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Abstract
Task 6.3 of the REFRESH Project is concerned with scoping possible measures to improve water
quality through collaboration with local stakeholders. This task is being undertaken at six case
study catchments located in Scotland, England, Finland, Norway, the Czech Republic and Greece.
Deliverable D6.18 represents the outcome of the collaborative scoping of solutions in the Thame
sub-catchment of the river Thames, in Oxfordshire, England. A workshop was held on 20th April
2012 in Whitchurch, Oxfordshire, to explore the views of local stakeholders on measures to
improve water quality problems for compliance with the Water Framework and Habitats
Directives, both now and under projected climate change. The workshop was designed and
implemented following the Participatory Assessment of Adaptation Strategies protocol agreed in
WP6, and built on the stakeholder engagement experience in WP1. A total of 13 people
participated in the workshop. The stakeholders included farmers and representatives from Thames
Water Company, the Environment Agency and Natural England.
The objectives of the workshop were addressed through three key discussions, concerning: (1)
water quality problems in the sub-catchment and the sources of these pressures, (2) measures to
alleviate these problems and perceptions on their cost and effectiveness, and (3) climate change
and its effect on water quality and adaptation measures. Discussions were facilitated in both a
plenary and break-out group format.
The workshop was successful in gathering local views regarding the above-mentioned three
issues. The measures generally perceived to be most cost effective in this area were decreased use
of pesticides and crop rotation, flexibility and empowerment for farmers, regional regulation
instead of national and awareness raising for land managers and farmers. The role of regulation,
and its knock-on impact in generating water quality problems, was perceived as an important
problem. Regarding climate change, despite the uncertainty regarding the details of how climate
may change, participants were able to provide insightful and well-argued expectations about the
local effects of climate change on water quality and mitigation measures, including effects on
agriculture (e.g. decreased profits in dairy farming, the need for adaptation and new skills to face
new conditions), ecology and habitats (negative, such as invasive species, and positive in the
creation of new habitats) and human and animal health. Exacerbation of flooding was also
signalled as highly problematic issue. Climate change impacts were also discussed in the context
of growing population, increasing urbanization, and ever increasing demands on land, conflicting
with rising food demand.
These stakeholder perspectives will feed into further WP6 cost-effectiveness analysis modelling
work and guide the selection of adaptation measures to be modelled in WP5. Lessons learnt will
guide the project’s general stakeholder and collaborative learning process in WP7. A specificity of
the Thame workshop is that, although there is a history of water quality monitoring in the area,
stakeholder engagement has a relatively recent focus. Stakeholders have responded very positively
to the REFRESH format of open discussion between different agencies and interest in and
commitment to further workshops was shown. REFRESH may therefore also have contributed to
the development of increased stakeholder communication in the sub-catchment.
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1. Introduction
The REFRESH project aims to help design cost-effective adaptation and mitigation strategies for
freshwaters to comply with the Water Framework and Habitats Directive, taking into account
expected future impacts of climate change. An essential part of the REFRESH approach is to
ground-truth output from the integrated catchment models in consultation with stakeholders. Task
6.3 is specifically concerned with scoping possible adaptation and restoration options for water
quality improvement in collaboration with local stakeholders at the sub-catchment level. Such
options are aimed at attaining compliance with the Water Framework and Habitats Directives both
currently and under potential future climate change.
As part of Task 6.3, a stakeholder workshop was held in Whitchurch, Oxfordshire, on April 20 th
2012. The aim of the workshop was to explore the views of local stakeholders on measures to
alleviate water quality problems in the Thame sub-catchment, in the north-eastern part of the
Thames Basin.
Both the Environment Agency (EA) and the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) are
currently involved in relevant water quality analysis in the Thame sub-catchment. Since the
1990s, a range of water quality programmes related to the REFRESH workshop have been
developed and implemented, including:
 CEH has monitored water quality across different tributaries of the mid-Thames Basin,
including the Thame sub-catchment, intermittently since the 1990s
 CEH's River Thames Initiative was launched in 2009, to study chemical factors, phosphorous
and nitrogen data and biodiversity for the Thames and its major tributaries
 The EA's River Basin Management Plan, Thames River Basin District, published in December
2009, discusses a range of water quality issues and measures, this includes the Thame subcatchment
 The EA's River Thame Phosphorous Monitoring Project (October-November 2011)
collaborated with local farmers to sample river water using pre-supplied test kits, and identify
areas of high phosphorous concentrations. On the morning of the REFRESH workshop, the
EA conducted a follow-up discussion related to this project with a group of farmers, who then
attended the REFRESH workshop in the afternoon.
The REFRESH Project collaborated with CEH and the EA to embed the REFRESH stakeholder
engagement process in the context outlined above. The REFRESH workshop was co-organised
with the EA to follow their consultation session for the River Thame Phosphorous Monitoring
Project.1 Although there is a history of water quality monitoring in the area, stakeholder
engagement is a relatively recent focus. Stakeholders responded very positively to the REFRESH
format of open discussion between different agencies, and follow-up emails from the EA and
Thames Water emphasized an interest in and commitment to further workshops. REFRESH may
therefore also have contributed to the development of increased stakeholder communication in the
sub-catchment.
The REFRESH workshop was designed and implemented following the Participatory Assessment
of Adaptation Strategies protocol agreed in WP6 (Varjopuro et al. 2011), and links to other areas
1

By co-organized it is meant that the logistics of the organization where shared and that the two process were hosted on
the same place and day, but were undertaken as separate activities. Also the REFRESH workshop included a wider
range of stakeholders, who joined the workshop later on the day (the EA workshop focused only on farmers).
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of work within the REFRESH project in several ways:
 Previous WP6 findings on identification and sources of pressures at the sub-catchment level
(Deliverable 6.3; Slee 2011 and Martin-Ortega et al. 2011) were used as a basis for
discussion, to be contrasted with local knowledge.
 The climate change aspects of the workshop builds on the climate change scenarios developed
in WP1 for the River Thames (Deliverable 1.6; Shahgedanova 2011).
 The outcomes of the workshop in terms of perceptions of cost-effectiveness and adaptation
under climate change will be used in the modelling of cost-effectiveness of measures in the
linked work between WP6 and WP5 and will feed into Deliverable 6.12 (Cost-effectiveness
Analysis reports for the Thame catchment, UK).
 The workshop results are discussed in relation to WP1 work on the Conceptual model of
stakeholder views of measures and potential barriers to uptake (Deliverable 1.16, Waylen et
al. 2011a).
 The outputs of this workshop feed into the general REFRESH Stakeholder
Engagement/Collaborative learning process (WP7, Task 2). The engagement experience
will drive the organisation of the regional stakeholder workshop in WP7 and it is intended to
highlight the work done and the engagement process in both the Thame and Dee case studies
in this workshop.

