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Executive Summary / Main Findings 
 
This Dialogue on the implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in Agricultural Water 
Management is considered as a combined international, national, regional and local PP process. The 
Dialogue is organised in the framework of the Global WFE Dialogue (Dialogue on Water for Food 
and Environment) that means in the CEE region a Dialogue on the Implementation of the EU Water 
Framework Directive in Agricultural Water Management in the Central and East European EU 
Candidate Countries. This Dialogue was selected as a specific Case Study on PP for the HarmoniCop 
project. The Dialogue is a four level PP process (international, national, regional and local). The Case 
Study is focused on the national and lower level processes, but the international aspects are also 
shortly discussed.   
 
The Water Framework Directive strongly supports the need for protection of water resources and 
requires the achievement of good ecological status of waters. The idea of the Dialogue, on the other 
hand, under the title “Water – Food – Environment” aims at providing sustainable development of 
rural areas.  
 
The target of the Dialogue is to discuss problems associated with implementation of the WFD, to 
indicate possibilities for the dissemination of best approaches of implementation in rural areas, to 
combat organizational obstacles and particularly to stimulate contacts and cooperation between the 
competent authorities, the public administrators, the specialists of water management, agriculture and 
environmental protection, and the stakeholders. 
 
The Dialogue has been started in 2001. The main practical results of the Dialogue until now are the 
proposals and comments of the participants for the Commission, the ICPDR, the Hungarian 
Government and the local authorities on the implementation of the WFD. The conclusions and 
experiments on the IC tools used and especially on the “social learning like” approaches are also 
important. The Case Study reviews and evaluates the first step of the Dialogue (2001-2003) and 
implements the interim results of the HarmoniCop in the second and third phase of the Dialogue 
(2003-2004). 
 
 
Box 1: Members of the consortium for the organization of the international Dialogue: 
 
GWP CEE - Global Water Partnership, Central and Eastern Europe  
The CEE Region considered by the GWP CEE: Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia 
 
ICID ERWG - International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage, European Regional 
Working Group 
Countries represented in ICID ERWG: Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Finland, 
France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Macedonia, The Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Ukraine, United Kingdom  
 
WWF - World Wide Fund for Nature - Danube-Carpathian Program: projects throughout the 
Danube River Basin and Carpathian eco-regions and staff in Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, 
Germany, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine 
 
Coordinator of the CEE WFE Dialogue:  Istvan Ijjas 
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Box 2: Members of the consortium for the organization of the national, regional and local Dialogues 
 
MoARD - Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 
MoEW - Ministry for Environment and Water Management 
WWF – World Wide Fund for Nature, Hungary 
ICID - International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage Hungarian National Committee 
National Union of Water Management Associations 
76 Water Management Associations  
The Dialogue was supported by the Hungarian Hydrological Society and the Budapest University of 
Technology and Economics 
 



 1

1   Introduction and approach 
 

Following the World Water Vision and Framework for Action process, that ended with the 2nd World 
Water Forum in March 2000 in The Hague, many felt that there had been insufficient interaction 
between the agricultural and the environmental sectors.  
 
Nine of the primary international actors in the fields of water resources management, water resources 
research, environmental conservation and health (FAO, GWP, ICID, IUCN, IWMI, UNEP, WHO, 
WWC and WWF) have established a dialogue process to examine the question of future water needs 
for nature and food production. The Global Dialogue as envisaged in the "Dialogue on Water, Food 
and Environment Proposal” (May 2001) is a process that helps build bridges between agricultural and 
environmental communities on water resources issues, by improving the linkages between the 
sectoral approaches. (Download the full proposal for the Dialogue at www.iwmi.org/dialogue ). 
 
Following the first planning and design meeting for a possible global Dialogue on Water for Food and 
Environmental Security held in Colombo, Sri Lanka in December 2000, the GWP-CEE Region 
(Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 
Slovenia) decided to run a series of relevant dialogues in the countries. Responding to the invitation 
of GWP, representatives of GWP-CEE, WWF Danube-Carpathian Programme and ICID European 
Regional Working Group formed in 2001 a temporary Working Group as an interim arrangement to 
take the initiative forward. The WG prepared a proposal on the CEE Dialogue on Water for Food and 
Environment, which was presented in August 2001 during the Stockholm Water Symposium. The 
proposal was further elaborated for the Bonn Conference on Freshwater held in December the same 
year. It was well received and was decided that GWP-CEE give priority to the Dialogue on the 
regional level. 
 
The proposal stated that “the agricultural impacts on water status are a major concern across Europe – 
both in terms of water quantity and quality”. There are obvious regional differences, for example 
between north-west Europe, the Mediterranean and CEE countries. Apart from the impacts on the 
biodiversity and landscape of Europe, this ’water stress’ threatens human health and the long-term 
sustainability of food production. Direct impacts include over-abstraction of groundwater and 
pollution of ground and surface waters due to excessive fertilizer application. But there are also 
ecosystem shifts that have resulted from intensification of agricultural practice during the last 50 
years or so.  
 
The EU enlargement poses a major political, economic and ecological challenge for the old and the 
new Member States and for the Candidate Countries. Within the discussion on the EU enlargement, 
agricultural policy plays a major role. The process of the EU enlargement requires the adoption of the 
European sectoral policies, including the Common Agricultural Policy and also the adoption and 
implementation of the WFD. The implementation of the WFD requires the use of the supporting tools 
within the CAP with regard to the specific CEECs dimensions.    
 
Because of all these reasons, the GWP-Hungary was looking for organizations sharing the above 
objectives and found very soon interested parties, like the Ministry of Agriculture and Regional 
Development, Ministry for Environment and Water, WWF-Hungary, ICID Hungarian National 
Committee, the Department of Hydraulic and Water Resources Engineering of the Budapest 
University and Economics and the National Union of Water Management Associations and the 
Hungarian Hydrological Society. 
 
Water Management Associations (WMAs) are independent organizations playing important role in 
solving rural water management tasks. Members are individuals or agricultural companies having 
land or other properties within the area of interest of a WMA, and therefore being locally interested in 
the protection against water induced damages including excess water as well. Presently there are 76 
WMAs in Hungary covering almost the whole territory of the country (Figure 1). The areas covered 
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by the WMAs are based on the sub-basin system of the Hungarian river network. WMAs contribute 
financially according to the value of their property. 
 
The Ministries proved to be committed partners showing not only political will, but also providing 
financial support to the local level dialogues organized in the countryside, as well as delegating high 
level officers to help facilitate the meetings and draw conclusions. WWF-Hungary, the ministries, the 
ICID National Committee and the universities were instrumental supporters by providing keynote 
lecturers at the meetings and giving professional expertise. The consortium was based on mutual 
interest and created a constructive atmosphere for the whole process. GWP-Hungary played a 
catalytic role to initiate a four level PP process in Hungary which was appreciated by the other 
members.  
 
Geographical spread of the four level PP process: 
 
• international – former and present Candidate Countries (ten Central and East European Countries); 

• national - the Hungarian part of the Danube River Basin District; 

• regional - the sub-basins covered by the regional groups of the 76 Water Management Associations 
(four regional groups);  

• local - the sub-basins covered by some of the Water Management Associations 
 
The Department of Hydraulic and Water Resources Engineering of the BUTE had an observer, 
counsellor role during the national Dialogue process. It was requested by the organising institute, the 
MoARD, to facilitate the technical support and to complete the professional background.  The reason 
of the selection was the traditionally good relation of the Department of the institutes and 
authorizations treating with water issues.   
 
This process has been selected for case-study, because it is a real-time social learning process, 
treating with the most actual question in the Hungarian water management, the implementation of the 
Water Framework Directive. The Hungarian task for this year required by the EU is the assessment of 
the status of the water bodies and the impacts of the human activities. This is why now the most 
important challenge is to prepare the stakeholders - in this case the staff of the WMAs – for the liable 
cooperation, to raise interests related to the implementation of the WFD and to collect the information 
about the areas, to be able to prepare the reports to the EU.  
 
For observing The Hungarian HarmoniCOP team used the social learning techniques, raising the 
capacity to build the common understanding, with plenary – informational – sessions and small-group 
negotiations. In this concept emphasis was laid to the importance of the informal channels, leaving 
enough time for the coffee- and lunch-breaks, and forming the small group negotiations as informal, 
as it was possible. 
 
The typology of the case-study is HT1 (historical review) and RT2 (real time - observing and 
counselling). 
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2   Context 
 

2.1 Environmental context 
 
Before the change of the political, economic and social regime (around 1990), wetland drainage, river 
regulation, irrigation and heavy chemical fertilisation have been key policies for raising agricultural 
productivity in the countries located in the Danube River Basin (Figure 1). Many reports on the 
relationship between agriculture and biological diversity in the countries mention the negative 
impacts of agricultural collectivisation, mechanisation, intensification, drainage and water regulation 
(IUCN 1992, 1993, 1995). These include river ecosystem degradation, habitat destruction, extinction 
of species, nitrate pollution of groundwater, etc.    
 
 

 
 

Figure 1: The Danube River Basin 

 
 
In Hungary several regional water management problems affecting large areas have been encountered 
in recent years, of which the following are among the major ones: 
 
• The groundwater table has dropped in the area of the Danube-Tisza Divide, under the combined 

impact of the sequence of dry years and over-abstraction. 

• Mine drainage has lowered the karst  water table in Transdanubia. 

• The ecosystems in the severed laterals of the Danube and Tisza, and several protected wetlands are 
endangered.  
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A number of water resources management problems arose in the various sectors of economy: 
 
• Several thousand illegal, uncontrolled and unexplored communal solid wastes dumping sites 

containing also hazardous substances present a grave hazard to the aquatic environment. 

