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Abstract
Numerous EU biodiversity and water related policies have been designed to protect freshwater
ecosystems and to ensure their sustainable use. However, major challenges still persist in the
implementation of these policies. Freshwater ecosystems support 10% of all animal species on Earth
and provide a diverse array of functions and services that contribute to human well-being. In recent
decades global freshwater biodiversity has declined at a greater rate compared to terrestrial and
marine ecosystem.
The EU FP7 projects REFRESH and BioFresh organised a joimt Science Policy Symposium for Freshwater
Life with the aim of bringing together policy makers and stakeholders from the water, energy and
conservation sector, NGOs, the scientific community and selected experts to discuss challenges in
implementation of the 2020 Biodiversity strategy and the EU Water Framework Directive and to agree
on recommendations for policy making and future research.
This deliverable provides a report from the meeting in Brussels on 29th and 30th January 2014

INTRODUCTION
The REFRESH and BioFresh consortia comprise a number of partners who are involved in both
projects. The co-ordinators of the two projects, UCL and FVB, respectively are among these. Both
projects included a science-policy event as part of their respective demonstration strategies. In
REFRESH it was planned to have a mid-term dissemination workshop for EU-level policy makers in
connection with a related workshop or conference, already planned. BioFresh planned to invite
scientists, stakeholders and policy-makers to its final conference to further strengthen the sciencepolicy dialogue. "BioFresh will further link with other relevant research projects to explore options
for joint actions in science-policy interfaces". In the final year discussions between the two project
explored the practicalities and efficacy of combining to organise this under a joint venture. This was
agreed by the two project officers in Brussels.
This became 'A SCIENCE POLICY SYMPOSIUM for Freshwater Life “Water Lives: new scientific
horizons for biodiversity and water policy”
A web site was set to manage the event and provide updates for those interested in attending.
http://www.waterlives.eu/
The aim of the joint Science Policy Symposium for Freshwater Life was to present the scientific
advances of BIOFRESH and REFRESH, to discuss their implications for the freshwater management in
the EU and to come up with clear recommendations for policy making. To this end, the Symposium
sought to support the implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive (and its potential
revision) and Biodiversity Strategy 2020 to create synergies across them building on the best recent
knowledge on the current and future status of freshwater ecosystems and their inherent
biodiversity.
Freshwater ecosystems support 10% of all animal species on Earth and provide a diverse array of
functions and services that benefit human well-being. At the same time, their deterioration has been
particularly notable as a result of human induced pressures. Over the last decades, global freshwater
biodiversity has declined at a greater rate compared to terrestrial and marine ecosystems. At the
European scale, the wide range of pressures and impacts on freshwater ecosystems threatens the
attainment of good ecological status under the Water Framework Directive. Despite numerous
efforts underpinned by EU biodiversity and water related policies aiming at protecting freshwater
ecosystems and their sustainable use, major challenges in implementation persist. The Blueprint to
Safeguard Europe’s Water Resources has highlighted a number of actions to improve the
implementation of Europe’s water policies, including the need for cross-cutting problem solving. In
this context, FP7 projects can play an important role by integrating their research findings into these
policy processes.
REFRESH has increased understanding of freshwater ecosystem response to climate and land use
change and develops tools to support adaptive management.
BIOFRESH delivered policy relevant data and results on the current status, trends, pressures and
conservation priorities of freshwater biodiversity.
The symposium aligned key research findings from both projects with the needs of policy making
and generate policy-relevant messages relating to:
i) Conservation planning and management of freshwater biodiversity in the context of Green
Infrastructure and Natura 2000.

ii) Future protected area networks considering environmental scenarios and policy targets
iii) Freshwater biodiversity data and information to contribute to recent activities in ecosystem
assessments by JRC, EEA and the European Commission
iv) Achievements of WFD good ecological status under climate and land use change scenarios
v) Interlinkages between biodiversity, water related policies and other policy sectors (e.g. energy,
agriculture and cohesion) to infer recommendations on synergies for their implementation.
The outcomes of the symposium will be a policy brief presenting the key messages and
recommendations from the discussions, the publication of a policy paper in a peer reviewed journal,
and a strengthening of networks in the interface of freshwater science and policy.

