was prepared in May 2004. The
action plan that was prepared for the public involvement in the Pasleka basin was not introduced in the
earlier presented form, because Poland, as a partner
in the Bernet Catch project, has diﬀerent objectives
and less ﬁnancial resources for the actions. The public
involvement in the project consisted mainly of the
organization of Final Conference, a regional Vistula
Lagoon Water Forum in May 2005.
Activities within public participation in water management have mainly concentrated on regional and
local level as Table 39 shows. The local level is the
most important in catchment administration in all the
other case studies except for in the Finnish and Russian case studies, where the most important level is
the regional level. The national level is also an operative level besides the other operative levels on public
participation in the Estonian, Danish and Russian case
studies. The individual level is meaningful to some
extent only in the German and Swedish case studies,
but will probably be of more importance in the other
regions as well.

Vincent Westberg
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Pilot Catcment

National

Viru Peipsi, EE

+

Odense Fjord, DK

+

Regional

Local
+++

+

+++

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

+++

++

Schwentine, GER

++

+++

Pasleka, POL
Mamonovka River, RUS
River Stensån Laholm
Bay, SWE

+

Individual

++

+++

++

+

+

+++

4.5 Implementation of the participation plan
The process of implementation has proceeded diﬀerently due to diﬀerent timetables in the case studies.
The plans for involving the stakeholders were usually
implemented through a series of meetings during
the years 2003 to 2005 (Table 40). The idea was to
involve the public in the dialogue about water issues
and make them aware of the existence and importance of water management plans. At the same time,
participants have presented comments and criticism
and asked questions. Another way of implementing
that was used was to give information both to special
groups and to the general public.
The Viru-Peipsi Management Plan in Estonia is prepared within two international projects. Both projects
work in close cooperation with each other. According
to the Water Act and Public Participation Plan, stakeholders have a possibility to express their opinion in
public meetings during the elaboration of the ViruPeipsi water management plan. Several seminars have
been organized on local level by Peipsi CTC and Ministry of Environment in recent years. It was very useful
for the local municipalities to receive and give information, but also for coordinators to receive feedback
and establish steady contacts on the spots during the
meetings.
According to the implementation of law in Denmark, the water authority Council elaborates drafts
for several programs in cooperation with aﬀected
municipalities and national authorities, e. g. Basic
Description, Working programme, Water Plan and
Tasks for water district authority. In Odense Fjord, the
process of implementation has proceeded by series
of meetings with the mentioned three boards. The

+

Table 39.
Public participation on different operative levels in
water management in the
case studies.
(+++ very active level,
++ active level,
+ little active level)

+

comments received have been categorized as technical comments, comments criticizing environmental
goals, political comments and comments to the process. The implementation of the WFD will diﬀer in the
future due to the fact that the state will be responsible
for the water district authority. Information is available on a homepage (Table 41).
In Finland the implementation of the participation plan was mainly done with the Kyrönjoki working group, which also took part in an inquiry on the
implementation of the WFD and discussed the stakeholder analysis in three meetings. A smaller Task
Group was founded for preparing the preliminary
program of measures during 2005, and the ﬁrst draft
was ﬁnished in August 2005. The Kyrönjoki working
group and the advisory board of River Kyrönjoki were
informed about the aims of the WFD and about the
role of the interest groups in the implementation of
the WFD during the whole project. Public information
consists of e.g. brochures, web site, info package to
interest groups, education packet to school, and educational courses for members of cooperation groups
and others stakeholders.

Liisa Maria Rautio
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Table 40. Stages of implementation in the case studies.

Pilot
Catchment

Preparatory meetings

Viru Peipsi,
EST

X

Cooperationgroups

Series of
meetings
X

Series of
public information
X

Website

X

Odense Fjord,
DNK

X

X

River
FIN

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Kyrönjoki,

Schwentine,
DEU

X

Pasleka, POL

X
(one meeting)

Mamonovka River,
RUS

X

River Stensån
Laholm Bay, SWE

X

X

X

X

X
X

In the German case study, the plan for involving the
stakeholders was implemented through a series of
meetings lead by the water boards and through excursions during which stakeholders had the chance to get
familiar with the rivers, lakes and catchment. The parts
of the plan to inform the public (like info campaign,
website, folders and meetings) have gained large
interest. An info campaign “water - so am I” started in
2002 with various attractions, of which one was an info
mobile prepared as a water laboratory for the “water
tour 2002” with 16 events throughout Schleswig-Holstein. Info letters have been published yearly, and
brochures, a card game with information on lakes and
postcards are also available. Some special meetings
about the results have been held for administration
members and presentations for the general public.
The measures are presented via internet. The purpose
of an annual “water party” is to thank cooperation
partners and voluntary active people and to attract
the public and politicians with results and projects.
The ﬁnal report has been presented in the end of 2004,
and so called interactive reports have been realized on
internet in 2005.
In the Polish case study the basic description was
prepared in 2004, and the ﬁnal report will be presented on the web site in autumn 2005. The Program
of Measures was presented to the public in May 2005
during the Vistula Lagoon Water Forum. During the

X

Water forum meeting the invited stakeholders were
informed about water management issues, implementation in Polish law and Programme of Measures. They were also presented the Bernet Catch and
Tacis projects “Integrated Management of the Vistula
Lagoon Catchment” which is a part of a Polish-Russian bilateral project ﬁnanced by the EU and will be
useful in implementing the WFD in future. There is a
homepage for authorities at the moment.
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Table 41. Informing the public in the case studies.