The remainder of this document is organized as follows: Section 2 briefly describes the main
pressures and problems identified in the sub-catchment, section 3 describes the process of
stakeholder identification for the workshop, section 4 describes the workshop preparation and
section 5 the workshop programme, while Section 6 details the workshop results. Conclusions and
lessons learnt are presented in Section 7.

2. Identification of pressures/problems
The River Thame sub-catchment is part of the River Thames Basin, in Oxfordshire. As described
in the Report on Sub-catchment Rational and Selection, Sub-catchments of the River Thames: the
Thame and the River Lambourn (Deliverable 6.3; Martin-Ortega et al. 2011), the sub-catchment is
predominantly under agricultural land use, with the highest proportion as grassland (45%) and
39% arable farming. The catchment geology consists of sandstones and clays, with alluviums and
gravels, resulting in high sediment loads of silt and clay, combined with agricultural inputs such
as fertilisers downstream. There are two sites designated as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC),
and several Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), the majority of which relate to woodland.
The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) is in the south-east. The subcatchment's largest urban settlement is Aylesbury, followed by the towns of Thame, Wendover
and Tring. There are also numerous other settlements, particularly concentrated in the east. There
is significant growth in the urban centres, driven by the proximity to London and commuter
demand. There is also one major minerals working site, manufacturing cements, and a modest
gravel extraction site. The water quality is generally good, but there are high phosphate
concentrations and high risk levels from diffuse pollution (agricultural and urban) and point
source pollution (sewage treatment works and septic tanks).
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Table 1 summarizes the key water quality issues in the River Thame and their sources, as
identified in the sub-catchment characterization work and by the 2009 Basin Management Plan

Table 1. Major problems and source of pressures affecting water quality in the River Thame
Major Pressures

Sources of pressures
 Agriculture - inorganic fertilizers, animal
 Diffuse pollution from nutrients (nitrogen
manure and pesticides
and phosphorous) causing algal growth
 Waste water treatment plants
 Other diffuse pollutants (sediments,
 Septic tanks
chemicals, etc) causing poor water quality
 Diffuse pollution from urban centres
 Point source pollution causing poor water
 Physical changes to rivers including
quality
weirs/dams
 Physical modification to water bodies

Dry climate and a high level of competing
degrading habitats
demands for water resources including
 Excessive water abstraction producing
drinking water, agriculture and the
water shortages
environment
Source: REFRESH Deliverable 6.3 (Martin-Ortega et al 2011) and the Thames Basin Management Plan

3. Stakeholder identification
Following the principles established for the identification of stakeholders for WP6 in REFRESH
(Varjopuro et al. 2011), a mapping of stakeholders and their relationships was developed for the
Thame sub-catchment. The diverse pressures affecting water quality in the sub-catchment require
action and engagement from farmers and other land-owners, as well as public, private and third
sector agencies involved in land management, environmental planning and water supply (the
‘implementers’). There is currently no umbrella organization or forum to bring together these
various stakeholders at the sub-catchment level2. Therefore, although the REFRESH workshop
represented a fair level of diversity among key players, i.e. local farmers, the water company, the
principle government agency and a key public environmental body, there were unfortunately no
representatives of more ecologically-focused organizations or NGOs, such as RSPB, or members
of local government3.
Stakeholder mapping is shown in Figure 1. Different actors have an influence on the water quality
in the sub-catchment, ranging from the general public (an important example being septic tanks
owners), to landowners and farm managers and a number of institutions. The latter include the
Environment Agency, the District Councils for Aylesbury and Wycombe, Thames Water, Centre
for Ecology and Hydrology, Natural England, the University of Oxford, the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds (RSPB) and Friends of Tring Reservoirs (FOTR).
A higher level stakeholder engagement initiative does exist for the Thame River Basin. The Better Thames
Network (http://better-thames-network.westminster.ac.uk/) is a NERC funded project, administered by the
University of Westminster, devised to support the Water Framework Directive (WFD). Its objective is to develop
and support an interconnected community of scientists and stakeholders, but the initiative has not filtered down
to the sub-catchment level and no stakeholder engagement process has taken place for the Thame sub-catchment
(personal communication from the EA).
3 Both Aylesbury Vale District Council and Wycombe District Council were contacted by telephone in order to
obtain the contact details of key representatives. However, both councils considered water quality to be beyond
their remit and were unwilling to discuss the issue further, suggesting the Environment Agency was responsible.
2
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Figure 1 Mapping of stakeholders in the Thame sub-catchment

