Hydromorphology & WFD

Delegate Feedback to Questions Posed

In order to support the work of the Environment Agency and SEPA with the developing programme of work a number of questions were posed to the audience before the final session of the conference. The delegates were asked to record their responses and these were typed into an EXCEL data base. The data sheets were copied to the Environment Agency. The first two questions  concerned the individual delegates interests in WFD and hydromorphology and work that is being undertaken and have not been analysed in this report.

Two of the questions (Q3, and Q4) were analysed in some detail and the EXCEL spreadsheets [four sheets / file] including the raw data [sheet 1], the data coded and grouped into major categories [sheet 2] and pie charts have been posted on the CIWEM and CMS websites. You may wish to look at the analysis, coding and raw data to undertake you own assessment of outcomes from these questions. Whilst some responses are short and to the point others are richer in information, and,  when grouped and taken together they provide a good sense of the main themes of delegates views and concerns.

Question 3. Where do you think the largest opportunities are to improve the mitigation of hydromorphological impacts?

The responses from 128 delegates produced 315 responses. These were grouped into broad categories with the following results (Table 1).

The main thrust of the responses concerned generic mechanisms for improving mitigation including: 

· the provision of clear policy and guidance notes

· regulation 

· economic instruments

· better integration and communication

· stakeholder awareness

· information

There were fewer specific references to the way this might be achieved through land-use management, flood risk management or water resource and wetland management 

	Table 1 Largest opportunities to improve the mitigation of hydromorphological impacts
	Code
	Number of mentions

	Coding framework

	Policy and production of guidance notes 
	p
	70

	Regulation
	reg
	29

	Voluntary measures 
	v
	13

	Economic instruments, Financial Incentives, resources, funding
	e
	33

	Integration of policies and research, better communication 
	c
	27

	Stakeholder, Public awareness, collaboration - partnership, Perception public
	pa
	33

	Information needs, access; research, training, good practice 
	i
	39

	Too soon to tell (i.e they have asked questions rather than giving a response)
	q
	8

	Risk management
	r
	6

	Land-use management and planning
	l
	23

	Flood, risk management, run-off
	f
	26

	Water resource management & wetlands
	w
	8

	
	TOTAL
	315


Question 4 What are your organisation’s major concerns in regard to the future management of hydromorphology in England and Wales.

Approximately 115 delegates described 261 responses to this question; some delegates excluded themselves on the basis of the England and Wales context. The range of comments is considerable and has been categorised in sheet 2 of the data base file; once again further analysis may reveal other trends in this information because one could code the responses in a variety of ways. 

	Table 2 What are your organisation's major concerns in regards to the future management of hydromorphology in England and Wales?  
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Coding framework 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Generic process issues
	Code 
	 

	Integration - links between sectors / interests
	int
	36

	Clarity - What is required? Lack of guidance - communication
	c
	24

	Resources Capacity expertise - resources - finance
	r
	36

	Timetable - Amount of change required 
	t
	18

	Public awareness, stakeholder engagement
	pa
	11

	Information - understanding of links - costs
	i
	21

	Other 'process' concerns eg sustainability, complexity, climate change, gaps of coverage
	o
	36

	Sectoral concerns
	 
	 

	Flood risk management, coastal management
	f
	32

	Development building & land use
	d
	17

	Water resources and quality
	w
	11

	Other water users recreational and commercial aspects of waterways (tourism, boating, dredging, fishing etc)
	b
	13

	Ecological status
	eco
	6

	 
	 
	261


The responses to the concerns question broke down into two main categories, the first (roughly 2/3rds) were essentially about ‘process’ and second (roughly one third) about sectoral areas of activity (Table 2).

The process concerns mainly focussed on four issues:

· Integration – the clear need for integration but the lack of any demonstration of ‘joined-up’ working between the ‘traditional’ sectors

· Clarity – this issue also arose in the post conference evaluation – for whilst the meeting was a good briefing on the work that had been done to date there were many important questions unanswered.

· Resources  - delegates raised a suite of issues about both the costs, and capacity to deal with the issues raised within existing budgets

· Timetable – given the existing timetable for WFD and the need for the Programme of Measures many envisage clear difficulty of realising significant change in the first cycle of River Basin Plans.

There are clearly issues of awareness, the adequacy of the information base to undertake the work, however, there were also a considerable range of other process points that scored less strongly.

The main sectoral response from delegates was in relation to flood risk management and development, with smaller responses from other interest groups, including water resources, water quality, ecology, recreation, dredging, fishing etc.

Conclusions  - see below

Conclusions

The aim of the conference was to fully explore the linkages between WFD, hydro-morphology and the challenge of developing a more integrated approach.  The objectives of the conference were to:

· Brief and update delegates on the current interpretation and analysis of the hydro-morphological  implications  of the Water Framework Directive

· Describe the main outcomes of the considerable work that has been undertaken to date and the major challenges that are facing WFD implementation

· Highlight the issues arising from the current situation

· Given the scope of the implications for many stakeholders explore the next steps in addressing the challenges ahead. 

It was quite clear from the conference that the WFD will have an important affect on the way we view the hydromorphology of river basins and the coast. With considerable support from Defra, the Environment Agency and SEPA the organisers chose speakers to illustrate the ecological nature of the challenge and then how various traditional sectoral approaches to water management (flood risk management, water resources, land-use management, heavily modified water bodies) would be affected by the WFD hydromorphology requirements. 

Many speakers fully acknowledged the challenges ahead and work that needs to be done. This point is now also fully acknowledged at a European scale since the WFD characterisation process highlighted the scale of the hydromorphology issue across Europe.

It was very clear from the presentations that a considerable body of technical work had been undertaken but the implications for practitioners (ie the majority of delegates) was still far from clear. The sheer diversity of concerns expressed by the delegates (question 4) and also reinforced in the conference evaluation highlighted that delegates were looking for practical solutions and guidance to the questions posed. 

It is not at all clear how integration of the interests of traditional sectors, which is key to any consideration of delivering hydromorphological change at any scale of ‘catchment’ is to be achieved. “I’ll need to talk to my colleagues in flood risk management more often” was a comment made by one speaker in an off the cuff way – many a true word spoken in jest -  but there were no obvious solutions to this integration question on offer.  There was however, a sense of impatience with the current state of play which was reflected in the conference evaluation. It is clear that the issue of communicating the Directive and its implications even with the full support of all the Agencies and departments is as great a challenge as ever! 