SYMPOSIUM PROGRAMME
Detailed description and rationale for the different sessions:
Here we set out a detailed description and rationale for the different components of the
programme.
Welcome to the Symposium
Objective/expected outcome: Besides the words of welcome from the project coordinators, this
session provided an overview of the main goals and the structure of the Symposium. The intention
was, based on the findings of the Biofresh and Refresh projects to highlight some of the main
challenges for water and biodiversity policy which were then to be discussed further at the
Symposium.
Methodology/Course of action: There were two short introductions from Klement Tockner and
Martin Kernan, coordinators of the BioFresh and Refresh project, respectively. After the second
speech, a moderator took over and led session 1.
Session 1: Keynotes from different perspectives
Objective/expected outcome: The Keynotes session provided an entry point to the discussions in the
subsequent sessions. Consisting of prominent speakers from different stakeholder groups (policy,
science and environment agency), the session focused on the main issues in the thematic fields of
ecological status and freshwater biodiversity and demonstrated that there is an on-going effort
across the different disciplines: research providing answers for policy makers and managers and
managers in turn embedding this into existing or on-going needs and keen to consider new science
developments. This supported by an expanding science policy interface dialogue which this
symposium is part of. The talks highlighted the main challenges the current policy to protect
freshwater ecological status and biodiversity.
Methodology/Course of action: There were three keynote presentations. Afterwards, the chair of
this session summarized and highlight the key points of the speakers ahead of a 30 minute
discussion at the end of the session.
Session 2: Key Science Advances from Biofresh and Refresh
Objective/expected outcome: This session aimed to provide a more detailed view of the research
work in both projects with a strong emphasis on policy relevant outcomes and messages. The
presentations from different researchers across both projects highlighted the policies they are
targeting and how the research contributes to policy objectives. Presenters were requested to
demonstrate the main synergies between both projects (e.g. improving connectivity and resilience
of freshwater ecosystems) and the need to regard biodiversity and water policy in a more integrated
way. Other EU policies such as the CAP, energy or cohesion policy were also considered.
Methodology/Course of action: In all, 6 researchers (three from each project) provided a 10 minutes
talk presenting very briefly what the research was addressing with while putting more emphasis on
the key policy messages.
Session 3: Science- Policy Café
Objective/expected outcome: Building on the previous session, participants (including policy makers)
were given the chance to engage directly with the researchers of the two projects and discuss the
underlying concepts of current policy making and science. This session thus provided a dialogue

between scientists and other stakeholders to facilitate a 'needs/answers' exchange and to enhance
the science policy interface.
Methodology/Course of action: The session comprised three interactive elements: The first was a
poster session with around 10 policy oriented posters from Biofresh, REFRESH and other water and
biodiversity related FP7 projects. The second element comprised two tables where a scientist was
confronted by a policy-maker. The discussion addressed specific topics;
 Arguing for conservation and ecological status – how far does the ecosystem service
approach bring us


Do we use the knowledge generated by EU projects efficiently and meaningfully for the
implementation of environmental policies?

A moderator facilitated a dialogue between both actors posing questions such as: What is your
understanding of the issue? Is this helpful in your work and where do you see risks and constraints?
What do you need from science for sound decision making (in water policy)?
The participants had the opportunity to surround the table or move onwards to follow the
discussion. The third component was an interactive presentation of the Freshwater Biodiversity
Atlas.

Session 4a. Integrating climate change in the WFD.
Objective/expected outcome: This session was focused on how recent scientific developments can
effectively support the integration of climate change and land use change scenarios in assessments
and management related to the Water Framework Directive (WFD). The implications for ecological
assessments and for setting reference conditions for the achievement of good ecological status of
EU water bodies were discussed. This session aimed at setting priorities to be potentially considered
in the next WFD revision in 2015 with contributions from science (mainly REFRESH results, but also
other invited FP 7 projects such as REFORM and WISER), stakeholders and policy makers.