Pilot Catchment

Ways of information

Viru Peipsi, EE

Handbooks, Booklets, Competition for children, Educational table game, Training sessions for voluntary nature monitoring, Homepage

Odense Fjord, DK

Homepage

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

Brochures, Homepage, Info package to interest groups, Education packet to school,
open informative meetings, educational courses

Schwentine, GER

Internet, an info campaign, a water laboratory, info letters, brochures, a card game,
presentations

Pasleka, PL

A regional water forum, Homepage

Mamonovka River, RUS

Meetings, Info letters, Homepage

River Stensån
Laholm Bay, SWE

Information sessions

In the Swedish case study, the ﬁrst contact with the
participating actors was taken through a ques-tionnaire in May 2004. At the same time, the Bernet-project
and implementation of the WFD were introduced to
the public. All interest groups and stakeholders took
part in an extensive information session in November
2004, when the Article 5 report was presented and
the opinions of the participants were collected. The
dialogue groups of the participants proposed the
constitution a co-operation group. During the second
meeting in May 2005, a ﬁrst draft of the program
measure was presented, resulting in many questions
from the stakeholders. The stakeholders in the area
are not yet established as a cooperation group for the
coming PP process. The implementation of the WFD
and article 14 on Public information and consultation stakeholders were also introduced in the sec-ond
meeting. A stakeholder analysis was made after two
meetings.
In the Russian case, the participation plan was
implemented in a series of meetings in 2004-2005
with key stakeholders including authorities of federal,
regional and municipal level. In 2005 the preparation
of the Management Plan was presented to the public
organization, associations, union, representatives of
local industry, power plants and waste management
both formally and informally. The Basic Description,
the Programme of Measures and the draft of Management Plan was presented and discussed with the
stakeholders though some meetings and contacts.
International projects (e.g. Bernet Catch and Tacis
project “Integrated management of Vistula Lagoon
catchment” was presented to federal organisation,
Ministry of Natural Resources and Federal Supervision

Service for Natural Use. Information about the Bernetproject and the Mamonovka Basin Water Management
plan was also presented in international workshops in
the Kaliningrad region in 2004-2005. A draft of the
Management Plan was presented on the meeting
by the Russian participants in ‘Vistula Lagoon Water
Managers Forum’ in September 2005. In November
2005 at the Russian-Polish meeting in Kaliningrad was
established the Water Managers´ Forum of the Vistula
Lagoon.

4.6 The relationship between
implementation and EU guidelines/participation plans
In practice the public participation refers to very different procedures which vary from one catchment
area to another (Table 42). Public participation is a
part of ﬂexible water management practices, which is
followed due to the practical needs. From this viewpoint the equality of citizens means empowerment
of the general public to participate in the processes,
taking into account the speciﬁc needs and characteristics of the area.
When the Bernet Catch Project started operating,
there was no national legislation ready on the WFD in
Denmark and in Finland. The case study in Fyn County
(Denmark) was partly carried out following the EU
Guidelines for PP and with the experience of good
practice on regional planning since the mid 1970s.
In the Finnish case, the participation mainly followed
the EU guidelines, but new legislation and reporting
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system aﬀected the process. Participation in water
management in Schleswig-Holstein (Germany) had
been established based on ideas of an open planning
process as a result of some pilot projects in Germany
in the 1990s. Instead of invited stakeholders, the reanalysis was done within the water boards to ensure
that no stakeholder organization was forgotten in the
process. Due to long term collaboration with stakeholders, participation of stakeholders have been reanalyzed for developing new forms of collaboration in
these three case study areas.
In the Estonian case study there were diﬃculties in
categorizing stakeholders according to their involvement as well as in the Swedish and Polish cases. Therefore the Estonian case used Peipsi CTC knowledge and
skills in cooperating with stakeholders in the region. In
Vincent Westberg

Pilot Catchment

EU-guidelines

Participation plans

Viru Peipsi, EE

3

1

Odense Fjord, DK

2

3

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

3

2

Schwentine, GER

2

1

Pasleka, PL

3

4

Mamonovka River, RUS *)

3

4

River Stensån Laholm Bay, SWE

3

2

2003 “Public Partici-pation Action Plan”, the document
on public participation, was developed and during the
process of compilation of the Viru-Peipsi Basin Water
Management Plan was implemented.
*) The Russian authorities followed the Russian
legislation and existing practice for the public participation. Almost all the laws provide the PP in the
environmental activities and in elaboration of the program for using and protection of the natural resources.
The EU-guidelines on PP were used only for study.
In the Swedish case study, the EU guidelines have
been used in general. The guidelines for the stakeholder analysis were not possible to follow in detail,
but gave a good introduction to the process. To divide
the stakeholders into experts, decision-maker, user
and implementer did not ﬁt the pilot catchment area
because the actors often belong to more than one
group. It was diﬃcult to follow the implementation of
the participation plan because very late implementation of the WFD. There were no additional rules concerning the implementation issued by the Swedish

Table 42.
Following of the EUguidelines and PPplans in the case studies evaluated by the
project coordinators
of the case studies. (1=
excellently, 5= poorly)

EPA and Swedish Geological Survey.
In the Polish case study there were the same diﬃculties as in Estonia and Sweden. The guidelines were
useful, but the most diﬃcult task was to categorize
stakeholders according to their involve-ment. When
organizing the ﬁnal conference, only the stakeholders
attached closely to the basin were invited. The participation plan has not been introduced.