Following the REFRESH WP6 stakeholder protocol (Varjopuro et al. 2011) a set of “must have”
and “good to have” stakeholders were invited to the workshop. Due to its distant location, JHI
does not have well-developed relationships with stakeholders in the Thame sub-catchment,
therefore in order to identify and contact stakeholders, JHI worked in partnership with CEH, who
facilitated communication with key individuals from Natural England and the EA, who in turn
provided further guidance. Due to data protection restrictions, the contact details of local farmers
cannot be passed to third parties; therefore JHI collaborated with the EA, who then forwarded
invitations to a select group of farmers who were already involved in water quality projects. Other
stakeholders, including those from the University of Oxford, the RSPB, FOTR and local
government were contacted using details obtained online, but were either unable to come or, in the
case of local government, unfortunately perceived the workshop as beyond their remit. This
represents the lack of awareness of the pervasiveness of water quality issues and interconnectedness of stakeholder actions.
A total 24 people were contacted, of which 13 finally attended the workshop. Attendees included:
 Two representatives of the Environment Agency, the principal government agency concerned
with rivers, flooding and pollution;
 Two representatives of Thames Water, a private utility company responsible for public water
supply and waste water treatment in the Thames Basin;
 One representative of Natural England, a non-department public body which aims to protect
and improve the natural environment including land, flora, fauna and freshwater;
 Eight farmers, engaged in livestock and arable crop activities.
One member of JHI, one member of CEH and an intern from the University of Oxford facilitated
the workshop.
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4. Pre-workshop preparation
The workshop was prepared in accordance with the protocol on Participatory Assessment of
Adaptation Strategies prepared in WP6 (Varjorupo, et al. 2011), and built on a previous workshop
conducted in the Dee catchment, on February 3rd 2011 (Deliverable 6.5, Martin-Ortega et al.
2012). The basic workshop programme from the Dee catchment was adapted to fit the context of
the Thame, and CEH were consulted to provide local knowledge on specific water quality
pressures and measures.
Preparation for the workshop included the following steps:
1. Definition of the aims of the workshop, to meet the demands of the REFRESH project
whilst taking into account previous work in the area,
2. Stakeholder identification, mapping (see section 2) and contact. Stakeholders were
contacted via letter (Annex 1 includes an example letter) attached to an email and follow up
telephone calls. To ensure appropriate representation, key stakeholders were used as contact
points to forward the invitations to other stakeholders less easily accessible. Therefore, as
discussed, farmers were not contacted directly, but through the EA. Letters and emails were
accompanied by a background summary document on the REFRESH project prepared for
the occasion (Annex 2).
3. Logistic preparation including the booking of an appropriate venue, preparation of a
workshop outline, organizing equipment and facilitation responsibilities, and liaising with
the EA who were holding their phosphate monitoring project follow-up discussion in the
morning
4. Workshop design (see section 5 for details), including:
 Identification of pressures and sources of pressures according to the sub-catchment profile
work (Deliverable 6.3, Martin-Ortega et al. 2011)
 Identification of potential measures to mitigate the effect of these pressures. A comprehensive
list of measures was drawn from the sub-catchment profiling (Deliverable 6.3, Martin-Ortega
et al. 2011), the Thames River Basin Management Plan (2009), consultation with CEH and
the DEFRA document Inventory of Mitigation Methods and Guide to their Effects on Diffuse
Water Pollution, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Ammonia Emissions from Agriculture
(2011)
 Design of a tool for gathering the perceptions of stakeholders on cost/effectiveness of
mitigation measures to feed into WP5-WP6 modelling work, based on the one employed in
the REFRESH Dee catchment CEA stakeholder engagement process (Martin-Ortega et al.
2012),
 Simplification of the narrative of climate change specific to the Thame sub-catchment, based
on the climate change scenarios produced in WP1 (Deliverable 1.6, Shahgedanova 2011)

5. Workshop programme
The workshop took place on April 20th 2012, and lasted 3 hours. It occurred in a local
pub/restaurant in Whitchurch and followed the programme presented in Table 2. In the morning,
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the EA conducted a discussion on phosphate monitoring with a group of local farmers as part of
the second stage of the River Thame Phosphorous Monitoring Project. This provided an important
context and ‘entry-point’ for the REFRESH workshop. The specific aims of the workshop were to
gather local stakeholder views on:
 The main pressures that affect water quality in the Thame sub-catchment
 The main measures that can help mitigate water quality problems, and the effectiveness of these
measures.
 How the effectiveness of these measures might be compromised in the future, due to climate
change.
It was clearly stated to stakeholders that the purpose of the workshop was to gather their views on
these topics.
Table 2 Workshop Programme
Timeline
10:45
11.00
12.00
13.00

14.15
14.30
15.45
16.00

Activity
Set up and registration of farmers attending EA
workshop
EA consultation with local farmers, a follow up
session of the ‘River Thame Phosphorous
Monitoring Project’
JHI registration of new stakeholders and lunch
REFRESH Workshop introduction
Discussion of main problems and pressures
affecting water quality in the Thame subcatchment
Description of actions and mitigation measures
Tea/coffee break
Evaluation of measures
Discussion of the implications of climate change
Next steps and workshop evaluation
Workshop close

The objectives of the workshop were addressed through three key discussions, concerning: (1)
water quality problems in the sub-catchment and the sources of these pressures, (2) measures to
alleviate these problems and perceptions on their cost and effectiveness, and (3) climate change
and its effect on water quality and adaptation measures. Discussions were facilitated in both a
plenary and break-out group format. The discussions occurred within the following set of sessions
and activities:
a) Project and workshop introduction
After a brief introduction to the REFRESH project, the workshop objectives, outline and agenda
were presented to participants by the Chair.
b) Pressures on water quality and their sources
The main pressures and their sources were identified (summarized in Table 1) and presented to
participants. A plenary discussion explored whether the pressures and sources were accurately
identified according to local knowledge, and whether stakeholders considered any important
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pressure or source to be missing from the proposed list. A consensus on a list of pressures and
sources was produced.
c) Measures to mitigate water quality problems
Stakeholders were divided into two break-out groups, both containing farmers and representatives
from key institutions, including the EA, Thames Water and Natural England. The break-out
format allows deeper discussions and ensures that all participants get enough chance to express
their opinions. The first group was facilitated by JHI and the second by CEH, supported by the
research assistant from Oxford University. The facilitators initiated a discussion on relevant
measures that could be applied to mitigate the
effects of the pressures discussed in the plenary.

Figure 2 Break-out group discussion

Each facilitator had a tailored list of mitigation measures for the Thame sub-catchment that was
used to stimulate discussion (this was not shown to the participants; Table 3). Stakeholders were
encouraged to identify relevant measures according to their own views.
Table 3 List of relevant mitigation measures specifically identified as part of the Thame subcatchment preparation work (not shown to participants)
Land Use measures
Convert arable to extensive grassland
Farm management
Increase the capacity of farm manure stores
Reduce fertilizer application rates
Reduce the length of the grazing day or grazing season
Reduce overall stocking rates on livestock farms
Establish cover crops
Contour Ploughing
Improve field drainage and ditch management
Improve track management – avoid steep slopes, repair damage quickly, divert run-off to adjacent grassy
areas and avoid bare soils or watercourses
Biobeds
Farm infrastructure
Increase capacity for manure storage
Separate slurry from dirty water
Establish buffer strips along side streams
Fence off rivers and streams from livestock
River Management Measures
Re-meandering
Removing dams/weirs
Habitat restoration projects
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Create riparian woodland
Remove sediment from streams
Other Measures
Septic tanks management measures
Establish and maintain constructed wetlands
Improve management of commercial runoff
Source: Drawn from the Thames River Basin Management Plan (2009), DEFRA’s Mitigation Measures User Guide
(2011) and tailored through consultation with CEH