• Cottage industries have been started all over the country, the operation of which is impossible to 
control and which discharge potentially hazardous substances into waters. 

• Striving for higher profits, the newly founded industries pay little attention to minimizing the risks 
to the environment. 

• Several industrialized animal farms disposed of the liquid manure produced in an unsatisfactory 
manner, causing soil and groundwater pollution. 

• Property conditions in agriculture are unclear in a number of places. The water management 
associations have no information on several owners of property in their area. Drainage and 
irrigation of the lands split up into small holdings are unsolved. 

• Many of the new landowners have no farming practice and their farm water management 
awareness is inadequate to serve as a groundwork of farm water management based on ecological 
systems. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Figure 2: Water Management Associations in Hungary 

 
 
Organized tourism is not truly concerned with the preservation of ecological values, and especially 
the unorganized, spontaneous type of tourism is liable to cause considerable harm to the aquatic 
environment.  “Public access” to several water bodies is unregulated. 
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2.2 Institutional context 
 
The national level “Dialogue on the Implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive in the 
Field of Agricultural Water Management in Hungary” covers the overall territory of Hungary (93 000 
km2). The Dialogue is a cross-sectoral process among the stakeholders, at local, regional, national and 
river basin levels, in open, clear and transparent form.  
 
In the frame of the partners organizing the Hungarian Dialogue there are the representatives of the 
decision-makers (Ministry of Agriculture and Regional Development and the Ministry of 
Environment and  Water), of the environmental and professional NGOs (WWF Hungary, ICID 
Hungarian National Committee, the Global Water Partnership Hungary) and the National Union of 
Water Management Associations. The participants are the elected board members and the 
professional leaders of the Water Management Associations. The 76 Water Management Associations 
cover almost the entire country (see Figure 1) and their territory disperse among 500 and 3000 km2. 
 
Currently the water issues are divided mainly among three Ministries in Hungary – the Ministry of 
Environment and Water (MoEW), the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MoARD) and 
the Ministry of Economy and Transport (MoET). Among these three Ministries two – the MoEW and 
the MoARD – are treating with the public involvement to the water issues.  
 
Ministry of Environment and Water (MoEW) 
The MoEW is a governmental, institutional actor of the Dialogue. 
MoEW is responsible for the quantity and quality of surface and ground waters (qualification, limit 
values, regulation, and authority tasks), soil protection (expect the agricultural soil), nature 
conservation and protection. The Department of River Basin Management represents the MoeW on 
the Dialogue meetings.  
 
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MoARD) 
The MoARD is a governmental, institutional actor of the Dialogue. MoARD is one of the initiators of 
the Dialogue and the organizer of the process. The Ministry also covers a great part of the costs of the 
Dialogue. 
 
The MoARD also has significant influence on river basins: the Department for Water Management 
developed the governing and financing system of agricultural water management and maintains the 
state owned water bodies and facilities. This authority also produced regional development plans, 
worked out methods for harmonizing the national and international tenders in the water management 
domain. This means that they will be responsible for the EU subventions. 
 
World Wide Fund for Nature Hungary (WWF Hungary) 
The WWF is the most relevant one in Hungary in the field of nature conservation. The WWF operates 
within the confines of different kind of projects in Hungary.  
 
Beyond practical conservation programmes, the WWF lays much stress on lobbying for a better 
environmental legislation and informing society to increase the public's environmental awareness, 
which is considered as indispensable for the defence of nature in the long run. 
 
WWF launched its PAN Park Programme in Europe in 1997. Its nature conservation and 
communication activities in Central Europe are co-ordinated from Hungary. (The name PAN comes 
from Protected Area Network). The programme's aim is to set up a system which qualifies Europe's 
protected areas independently to ensure their high level management. (www.wwf.wwf.hu) 
 
International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage Hungarian National Committee  
The Commission is dedicated to enhancing the worldwide supply of food and fibre for all people by 
improving water and land management and the productivity of irrigated and drained lands through 
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appropriate management of water, environment and application of irrigation, drainage and flood 
management techniques.  
 
Hungarian Hydrological Society 
The main purposes of the Hungarian Hydrological Society (HHS) are to promote and manage the 
exchange of knowledge and experience among professionals in various fields of water sciences and 
techniques. 
 
The HHS is a non-profit institutions incorporating individual experts from administration, public 
utilities, enterprises, institutes and universities and organizations (authorities, companies, offices, 
water associations), respectively. 
 
The Society is composed on one hand by professional sections: Limnology, Hydraulics and Applied 
Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Balneology, Sewage, Agricultural Water Management, 
Hydrochemistry and Water Technology, Hydraulic Construction, Water Management, Flood Control 
and Land Drainage, Water Supply, Industrial Water Management, and on the other hand by regional 
branches in the counties (more then 20).  
 
Global Water Partnership Hungary (GWP Hungary) 
The Global Water Partnership is a working partnership among all those involved in water 
management: government agencies, public institutions, private companies, professional organizations, 
multilateral development agencies and others committed to the Dublin-Rio principles. Their main 
objectives are the establishment of the principles of sustainable water resources management, the 
identification of gaps to meet critical needs within the available human and financial resources and 
support actions at the local, national regional or river basin level that follows principles of sustainable 
water management (www.gwpforum.org). 
 
National Union of Water Management Associations (WMA) and their Representatives 
The role of the WMA representatives is very important, because one of the main objectives of the 
learning process is to develop their knowledge. 
 
Nowadays 76 WMAs operate in Hungary. The average number of members is about 3000 and the 
average area is about 100.000 ha so they have huge importance in the country. They are competent to 
take decisions in their own territory thus they influence the river basins. The members are individual 
water users, agricultural companies, but municipalities also have representation in the leadership. 
Because of the WMAs account as “links” between the ministries and the water users, they have 
notable role in the field of information dissemination. This dissemination is a two-way process: top-
down and bottom up. 
 
Water Management Representatives of the County Offices of Agriculture 
19 offices operate in Hungary as the executive authorities of the MoARD. They participate as equal 
as the WMA representatives. 
 
Consultant and mediator (technical support) 
IPICON Ltd. is a consultant company, which has a wide range of experiences in water management 
issues. 
They role is to prepare background information, presentations and minutes and to fulfil the role of the 
mediator during the meetings. 
 
The main relationships between the participants are shown in the Figure 3. The black lines are 
demonstrating the relationships existing from the beginning and the red ones, the new connections 
developed during the Dialogue process.  
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Figure 3: The relationships among the participants (organogram) 

 

2.3 Socio-economic context 
 
The EU accession is an unprecedented political step. Although by the end of 2001 the accession 
negotiations on the environment chapter were provisionally concluded with nine countries, the 
implications of becoming EU member was still unclear for many professionals of the water and the 
agri-food sector.  
 
Luckily this situation (definite support to join, uncertainties related to implication and clear signs of 
positive impact on the environment) helps to call the attention of senior decision makers and 
governmental officers to the Dialogue process in the CEE countries. The efforts of the Country Water 
Partnerships (CWPs) preparing the national consultations were generally acknowledged and 
supported by relevant ministries and the meetings were attended by their representatives. They 
considered the meetings as a contribution to the ministries’ public awareness campaign and usually 
gained good impressions. The top-down and bottom-up approaches complemented each other and 
resulted in trust building. 
 
Dialogue results were well communicated to competent ministries. Information for decision makers 
on practical obstacles encountered in the field and on local preferences are prerequisites of 
implementing the Dialogue results. This process however is time consuming and as envisaged the 
Dialogue on the implementation of the WFD will last until 2006 or later. 
 
Regarding the CEE countries located in the Danube River Basin, both GWP-CEE and WWF are 
observers with the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR), which 
includes governmental delegates of the countries sharing the basin (the most complex one in the 
world in terms of number of countries involved). ICPDR provides the multilateral setting of the 
implementation of Water Framework Directive. Observers are not idle parties at the meetings; they 
bring expertise and from time to time volunteer or are requested to contribute with issue papers, like 
the recent one on public participation in connection with the implementation of WFD. They are active 
partners in the lasting political process of joining the EU and able to influence the decisions of this 
international body including EU members states and associated countries as well. The CEE Dialogue 
consortium (GWP, WWF and ICID) therefore can put through the ideas, recommendations and 
results of country and regional meetings directly by its observers and indirectly through country 
delegates. This is the case in the Danube basin, where six out of the ten CEE countries can be found 
(Ijjas et al. 2003) and six new Member States among them. 

NGOs 

76 WMAs 

MoEW IPICON Ltd MoARD 

National Union of
WMAs 

19 County
Authorities of
MoARD 
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3   Description of the PP process 
 

3.1 Objectives and driving forces  
 

Objectives and driving forces of the Global Dialogue Approach 
Following the Bonn conference the GWP-CEE decided to financially support the process in the 
region and held a kick-off meeting to facilitate the implementation of national WFE dialogues in the 
CEE countries.  The meeting (Bled, Slovenia, April 2002) was attended by future facilitators of 
country dialogue meetings and addressed some key questions related to the: 
 

• organizational structure of the dialogues, 
• dialogue purpose, principles and elements, 
• action plans for initiating dialogues and 
• timetables. 
 

It was agreed that the general objective of the Dialogue is that all waters reach at least “good status” 
by 2015 and to ensure the sustainable development of the agriculture, while the specific objective is 
the successful implementation of EU WFD in the field of agricultural water management by 
involving all stakeholders to the planning and implementation process. A Knowledge Base for the 
country dialogues has been compiled including: 
 

• EU Water Framework Directive, 
• Common EU and National Strategies on the Implementation of WFD, 
• Draft Guidelines for WFD implementation in EU -  CIRCA system, 
• Other international and national documents. 