4.7 Public Participation in the
future
General EU guidelines on reporting are under preparation. It is possible that the way of preparing information for the EU Commission and for the public will
change in future depending on new guidelines.
In Estonia the public participation will be supported
in many ways in the future. On one hand the Ministry
of Environment will support authorities and increase
their activities on national, regional and local level.
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On the other hand Peipsi CTC is going to enlarge the
existing network of stakeholders. Also Peipsi CTC continues work on the promotion idea of “open room
learning” e.g. trainings on voluntary monitoring. In
addition, disseminating information by publishing
scientiﬁc knowledge in an understandable way to the
public is planned.
In Fyn County the Programme of Measures has been
presented to the public in the same way that the Basic
Description was presented. In the future there will be
changes in Public Participation in Denmark after 2007.
In Finland, the cooperation councils for the water planning started in June 2005 and the ﬁrst term comes to
end in December 2009. The cooperation councils are
the oﬃcial networks for public participation in WFDwork in Finland. The organs in the Bernet project, the
Advisory Board of River Kyrönjoki and the Kyrönjoki
Working Group, will also continue their operation and
participate in implementing the WFD. Even in future
the implementation will include meetings and seminars for the general public. In Germany, the Bernet
Catch Pilot project is a part of the real implementation
of WFD. It is done as a project scale work with its own
timetable. The method described in this pilot will continue in Schleswig-Holstein.
In Poland, public participation will be organized on
national and regional level. The Ministry of Environment created a special group for public participation.
This group is responsible for the creation of a National
Water Forum, which will work as a new public body
enhancing the dialogue between diﬀerent actors and
having strategic impact on water management issues.
The regional level (Boards of Water Management) is
responsible for organizing public participation and
information, but there is not yet a regional strategy on
how the public participation will be implemented. The
questions of informing and organizing are still under
discussion e.g. there is not detailed information about
how to inform municipalities.
In Sweden, the future public participation is under
preparation and it is diﬃcult to predict what it will
look like. The public participation will focus on practical and economic prerequisites to implement the
proposed measures. In connection to the meeting a
working group is supposed to be established. A brochure is also planned to inform the general public. The
participation process will proceed in accordance with
the environmental code and the statutes water planning.
In Russia the public participation processes have
been developed during the recent years. In accordance the water and environmental legislation the

territorial state programs for using, restoration and
protection of the water resources elaborating by the
state water management authorities with participation of the regional administrations, the state environmental authorities, the public organizations. Besides
the regional environmental and territorial planning,
programs and schemes should be discussed with
the public and should be held the public ecological
expertise.

Liisa Maria Rautio
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5. Evaluation of the case studies

The activities and work topics were in this project
divided into three parts: Identiﬁcation, Networking
and Acceptance. For this reason the following chapter
is divided accordingly.

5.1 Identiﬁcation
In the beginning of the “Identiﬁcation”-phase nearly
all partners made a stakeholder analysis or reanalyzed
the stakeholder structure in their case study areas.
When evaluating the identiﬁcation processes between
the Bernet-regions it was found that long term collaboration with stakeholders is often a traditional way
to manage water issues in Germany and in the Nordic
countries. In the Danish, Finnish and German pilot
river catchments, public participation has been built
on previous experience. On the contrary public participation was a quite new approach in water management is-sues in the case study areas of Estonia, Poland,
Russia and Sweden.
In the Estonian case study the public participating process was promoted by interdisciplinary research. Together with the sociological studies in the
Viru-Peipsi region, Peipsi CTC (a regional NGO) used
organization’s databases in the identiﬁcation of the
stakeholders in the region. Parallel with the identiﬁcation of stakeholders, Peipsi CTC carried out a study to
determine the type of information and the channels of
communication needed in order to meet the requirements of a large range of stakeholders. It was evident,
that a variety of diﬀerent channels and tools of communication and information packages were needed to
reach the large audience.
Like in the Estonian case study, a large range of stakeholders was engaged in the Russian and Polish cases. In
the Russian case study the identiﬁcation was done on
the basis of legislation, existing water management,
environmental systems and practical experience. The
public participation plan was initially prepared including several activities, e.g. meetings with the key stakeholders (authorities of federal, regional and municipal
level), and later with other stakeholders. The number
of stakeholders was quite ﬂexible and diﬀered from
the number set in the beginning of the project. In the
Polish case study, it was decided to work only with

the stakeholders from the regional and local level. The
Swedish case started from an empty table by identifying stakeholders and sending out a questionnaire to
the diﬀerent stakeholders.
The water authorities of the Danish, Finnish and
German case studies made a reanalysis of the al-ready
known stakeholders from previous cooperation and
found some new cooperation models for water management. The Danish legislation demands less public
participation than was used in the Odense Fjord Project.
Cooperation was carried out through National Scientiﬁc Board, Regional Political Board and a Local Technical Advisory Board. In Schleswig-Holstein (GER), the
re-analysis was made within the water boards to ensure
that no stakeholder organization was forgot-ten. In the
Finnish case study, the reanalysis of stakeholder structures has deepened the collaboration with the stakeholders in the Kyrönjoki Working Group. At the same
time, some new organizations have been included in
the cooperation and a new task group was founded for
preparing the preliminary program of measures.

Vincent Westberg

Conclusions of Identiﬁcation:
Stakeholder Analysis
- a stakeholder analysis or a reanalysis of the stakeholder groups can be an useful method
- dividing the stakeholders into diﬀerent categories
and levels might be diﬃcult
- the number of stakeholders and their roles can vary
during the cooperation process
Participation Plan
- a written participation plan was a useful tool
- the public participation strategies need to be ﬂexible to get all stakeholders involved
- several channels, tools and information packages
are needed
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Some general conclusions can be drawn from the
identiﬁcation process. A stakeholder analysis is a very
useful method to identify stakeholders at the very
beginning of the process if there is no earlier cooperation with stakeholders. This method was used in the
Polish and the Swedish case studies. On the other hand
a re-analysis can be valuable if the stakeholders are
already known. A conclusion from the Danish, Finnish
and German case studies is that public participation
should be built on previous experience whenever it
is possible. According to the Estonian case study it is
useful to use existing stakeholder databases too.
It must be kept in mind that the number of stakeholders is ﬂexible and that their roles may vary from
the ones set at the beginning of the project. The stakeholder analysis is still not unproblematic. In all case
studies there were some problems, especially with
the categorization of the stakeholders according to
their role and involvement. According to the Swedish
case study, dividing the core actors and the stakeholders into their roles of experts, decision makers, users
and implementers did not ﬁt in their pilot catchment
simply because the stakeholders often belong to several groups during the process. It was evident, that
the most diﬃcult task was to group the stakeholders according to their involvement of co-knowing,
co-thinking and cooperating, because all stakeholders are usually information receivers (co-knowers) in
the beginning of the process. During the process the
stakeholders will often commit equally to the process
also as co-thinkers and co-operators like the German,
Finnish, Danish and Estonian case studies have shown.
Through the identiﬁcation process the water authority has striven to oﬀer equal opportunities to all stakeholders.
A written and well-prepared participation plan
was an essential tool for organizing the networking
at regional and local level. There is a need for ﬂexible public participation strategies due to the differences in the national traditions in administrative
backgrounds and practices. It is necessary to get all
stakeholders involved from the beginning of the process. According to all case studies, diﬀerent channels
and tools of communication and diﬀerent information
packages are needed to reach especially stakeholders
but also the general public. In the Estonian case study
local newspapers were an eﬀective information tool at
the local level. In the German case study areas all available tools of information society fulﬁlled the duties of
water authorities on public participation.