Methodology/Course of action: The session began with an introduction by a representative of DG
ENV (head of unit). It was followed by different presentations from scientists and a “reply”
presentation by a stakeholder/policy maker. To ensure a more effective response, the scientist
provided his presentation to the stakeholder in advance of the meeting.
Potential issues discussed included:
- The need for adapting WFD to global change. Can indicators used in the WFD disentangle the
ecosystem variability due to natural, climate change and human pressures? The concept of
‘shifting baselines’ to meet restoration targets, potential change of water body typology and
use of alternative indicators.
-

Vulnerability of different types of water bodies and EU regions. Focus on e.g management of
Mediterranean Rivers, large Rivers in Europe, shallow lakes vs deep lakes.

-

Modelling tools at the catchment, regional and EU scale. Focus on nutrient inputs and land
use change.

Session 4b. Bringing freshwater life into the EU Biodiversity Strategy.
Objective/expected outcome: This session was focused on how recent scientific developments on
freshwater biodiversity could be used for an effective conservation planning and contribute to
support the implementation of EU and global biodiversity targets. Existing scientific knowledge was
matched with policy/ management needs, and the aim was to reach scientific conclusions that lead
to infer a potential need for policy/ management revision and that may have a direct transfer to ongoing implementation exercises with contributions from science (mainly BioFresh results, but also
other invited FP7 projects such as OPENESS, OPERA, BESAFE, SCALES), stakeholders and policy
makers.
Methodology/Course of action: same as Session 4a.
The central issues discussed included:
- The need for a revision of efficacy of current EU protected areas in protecting freshwater
biodiversity and vulnerability of different EU regions.
-

The need to consider global change and the future conservation planning of freshwater
ecosystems.

-

Multiple stressors. Climate change, land use, hydromorphological impacts, alien species and
novel ecosystems.

-

The need for maximizing freshwater biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in the EU.

Session 5. Synergies between the WFD and the Biodiversity Strategy and cross-cutting issues.
Objective/expected outcome: Building on Sessions 4a and 4b, session 5 focused on the potential
synergies of the WFD and the EU Biodiversity Strategy to combine efforts and integrate visions on
the management of freshwater biodiversity and assessment of ecological status of freshwaters
under future climate and land use changes, water stress, impacts of alien species and other stressors
that may hamper their implementation. In this context, special focus was on how scientific findings
can contribute with effective solutions.

The session also introduced into the discussion cross-cutting issues such as water privatisation,
energy, environmental flows, links with other EU directives (CAP, Floods).
Methodology/Course of action: The session began merging the outcomes of SESSION 4a and 4b with
a report back from the chairs of the two sessions and a subsequent discussion. This was followed by
a panel discussion. The panel comprised a moderator, who facilitated dialogue between panellists
and the audience, and panellists comprising representatives of DGENV, EEA, a scientist and a
national representative. The attendees from previous sessions discussed the cross- compliance,
synergies between the policies and visions. Issues were highlighted as questions to promote the
dialogue and participation of the audience.
Session 5 ended with a general agreement on recommendations and key messages from the
discussions.

Water Lives: new scientific horizons for biodiversity and
water policy
A SCIENCE POLICY SYMPOSIUM for Freshwater Life
Brussels, 29-30 January 2014
Venue: Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences (RBINS) - Museum of Natural Sciences
Rue Vautier 29 - 1000 Brussels

Day 1 – Wednesday 29 January 2014
Preliminary Programme
10:00

Registration and coffee

Opening session
Chair: Martin Kernan (University College London - UCL)
10:30

Societal challenges in managing freshwater ecosystems
Klement Tockner (Leibniz-Institute of Freshwater Ecology and Inland Fisheries - IGB)

10:45

Science and Policy: acting together to address societal challenges
Birgit de Boissezon (European Commission, DG RTD)

Session 1: Key Notes: Challenges from different perspectives
Chair: Martin Kernan (University College London - UCL)
11:00

Scientists and managers: the best of times and the worst of times
Brian Moss (University of Liverpool)

11:30

Reporting flows: informing ecological and conservation status
Hans Bruyninckx (European Environmental Agency - EEA)

12:00

Questions & Discussion

12:30 – 13:30

Lunch

Session 2: Future visions for Freshwater Ecosystems (Inputs and moderated discussion)
Chair/Moderator: Paul Jepson (University of Oxford)
13:30 – 15:30

How to deal with multiple stressors to freshwater biodiversity in the future
Daniel Hering (University Duisburg-Essen)
Discussion: What are the implications of these findings for policy?
Research infra-structures: the case for integrating freshwater biodiversity data
Aaike De Wever (Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences (RBINS) - Museum of
Natural Sciences)
Discussion: How do we ensure maximize the relevance and uptake of biodiversity
datasets for policy?