 
The EU Member States and the European Commission jointly developed a Common Implementation 
Strategy (CIS) of the WFD. The Strategic Document is continuously being developed according to 
the progress of the implementation process of the WFD. This strategic document recognises the 
importance of an active involvement of stakeholders, NGOs and the civil society. The basic idea is to 
promote an open and clear exchange of views and concerns between all parties directly responsible 
for the implementation of the WFD and those who will be interested in or affected by it. The CEE 
WFE Dialogue promotes the public participation and the involvement of the CEE countries. 
 
In parallel with the activities under CIS of the WFD, the European Commission is pursuing a further 
integration of the specific requirements of the WFD into other Community Policies. Priority areas of 
action are the integration into the Common Agricultural Policy, Regional Policy, Fisheries Policy, 
Development Policy, Marine Policy and integration into other policy sectors such as Energy, 
Transportation and Internal Market. For example, it is more and more often recognised that some 
elements of the EU Common Agricultural Policy as applied to the CEE region, should change to 
favour sustainable rural development rather than provision of production-based payments and 
subsidies only.   
 
The priority areas of action within the integration into Agricultural Policy: 
 
• introduce the requirements of the WFD into specific projects, the rural development plans (e.g. 

agri-environmental measures), cross compliance, INTERREG guidelines and projects, including 
training and capacity building for farmers and authorities, 

• ensure that the mid-term review of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in 2003 and future 
CAP reforms or specific reforms of individual Common Market Organisations adequately take 
account of the requirements of the WFD with regard to the CEE dimensions. 
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The urgent need for integrating CAP and WFD planning and implementation was recently recognised 
by the European Commission in its Working Document “The Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
and tools within the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) to support its implementation”, published in 
February 2003 (EC 2003). This recognition underlined the absolute importance of the Dialogue and 
its objectives. 
 
One of the main guiding principles for effective river basin management is that of sustainable rural 
development in which agriculture is a key component of multifunctional rural areas. 
 
There are significant differences between the former 15 EU Member States and the new Member 
States and still candidate countries in the CEE Region. These differences are taken into account when 
assessing approaches and tools for reconciling water, agriculture and environment in this region of 
Europe.  
 
Box 3: Consortium for Global Dialogue: 
 
FAO – The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization 
GWP – Global Water Partnership 
ICID – International Commission for Irrigation 
IUCN – The World Conservation Union 
IWMI – International Water Management Institute 
UNEP – United Nations Environmental Program 
WHO – World Health Organization 
WWC – World Wide Council 
WWF – World Wide Found 
 

Objectives and driving forces of the Dialogue on international level 
The CEE Dialogue is a decentralised, multi-year process, with milestones at the 3rd and 4th World 
Water Forum.  The overall organisation and timing of the CEE Dialogue is co-ordinated with the 
Global Dialogue activities as well as with the overall work programme of the Common 
Implementation Strategy of the EU Water Framework Directive. The CEE Dialogue is co-ordinated 
also with other relevant activities of the GWP CEE, ERWG ICID, WWF Danube-Carpathian 
Programme and WWF Europe. 
 
The key issues, principles and tools of Dialogue processes were agreed on the global and CEE WFE 
meetings on “How to organise Dialogue processes”.  
 
The final deliverables of the first phase of the CEE WFE Dialogue were the ten National Dialogue 
Reports (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia 
and Slovenia).  
 
The key issues that have been discussed during the national dialogue processes and considered as 
most important are as follows: 
 

• environmental pressures and impacts caused by agriculture in the CEE region, 
• the provisions of the EU WFD, the Nitrate Directive, and the Habitat Directive, 
• elements of the Good Agricultural Practice, 
• loss of wetlands, 
• expected impacts of the climate change, 
• privatization, land use changes, 
• financial difficulties of farmers, 
• competitiveness of CEE agriculture, 
• coordination of rural development planning and the WFD, 
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• coordination of WFD and the new flood management policies and strategies, 
• integration of environmental, economic and social objectives and integrated planning to 

achieve those objectives, 
• possible EU funds to introduce the necessary agri-environment measures, 
• the need for new education and training programmes, 
• the need for improved information exchange, 
• the role of farmers and farmer’s organizations in the implementation process of the WFD.      

 
The EU Working Document on CAP and WFD was considered as the most important EU document 
developed by the European Commission in 2003 for the implementation of the WFD in the field of 
Water, Agriculture and Environment. It was agreed to continue the cooperation between ICID, GWP 
and WWF in 2003 with the Dialogue on this document. 
In order to conduct successful Dialogue committed partners are needed from both ends of the political 
palette. In CEE the unique political situation of historic reunification of the European continent helps 
to gain political support for the Dialogue process. 
 
The discussions revealed that to meet WFD requirements is not enough. A delicate balance has to be 
reached by meeting EU water and common agricultural policies and by being competitive without 
increasing the burden on the environment under harsh conditions of limited subsidy (average 15% 
compared with 40-60% in EU). To raise the relatively low living standards typical in agriculture in all 
CEE countries reconsideration of subsidiary policy is needed. Compensation of people living in 
disadvantageous areas is also needed for achieving social justice and environment-friendly 
investments must be encouraged by adequate incentives.  
 
Concept of integrated water resources management (or the way to implement it) is different in the 
world, in the EU and in the local environment. The EU WFD stipulates the planning of action plans 
necessary for meeting the environmental objectives and do not deal with programmes of measures 
related to social and economic objectives. This, therefore, necessitates the integration of social and 
economic considerations – through CAP and the Rural Development Regulation for example – into 
WFD programmes of measures. 
 
Given the relatively small extent of the irrigated area and moderate use of fertilizers and pesticides in 
CEE (mostly because of the increase of their prices in the last 10 years), agricultural irrigation is 
currently not judged as important threat to natural resources or biodiversity in that part of Europe 
(European Commission DG Environment, 2000).  It is generally considered, however, that drainage 
systems built in the past, sometimes over large areas, have caused considerable change of the natural 
flow regime in several rivers of the region.   
 
The third phase of the dialogue is focused on the actual activities of the implementation of the WFD 
with specific regard to the agricultural and rural sector and water management: 

• Characterization of the River Basin districts (and Water Bodies) 
• Analyses of pressures and impacts (e.g. designation of the likely heavily modified water bodies) 
• Economic analyses of water uses 

 

Objectives and driving forces of the National Dialogue  
The overall purpose of each national WFE Dialogue and the regional CEE WFE Dialogue is to 
develop a science-based consensus between all stakeholders – including governments, NGOs, 
research specialists and farmers' organizations – which will help enhance agricultural production and 
environmental security, through sustainable water management. 
 
The specific objectives are: 
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• To strengthen the knowledge base on this topic, and develop conceptual and assessment tools to 
clearly understand the situation. 

• To develop programmes of measures for sustainable water management in agricultural 
production in CEE countries. 

• To offer platform for dissemination and discussion of EU Water Framework Directive, Common 
Agricultural Policy and other related EU policies. 
 

3.2 Activities / phases 
 

Activities of the Global Dialogue Approach 
The implementation process of the EU Water Framework Directive creates a lot of information, 
experience and knowledge. The main CEE WFE Knowledge Base activities for the implementation of 
the EU Water Framework Directive are as follows:   
 
• Planning and design of CEE Knowledge Base, 

• Knowledge components (analysis of the characteristics of the river basins, of pressures and 
impacts of agricultural activities and the economics of water use, ecological status classification 
systems, reference conditions and reference sites, programs of measures, River Basin 
Management Plans according to the EU Water Framework Directive), 

• Joint evaluation of best practices (agriculture/ecosystem), 

• Synthesis of material, presentation, publications, 

• Development of alternative programs of measures, modelling and presentation for integrating 
agriculture and rural development into WFD implementation, including definition of  water 
aspects of “Good Agricultural Practice” as required by the CAP first pillar. 

 
Networking for local and basin level PP processes in CEE is focused on testing and evaluating 
innovative approaches that enhance sustainable water services for agriculture and the environment. 
This means essentially a platform for information exchange – leading to identification of “best 
practices” and then appropriate training.  
 
The key actions of networking are, in broad terms: 
 

• Network development in CEE 
• Networking activities (communication, information exchange) 
• Capacity development (farmer to farmer/research, manager to manager training, site visits) 

 
The above list is an indication of the types of activities that are expected to be carried out in the 
framework of the CEE WFE Dialogue. Specific proposals were developed for the various activities 
listed, particularly through the Dialogue workshops held. Those proposals are considered during the 
phases of the dialogue process.   
 

Activities of the Dialogue in international level 
The CEE WFE Dialogue deals with water management for agriculture in general, including irrigated 
and rainfed agriculture, drainage, flood management, erosion control, and large scale as well as small- 
and micro-scale farming. Agriculture is broadly defined, including food and cash crops, aquaculture, 
livestock and agro-forestry. Environmental issues include water quality as well as aquatic and land-
based ecosystems, and look at biodiversity for its own sake as well as goods and services provided by 
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nature, including capture fisheries. Wetland restoration and sustainable management are therefore key 
not only to the WFD but also the Dialogue itself. 
 
The CEE WFE Dialogue has been carried out with the following main activities, plus a 
communication program: 
 

• Planning and design of regional and national CEE WFE dialogues, 
• Preparation of the knowledge base for the dialogue,  
• Preparation for local, regional and national dialogues, 
• Conducting of local, regional and national dialogues, 
• Synthesis of CEE WFE dialogue information and reporting for the Global Dialogue, 
• Participation on the Global Dialogue events.  

 

Activities of the National Dialogue  
 
1st Phase of the Dialogue 
 
The Hungarian WFE Dialogue started the earliest of the CEE WFE Dialogues and organized most of 
the events until now.  
 