A plenary followed, during which each group facilitator presented the list of measures identified
in their break-out group and there was the opportunity for further discussion. A comprehensive list
containing all measures identified by the participants was then compiled during the coffee break.
Each measure was given a unique identifying number.
d) Views and perceptions on the cost/effectiveness of the measures
Participants were split into the same two groups and were asked to state how cost-effective they
considered each measure to be, in the local context of the Thame sub-catchment. These opinions
were recorded on a diagram given to each participant (Figure 3). The horizontal axis of this
paradigm represents (qualitatively) the effectiveness of the measure in improving water quality;
the vertical axis represents a (qualitative) measurement of costs. Therefore four quadrants are
presented: measures of high cost and little effectiveness, of high cost and high effectiveness, of
low cost and low effectiveness, and finally of low cost (or even farm gains) and high
effectiveness. The last quadrant is the one of most interest, as it includes the most cost-effective
measures, including ‘win-win’ solutions.
Participants were asked to place each of the measures in the most appropriate quadrant according
to their opinion on cost and effectiveness. For this, the number coding given to each measure was
used, as shown in Figure 3. A box was also provided for those measures which the participants
felt they had insufficient knowledge to place within a quadrant, or did not consider relevant. This
ensured that participants only provided opinions where they felt informed and able to do so
meaningfully, and results were not generated due to guess-work or pressure to provide all the
‘answers’. Participants were asked to do this work individually within the group context, so
discussion among participants and clarification from the facilitators was possible. The cost
effective and win-win solutions identified were then flagged up during a plenary discussion.
Figure 3 and 4 illustrate the exercise.
Figure 3 Device to gather stakeholders’ views on costs and effectiveness of mitigation measures
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Figure 4 Break-out group discussions on stakeholder views on cost-effectiveness.

e) Climate change effects on water quality and on the effectiveness of measures
The initial activities were focused on compliance under current conditions, and were then
developed through a set of discussions focusing on the effects of climate change. This started with
an introduction to a simplified narrative of likely climate change for the Thames Basin, based on
the scenario work prepared in WP1 (Box 1).
Box 1 Simplified narrative of most likely climate change scenario in the Thame Catchment as
presented to participants (Source: Deliverable 1.6, Shahgedanova 2011).

There is now widespread acceptance that the climate will change in the future and that this will affect
rural land use, water availability and demand and the wider environment. There is still much
uncertainty, but the likely forecast for the Thames River Basin by 2050 is for: warmer wetter winters,
much drier hotter summers, warmer autumns, perhaps more extreme events and generally drier
hydrological conditions.

Participants were asked to think about the consequences of such climate change in the subcatchment during a plenary session facilitated by the workshop chair. The following questions
were discussed: How might climate change affect water quality in the Thame sub-catchment?
How might climate change affect the feasibility and effectiveness of the measures discussed? The
latter involved discussing which measures might become more relevant under climate change,
whether their effectiveness might change, and whether other measures might become relevant.
f) Workshop closure
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The workshop ended with a collective reflection on the importance of the topics discussed and the
need to integrate local and scientific knowledge. Participants were thanked for their participation
and asked for any immediate feedback or final thoughts. A feedback questionnaire was also
distributed.

6. Workshop Results
a) Pressures and sources of pressures on water quality
Participants generally agreed that the main pressures in the area included: (i) nutrient pollution
causing algal blooms (ii) other diffuse pollutants causing poor water quality (iii) point source
pollution generating poor water quality (iv) physical modification. Abstraction was not perceived
as a major pressure. The discussion then considered the sources of these pressures, and
stakeholders differed in their views of key sources, and the many interacting factors at play.
Sewage treatment was perceived to be a major part of the problem, namely, both sewage treatment
works and private septic tanks. One farmer suggested this was more important than agriculture,
which is subject to high regulation and yet, he argued, it remains ‘top of the list’ for responsibility;
other farmers supported this view point, highlighting how they were too often held culpable for
water quality issues with diverse causes. However, a representative from Thames Water suggested
this was also partly due to the visibility of agricultural measures versus hidden improvement in
sewage treatment. Both farmers and Thames Water highlighted a low awareness of the need to
register septic tanks, also blamed for contaminated groundwater. Biodiscs, which are checked
every year, were cited as a comparison. There was also the perception among farmers that
population growth and ‘new comers’, such as those coming from London who do not know about
septic tank management, exacerbates the problem.
The impacts of dams and weirs were also debated. One farmer suggested that dams mean field
drains cannot empty, and another argued that dams downstream from Aylesbury cause farm
flooding and increase runoff. However, Thames Water explained that dams are needed to slow
water down, and reduce levels of agricultural pesticides detected downstream in the Thame
catchment. Therefore, there was no consensus as to whether physical modification mitigated or
exacerbated water quality issues.
The role of regulation, and its knock-on impact on water quality problems, was also discussed.
Most participants agreed there was confusion over the definition of a ‘watercourse’ when putting
regulation into practice. It was also suggested that a lack of communication between government
agencies has led to conflicting policies for farm management and this has had an impact on diffuse
pollution. The problem of inconsistency was highlighted by one farmer, who argued that subsidies
for farm margins would lead to the land being ploughed out, releasing nutrients and increasing
run-off. Another farmer suggested that legislation was forcing livestock farmers into arable
farming, leading to the release of metaldehyde, phosphorous and nitrates through ploughing land
previously used as pasture. There was also a sense among farmers that there was little recognition
for those who acted voluntarily to mitigate pollution, and that blanket policies were penalizing.
Some farmers felt that prescriptive regulation may be having negative effects. For example, if
regulations result in all farmers in a catchment applying pesticides during a short time frame then
if local weather incorrectly forecast then pollution could be extreme.
This discussion highlighted the interaction between the policy sphere, and its impacts on the
ground, and how contradictions and poor communication at the policy level were perceived to
have real negative impacts on water quality at the catchment level.
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Urban development was argued to be the final major cause of pressure on water quality in the
Thame sub-catchment. Road runoff was seen as problem, with periods of dryness and then heavy
rain resulting in chemical residue build up being flushed out into watercourses. The increasing
number of housing developments was perceived as contributing to both diffuse and point source
pollution, from construction dust, chemicals and run-off.
Market forces (oil prices) were also recognised as being responsible for the increased production
of oil seed rape in the region. The expansion of this crop is likely to be associated with greater
pesticide pollution from metaldehyde.
To conclude, it was agreed that the key pressures are point source and diffuse pollution and that
physical modification also had an impact. Table 3 adapts the pressures and sources of pressures
affecting water quality in the Thame sub-catchment to include stakeholders’ views.
Table 3 Pressures and sources affecting water quality in the Thame including stakeholder views
Major Pressures






Diffuse pollution from nutrients (nitrogen
and phosphorous) causing algal growth
Other diffuse pollutants (sediments,
chemicals, etc) causing poor water quality
Point source pollution causing poor water
quality
Physical modification (?)
Abstraction (?)