5.2 Networking
Public participation and especially networking is an
important element in the preparation of a water management plan. For example, in the Polish and Estonian cases a lot of experience was gained during the
networking processes, although there were diﬀerent
ways to involve stakeholders. In the Estonian case,
seminars were a very useful way to change information and give feedback between local stakeholders
and coordinators due to interaction. It was considered important that the public and interest groups
are involved from the beginning of the process.
Involving pupils and students promoted eﬀectively
the networking phase. In the Polish case, an open
water forum was an opportunity to create an informal
body for stakeholders. Polish state authorities have
prepared national strategic guidelines for public participation and the national strategy will support the
implementation work of water authorities at regional
and local level. The participation plan can also be
changed if necessary during the networking process.
See Annex II for details on the organization structures
in the cooperation of the case study areas.
In Sweden the authorities in the case study area
were rather skeptical in the beginning of the process
because the reactions of the stakeholders were not
yet known. The experience showed that stakeholders
were afraid of the requirements of new directives and
legislation. As in many of the cases, the networking
process gave a wider view of water management, but
the process itself took time. A warming up period is
often needed to get the public involved in the process. On the other hand, there is also the risk of public
participation burn out when there are too many participation processes going on. A cure for this is that
the stakeholders are given true power to inﬂuence
the process and the case. The experience showed that
the networking process must be addressed to both
brain and heart. To get a deeper understanding and
motivation to the process, the stakeholders can be
invited to excursions and ﬁeld studies to the area in
question. The process will fail if stakeholders have no
possibility to inﬂuence the environmental objectives
and program of measures. Dialogue groups and the
Formation of A Working Group will be organized in
the end of 2005 on the Swedish case study area.
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During the Finnish case study, the degree of involvement of the stakeholders has changed from loose
cooperation towards more active involvement and
shared decision making in the Advisory board of
Kyrönjoki and the Kyrönjoki Working Group. The Task
Group for the Program of Measures was a new way
to commit stakeholders to the participation process.
According to the Finnish experience, public participation strategies require ﬂexibility and combination of
several participation techniques. For example NGOs
are often interested in environmental issues but their
possibilities to participate in meetings are limited due
to limited resources.
The water authority in the Danish case used new
cooperation methods by creating three advisory
boards. The Odense Fjord pilot project can be seen
as a training ground for the future participation processes in water management in Denmark. Experience
showed that competence and mandate of the stakeholders and objectives of a working group should be
clear from the beginning of the networking process.
Stakeholder meetings give an opportunity to create
an understanding of others’ views and opinions on
important environmental issues. According to the
Danish experience, stakeholders have very diﬀerent
possibilities in the participation process. Some strong
stakeholder organizations inﬂuenced the networking
process strongly, whereas weaker stakeholders must
make alliances in order to ensure their common interests. The networking process reﬂected a battle of right
of using the catchments amongst the stakeholders.
The participation process of the German case was
implemented during the early phase of the Basic
Description. The positive feedback from the stakeholders and from all the political parties has indicated
that the networking methods and tools were right in
German circumstances. The system had not too many
problems with the process of integration and cooperation within the working groups. The round table
system that was used allowed a discussion of problems with the right persons involved at the right level
and at the right time. In the German case, the water
boards are playing a key role in the implementation
process. Participation in water management has been
established on the ideas of open planning process and
the bottom up approach has given the stakeholders a
feeling that each of them is a real partner in the process.

Vincent Westberg

Conclusions of Networking:
- clear mandates and working methods make the
process easier for all partners
- using existing groups is useful
- usually state authorities are core actors, but NGOs
can also have a central role
- mutual trust and networking is promoted by joint
meeting with all stakeholders involved
- public participation and networking requires
resources from all parties involved
- diﬀerent stakeholders and interest groups have
diﬀerent opportunities to participate
Several conclusions can be drawn up from the case
studies concerning networking process. The case studies agreed on the prerequisites that competence and
work methods were clear in the beginning of the process. In the networking processes, there is a need for
several participation techniques because local practices in management issues vary due to historical and
cultural factors. The EU legislation on Public participation states the guidelines, but let the case studies ﬁnd
their own solutions getting stakeholders involved in
the water management process. Working with already
exist-ing groups seemed to make networking easier
and promoting mutual trust and commitment. However, NGOs had important roles in regions where old
cooperation structures are lacking. From the Estonian
experience it seemed useful to involve the organizations of the third sector in promoting public participation in areas where there are no previous cooperation
structures.
According to almost all case studies the problematic
issue in water management is that resources are insufﬁcient. According to the Nordic case studies there is

"%2.%4 #!4#(

98

5. EVALUATION OF THE CASE STUDIES

a lack of mainly ﬁnancial resources, whereas according to the Estonian and Polish case studies, there is a
lack of both ﬁnancial and human resources. Resources
are needed from both authorities and other participants. For example lack of experienced specialists
and authorities and shortage of ﬁnancial resources
usually hinder consultation with the public and the
implementation process. The German case study was
an exception because the water boards are supported
and funded by the state authorities. There are several sys-tems to ﬁnance water boards with a contract
between River Basin Authority and each River Basin
Water Board. From the experience of the several case
studies the stakeholders have not same opportunities
to participate in the meetings due to lack of ﬁnancial
resources although the diﬀerent stakeholders groups
are interested in water management and have indicated a wish to inﬂuence the work.