At the very beginning of the process it was clear that for a successful country dialogue more partners 
were needed. GWP-Hungary was looking for organisations sharing the same objectives than the 
Dialogue and found very soon interested parties, like the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development, Ministry of Environment and Water, WWF – World Wide Fund Hungary, ICID 
Hungarian National Committee, two universities and the National Union of Water Associations.  
 
The Dialogue meetings were prepared by the organisation team (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development, Ministry for Environment and Water, National Union of Water Management 
Associations, ICID, WWF, IPICON Ltd.). The members of the organisation team were the Head of 
Department and the chief counsellor of the Water Management Department of the MoARD, the Head 
of Department of the EU Coordination Department, the Head of Secretary of the NUoWMAs, and the 
experts working in the ICID, WWF.   
 
The most important elements of the Knowledge Base of the CEE WFE Dialogue are the series of the 
guidance documents drafted by the EU CIS Working Groups for the implementation of the WFD. The 
summaries and synthesis of the drafts of the guidance documents with regard to the WFE Dialogue 
have been prepared by the key-note speakers of the Dialogue meetings and distributed through the 
information system of the WMAs. The preparation of the written documents as a knowledge base for 
the Dialogue was financed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MoARD).  
 
Issues raised during the Dialogue meetings include: 
 
Most important provisions of the WFD related to agricultural water management: 
 
1. Obstacles hindering the implementation of WFD, 

2. Development of “do’s and don’ts” in agricultural water management for the successful 
implementation of WFD 

3. Suggestions for the EU CIS and ICPDR RBM working groups preparing guidelines of 
implementation (in order to avoid unfavourable prescriptions from the viewpoint of the 
Hungarian agricultural water management), 

4. Future tasks of WMAs in connection with implementation and relevant prescriptions. 
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Immediate output – an agreement was launched between WWF and the Union of Water Management 
Associations in Hungary on four pilot studies (implementation of WFD in large drainage systems and 
wetland rehabilitation) (Ijjas et all., 2003) 
 
2nd Phase of the Dialogue (September 2003 – February 2004) 
 
The Dialogue was continued in 2003 on three topics: 
 
1. Dialogue on the conclusions and proposals of the reports of the First Phase of the Dialogue 

(National Dialogue Reports and the CEE WFE Dialogue Report); 

2. Reporting on the Dialogue process; 

3. Dialogue on the EC Working Document “The WFD and tools within the CAP to support its 
implementation”.  

 
The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development sent the Hungarian translation of the Working 
Document to over 150 interested organisations, including statutory partners, Non Government 
Organisations, Government Offices for the Regions, local authorities and Water Management 
Associations, requesting initial comments on the Commission’s proposal. The covering letter 
specifically stated that any further consultation rounds would be sent to those who either commented 
on the original consultation or who registered an interest in the proposals. The main locations and 
topics of 2003 are demonstrated in Figure 4. 
 
The Hungarian and English version of the Working Document was also available on the website of 
the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and on the website of the Union of Water 
Management Associations. (Ijjas et all., 2004). 

 

Figure 4: Dialogue meetings in Hungary, 2003 
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3rd Phase of the Dialogue (February 2004 –  ) 
 
Main topics of the 3rd Phase of the Dialogue 
 
1. Dialogue on the conclusions and proposals of the reports of the Second Phase of the Dialogue 

(National Dialogue Reports and the CEE WFE Dialogue Report); 

2. Reporting on the Dialogue process; 

3. Dialogue on the new tendering requirements of the EU 

4. Dialogue on the involvement of the public to the water management issues 
 
First in the third phase of the process raised significantly the trust from the WMAs’ side on the 
achievement of the objectives and the staff of the Dialogue. This change of approach is originated by 
the success of the Hungarian comments for the EU CAP Document; the participants had a concrete 
argument, that their proposals are not disappeared in the institutional networks.  This changed 
approach was notable in the alteration of the attitude of the participants, and facilitated the overall 
Social learning process. 
 
This altered approach was very useful on initiating the introduction of the tendering procedure, 
because at the recent days, this is one of the most important and most incomprehensible issues in the 
Hungarian agricultural water management. For the sake of using efficiently this “supporting tool” of 
the EU, there is a need to change the approach of the farmers from the “waiting all from the State” to 
the “lead and manage yourself to reach something from the EU”.  
 
The organisation of a Dialogue meeting on PP was proposed in the previous phase. In the frame of 
this phase three micro-regional meetings were organised with the participation – except the WMAs - 
of the majors of the settlements located in the area, the concerned NGOs and the representatives of 
the MoEW and the MoARD. One of the meetings was held with the financial and scientific support of 
the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR). 
 
The locations of the dialogue meetings held in 2004 are shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Dialogue meetings in Hungary, 2004 
 

3.3. IC Tools 
 
Because of the wide-spread characteristic of the Dialogue’s target groups, there was a need for the 
use of different level ICTools.  
 
- information supply for the attendants via Internet, dissemination of the background documents – 

one-way communication, the MoARD sent to the other participants the materials collected 
before ( with the technical support of  the WWF, GWP, ICID, MoEW, IPICON Ltd. , BUTE, 
Hungarian Hydrological Society). At the beginning the major challenges were the conviction of 
the WMAs on the participation and on the making assume them the cost of the local meetings 
and the time expenditure. This difficulty was bridge with the continuous support of the 
information and the participation in the meetings from the decision-making side (MoARD, 
MoEW). Also was a good factor the effective presentation and comments of the most active and 
mostly known Hungarian NGOs, like the WWF, GWP, ICID. 

 
This tool covers the collection and storage of data on the hydrological cycle (quantity and 
quality) and access to physical, socio-economic, demographic and water use data in a cross-
sectoral perspective. The need to share knowledge is growing rapidly where the internet and 
email allow for ease of interaction as never before.  Building a knowledge base into an effective 
tool requires consistent, routine work over large areas and many years. It also requires the 
development of working relations and data exchange between sector institutions representing 
either impacts on water resources or use of water resources. 

 
- Tools aiming the support of the expert’s presentation in the Dialogue meetings: computer- and 

web-based presentations, web-based and printed maps. The computer- and web- based 
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presentations play central role during the meetings. It is used for all kind of information 
dissemination (introduction of the key-topic on plenary meetings, small group negotiations, 
presentation of the result of the negotiations). 

 
- Tools used for the facilitation of the common thinking, the exchange of ideas, providing an equal 

opportunity for participation. Here could be ranged the continuous and up-dated use of flip-
charts, paper schemes and others.  
 

- To allow information exchange among diverse water stakeholders: text material such as 
newsletters (paper and electronic), printed manuals, newspaper and electronic media reports, 
bulletin boards and e-mail chat. 

 
- To encourage the process in national and CEE contexts it is important, that data sets of resource 

conditions, socio-economic data etc. are available and widely shared, and that users are confident 
about the use and applicability of data. The Hungarian national data sets of resource conditions 
are owned and managed by the governments – by the 2 participating Ministries, the MoARD and 
the MoEW. In Hungary there is a law on the access of the public to the environmental 
information. One part of these information can be found in the homepages of the ministries 
mentioned above (www.fvm.hu; www.kvvm.hu), other is available personally at the competent 
authorizations (Environmental Inspectorates, Water Directorates).  

 
- To get first-hand experiences about the opinions and suggestions of the participants related to the 

Dialogue process. For the aim to fulfil this objective, the Department of Hydraulic and Water 
Resources Engineering prepared 2 kind of Questionnaires, and prepared interviews with the 
main opinion-leaders. One Questionnaire was formulated by the Hungarian HarmoniCOP Team 
based on the “Pool of Questions” developed by the HarmoniCOP WP3 and other was made by 
the organising institutions of the Dialogue, using the knowledge base of the questionnaire 
elaborated by the leading institutions of the WFE Global Dialogue. The second Dialogue is 
demonstrated in details in the frame of the Participation and Social Learning in the 
implementation of the WFD in Agricultural Water Management - Stakeholders Workshop 
Report, prepared by the Hungarian HarmoniCOP team.  

 

Questionnaire formulated by the Department of Hydraulic and Water Resources 
Engineering of BUTE  
An interview was made to get experiences and to evaluate the Dialogue process. The basis was the 
questionnaire elaborated by the HarmoniCOP WP3, the “Pool of Questions”. This “Pool of 
Questions” document is a guide how to prepare a questionnaire and to observe meetings. After the 
selection of the adequate questions and the adaptation of them to the circumstances of the Dialogue, 
some of the most active partners were visited and interviewed. The structure of the questionnaire 
follows the structure of the Pool of Questions. 
 
The questionnaire was adopted by: 
 Prof. István Ijjas 
 Dr. Erik Mostert 
 Krisztina Botond 
 Miklós Berencsi – Erasmus student 
 
The first idea was to send the questionnaire to the WMA representatives via email or mail by the help 
of the organizers. According to experiences this method is not efficient because of the lack of the 
personal contact and the uncertainty if the competent person answers the questions indeed or not. 
These were the reasons why we decided to make personal interviews. 
 
Advantages of this method were: 

- Personal contact 
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- The competence of the respondent is known 
- Besides answering the questions the respondent can give comments, which sometimes could be 

more significant than the answer own 
- The possibility to interpret the unclear questions is ensured 

 
Disadvantages of this method were: 

- Needs of time 
- Needs of capacity (staff) 
- Needs of travel 
- Limited number respondents 

 
The age of the interviewed persons was between 25 and 58. All the representatives had qualification 
on the water issues, Bachelor or Master degree. On behalf of having a representative result, we asked 
the persons participated in the process from the beginning. Among the interviewed participants were 
the representatives of the decision-makers (Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development, County 
Authorities of Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development, Ministry of Environment and Water, 
Union of Water Management Associations), the consultants (WWF Hungary, ICID Hungary, GWP 
Hungary) and the stakeholder groups (Water Management Associations). 
 