Sources of pressures
 Agriculture - inorganic fertilizers, animal
manure and pesticides (interacting with
changing regulation and the actions of
public agencies and market forces)
 Waste water treatment plants
 Septic tanks
 Diffuse pollution from urban centres
 Weirs and dams (?)
 Demand and a dry climate (?)

Question marks indicate those aspects for which participants could not reach a full consensus

b) Measures to mitigate water quality problems
Annex 3 presents the list of measures identified by the two stakeholder groups for improving
water quality in the area. Table 4 includes the comprehensive list of measures agreed by
participants in the plenary session. A unique number was given to each measure for use in the next
exercise.
Table 4 Comprehensive list of measures to reduce water quality problems in the Thame subcatchment, as agreed by participants in plenary (numbering used for the next exercise)
1. Septic tank registration and information
campaign

3. Practical standards for water quality and
treatment
5. Pesticide stewardship schemes
7. Flexible field margins
9. Regulation should be regional not national
11. Slurry storage investments

2. Awareness raising for land managers and farmers
concerning issues and consequences, and results of
action – PLANET and My Backyard are current
examples of online programmes4
4. Banning pesticides (chemicals)
6. Ways of holding back water on land and in-stream –
wetlands and weirs
8. Flexibility and empowerment for farmers including
best practice guides
10. Crop rotation and decreased pesticides
12. Decreased phosphorous in pesticides

PLANET is a nutrient management software tool available for free download for farmers and their advisors and
My Backyard is an online environmental data initiative
4
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13. Decreased road runoff through ponds
15. Track management and ditch management
17. Introducing water quality into urban
planning