5.3 Acceptance
Acceptance is the most important and challenging
part of the public participation processes. Acceptance
of e.g. environmental objectives is not always achieved
or even expected. In the case studies the preparation
of the Water Management Plan took more time than
expected, which led to the fact that the time for the
acceptance process was quite limited. Therefore not
all possible problems may yet have shown within the
project time in the Bernet case studies. Experience still
show that an open dialogue between the conﬂicting
parties can broaden the understanding of diﬀerent
views among stakeholders.
According to experiences from Fyn County, a political decision from the authorities is necessary at some
point, since one can’t expect complete acceptance of
proposals. Although consensus amongst stakeholders could not be expected, it was possible to achieve
acceptance of opinions through an open dialogue and
participation. The Danish water authority evaluated
that the work within the advisory boards proceeded
well, although consensus was not achieved to a satisfactory degree. The reason for this was that it took
more time and resources than reserved to reach consensus in central issues. For this reason it is necessary
to deﬁne objectives and standards for the meetings in
order to succeed in the process. The experiences from
the project will be used in future planning in Denmark
although the project will not be continued.
According to Finnish legislation, the Water Management Plan is a political paper accepted by the State

Council. This document is binding the authorities but
not the stakeholders. According to the West Finland
Regional Environment Centre (Finland), there were
not a lot of conﬂicts in the acceptance process in the
Finnish case study. Environmental objectives were
accepted among stakeholders, but an open dialogue
was needed. The discussion about the program of
measures will continue after the pilot project. The need
for economical resources and a slow impact of measures are challenges of the acceptance phase. According to the water authorities in the case study the broad
cooperation with the interest groups prolonged the
process but at the same time it increased the possibility of participation for the central stakeholders and the
communication between the partners.
In the German case study the acceptance process
has dealt only with parts of the Water Management
Plan and for example eutrophication problems have
not yet been discussed with stakeholders. So far the
acceptance process has been successful the main
interests have been to gain a broad understanding
for water management in general and the implementation of the WFD in particular. The Water Management plan is concentrated on morphological changes
and problems of the water district. According to the
responsible water authorities, their system seemed to
meet the optimum with respect to costs, eﬀorts and
proﬁt at this stage of the process. The climate of working together was described as constructive and fair.
Also Swedish, Polish and Russian case studies indicate that there is a need for clear and understandable
environmental objectives that are possible to obtain
in the foreseeable future. Otherwise there is a risk
that goals will only remain on paper and that public
participation may become formal informative events
without actual impact. For example Polish experience
emphasizes that the goals and the possible inﬂuence
of the stakeholders should be clear. Swedish experience emphasizes also that the public participation
process makes the stakeholders aware of their inﬂuence and responsibility in the process.
According to Peipsi CTC (Estonia), the transmission
of information to local organizations and stakeholders prolonged the networking and acceptance process, but at the same time it was a good opportunity
to make stakeholders aware that “it is my plan”. This
awareness is very important for the acceptance. In
the networking process the role of the coordinating
NGO (Peipsi CTC) has been important. When the WFD
implementation in Estonia proceeds, the state authorities will get more experience and the oﬃcial role of
Peipsi CTC will diminish.
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Vincent Westberg

Conclusions of Acceptance:
- deﬁned and reachable aims promote the acceptance process
- an open dialogue is a prerequisite for an acceptance
- if acceptance is not reached by negotiations, a political decision is needed
- the economic consequences and the impact of
measures inﬂuence the process

ronmental state aﬀects the acceptance processes.
The negative results often decrease the participation
activity among stakeholders.
The experiences of the case studies are valuable
for future water management planning processes
although only some problems were met during the
project due to the limited timetable. The participants are conscious of the fact that enough time and
resources are needed for preparing water management plans and receiving consensus.
However, the case studies have shown that the
acceptance process is a signiﬁcant mutual learning
process. The authorities learn to prepare information
for target groups, and stakeholder groups learn about
the work of authorities during the process. This interaction is essential for the whole process, and it is also
a good starting point for further planning. The three
stages of the process with the identiﬁcation of the
stakeholders, networking and the acceptance process
are the key factors to a successful water management
plan in future.

There are several conclusions of the acceptance process in the case studies. First of all, it is important to
present clear and understandable environmental
objectives which are possible to obtain in the near
future. This point of view was important to the case
studies of Swedish and Polish that are in the beginning
of the networking process. According to the other case
studies, the reachable aims make the acceptance process easier, but ﬁnal goals must be presented. An open
dialogue during the stakeholders meetings is necessary to achieve acceptance of opinions but sometimes
there is a need for political decisions to support proposals from the authorities. For example according to
the Danish experience the Local Technical Board supported the political decisions.
Earlier programs and processes, especially the
economic consequences, seemed to inﬂuence the
acceptance process in all cases. For example the consequences of the measures and their impacts inﬂuence the acceptance process. According to the Finnish
experience, measures with slow impact on the envi-
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6. Summary and conclusion

The aim of this Work Package (WP3) of the Bernet
Catch-project was to develop, compare and evaluate
the public participation in water management based
on the implementation of the Water Framework Directive (WFD). The project was carried out in the seven
case studies in the Baltic Sea area in order to get an
overview of public participation in the implementation of the WFD, and to evaluate the participation
processes from diﬀerent perspectives. The attempt
was to focus on the same issues regardless of region.
Experience show that it is important to allow variations in the processes of identiﬁcation, networking
and acceptance.
National strategies for support of public participation and governing practices varied between the
Bernet-countries from quite centralized to decentral-

ized management strategies. For example in Poland,
the Ministry of Environment has made national strategies and practical action plans for the involvement
of the public. In the Estonian case local NGO (Peipsi
Center for Transboundary Cooperation) produced the
strategic document on public participation to coordinate their activities in the process of public involvement. In the absence of national guidelines, other acts
and previous experience were used as a guide in the
planning processes in e.g. Denmark, Sweden, Russia
and Finland. The case showed that it is important to
have ﬂexible public participation strategies due to differences in historical and cultural backgrounds of the
countries. The main factors inﬂuencing public participation are shown in Figure 33.