The questions focused on three main points: (i) the Context of the Dialogue (involved stakeholders, 
relationships among the participants, objective of the process), (ii) the Process in general (opinions 
on the management, the feedbacks, organisation, background documents) and (iii) the Outcomes 
(development of relationships, improvement of knowledge on the implementation of the WFD, 
proposals for the future). 
 

Informal networks 1 
As Hungary is a relatively small country the circle of the professionals treating with water issues is 
very close, the experts are at least monthly connection with each other. For this reason, the informal 
channel, the “gossip”, is a very important tool for gaining feedback from the events. These 
information does not contains any complimentary comment, only contains the personal opinions of 
the participants.  
 
Findings suggest that, compared to formal methods, informal contacts are a better channel to transmit 
information between the decision-makers and the „public” and among the members of the public too, 
and that could result a faster way to reach the common understanding and widely accepted proposals. 
 
The main advantage of the informal networks is, that members are not obligated to adopt equal 
opportunity policies or affirmative action goals, and therefore can use articularistic and 
discriminatory criteria for establishing network membership and distributing network resources. 
 
Related to the development of the function and mechanism of the process, the organisers modified the 
tools continuously based on the lessons learnt during the events. The great part of the changes 
concerned to the background documents and the key-note presentations. The language of these 
materials was transformed to more comprehensive and the length was shortened.  
 

                                                      
1 Sociologists define informal networks as the web of relationships that people use to exchange resources and 
services. Informal networks are distinct from formal networks in that they are not officially recognized or 
mandated by organizations and in that the content of their exchanges can be work-related, personal, or social 
(Gail M. McGuire, 2000). 
. 
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3.4. Outcomes  

Response of Hungary to the European Commission’s Working Document: „The Water 
Framework Directive (WFD) and tools within the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 
to support its implementation” 
There were four written responses and five Dialogue meetings were held on the WFD/CAP 
document. Four regional meetings were organised in April and one national meeting on 10 July. The 
total number of the participants was over 100. There were a number of issues raised, which were 
outside the scope of the Working Document. Relevant comments and suggestions were considered. 
The list of organisations consulted and the locations see in Box 4 and 5. 
 

The document on Hungarian responses summarises the written and oral responses received by the 
Ministry and reviewed, discussed and edited together with the representatives of the consortium 
established by the GWP Hungary, WWF Hungary, ICID Hungarian National Committee and the 
Hungarian Hydrological Society for the “Hungarian National Dialogue on the Implementation of the 
WFD in Agricultural Water Management”. 
 
The major Hungarian proposals for the corrections/amendments in the WFD/CAP document were as 
follows: 
 
It was suggested to insert a new paragraph “According to the Commission enlargement proposals on 
agriculture, the starting level at which direct payments would be granted in CEECs for 2004, would 
be set at a rate equivalent to 25% of the present EU system. The progressive introduction of direct 
payments will proceed over a period of 10 years, i.e. the level then applicable in the current member 
states would be reached in 2013. The low rate of direct payments should be considered in CEECs in 
the application process of the supporting tools within the CAP. 
 
It was suggested to consider buffer zones as protected zones within the list of “specific measures”. 
 

Box 4: List of organisations consulted 
 
Written comments were submitted by: 
 
World Wide Fund for Nature Hungary, 
Hungarian Association for Agro-Sciences, Session of Water Management, 
Hungarian Hydrological Society, 
Hungarian National Committee of International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage. 
 
Organizations represented on the Dialogue meetings: 
 
Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development, 
Ministry for Environment Protection and Water Management, 
Global Water Partnership Hungary, 
WWF Hungary, 
ICID Hungarian National Committee,  
ICID ERWG,  
ICID ERWG Drought Work Team,  
ICID ERWG Water Framework Directive Work Team 
GWP/WWF/ICID Water, Food and Environment Dialogue in Central and Eastern European EU 
Candidate Countries (Dialogue on the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive in 
Agricultural Water Management), 
Hungarian Hydrological Society, 
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Hungarian Association for Agro-Sciences, Session of Water Management, 
County Authorities of Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development,  
Union of the Water Management Associations, 
Water Management Associations (76 WMAs) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was suggested to provide support: 
 
• for active flood plains, former, present and reactivated floodplains, flood protection reservoirs, 

emergency reservoirs, low lands (as Environmentally Sensitive Areas), grassland instead of 
arable crops, extensive pasture and meadow on floodplains, extensive vegetable and fruit 
production, reedbed, wooded grasslands with native tree species, extensive fish ponds, 

• for reparcelling to re-install the hydromorphological status of surface waters, 

• for general protection of wetlands and surface waters, 

• for drought sensitive areas to increase preparedness and mitigation activities, 

• for transformation of agricultural infrastructure (road-network, irrigation and drainage systems, 
agricultural facilities etc.) in Candidate Countries according to the new conditions caused by the 
privatisation, the market economy, the small and medium farms instead of the large farms etc. 
with regard to the obligations of the WFD and the relevant other EU directives, 

• for implementation of programmes of measures making the agriculture of the candidate countries 
competitive on the European Market with regard to the obligations of the WFD and the relevant 
other EU directives. 

 

Box 5: List of Dialogue meetings in 2003 
 

- First round: April 2003  
o Celldömök 
o Lengyeltóti 
o Kiskunmajsa 
o Sárospatak 

- Second round: July 2003  
o Mosonmagyaróvár 
o Debrecen 
o Szolnok 
o Szarvas 

- Plenary meeting, July 2003,
Budapest  

- Third round: October 2003  
o Mezőkövesd 
o Szeged 
o Tamási 
o Tapolca 

- Plenary meeting, October 2003,
Budapest  

- Plenary meeting, December 2003,
Budapest  
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It was suggested to insert two new paragraphs: 
 
1) “Coordination of River Basin Management Planning under the WFD and the planning for 

programmes of measures to achieve the social and economic objectives (including the Rural 
Development, flood prevention and protection, drought management, public access, recreation, 
amenity of waterways etc.) “  

2) “Common understanding of WFD and the supporting tools within CAP in case of specific 
artificial catchment areas (e.g. the Hungarian Great Plain, which is drained artificially by canals 
and pump-stations, the polders in Holland etc.)” (Ijjas et all. 2004).  
 

High-level background knowledge base on WFD 
This result was notable during the drafting of the “Response of Hungary to the EU CAP Document”. 
Almost all the comments represented the interests of the proponents and met with the prescriptions of 
the WFD at the same time. Participants did not forget during the whole negotiation process that the 
main aim was the harmonization of the human needs and the objectives of the WFD.  
 
Due to the high level interest and participation awareness, participants use appropriately the water 
and public participation terminology; it was possible to diminish the level of simplification of the 
background documents. There is recognition of the need for developing new programme of measures 
in order to facilitate the implementation of the WFD. It means, that the participants recognized, that 
albeit there are sensitivities about the potential impact of the implementation of future action plan on 
the costs to their organisations, these developments are inevitable, but with effective cooperation 
among the different actors the investments could be realized.  
 
The understanding and common understanding of the agricultural water management aspects of the 
WFD and the tools of CAP for the implementation of the WFD are also the main results of the second 
phase of the Dialogue. 
 
The organisers of the Dialogue have learned from the evaluation meetings and questionnaire that the 
Dialogue was successful, however on the basis of the responses it should be developed and continued. 
The social learning process seems to be very efficient.  
 
 The use of internet for the dissemination of the information and also for some parts of the 
consultation, the “social-learning like” discussions on the hot agricultural issues of WFD, the 
dialogue between the representatives of WWF and Water Management Associations, between the 
representatives of public administration, the farmers, the nature protectors, the water managers and 
the academics, the system of small group meetings, regional and national meetings could be 
considered as the most efficient elements of the Dialogue process.  
 

More capacity on EU tendering 
In this year the key-topic of the first round of the Dialogue meetings was the introduction of the EU 
tendering requirements, possibilities. The aim of these meetings was to ensure and establish the 
legitimacy of the new tendering procedures and building trust on participate in them. Selecting this 
topic, the key consideration was to make sure the WMAs that the tendering process is transparent and 
subsidies are selected as part of a clean and honest tendering process. 
 
The participants could inform about the objectives, the amount of the supports, the main conditions 
and the form of the tendering procedures. The aim of the meetings was to provide theoretical and 
practical knowledge of how to plan and design projects and tender documentations in order for 
playing an active role in the project management of the particular company or institution and taking 
advantage of the support given by EU Funds. 
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There were two another results of these meetings: on one hand members of the WMAs recognized the 
changed approach on getting supports, and on the other hand they were informed about the points and 
institutions treating with the information-supply (MoARD, rural development managers, and rural 
development county focus points). 
 
On the Ministry’s side the meetings were useful because it was possible to collect information about 
the needs of the farmers, to help overcome the shortfall of knowledge of them, and to disseminate the 
information. Other benefit of these meetings was the establishment of the legitimacy of the MoARD 
and the connected authorities, and of the tenders too.  
 

Generated capacity to be able to acknowledge the other’s concerns and recognition of 
the usefulness of the SL method 
In our case, acknowledgment means that the participants started to demonstrate an understanding of 
the position of each other. It means, that if somebody agrees with the others, he commits himself to a 
position, if he agrees with one person, at the same time he antagonize another. But he can 
acknowledge both people’s comments (James L. Creighton, 1992).  
 