Freshwater Key Biodiversity Areas as a critical tool in the conservation of
freshwater biodiversity: application to strengthen the Natura2000 network
William Darwall (IUCN)

Preliminary Programme
Discussion: What are the next steps to ensure freshwater KBAs are better accounted
for within the Natura 2000 network?
Impacts of climate change and land use on freshwater ecosystems
Piet Verdonschot (Alterra Research Institute)
Discussion: Is the Water Framework Directive prepared for global change?
Integrated catchment modelling as a tool for managing freshwaters under
global
change
Andrew Wade (University of Reading)
Discussion: Freshwater ecosystem change: can we predict the future?
The role of agri-environmental measures in achieving WFD compliance
Demetris Psaltopoulos (University of Patras)
Discussion: How can we better integrate policy to protect freshwaters?
15:30 – 16:00

Coffee break

Session 3: Science- Policy Café
Chair: Martin Kernan (University College London - UCL)
16:00 – 17:30

3 Science-Policy Dialogues:
1) Arguing for conservation and ecological status – how far brings us the
ecosystem service approach?
Moderator: Timo Kaphengst (Ecologic Institute); Scientist: Isabell Durance
(Cardiff University); Policy maker: Patrick Murphy (European Commission, DG
ENV)
2) Does the food-water-energy-nexus provide the basis for integrating
different policies to protect freshwaters? CANCELLED
3) Do we use the knowledge generated by EU projects efficiently and
meaningfully for the implementation of environmental policies?
Moderator: Ana Cristina Cardoso (European Commission, DG JRC);
Scientist: Josef Settele (Helmholtz Centre for Environmental Research - UFZ);
Policy Maker: Adrian Peres (European Commission, DG RTD)
4) Launch of the Global Freshwater Biodiversity Atlas
5) Poster session

17:30

Wine reception
Speech: Richard Seeber (MEP, President of the European Parliament Water Group)

20:00

End of Day 1

Day 2 – Thursday 30 January 2014
Programme
9:00

Wrap up from the first day and introduction to programme of 2nd
Klement Tockner (Leibniz-Institute of Freshwater Ecology and Inland Fisheries - IGB)

9:30

Session 4a: Making the WFD fit for
future: Integrating climate and land use
change in the WFD
Chair: Martin Kernan (University College
London - UCL)
Intro: Peter Gammeltoft
Commission, DG ENV)

(European

Inputs:
How to reach the goals of the Water
Framework Directive? The role of time
and riparian land use (WISER-project)
By Daniel Hering (University DuisburgEssen)
Stakeholder reply by Roger Owen (Head
of Ecology at Scottish Environment
Protection Agency)
Restoration under global
(REFORM-project)
By Harm Duel (Deltares)

change

Session
4b:
Meeting
EU
2020
Biodiversity Strategy targets for
freshwater life
Chair: Klement Tockner (IGB)
Intro: Francois Wakenhut
Commission, DG ENV)

(European

Inputs:
The role of freshwater Key Biodiversity
Areas and the Natura 2000 network:
designing an optimal network to
address gaps in protection, now and
under climate change (BioFresh-project)
By William Darwall (IUCN)
Setting priorities in conservation and
restoration in the Mediterranean
Biodiversity Hotspot (BioFresh-project)
By Jörg Freyhof (Leibniz-Institute of
Freshwater Ecology and Inland Fisheries IGB)
Stakeholder reply by Maria Stoumboudi
(Hellenic Centre for Marine Research)

Stakeholder reply by Jenny Mant (River
Restoration Centre, UK)
10:30 – 11:00

Coffee Break

11:00

Session 4a: Making the WFD fit for
future: Integrating climate and land use
change in the WFD (continued)

Session
4b:
Meeting
EU
2020
Biodiversity Strategy targets for
freshwater life (continued)

Guiding principles for management of
freshwaters (recommendations for
RBMPs) (REFRESH-project)
By Peeter Nõges (Estonian University of
Life Sciences)
Stakeholder reply by Geoff Phillips
(Environment Agency UK)