Figure 33.
Factors inﬂuencing public participation of water management
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The degree of involvement of stakeholders was
not at the same level in the case studies. Informa-tion
and active involvement were part of all case studies. In a majority of the case studies, active involvement of stakeholders was included. Shared decision
making was tested in two case studies. In the German
case study shared decision making was used with all
stakeholders and in the Finnish case study with core
actors.
The ﬁrst step of public participation was headlined
“Identiﬁcation”. A stakeholder analysis was a good
starting point in areas with little previous experience
in cooperation with local stakeholders. Even in areas
with long cooperation traditions with local stakeholders, the reanalysis of the stakeholders gave some
valuable information. In all stakeholder analyses there
were some practical problems with the roles of the
stakeholders due to their multiple roles throughout
the water management process. Conclusions of public
participation are shown in Table 43.
A public participation plan in written form was a very
useful tool for organizing the “Networking”-phase.
Existing groups or cooperation structures accelerated the networking between the parties involved
because of commitment and mutual trust. One stim-

ulating factor in the cooperation seemed to be that
the participants have learned each others working
methods from previous cooperation. This was especially the case in the Danish, Finnish and German case
studies. The authorities had also learned to prepare
the information to diﬀerent target groups, and the
stakeholder groups had experience from water management processes from before.
In the beginning of the networking process, the
stakeholders usually showed great interest in water
management issues. Active participation of stakeholders is a prerequisite for a good implementation
of the WFD, but an even more important factor is to
improve decisionmaking so that the decisions are
made together by all actors involved and all stakeholders equally. In the case studies there were differences in the stakeholders’ power to inﬂuence.
In the German case and in the Nordic countries the
stakeholders had a more powerful position in the participation process, or at least they were more visible
throughout the water planning process. Strong stakeholders with economical resources had more possibilities to participate and inﬂuence the process, than
smaller stakeholder groups with limited resources.

Table 43. The forms of public participation
in the case studies.
Case study

Information

Consultation

Active involvement

Viru Peipsi, EE

Public seminars in counties of Lake Peipsi

Public meetings for the
stakeholders

Seminars for local authorities & experts

Odense River, DK

Odense Fjord Committee,
Green Council

National Scientiﬁc Board,
Regional Political Advisory Board

Technical Advisory Board

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

Information sessions

Advisory Board of River
Kyrönjoki

Kyrönjoki Working Group

Task Group for the Program of Measures

Schwentine, GER

Water party

Meetings & excursions to
the stakeholders

Working groups

Water board

Pasleka, PL

Water Forum

Water Forum

Mamonovka River, RUS

Presentation to stakeholders
Water Managers´ Forum

Meetings with the stakeholders

River Stensån
Laholm Bay, SWE

An information session

Dialogue groups,
2. information session to
the core actors & stakeholders

Shared decision making

Water Managers´ Forum

An Advisory Board in
future
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In the networking process the objective and the
competence of the cooperation groups should be
clearly deﬁned from the beginning. In the case studies it was also evident that there can be problems
with the implementation as the participation work
need more time and resources than is often allocated.
Lack of experience and a shortage of both ﬁnancial
and human resource reduce the possibilities for both
stakeholders and authorities to consult and cooperate. A weak interest in environmental issues also hampers the consultation and cooperation. In areas with
serious environmental problems and with clear conﬂict between stakeholder groups these issues are of
outmost importance.
“Acceptance” is the most important and challenging part of public participation processes. Not in all
cases acceptance is achieved or even expected. Experience has shown that an open dialogue between the
conﬂicting parties can broaden the understanding of
diﬀerent views among stakeholders. Consensus is a
valuable factor in proceeding water management and
helps ﬁnding solutions in complicated issues. A way to
increase the commitment between the stakeholders
and authorities is to include the main stakeholders in
the preparing of the program. The case studies have
veriﬁed that the successful cooperation and participation requires involvement of all main stakeholders
and that they are oﬀered equal possibilities to inﬂuence the process and its results. When acceptance is
not achieved, a political decision is needed. In the end
the water authority is responsible for a ﬁnal decision.
The networking and acceptance process of the
Estonian and German case studies was part of the real
national implementation of the WFD. The experience
from the Danish, Finnish and Swedish case studies will
inﬂuence the future work with the WFD implementation in the regions. The Polish and Russian case studies
gave furthermore valuable experience on the networking process and will be of help in the future WFD
implementation and water management.
Timetable and planning are very important factors
in public participation. Diﬀerent methods can and
should be used in involving stakeholders to active
networking in water management. Diﬀerent channels
and information tools are needed to reach the large
range of stakeholders and to meet their special needs
and interests. In the case studies, the information was
delivered in various ways to the public in general, and
to the stakeholders especially. The broad package of
tools gave usually a good result.
Generally, dialogue is necessary between authorities, stakeholders and the public during the whole

participation process. Authorities have several duties
in implementation of the WFD e.g. to create open
discussion forums, to answer the questions of stakeholders and to receive feedback and critics from the
participants. Instead of a traditional informative role
from top to bottom, the authorities within the WFD
should have a more participatory way of action with
stakeholders and the general public.
As shown there is no exact way of involving the
public in water managing planning. The exchange of
experience between regions has broadened the horizon as how to approach public participation.
After some years it would be of interest to see how
the preliminary Water Management Plans and acceptance policies has proceeded in the case study areas
and how the cooperation process is working in practice.