14. More soil sampling, general monitoring and results
16. Restricting livestock access to watercourses

c) Views and perceptions on the cost/effectiveness of measures
Those measures perceived as being highly cost-effective by stakeholders are of most interest for
the purposes of REFRESH, i.e. measures located in the bottom right quadrant of the
cost/effectiveness diagram (low costs or farm gains and a large reduction in the pressure). This
analysis therefore focuses on these ‘win-win’ solutions, whilst searching for discrepancies within
and across stakeholder groups, searching for knowledge gaps, and highlighting measures
perceived as cost-ineffective (high cost, low effectiveness).
Improving septic tank management was considered by the majority to have a large effect on
reducing pressures, particularly awareness-raising campaigns relating to tank management.
However, only half thought it a cost-effective solution.
Among farm measures, field margins, crop rotation and decreased pesticide use were perceived
positively. Flexible field margins were seen by the majority to be highly effective, although again
participants differed in their perceptions of costs, with a 50-50 split between high and low cost.
The decreased use of pesticides and crop rotation was placed by the majority in the ‘win-win’
category of both low costs and large effects, although one farmer annotated that this ‘should be
based on the individual farm’. The banning of pesticides was dismissed by many farmers as high
cost and ineffective, or described as not relevant and ‘not practical’. A representative of Thames
Water perceived the measure as highly effective, but also costly and with ‘huge implications for
agriculture and industry’. The perceptions concerning pesticide stewardship schemes varied; one
participant suggested it was ‘low costs but unsure of impact – pesticide/chemical specific’. Most
participants perceived decreased phosphorous in fertilizers as effective but also costly. A Thames
Water representative questioned who would bear the costs, between manufacturers and
consumers.
Other farm measures had varied responses. Slurry storage was perceived by all as a high cost
measure, although the majority also thought it highly effective. No clear consensus emerged for
track management, which was also only included by farmers and the EA, and no-one categorized
it as a ‘win-win’ solution. Three of the farmers participating in the workshop considered
restricting livestock access to watercourses as a ‘win-win’ scenario, although again there was no
agreement among the others on either cost or effectiveness. Therefore, the more specific and
applied solutions were subject to varying opinions among farmers, and a lack of inclusion by other
stakeholders. Farmers did note that some measures could become effective if subject to subsidies,
for example slurry storage, field margins and piping water to fields to avoid livestock contact with
watercourses.
The use of practical standards for water quality was placed by both representatives from Thames
Water and one from the EA in the ‘win-win’ category of high impact on reducing pressures, and
high cost effectiveness. It was suggested that current EU drinking water standards, for example for
pesticides, are not health based, leading to unnecessarily stringent, costly regulations. However, it
was also suggested there was ‘no political will’ to lobby for ‘practical standards’. Others placed
the measure in the don't know/irrelevant category, highlighting that the issue is of primary
importance to the ‘implementers’.
The flexibility of regulation was mostly perceived as cost effective, although some participants
expressed concerns. The majority of farmers, one representative from the EA, and the Natural
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England representative suggested that flexibility and empowerment for farmers, including best
practice guidelines, was a ‘win-win’ solution. However, a representative from Thames Water
argued it would be ineffective, and wrote down a concern that ‘it would lead to more bad
practice’. The introduction of regional (not national) regulation was also categorised as a
moderately to highly effective measure and cost effective by the majority of farmers and
representatives from Thames Water and the EA, although one farmer also wrote ‘there already
appears to be incoherence between various government bodies, to create more would be to create
confusion’.
The importance of information and monitoring was highlighted by the unanimous categorization
of increased soil sampling as a highly effective measure, although it was also perceived by most
as of medium to high cost. Similarly, awareness raising for land managers and farmers was seen
as a moderate to highly effective measure, with the majority also designating the measure as a low
cost, ‘win-win’ solution.
Water quality considerations in urban planning were considered ‘not relevant’ or simply not
included by some stakeholders, but those who did include the measure (with the exception of one)
perceived it as effective in reducing pressures but of moderate to high cost. Decreasing road
runoff through ponds was also ignored by some, and the majority of those who did consider the
measure thought it as effective but costly, although a representative of Thames Water suggested it
was both high cost and ineffective, with ‘costs passed on to users through road tax and other
charges’.
Finally, the potential for holding back water on land and in-stream was not subject to consensus,
reflecting the conflict in the first session regarding whether or not dams and weirs exacerbated or
mitigated water quality problems. Stakeholders differed in their perceptions of cost and
effectiveness, but no-one categorised the approach as a ‘win-win’ scenario, and the majority
perceived it as high cost.
Figure 5 provides a graphical representation of key outcomes of this session, with a focus on ‘winwin’ measures, cost-ineffective measures, and discrepancies between different stakeholder groups.
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Figure 5 Graphical representation of key messages on cost-effectiveness of measures
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d) Climate change effects on water quality and on the effectiveness of measures
There was general consensus regarding the impacts of climate change in the Thames Basin, in
terms of changing weather patterns, generally drier hydrological conditions and increased
likelihood of extreme events. Participants were then asked what they thought the consequences of
these new climatic conditions would be for water quality, water use and mitigation measures.
It was argued that more extreme rainfall would generally increase diffuse pollution and lead to
more and increasingly concentrated run-off, delivering more nutrients and chemicals to streams. It
was also noted that flooding was already getting worse; for example one farmer claimed his farm
now floods within 14 hours of rain, while it previously took three days, suggesting that this might
be driven by climate change. In addition to climate change, there were also other reasons cited for
the increase in flooding, including ‘slower water’ due to physical modification, and increased runoff from paved surfaces including roads and roofs. Thames Water noted that flooding and diffuse
pollution would be exacerbated as climate change produces ‘the wrong type of rain’, which
rapidly runs off paved surfaces, increasing pollution and costs. Thames Water also noted that
increased pollution will increase costs at sewage treatment works, and drier hydrological
conditions will lead to less water in rivers to dilute the output. As such, it was suggested that water
quality in the Thame sub-catchment will decrease, and the cost of treatment will rise.
Both Natural England and farmers highlighted the ecological changes which would accompany
climate change. Natural England suggested habitat management would become more challenging,
with increasing invasive species, diseases and changing biodiversity; however, the potential
opportunity for new habitats was also noted. Participants agreed that human and animal diseases
vectors would also change, and the increasing rate of liver-fluke was cited, although there was
debate as to whether this was due to climate change or poor management. A farmer noted that
different crops could also lead to increased pesticide use and therefore increased chemical
pollution.
A dairy farmer suggested that, from a dairy perspective, drier summers would reduce profit, and
therefore the number of dairy farmers in the area would decline. Alternatively, he noted, there
might be more autumn calving, meaning the cows are housed more and leading to potential
problems with slurry. Changing seasons decrease the spreading window, thus requiring more
storage, and leading to further problems with increased run off during heavy rain. However, it was
also argued that dairy farming is already changing due to a lack of young people entering the
industry and problems with hiring quality staff. Therefore, it may be that these constraints lead to
a decline in local dairy production before the impacts of climate change manifest. Shifting from
dairy to arable farming will release high levels of nutrients through ploughing out pasture,
although the long term effect might be less diffuse pollution, depending on the choice of crops
planted. The use of ponds in farms, to store water, reduce risk of flooding and provide habitats
was raised as a potential mitigation measure, although the EA highlighted that this could not be
uniformly implemented as the cumulative effect would decrease environmental flows.
The importance of context-specific regulation was highlighted again, as farmers noted that local
soil conditions could mitigate the impacts of climate change. As a predominantly clay based subcatchment, farmers thought it unlikely that drier hydrological conditions would generate a need
for irrigation systems which would require new reservoirs. Farmers also explained how they
currently use deep rooted plants to make use of existing resources and avoid the need for
expensive irrigation; they suggested that soil in the area was heavy enough to not require further
water resources, for example in comparison to chalk. Thames Water emphasized that there were
no cheap options to increase water storage. It was concluded that locally targeted environmental
and farm measures are of increased relevance with climatic variability.
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Finally, farmers highlighted the general challenge of climate change for agriculture. They
suggested that they are experts in current practices, but it takes many years to learn new skills and
management, and it will not be easy to adapt. In an adaptive phase, water quality issues may not
be prioritized, or alternatively new practices may exacerbate water quality issues inadvertently.
The importance of awareness, information and training to adapt to such changes was highlighted.
Participants also suggested that climate change thus represented an opportunity for new channels
of communication between stakeholders. The new programme ‘My Backyard’, facilitated by the
EA, and engaging farmers, land users and the public, was cited as an example. However, the
problems of relying on the Internet were also noted, as farm connections can be unreliable.
Farmers raised concerns about the potentially increased cost of adaptation, which could also force
farmers to reduce measures to mitigate water quality, for example ploughing out margins. It was
suggested that subsidies could help meet these costs and therefore maintain water quality
protection measures.
In addition to the above, all participants agreed that there were other drivers beyond climate
change which were affecting the agricultural landscape, water quality pressures and the
effectiveness and cost of mitigation measures. Population growth was perceived by many as a
major issue, along with the accompanying increase in food demand and prices. One farmer
observed that ‘all issues are tied together, a growing population and increased pressure on every
system: water, energy and food’. It was noted that farm-land was being lost to concrete, housing
and environmental requirements such as field margins or buffer strip, reducing the amount of land
available for food. The participants emphasized that in this context, utilizing local knowledge and
understanding interactions between stakeholders was vital to the protection and improvement of
water quality, while also enabling agriculture and urban development.
e) Workshop closure
A final plenary discussion on the importance of a practical approach to mitigation ended the
workshop. It was concluded that it is important to highlight what is practical and what works
locally – this is considered crucial for catchment-level partnerships. The discussion concluded
with an explanation that research is grounded in the sub-catchment level, with results to be ‘fed
upwards’ to the EA and the European Union. Participants were thanked for their participation. A
feedback questionnaire was provided and a promise made to circulate a feedback report.