New strategies to fight invasive alien
species in freshwater ecosystems
(EASIN-project)
By Ana Cardoso (European Commission,
DG JRC)
Stakeholder reply by Patrick Murphy
(European Commission, DG ENV)

Can we still use the reference
condition to underpin the WFD
(REFRESH-project)
By Richard Johnson (Swedish University
of Agricultural Sciences)
Stakeholder reply by Jorge Rodriguez
Romero (European Commission, DG ENV
Water)

From Nutrient Limitation to Recreation:
putting Ecology into Ecosystem
Service Mapping (OPENNESS-project)
By Laurence Carvalho (Centre for
Ecology & Hydrology UK)
Stakeholder reply by Anne Teller
(European
Commission,
DG
ENV
Biodiversity)

Discussion

Discussion

12:30 – 13:30

Lunch

Programme
13:30

Session 5: Synergies between the WFD and the Biodiversity Strategy and crosscutting issues.
Report back from Chairs of session 4a and 4b (15 Minutes each)
Chair: Klement Tockner (IGB) & Martin Kernan (UCL)

14:00

Panel discussion on main findings and possible synergies between biodiversity and
water policy.
Moderator: Paul Jepson (University of Oxford)
Panelists:
 Francois Wakenhut (European Commission, DG ENV)


Peter Gammeltoft (European Commission DG ENV)



Horst Korn (EPBRS/Federal Agency for Nature Conservation)



Ana Cristina Cardoso (European Commission, DG JRC)



Maria Stoumboudi (Hellenic Centre for Marine Research)

15:30 – 16:00

Final Coffee

16:00

End of Symposium

REPORT FROM THE MEETING
Video streaming from sessions 1 and 2 are available from the WaterLives web site
http://www.ufz.de/waterlives/index.php?en=32365
PDF versions of the presentations from the meeting are available by clicking on the links below
Opening session

Chair: Martin Kernan (University College London - UCL)

10:30

10:45

Societal
challenges
in
managing
freshwater
ecosystems
Klement Tockner (Leibniz-Institute of Freshwater Ecology and Inland Fisheries IGB)
Presentation (2.2 MB)
Science and Policy: acting together to address societal challenges
Birgit de Boissezon (European Commission, DG RTD)

Session 1: Key Notes: Challenges from different perspectives

Chair: Martin Kernan (University College London - UCL)

11:00

11:30
12:00

Scientists and managers: the best of times and the worst of times
Brian
Moss
(University
of
Liverpool)
Presentation (6.5 MB)
Reporting flows: informing ecological and conservation status
Hans
Bruyninckx
(European
Environmental
Agency
EEA)
Presentation (821 KB)
Questions & Discussio

Session 2: Future visions for Freshwater Ecosystems (Inputs and moderated discussion)

Chair/Moderator: Paul Jepson (University of Oxford)

13:30 - 15:30

How to deal with multiple stressors to freshwater biodiversity in the future
Daniel
Hering
(University
Duisburg-Essen)
Discussion: What are the implications of these findings for policy?
Presentation (2.8 MB)
Research infra-structures: the case for integrating freshwater biodiversity data
Aaike de Wever Wever (Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences RBINS)
Discussion: How can biodiversity datasets be more policy relevant?
Presentation (4 MB)
Freshwater Key Biodiversity Areas as a critical tool in the conservation of
freshwater biodiversity: application to strengthen the Natura2000 network

William
Darwall
(IUCN)
Discussion: Do existing EC environmental policies safeguard freshwater
biodiversity?
Impacts of climate change and land use on freshwater ecosystems
Piet
Verdonschot
(Alterra
Research
Institute)
Discussion: Is the Water Framework Directive prepared for global change?
Presentation (943.6 KB)
Integrated catchment modelling as a tool for managing freshwaters under
global
change
Andrew
Wade
(University
of
Reading)
Discussion: Freshwater ecosystems change: can we predict the future?
Presentation (3.6 MB)
The role of agri-environmental measures in achieving WFD compliance
Demetris
Psaltopoulos
(University
of
Patras)
Discussion: How can we better integrate policy to protect freshwaters?
Presentation (291.9 KB)