Liisa Maria Rautio
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Stakeholder Analysis
- a Stakeholder Analysis is a useful method to identify the stakeholders
- a Re-analysis of the Stakeholder Groups can be useful in areas with long term cooperation
- the number of stakeholders and their roles vary during the cooperation process

Table 44.
Conclusions of public participation in case studies
the Bernet Catch Project

Participation Plan
- a written participation plan is an useful tool for organizing the networking
- the participation strategy needs to be ﬂexible due to the diﬀerences in local practices
- several channels, tools and information packages are needed to reach the stakeholders

Networking
- clear mandates and working methods make the networking easier for all partners
- it is necessary to get stakeholders involved from the beginning of the process
- networking requires resources from all parties involved
- mutual trust and networking is promoted by joint meetings

Acceptance
- an open dialogue is a prerequisite for an acceptance process
- reachable aims make the acceptance process easier
- the consequences of the program of measures inﬂuence the acceptance
- if acceptance is not reached by negotiations, a political decision is needed

Liisa Maria Rautio
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Annex I
Bernet Catch: public participation
The three listed topics (identiﬁcation, networking and
acceptance) were divided into eight milestones, including a kick-oﬀ and the end conference, each one deﬁning the targets of the past work period and setting the
goals for the forthcoming. Separate work shops for
disseminating the previous work topic and for planning the forthcoming topic was organized with regular
intervals in the Bernet regions. Below is brieﬂy listed
the work shops and the milestones. The timetable of
the project is presented in ﬁgure below.
Introducing the work (milestone 1, month 1):
Identifying the partners/members of the group, organizing start meetings in the Bernet-regions, Detailing for
the Introducing Workshop on Identiﬁcation
September 2003 Kick oﬀ Workshop in Ratzeburg,
Germany (milestone 2, month 6):
Introducing Workshop on Identiﬁcation. Identiﬁcation
of stakeholders in a key position regarding nutrient
load and transport within a pilot catchment. Identiﬁcation of the main obstacles and problems in the implementation process.
Conclusions: The Stakeholder Analysis was prepared to
be made under the forthcoming autumn/winter in the
partner areas.
April 2004 Workshop in Vaasa, Finland (milestone 3,
month 13):
Concluding Workshop on Identiﬁcation of stakeholders in a key position regarding water management
planning within a pilot catchment. Stakeholder analyses from all regions presented. Results from the analysis
of the main obstacles and problems disseminated.
Introducing Workshop on Networking
Conclusions: A Cross Regional Comparison of the
Stakeholder Analysis was elaborated. The preparations
for Participation Plans for water management planning
in the pilot river catchment were done.
June 2004 Bernet Catch Midway Seminar in Toila,
Estonia (milestone 4, month 15).Workshop on Networking. Public participation plans presented by all regions.
Joint meeting with WP2 for setting the timetable with
the Basic Description (Art. 5 report). Table of content
for Progress Report on Stakeholder Involvement elaborated.
Conclusions: Presentation of the Participation Plans.
Identiﬁcation of the major obstacles in implementing
the WFD. Preparations for the presentation of the Basic
Description to the stakeholders.
January 2005 Workshop in Fyn, Denmark (milestone
5, month 22)

Concluding Workshop on Networking. Stakeholder
reaction to the Basic Descriptions discussed and analyzed with WP2.
Introducing Workshop on Acceptance. Program of
Environmental Measures presented by WP2; timetable for stakeholder involvement discussed.
Conclusions: Progress reports on stakeholder
involvement. Reactions to the Basic Description analyzed. Structure for WP3 Final Report discussed.
May 2005 Workshop in Tartu, Estonia (milestone 6,
month 26)
Workshop on Acceptance
Workshop on WP3 Final Report
Conclusions: First draft of the ﬁnal structure of the WP3
Report elaborated. Acceptance of the En-vironmental
Objectives and Program of Measures discussed.
September 2005 Workshop in Vaasa, Finland (milestone 7, month 30)
Final Workshop on Acceptance, ﬁnalizing of WP3 Final
Report
Conclusions: Finalization of the joint chapters of the
WP-report. Discussions about the regional chapters
and the cross regional analysis. Approval of timetable
for ﬁnalization of the report.
April 2006 BERNET CATCH Conference on Public
Participation and Water District Management, Fyn,
Denmark
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Annex II
Viru Peipsi, EE

Organizational structures in the stakeholder cooperation in the diﬀerent case
study areas.

Ministry of Environment

Peipsi CTC (local NGO)

Public seminars in
counties

Seminars to
stakeholders

Seminars to local
authorities and experts

Odense River, DK

Fyn County (regional authority)

National Scientific Board

Regional Political
Advisory Board

Technical Advisory
Board

River Kyrönjoki, FIN

West Finland Regional Environment Centre (regional authority)

River Kyrönjoki Working
Group

Task Group for Program of
Measures

Advisory Board of River
Kyrönjoki

Schwentine River, GER

Ministry of Environment,
Nature and Agriculture
(federal authority)

State Authority of Nature
and Environment
(regional authority)

River Basin Water Board

Working Groups

Meetings and excursions to
the stakeholders

Water Party
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Pasleka River, PL

Ministry of Environment

Regional Board of Water
Management in Gdansk

Water Forum

Mamonovka, RUS

Ministry of Natural
Resources

Presentation to the
Stakeholders

Department of Rosprirodnadzor for
Kaliningrad Oblast (federal authority and administration of Kaliningrad Oblast)