The reason of organising this meetings was to reach the common understanding and to raise the 
capacity for the common work to reach common aims. A side benefit of participation was that 
participants frequently and up built relationships with one another. According to the opinions of the 
participants collected in the questionnaire made by the BUTE (details in the previous chapter), this 
aim was fulfilled successfully.  
 
Based on the experiences gained during the Dialogue process, the Water Management Association of 
Komárom started to establish the water management plan for their area. Initiating they started to 
collect the significant water management problems of the area and to delimit the water bodies, 
assessing the status of waters. To collect all the necessary information, they organised public forums, 
inviting all affected citizens, as the self-governments, NGOs, professional institutes and the 
individuals too. Now they are in the information-collection phase and the procedure in continuing 
with the technical support of the partner organisations of the Dialogue, as the WWF or the National 
Union of Water Management Associations.  
 
Four Water Management Associations agreed with the WWF to start common pilot projects for the 
planning of measures to achieve the good status of wetlands and/or reactivate former flood plain areas 
in sub-basins covered by the Associations.  
 
Other immediate output – an agreement was launched between WWF and the Union of Water 
Management Associations in Hungary on four pilot studies (implementation of WFD in a large 
drainage system). 
 

3.5 Feedback 
 
The organizing partners and the Hungarian HarmoniCOP team asked after all events about the 
opinions and suggestions of the stakeholders. Among the proposals for activities there were points 
addressed to the organization of events, to enhance the communication with the public (involvement 
of the locally affected NGOs; information of the public via the local media, press) and to create 
capacity for the public involvement on the side of the WMAs (organization of individual Dialogue 
meetings treating with the PP).  
 
In the session treating with the method of involvement, the great part of the opinions mentioned to the 
importance of the establishment and maintenance of the trust of the stakeholders and the legitimacy 
of the project and participating institutions (to offer harmful alternatives, to show examples for the 
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successful implementation e.g. pilot projects, to demonstrate clearly the vested interests, and to 
establish the continuous two-way communication with the stakeholders).  
 
Emphasis was placed on the importance of the public participation, and outlines the capacity of the 
WMAs on fulfilling the tasks defined above.  
 
It was identified as a starting problem that it is not possible to organize the involvement of the public 
in the frame of the meetings of the WMAs because of the low level of interest from the members’ 
side. (For this reason it was proposed above the organization of individual Dialogue meeting to 
educate first the staff of the WMAs). On the other hand the Associations would need support to the 
MoARD on ensuring the access of comprehensive, creditable and up-dated information for the public 
(and the WMAs too). 
 
It was mentioned the importance of the establishment of the focus-points, with the management of 
locally interested persons, because only at this level it is possible to convince the farmers. There was 
a proposal on using these focal-points on the education of the farmers about the environmental – 
including tendering – legislation, because the lack of this knowledge is a significant problem. Other 
task of these focus points could be the identification and involvement of the interested stakeholders 
on given projects.  
 
The most significant statements were:  
 
• It is essential the public support (receptivity) for the Associations on fulfilling the requirements 

of the WFD.  

• It is essential to make more active the stakeholders. To reach this aim, it is important to establish 
coercive provisions mostly connected to the financial supports. 

 
It could be mentioned as a feedback, that the WMAs are participating continuously in the events 
mostly represented by their elected presidents, directors and chief engineers. These persons are 
persons elected by the members of the WMAs having an original work and undertaking the plus 
responsibility and tasks. For this reason most of them are pressed on time continuously and the one-
day long meetings are a great expense to them. After all the Dialogue meetings have permanent 
participants– this is the best feedback demonstrating the recognition of the importance of the topic. 
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4   Analysis of the process 
 

4.1 Framing/reframing 
 
The Hungarian HarmoniCOP team used the social learning method for facilitating the interaction 
among the proponent (MoARD) and the participants (WMAs) and the objective was to hear from the 
WMAs about the key issues, problems. All the key-topics presented in the events were selected by the 
participants and were agreed by the Ministry, so the Dialogue process was a real bottom-up 
procedure.  It was used to inform the policy and the decision-making process based on citizen 
perspectives and values. During all the process including the initiation phase, organizers placed the 
emphasis on finding the creative synthesis of a number of perspectives rather then making a choice 
between them. It was an important objective to reflect the very real complexities that organizations 
face in policy decisions and the aim was that members of the public came to understand these 
complexities. There were no “right” and “wrong” answers; instead the process respected all 
perspectives as it allowed common ground to emerge.  
 
The frame of the Dialogue process was the continuous two-way communication procedure, with 
bottom-up initiation. To fulfill all the objectives defined at the beginning (build the frame for 
common understanding, develop the knowledge both of the participants and the organizers about the 
main water problems and needs, inform about the new requirements originated from the 
implementation process of the WFD) it was essential to find the best target-groups for collaboration - 
civic-minded community members with experience in small group participation. Those who 
participated in this social learning process did so according to a pre-defined schedule that the 
proponent oversaw before. Participants received technical information that had been translated into 
material for educated lay audiences, but they were not active – it was not the aim - in generating 
solutions.  
 
The Hungarian Dialogue process is part of an international process involving the 10 CEE countries. 
The beneficiary of this frame is the extension of boundaries – the ideas could be exchanged in wider 
spread.  
 
The configuration of the program of the Dialogue meetings aimed the reach of the most effective 
working form. For this reason the meetings was composed by plenary sessions and small-group 
negotiations. 
 
All meetings have two main parts: the plenary session (in the morning) and the small-group 
negotiations (in the afternoon). The morning session starts with a brief report and summary of the 
issues to be discussed, where the requested representatives (usually of MoARD, MoEW, GWP, 
WWF) or other invited speakers report about the important events of the last period or the ongoing 
processes in the agricultural water management domain. After the brief introduction of the on-going 
activities, presentations are held on the selected topic, which form the frame of the themes of the 
small-group negotiations in the afternoon. The morning session is closed with the identification of the 
key-questions for the small – group negotiations, where the participants propose questions, in 
connection with the topics mentioned before, which are interesting for them or they have stake in it 
introducing their motivations with the management of the keynote-speakers. From the list formed 
during this period the key-topics are chosen for the small-group negotiations held in the afternoon. 
 
After a quick lunch break, the small group negotiations start. The direct objective of the small group 
negotiations is to give common and widely accepted answers the questions defined in the morning 
session. But probably the indirect aim is more important, to familiarize with the method of the social 
learning, „to learn together how to manage together”. The groups work only with 10-15 members, 
because according to international studies, over this number the small group cannot work effectively 
and reach consensus. All groups have its own leader and spokesman chosen by the members (usually 
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a volunteer), who manages the common work and presents the common summarized opinion in the 
frame of the final plenary meeting. 
 
A side benefit of participation in a SL event is that participants frequently end up building 
relationships with one another (the connections see in Figure 6). Furthermore, because they have a 
fuller understanding of the complexities related to the issue, they may be more supportive of the 
proponent’s decision (Charlotte Young et al. 2002).  This Canadian approach describes exactly the 
goal of the Dialogue process, to form a common opinion about the new conditions and to work out a 
widely accepted work-plan for the future. The information-dissemination and the build of the trust is 
the first step on this scale. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 6: General connections in the case of the Social Learning 

 
The key goals were (in the occurrence of the events): 
 
• The introduction of objectives of the Water Framework Directive – requirements and benefits 
• The connection of the WFD and the flood prevention and the drainage 
• The WFD and the Drought Strategy 
• The WFD and the Common Agriculture Policy Reform 
• The WFD and the irrigation 
• Requirements of the WFD on the Public Participation 
• Tendering in the EU – possibilities, requirements 

 

4.2. Basic role of Assumptions/ definition of roles 
 

Role of the participating institutions in the Dialogue process 
To demonstrate the development of the relationships among the participants, it is important to clarify 
the main tasks of them in the Dialogue process. 
 
Ministry of Environment and Water (MoEW) 
 
The MoEW is a governmental, institutional actor of the Dialogue. 
MoEW is responsible for the quantity and quality of surface and ground waters (qualification, limit 
values, regulation, and authority tasks), soil protection (expect the agricultural soil), nature 
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conservation and protection. The Department of River Basin Management represents the MoeW on 
the Dialogue meetings.  
 
According to WMA representatives’ opinion the role of the MoEW is limited in the process, they 
should speed up the process, but instead of that they slow it down. The MoEW is in late in the EU 
legal harmonization, thus they still have no practical measures and guides how to implement the 
WFD. This fact significantly delays the implementation and the preparation of other involved groups 
and increases the uncertainty of the farmers. 
 
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MoARD) 
 
The MoARD is a governmental, institutional actor of the Dialogue. MoARD is one of the initiators of 
the Dialogue and the organizer of the process. The Ministry also covers a great part of the costs of the 
Dialogue. 
 
The main tasks of the MoARD in the Dialogue process were the development of the knowledge base 
for the meetings, logistics of the organisation of the regional and national Dialogue meetings, 
reporting, the invitation and payment of the keynote speakers, facilitators, financing the costs of 
travelling of the invited experts. Among the financing task of the MoARD were the printing costs of 
the translated WFD documents and the payment of the coffee breaks during the National Dialogue 
meetings held in Budapest, too. Important role of the MoARD is to represent the Hungarian interests 
and opinions via participating in international meetings on Global and CEE WFE Dialogue activities. 
 
World Wide Fund for Nature Hungary (WWF Hungary) 
 
The WWF is institutional, non-governmental actor of the Dialogue. This organization is the most 
relevant one in Hungary in the field of nature conservation. The WWF operates within the confines of 
different kind of projects in Hungary. The Wetland Project staffs represent the WWF on the Dialogue 
meetings as keynote-speakers, facilitators and discussion leaders. 
 