7. Conclusions and lessons learnt
a) From workshop results
This workshop was aimed at gathering the views of local stakeholders regarding measures to
alleviate water quality problems in the Thame sub-catchment, to ensure compliance with the
Water Framework and Habitats Directives and their adaptation under climate change. Three issues
were the main focus of discussion and analysis: validation of the main water quality problems and
the sources of these problems in the sub-catchment, identification of relevant mitigation measures
and their perceived cost-effectiveness, and identification of how climate change might affect
water quality in the area and the appropriateness and effectiveness of the mitigation measures.
Participants validated the pressures and sources of pressures identified in D6.3, although the role
of dams and weirs was contentious, and abstraction was not considered a major pressure. Growing
urban development and lack of septic tank management skills among ‘new comers’ (mostly from
London) were also signalled as sources of pressure. The list of measures to improve water quality
identified in WP6 (D6.4) and through consultation with CEH and the EA, changed in the local
context. From this list, the measures generally perceived to be most cost effective in this area were
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decreased use of pesticides and crop rotation, flexibility and empowerment for farmers, regional
regulation instead of national and awareness raising for land managers and farmers concerning
water quality issues and consequences, and results of action. Other measures were suggested by
the majority to be highly effective, but perspectives were split between high and low costs, such as
flexible field margins, increased soil sampling, information and monitoring and improved septic
tank management. As the majority of the workshop participants were farmers, it is possible to be
more conclusive in regards to farm-related measures. Measures concerning water quality
standards and urban development were not considered by many of the farmers participating in the
workshop, and therefore it is hard to draw valid conclusions on their potential effectiveness of
cost. For other measures, such as slurry storage and restricting livestock access, no clear
consensus emerged on their effectiveness or cost.
The role of regulation, and its knock-on impact in generating water quality problems, was also
discussed. This discussion highlighted the interaction between the policy sphere, and its impacts
on the ground, and how contradictions and poor communication at the policy level were perceived
to have real negative impacts on water quality at the catchment level. It is therefore interesting to
note that the among the measures considered by stakeholders, those related to increasing the
flexibility of regulations, empowering farmers in decision-making and downscaling the level at
which regulations are decided, designed and applied, were considered ‘win-win’ solutions by most
participants.
In comparison with the conceptual model (Waylen et al. 2011, Deliverable 1.1.6) the workshop
results support some aspects while also emphasizing the importance of the regulatory
environment. The conceptual model suggests that cost is one of the most important barriers to
measure uptake, and farmers supported this when discussing the need for grants to instigate
measures such as slurry storage, preventing livestock access to watercourses and increasing farm
margins. The role of prices and markets, emphasized by the conceptual model, was debated in the
context of rising fertilizer costs and future increases in food demand; markets are forcing less
fertilizer use and thus increasing water quality, but food demand will drive intensified farming
practices and is thus a threat to water quality. Time and labour were important in the conceptual
model, but not raised by the workshop participants. However, skills and experience, also in the
conceptual model, were perceived as important, illustrated by the discussion of online
programmes. There are thus some similarities to the model, but essentially the measures most
participants thought as ‘win-win’ solutions related to increased regulatory flexibility to empower
farmers and suit the local context.
Regarding climate change, participants supported the climate change scenario developed for the
Thames Basin in WP1 (D1.6). Despite the uncertainty regarding the details of how climate may
change, participants were able to provide insightful and well-argued expectations about the local
effects of climate change on water quality and mitigation measures, including effects on
agriculture (e.g. decreased profits in dairy farming, the need for adaptation and new skills to face
new conditions), ecology and habitats (negative, such as invasive species, and positive in the
creation of new habitats) and human and animal health. Exacerbation of flooding was also
signalled as highly problematic issue. Most concerns related to the precipitation effects, while
temperature change was not discussed.
Climate change impacts were also discussed in the context of growing population, increasing
urbanization, and ever increasing demands on land, conflicting with rising food demand. This is
consistent with the conceptual model (D1.16) in which external factors that affect capital (prices,
markets) and other regulation affecting the environment (for example compulsory field margins)
play a major role. Actions to improve water quality in the face of climate change might therefore
be more effective were they also to address non-agricultural sources. The need to adapt the knowhow and acquire new skills to deal with the new conditions provided by climate change relates to
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the human capital component (knowledge and experience) of the conceptual model.
b) From workshop process and feedback questionnaire
The workshop developed in a very positive and constructive way. A lot of interaction took place
and activities ran smoothly. All stakeholders were very positive about the opportunity to interact
and voice opinions in an open forum, with the opportunity to debate contentious issues but
without having to reach a definite conclusion. The representatives from Thames Water were
particularly positive about the opportunity to represent their perspective to the farmers, and
explain the motivation behind certain actions, for example installing weirs to reduce pesticide
distribution downstream. There was an overall consensus that more communication of this kind
was required, and the farmers emphasized the importance of being able to give their perspectives
to policy-makers. This may be one of the most important lessons of the REFRESH workshop in
the Thame sub-catchment – highlighting the need for more cross-agency and stakeholder
communication at this level. For example the Better Thames Network initiative could extend to
the sub-catchment level and provide a forum to facilitate these discussions,
The Thame sub-catchment workshop followed the same design as the one carried out in Scotland
(Deliverable D6.5, Martin-Ortega et al. 2012), but took place afterwards. In the Scottish workshop
one of the lessons learnt regarded the difficulties around the discussion about climate change.
There, the climate change exercise was seen then as ‘tricky’ by participants, who considered that it
would have required a more structured discussion of the different topics. This lesson was carried
to the Thame workshop, where discussions were steered more firmly with the use of specific
questions and more active facilitation. This proved successful, and the climate change discussion
was more insightful in this case.
A feedback questionnaire (Annex 4) was given to participants, which all but one returned. Results
show general satisfaction with the process and stakeholders mostly found the workshop useful and
the majority found it ‘very interesting’. Seven participants stated they would definitely
recommend a similar event to a colleague or friend, and the remaining six participants said they
probably would. The detailed responses to each question can be found in Annex 5.
c) Next steps
A feedback stakeholder brochure is being prepared to inform stakeholders on the format and
results of the workshop. Besides being sent to participants, the brochure will be made available at
knowledge exchange events in which the JHI is involved, and through the EA and CEH contacts
JHI worked with to set up the REFRESH workshop. The findings will hopefully be shared with
other representatives of the EA. These activities will all contribute to the general REFRESH
stakeholder engagement process (WP7).
The results on the perception of measures and their cost-effectiveness (now and under climate
change) are expected to feed into WP6 cost-effectiveness analysis modelling work in interaction
with WP5 (D6.12), based on the use of the cost-effectiveness diagram.
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Annex 1 Example of invitation letter sent to stakeholders
This letter, and the document below, was sent to institutional stakeholders directly. The EA
forwarded this letter to farmers alongside their email invitation to the phosphorous monitoring
follow-up workshop.