Meetings with the
stakeholders

Water Managers Forum

River Stensån, Laholm Bay, SWE

County Administration of
Västra Götaland
(regional authority)

County Administration of Halland
and Scania
(regional authorities)

Information sessions to the
stakeholders

Dialogue groups

Working Group

"%2.%4 #!4#(

108

7. ANNEXES

Annex III
ABBREVIATIONS

AU
BERNET
BERNET CATCH
CAMP
CIS guidance
DK
DNREP of Kaliningrad region
EE
EEC
EC
EC Sweden
EPA
FIN
FRG
GER
GIS
GOST
HELCOM
MNR Russia
NGO
NPK
OPRB
OST
PDK
Peipsi CTC
POL
PP
RD
RBD
RBMP
RF
RUS
RZGW
SAPIN
SNIP
SWE
TACIS
TACIS CBC SPF
totP
totN
UN
UN ECE
UNDP/GEF
WFD
WFREC
WMP
WP1
WP2
WP3
WWTP

Animal Unit
Baltic Eutrophication Regional NETwork is a network co-operation between seven regions
from seven coun tries around the Baltic Sea
Integrated Management of Catchments in the Baltic Eutrophication Re-gional Network
Catchment Area Management Plan
Guidance documents for implementing the Water Framework Directive
Denmark
Administration of Kaliningrad Oblast
Estonia
European Economic Community
European Community
Environmental Code in Sweden
Swedish Environment Protection Agency
Finland
Federal Republic of Germany
Germany
Geographical Information System
State standard
Helsinki Commission
Ministry of Natural Resources Russian Federation
Non-governmental organization
Nitrogen, Phosphorus, Potassium-fertilizer
Odense Pilot River Basin, DK
branch standard
maximum allowable concentrations
Peipsi Center for Transboundary Cooperation, Estonia
Poland
Public Participation
govern document
River Basin District
River Basin Management Plan
Russian Federation
Russia
Regional Board of Water Management in Gdansk
sanitary rules and norms
constructional norms and rules
Sweden
The EU´s ﬁnancial programme for Eastern Europe
Tacis Cross-Border Co-operation Small Project Facility
total phosphorus
total nitrogen
United Nation
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
United Nations Development Program and Global Environment Facility
Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC)
West Finland Regional Environment Centre, Finland
Water Management Plan
Bernet Work Package 1: Classiﬁcation and Assessment of Regional Wa-ters
Bernet Work Package 2: Water District Planning
Bernet Work Package 3: Public Participation in Water Management
Waste Water Treatment Plant
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The co-operation involves the actual water managers in the regions, and takes place through face-to-face exchange of
experiences and cross regional comparisons of environmental threads to the waters within the Baltic Sea catchment,
including cause-eﬀect relations. The main activities of BERNET-CATCH is the provision of Water Management Plans
within regional pilot catchments in order to distribute important knowledge and experiences that may serve as good
examples to Water Managers and Stakeholders involved
ì in the implementation of the EU-Water Framework Directive.
The BERNET Partners:
Fyn County, Denmark: Nature Management and Water Environment Division (Lead Partner)
West Finland, Finland: West Finland Regional Environmental Center
Gdansk Region, Poland: Gdansk Regional Board of Water Management
Kaliningrad Oblast, Russia: Department of Federal Supervision Service for Natural Use for Kaliningrad Oblast - Ministery of Natural
Resources of Russia and Government of Kaliningrad Oblast
Laholm Bay Region, Sweden: Counties of Halland and Scania; Municipalities of Båstad, Laholm, and Halmstad
Schleswig-Holstein, Germany: State Agency for Nature and Environment, Schleswig-Holstein
Viru-Peipsi, Estonia: Peipsi Center for Transboundary Cooperation (NGO).
Reports:
The outcome of BERNET CATCH is published in an Executive Summary, one Main Report, two Cross Regional Theme
reports and six regional Water Management Plans, all under the same heading, Management Strategies for the Regional
Implementation of EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment:
BERNET CATCH Executive Summary: Regional Implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment
BERNET CATCH Main Report: Water Quality Management in the Baltic Sea Region. Regional Implementation of the EU Water
Framework Directive
BERNET CATCH Theme Report: Public Participation and Water Management in the Baltic Sea Region. Regional Implementation of
the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment
BERNET CATCH Theme Report: How to deﬁne, assess and monitor the ecological status of rivers, lakes and coastal waters. Regional
Implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: Odense Fjord, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Stensåen, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Pasleka , Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Kyrönjoki, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: River Mamonovka, Water Management Plan
BERNET CATCH Regional Report: Schwentine River, Water Management Plan.

Contact us

Visit

http://www.bernet.org

for further information and up-dated news about BERNET CATCH.
From here you may also order previous BERNET reports, including 7 reports on diﬀerent aspects
of Eutrophication Management in the Baltic Sea Region.
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The present BERNET-CATCH project that has been running for the period 2003-2006 focuses primarily on the regional
implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD). Through their activities in BERNET CATCH, the partners
present and evaluate diﬀerent regional (and national) solutions in order to fulﬁll the objective of achieving at least “good
ecological status” of all EU waters before 2015.

BERNET CATCH Theme Report: Public Participation and Water Management in the Baltic Sea Region. Regional Implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in the Baltic Sea Catchment

BERNET is a network co-operation between seven regions in the Baltic Sea Region. The network was formed in 1999 as
a regional contribution to improve the aquatic environment of the Baltic Sea and of the regional waters in its catchment.
Right from the start, BERNET has focused especially on Eutrophication problems. Doing this, the BERNET Partners
have wished to contribute to full-ﬁlling the aim of the Helsinki Declaration in “assuring the ecological restoration of the
Baltic Sea”.

"%2.%4 #!4#(

This project has received European
Regional Development Funding
through the INTERREG III B
Community Initiative