International Commission on Irrigation and Drainage Hungarian National Committee  
 
ICID has an expert role, it is a non-governmental organization without the competence to take 
decisions, but their opinions and recommendations are significant in the scope of professional 
experts. They participate in the Dialogue also as experts and their representatives make presentations. 
 
Hungarian Hydrological Society (HHS) 
 
The HHS’s role is similar to the ICID’s one. 
 
Global Water Partnership Hungary (GWP Hungary) 
 
The GWP’s role is similar to the ICID’s one. 
 
National Union of Water Management Associations (WMA) and their Representatives 
 
The role of the WMA representatives is very important, because one of the main objectives of the 
learning process is to develop their knowledge. 
 
Nowadays 76 WMAs operate in Hungary. The average number of members is about 3000 and the 
average area is about 100.000 ha so they have huge importance in the country. They are competent to 
take decisions in their own territory thus they influence the river basins. The members are individual 
water users, agricultural companies, but municipalities also have representation in the leadership. 
Because of the WMAs account as “links” between the ministries and the water users, they have 
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notable role in the field of information dissemination. This dissemination is a two-way process: top-
down and bottom up. 
 
The WMAs are taking on great financial charges to fulfil the objectives of the Dialogue. The costs of 
the regional meetings are paid form their budget (organised for the representatives of one of the four 
region of Hungary, 30 – 50 participants), the printing costs of some WFD documents, and the costs of 
travelling to the national Dialogue meetings held in Budapest (organised for the representatives of the 
76 Water Management Associations, the relevant institutions and the consortium partners in 
Budapest, 80-150 participants). 
 

The development of the relationships among the participants during the Dialogue 
process 
At the beginning of the process, the relationships among the ministries, NGOs and other organisations 
were only official. All common work was limited to accomplish the minimum requirements of the 
national and EU legislation.  
 
The MoARD had direct connection with the County Authorities, the NGOs and the National Union of 
WMAs. This connection was limited in the fulfilment of the tasks required by the Hungarian laws – 
the Ministry had a controller role.   
 
This situation is demonstrated in the Figure 7/a,b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7/a.: The relationships between the participants at the beginnings 
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Figure 7/b: The relationships between the participants at the beginnings (organogram) 
 
 
With the aim to be familiar with the opinion and the suggestions of the participants, The Hungarian 
HarmoniCOP team made a survey among them using a questionnaire prepared by the Department of 
Hydraulics and Water Resources Engineering of the BUTE, based on the Pool of Questions, 
developed by the WP2 – 3 of the HarmoniCOP Project (See chapter 3.3. IC Tools, subchapter 1. 
Questionnaire). One part of this questionnaire asked about the development of relationships by the 
point of view of the participants. The result was very adequate, the number and quality of the 
relationships improved significantly. For all relationships (new and formers) is valid that the quality 
of them changed from formal too formal and informal.  
 
Main relationships developed during the Dialogue process: 
 
The MoARD established new possibilities for the common work with the MoEW and the 76 WMAs 
(directly, without the participation of the County Authorities). The National Union of the WMAs 
worked up a direct connection with the MoEW, the other environmental NGOs (Hungarian divisions 
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The development of the relationships is not only significant because of its quantity but its quality too. 
Instead of the superior – dependent relation among the MoARD and the WMAs  formed an equal 
cooperation with two-way communication. All the parties recognized the advantages of the common 
work – on the decision-making side the development of the appreciation of the legitimacy referring to 
the institution and the projects referred by it, on the WMAs side the validation of their interests in the 
decision-making process. 
 
Also was clarified for the participants, the common work facilitates the reach of their aims. Four 
Water Management Associations agreed with the WWF to start common pilot projects for the 
planning of measures to achieve the good status of wetlands and/or reactivate former flood plain areas 
in sub-basins covered by the Associations 
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Figure 8: The development of the  relationships among the participants 
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As the Dialogue is a specific public participation process the boundaries are limited by its objective – 
the facilitation of the implementation of the WFD in the agricultural water management. The topics 
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This incoherent situation effected distrust on the stakeholders’ side referred to almost all the 
provisions.  They meant this situation as the detention of information by the decision-makers. The 
environmental officers noted that there was a lot of opposition to the initiatives.  
 
During the Dialogue process through continuous exchange of ideas and conceptions, formed personal 
relationships among the participating institutions. Initially, there was notable the lack of trust from the 
stakeholders’ side referring to the success of the process. This mistrust was changed into need for 
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cooperation receiving the continuous feedbacks from the meetings, as the minutes and the respect of 
their comments. It was very effective the open-approach of the organising institutions in accepting the 
proposals of the WMAs related to the key-topics.  
 
Accordingly to this approach, besides fulfilling the starting aim of the Dialogue – the implementation 
of the WFD in the agricultural water management – the meetings treated with other, locally 
interesting issues, as the main water problems of the area or the suggestions for the institutional 
changes in the water management.  In some cases the boundaries were extended into international 
level -  some issue was discussed in the CEE WFE Dialogue and published in the CEE reports on the 
description of the Dialogue process.  
 
During the procedure is very beneficial, that the Hungarian Dialogue process is not separate but part 
of an international procedure. The experiences gained in one country could be utilized in other 
countries – naturally after the adoption to the specific conditions.  
 

4.4 Evolution of interests, function and mechanism 
 
As the Dialogue is a Social Learning Process, the main objective of the project was not the 
establishment a common opinion of the issues, but the exchange of ideas, perceptions. For this reason 
there is no sense to analyse the evaluation of the interests. 
 
Members recognized during the process the importance of the common thinking on the significant 
problems, new relationships developed helping in understanding the water issues and the finding 
widely accepted alternatives.  
 
Analyzing the Questionnaire mentioned in the chapter 3.3.1. the following information can be gained 
from the participants:  
 
In the frame of the first part the participants were asked about their personal data, the general goals of 
the Dialogue and the level of interest of the participants by their point of view. It was a very 
important observation made by the interviewed persons, that there is a need to involve the wide-
ranged public and not only keeping the information for the stake of the recent participants. The 
proposed first step was the extension of the Dialogue meetings inviting new participants: the Network 
of Farmers, the local municipalities, if they have stake in water management (e.g. if the municipality 
is owner of some water facilities), the Network of Sub-Regional Deputies, and the media. Here could 
be mentioned that there was recognized the importance of the dissemination of information for the 
mass public, not only for the professionals.  
 
For the description of the general goal of the Dialogue, almost all the participants marked the “Listen 
the WMAs opinion, determine the duties and implement them in practice”, which highlights that they 
felt important their role during the process.  
 
The second part was intended to discover their opinions on the process in general, about the 
dissemination of the background information, on their opinions about the social learning and the two-
way communication, do they have opportunity to raise problems or criticize the process, etc…It was 
an important part of this chapter asking about the development of the relationships between the 
different parties. 
 
Notable development can be experienced in the field of the relationships. Now the WWF is handled 
by the WMAs as a serious, ardent and state recognized partner. It was not the same at the beginning 
of the process. The reason of the change is that the attitude and the approach of the WWF 
significantly changed during the Dialogue: they came to know the activities and problems of the 
WMAs, they became well prepared and they formulate their needs much more clearly. The key-
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speakers were responsible persons and experts of the given issue thus they always were professionals 
and authentic. One of the main objectives of the WWF to participate in the process was to become 
accepted partner of the WMAs in long term. Their objective was to become a partner who with the 
WMAs could cooperate in the future. 
 
The WWF cooperates with the Ministries for ages in connection with different projects, but their 
relation mended on. 
 
The relation with WWF significantly developed. At the beginning of the process some tension was 
sensible but it dissolved. The WMAs usually stand opposite the WWF (or other nature 
conservationist organization) because their basic activity interferes with the WWF’s interests. There 
is some kind of social pressure since the members expect the WMA to perform its duties, but the 
members do not consider other aspects (like the protection of natural values) that the WMA has to 
consider. The discharge of the subscriptions is problematic in many cases, so to implement of the 
requirements of the WFD additional supports are needed. Since the EU joining means a huge 
challenge to the farmers, it is not allowed, that the costs of the implementation overburden the 
farmers. Unfortunately it is not clear yet who and how will finance exactly the implementation of the 
WFD. 
 
The consultant was not known at the beginning of the process. Since then, the participators got to 
know him/her, but their relation is usually neutral and they interact rarely. Of course during the 
overall process there was a close cooperation with the organiser. The role of the consultant was the 
suggestion of the key-topics and keynote-speakers of the meetings, preparation of the background 
documents and facilitating the events with advices and explanations.  
 
The relation between the ministries and WMA and also WWF is traditionally good. The relation with 
WWF is developed during the process. 
 
Referring to the 4 part division organisation, participants proposed to make the separation taking into 
consideration the common characteristics, like flat and hilly areas or consideration of regional 
borders. It has to be mentioned, that the organizers did not consider the financial or local differences, 
but in given circumstances this was not their goal at all. They made the division to minimize the 
travels to the meetings. 
 
As asked participants, during the Dialogue process raised the capacity of the members to be able to 
change their original conceptions towards reach consensus.  
 
The third part referred to the outcomes of the process. As the Dialogue is a social learning process, 
the main aim was not to make decisions or form a common understanding. The expected outcome of 
the Dialogue meetings is changing opinions, point of views, building new relationships. For this 
reason, our questions focused on the lessons learnt by the point of view of the stakeholders and the 
decision-makers too. 
 
Among the outcomes all the participants mentioned the “Response of Hungary to the EU CAP 
Document” (see chapter 3.3. Outcomes) and the increased number of relationships established among 
the participants. 
 