Dear Sir/Madam,
We are writing to you because you have knowledge of water quality issues in Oxfordshire. We would
like to invite you to a workshop focused on the Thame sub-catchment on the 20th April at the White
Swan Pub and Dining Café, 10 The High Street, Whitchurch, Buckinghamshire, HP22 4JT
(http://whiteswan-whitchurch.co.uk/). The Workshop will have two sessions. In the morning the
Environment Agency will conduct a Phosphate Monitoring review with a group of local farmers. After
lunch the James Hutton Institute and Centre for Ecology and Hydrology will facilitate a stakeholder
workshop on water quality measures as part of the REFRESH project. The day will start at 10:45am
and end at 4pm. You are welcome to attend the morning session, but I am particularly inviting you to
the lunch and afternoon session, from 12pm onwards.
The afternoon workshop is an opportunity for you to communicate how you view issues of water
quality in the Thame sub-catchment and to help the research team construct possible adaptive
solutions in line with policy, likely future scenarios and scientific understanding. Land managers are
faced with the practical task of implementing a wide range of mitigation measures and complying
with various legislative demands, and it is important that we understand how effective these
measures are, and the implications of these measures for land management and land use profitability.
The aim of the REFRESH workshop is to scope out possible mitigating, adaptive and restoration
options that might enable compliance with the Water Frameworks Directive, identifying both positive
and negative implications of such options for land-based business. Through group and plenary
discussion, we will review the range of broadly feasible land management strategies to mitigate water
pollution and enable biodiversity and habitats, now and under future climate change. The workshop
results will be reported within the REFRESH project and findings distributed to all attendees. We
enclose a flyer with further information regarding the project aims and scope.
Refreshments and a lunch will be provided and we are able to cover travel expenses (please keep
receipts). We would be grateful if you could email Helen Parker, our intern from Oxford University,
(Helen.parker@wadh.ox.ac.uk) by 11th April to confirm your attendance or if you have any queries.
We look forward to seeing you on the 20th April.
Yours sincerely,
Julia Martin-Ortega
Social Economic and Geographical Sciences
The James Hutton Institute
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Tel +44 (0) 1224 395 219
Julia.martinortega@hutton.ac.uk

Annex 2 Refresh background document sent to stakeholders
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Annex 3 Measures for mitigating water quality problems as identified by break-out
groups
Group 1
General Measures

Farm Measures

Registering septic tanks

Farm margins



Education for septic tank



How to make them fair?

and chemical use
Phosphorous ban for detergents

Using soil sampling to detect initial levels of phosphorous



‘Attacking the source’

which occur naturally, and then setting appropriate reduction



Role of WFD?

targets

Decreasing the use of salt and de-

The EA suggested surveys to find the source of the problem and

icing chemicals to reduce road run-

decrease knowledge gaps

off, but this conflicts with health
and safety
Potential for road runoff to be
stored in ponds, currently in pilot

Track management and ditch management


Lack of information regarding effectiveness

stage
Increasing communication
between agencies and farmers

Decreased use of fertiliser


Farmers now self regulating due to price increases –
fertiliser too expensive

Thames suggested that decreasing

PLANET, a free nutrient management software programme, is

water velocity e.g. through weirs

helping farmers to identify what is needed

can reduce pesticide flow through



The EA questioned how many farmers use it



Farmers suggested that those who use PLANET already
have a high awareness, and there may be a divide
between old and young farmers

SUDS – Sustainable Urban

Farmers don’t perceive excessive water abstraction as a

Drainage

problem in the catchment, as there is no irrigation or water
intensive crops such as potatoes or salads

Gravel in car parks to increase

Pilot stewardship group to reduce use of slug pellets, but it will

drainage

take a year of good rain to determine the results


Publishing results is good practice

The EA suggested livestock should not be allowed free access to
watercourses


Fencing can separate and decrease access but
measures have a financial burden
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Financial incentives could restrict wading or support
the construction of pipes to transport water directly to
farms



Welsh Assembly give grants to pump water for cattle
directly into the field

Farmers suggested optimal land management (soil testing,
restricting mucking) better than land conversion from livestock
to arable

Group 2
General Measures

Farm Measures

Wetlands to hold back water

Banning pesticides – what would be the implications?


EA ‘My Backyard’ project to
educate and raise awareness

Could push planting into spring

Raising awareness of the properties of pesticides


Margins are good for those less soluable



Margins increase safety during application

Stop ‘rumours’ and misinformation
Need compensation if crops cannot be grown in certain places
Considering planting times
Farmers should be able to use their own judgement on best
practice
Regulations should be regionally specific to account for weather


Regulations may not actually be best practice given
weather e.g. during snow



Legislation must consider differences between arable
and livestock

Cover crops and crop rotation
Better forecasts and improved timing
Storage facilities and manure heaps away from watercourses
A flexible application of knowledge
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Annex 4 Feedback questionnaire for participants

REFRESH: ADAPTIVE STRATEGIES TO MITIGATE THE IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON
EUROPEAN FRESHWATER ECOSYSTEMS:
Whitchurch Meeting 20th April 2012
FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE
We are very grateful for your participation at this meeting. We hope that this has been an interesting
experience for you as well. We very much value your opinion and would like to get some feedback
from you.
Please answer the following questions and hand-in this form at the end of the meeting, or send it by
email to: helen.parker@wadh.ox.ac.uk
1.

Did you find this meeting useful for your work?
Very useful
o
Useful
o Somewhat useful
o
Not very useful
o
Not useful at all
Why? ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

o
2.

Did you find this meeting interesting?
Very
o
Interesting o Somewhat
o
Not very
o
Not interesting
interesting
interesting
interesting
at all
Why? ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

o

3.

Did you learn anything new?
I learnt a lot of
new things

I learnt
o I learnt a few new
o
I did not learnt
o
I did not learn
some new
things
much
anything
things
What did you learn? ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

o

4.

o

Was the meeting process understandable and easy to follow?
It was
o
It was
o It was more or less
o
It was not very
o
It was not
completely
understand
understandable and
understandable
understandable
understandable
able and
easy
and it was difficult
at all and very
and very easy
easy
difficult
Why? ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

o

5.

If another event like this one was organized again, would you recommend a colleague/friend to attend?
Definitely yes

Probably
o Maybe
o
Probably not
o
Definitely not
yes
Why? ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

o

6.

o

Is there anything else you would like to tell us?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
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Annex 5 Results of the feedback questionnaire
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