There were some proposals to enhance the notoriety of the Dialogue process. The most common were 
the use of PR, making available all the Dialogue documents via Internet, to inform the public both on 
national and local level.  
 
It was considered as a significant problem that the water management issues get publicity only in 
negative or harmful cases (flood, drought, inland water). It has to be changed – there is a need to 
publish positive samples and experiments to the public. 
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In general, the result of the survey shows that the participants recognized the importance of the 
objective of the Dialogue (implementation of the requirements of the WFD in the agricultural water 
management) and the need of the cooperation with the other institutions, sectors.  
 

4.5 Critical events analysis  
 
In the Hungarian National Dialogue there were no critical events because of the good relationships 
formed before.  As the process was a social learning process, there were no controversial interests; the 
overall aim of the participants was the establishment the basis for common work. The whole 
procedure formed step by step, so there were no turning points, the participants have learnt to accept 
the others’ opinions continuously.  
 

4.6 Mechanism that foster Social Learning 
 
The main objectives of the public participation and the mechanism used by the organisers of the 
Dialogue procedure:  
 
Establishing and maintain the legitimacy of the organiser - Continuous direct participation of the 
decision-making side, High level of knowledge of the keynote-speakers 
One of the most important characteristics of effective public participation is that it is an integrated 
part of the decision-making process; there are clear connections between the public participation 
activities and key decisions. The continuous direct participation of the leading institutions affected the 
increase of trust on the stakeholders’ side. The WMAs might rest assured that the decision-makers 
felt important their problems and their perceptions will be under consideration by them.   
 
Establish and maintain the legitimacy of the project - Continuous feedback – dissemination of 
minutes, questionnaires, Comprehensive language and short presentations and background 
documents 
The establishment of the legitimacy of the process is assumed to be an important factor in 
successfully fulfilling a public participation process. To reach this objective there is the need of 
demonstrating concrete examples instead of general information. In the case of the Dialogue beside 
demonstrating the new requirements of the WFD, all events treated with some actual problems, 
proposed by the stakeholders (tendering procedures, possibilities for the cooperation in water 
management issues in order to facilitate the developments e.g. how the NGOs can provide technical 
support to the WMAs). 
 
Information management and exchange – improving knowledge for better water management 
Broadening water decisions to include a range of stakeholders, with the stress on participation and 
consultation, places greater demands on providing and adequate flow of information relevant to 
decision-making. These data have to be appropriate to civil society and users, as well as 
administrators, professionals and operators. Setting up information systems and managing the flow of 
data among the interested parties is becoming a specialised affair, aided by high technological 
systems (GWP 2001). It is very important the well selected level and language of the given 
knowledge base documents - too difficult can raise discourage from the stakeholders, but to simple 
could be seemed as disparagement from the professionals’ side. 
 
Get to know all the potentially affected interests – Organising small-group negotiations, Acceptance 
of the bottom-up initiations – e.g. organisation of individual meeting on the tendering procedures, 
occupation with the public participation issues. 
According to the opinion of the stakeholders the small-group negotiations were the most useful 
platform for exchanging and coming to know ideas and opinions of the other participants. This type 
of meeting gives opportunity for all the participants to introduce his point of view and could be the 
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frame for generating discussions, is the better way to inform about the needs and interests of the 
stakeholders.  
This objective also needs flexibility form the organiser’s side.  
 
Identify problems, generate solutions, articulate and clarify the key issues, to develop informal 
acceptance of options: Capacity for the organisation and common work from both side (decision-
making and the WMAs), availability for changing the approach, flexibility from both side. 
The main reason of using the social learning is to form widely accepted opinions about the main 
issues. To build consensus there is a need of flexibility from both side.  
 

4.7 Barriers to Social Learning 
 
In the case of the Hungarian Dialogue process the most important barrier was the lack of confidence 
from the WMAs’ side. This problem only was considerable in the beginning of the process. Step by 
step all the misunderstandings were clarified and now there is the possibility of a really beneficial 
cooperation.  
 
For the effective use of the SL there is a need of high level knowledge base on the WFD. Reaching 
this situation needs a lot of time and capacity form both side.  
 
The pubic information must be comprehensible. At the beginnings participants informed the 
organisers about the inefficient characteristic of the documents – were too long and had too 
professional language.  After corrected this mistake, the quality of the meetings grows up by leaps 
and bounds. 
 

4.8 Specific role of IC Tools 
 
In the Dialogue the ICTools were used for facilitating the communication with the stakeholders.  The 
best way for learning was from face-to-face interaction with each other, sharing common problems, 
concerns and successes. Good information exchange is enhanced by: 
 
• Appropriateness: providing information that is relevant to the task at hand. Information must also 

be applicable to the type of problem, the level of institutional capacity and technical ability of the 
stakeholders. If capacity is lacking, special efforts will be needed to facilitate information 
exchange. Internet based information is key, but where is not easily accessible alternatives must 
be used. 
 

• Accessibility: building on current capacity of the stakeholders rather then requiring major 
upgrades in individual or organisational or technical ability. 

 
The information exchange process allowed the decision-makers and the stakeholders to exchange and 
share experiences in implementing the WFD in the agricultural water management. This exchange 
and information development served as a capacity building tool. It involved getting wide-ranging and 
appropriate information into the hands of water professionals, especially those in the decision-making 
authorizations, and helped them to share information, ideas and experiences.   
 
The process placed importance in all relevant information sources. It engaged the WMAs by 
providing opportunities for discussion and enabled them to provide and access information readily. In 
this frame 3 types of information were used: 
 
• Data - quantitative and qualitative facts about the characteristics of water resources 
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• Information – the method of the assemble of these data into meaningful patterns for specific 
purposes 

• Knowledge – understanding of the implications of trends and values in data over time, personal 
and corporate understanding of resource use practices and their impacts. 
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5   General Reflections  
 

The overall conclusions of the national reports on the implementation of the WFD in agricultural 
water management are as follows: 
 
1) The implementation of the existing EU environmental directives (in particular, the nitrates 

directive, the habitats directive, the environmental impact assessment directive, and the WFD) 
will be an important factor in mitigating the negative environmental impacts of current and future 
agriculture. 

 
2) There is a growing sense that it is necessary to involve local farmers more directly in the 

implementation process of WFD, without much knowledge of how this can be done in practice. 
Many organisations recognise a need to strengthen consultation and partnership but much CEE 
WFE Dialogue experience to date suggests that this has not yet translated into river basin 
management and planning. 

 
3) All national reports of the CEE regions show that the implementation of the WFD remains very 

complex. At the same time, the national reports have identified positive examples of structures, 
institutional arrangements and policy approaches which suggest potential solutions to many of the 
problems of the implementation of the WFD in agriculture.  

 
4) The form of implementation of the WFD in agricultural water management is influenced by the 

particular and highly diverse economic conditions, geographical circumstances, socio-cultural 
factors, government structures and traditions. Role of „national cultures” requires more attention. 
At the same time there are important similarities 

 
5) All participating CEE countries pay considerable attention to maintaining their agricultural 

environment and rural heritage which has been neglected in the past. 
 
6) To promote the implementation of the WFD in agricultural water management and to promote 

sustainable rural development in the CEE region, the conclusions of the Second Phase Dialogue 
suggest that implementation of the WFD in agriculture will need: 

• more effective, continues public participation; 
• more resources; 
• more recognition, 
• more use of innovative tools of the dialogues and Public Participation processes; and 
• more learning from examples across EU Member States and CEE countries. 

 
7) More ambitious and flexible programmes to implement the WFD in agricultural water 

management, more tailored to national conditions as well as adaptation to the EU guidance 
documents should be considered. 

 
8) The planners of the implementation activities of WFD in agriculture water management should 

recognise the links between environmental, social and economic processes and conditions, and 
sufficient consideration should be given to each. The integrated approach that is used for the 
implementation should be sensitive to issues of scale, from the local and regional through to the 
national and international , and ensure that solutions to problems are acceptable  and beneficial to 
all stakeholders of the agriculture sector. 

 
9) The principle of equity should be applied between environmental, social and economic interests, 

such that adequate consideration is given to each and as wide a possible consensus is reached. 
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10) Approaches to agriculture development should recognise that there are environmental limits to 
the development according to the WFD. It is not always clear where the implementation of WFD 
ends and planning of programmes of measures to harmonise different interests and to achieve the 
social and economic objectives begins. 

 
11) Several CEE countries have developed the concept of Good Agricultural Practice (GAP) into a 

series of practical guidelines to help agricultural consultants and farmers minimise the risk of 
polluting soil and water, while allowing economically viable agriculture to continue. 

 
12) A variety of measures is available for mitigating the negative impacts of agriculture and 

enhancing environmental benefits where these are  achievable. Some of these are technical or site 
specific but many could be also applied to the implementation of the WFD in general at national, 
regional or local level. 

 
13) The recently adopted EU CAP reform provides a considerable number of tools seeking to 

improve or maintain the environmental profile of agriculture, these should be implemented across 
agriculture sectors and countries. 

 
The National Dialogue processes in the ten EU Candidate Countries were based on the outputs of the 
Setting up National Dialogues Design Workshop in Bonn and the CEE WFE Dialogue Kick-off 
Meeting in Bled. The further international discussions on the best approaches and tools for country 
dialogue processes could be very useful. 
 
The key elements of the knowledge-base for the CEE WFE Dialogue in the current and next phase of 
the Dialogue will be the guidance documents completed by the EU CIS Working Groups. It should be 
considered a key issue how to adopt these guidance documents in the CEE region in the agricultural 
and rural water management with regard to the specific conditions. The international exchange on the 
practical application and adoption of the guidance documents would be also useful (e.g. tool-
box/approaches for integrated river basin management planning). 
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