Session 3: Science-Policy Café
SCIENCE-POLICY DIALOGUE 1. Arguing for conservation and ecological status – how far brings us
the ecosystem service approach?
Moderator: Timo Kaphengst (Ecologic Institute);
Scientist: Isabelle Durance (Cardiff University);
Policy maker: Patrick Murphy (European Commission, DG ENV)
Minutes from the Discussion
The Ecosystem Service Approach (ESA) has been widely introduced in the Millenium Ecosystem
Assessment (MEA) in 2005 and was further developed in the TEEB report 2010 mainly demonstrating
the economic value of biodiversity and ecosystems.
The discussion was held under the assumption that the ecosystem service approach has already
entered many different biodiversity policies (most importantly the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 Target 2) and water policies, although to a lesser extent.
However, a range of questions are still open in terms of implementation of the ESA, e.g.:
To what extent is biodiversity needed to provide ES? What are the limitations to economically
valuing biodiversity? What are the trade-offs between managing for different ES (e.g. between
provisioning, cultural and regulating services in agricultural areas)?
SYNTHESIS
 Both from a scientist and policy maker perspective it was agreed that while there are
weaknesses in the concept, it has a high value in arguing for biodiversity protection.
 The political landscape has radically changed in the last years. Employment and economic
issues are most important and nature conservation can only be negotiated if it is shown that
it has an economic value for people.
 The linkage between biodiversity and ecosystem functions is quite well understood among
ecologists, but the knowledge is not sufficiently compiled and communicated.
 Knowledge gaps rather exist on which ecosystem functions lead to which ecosystem services
and how trade-offs between ecosystem services can be managed. For this, it is needed to



extend the ecosystem service approach towards an understanding of ecological resilience
and thresholds of ecosystems.
A wide range of comments and also examples how the ecosystem service approach has been
applied in practice were raised during the discussion.

SCIENCE-POLICY DIALOGUE 3. Do we use the knowledge generated by EU projects efficiently and
meaningfully for the implementation of environmental policies?
Moderator: Ana Cristina Cardoso (European Commission, DG JRC);
Scientist: Josef Settele (Helmholtz Centre for Environmental Research - UFZ);
Policy Maker: Adrian Peres (European Commission, DG RTD)
Minutes of discussion
The goal of this discussion is to identify some of the main factors that facilitate or hinder the
communication between scientists, policy makers and stakeholders to use the knowledge generated
by EU projects for the implementation of EU environmental policies.
The SPIRAL project has proposed several concrete actions to improve interfaces between EU
research projects and policy making, and we have based our café conversation on these recent
outcomes.
Framing and Addressing the Broader Policy Context, i.e outline project’s expected impact on policy,
has been identified as one of the main challenges for research projects to interface with policy.
Could you comment what is your view on this? What are the reasons behind and how would you
change it?
Ensuring Continuity of Interactions and Mutual Understanding is a key aspect of a successful science
policy interface in EU projects. Are you aware of best practices to ensure such dynamic interaction?
Do you have any suggestion to get closer both scientists and policy makers and avoid mutual
frustration?
Enhancing and Maintaining Interfacing Expertise implies resource intensive activities but this is often
undervalued. How can these activities be further considered in EU research projects? Could you give
any ideas?
Integrating SPI Activities between Different Projects as well as with External Partners is given as a
cooperative approach to solve some of the SPI challenges. Do you see this approach as an
opportunity for EU projects to increase their policy impact? Or as an obstacle due to highly
demanding coordination needs?
SYNTHESIS
 From the policy side, research projects not only have an impact on environmental policies
but also on research policy. For instance, SPIRAL results had an impact on research policy,
i.e. setting the basis for future joint collaborations in SPIs within EU projects. On the other
hand, other projects such as DAISIE (delivering alien species information) had a significant
impact in elaborating new policies, i.e. EU regulation on invasive alien species.
 It was recognized during the discussion that different timeframes and language between
policy and science might limit EU research impact on these policies. In this context, policy
briefs were highlighted as a very useful tool for communicating science to policy but with
clear answers to policy questions. This may require the involvement of experts in this type of








communication, which may require some institutional investment to maintain that
capacities even beyond the projects finish.
It was also mentioned during the discussion the attitude policy makers, managers and
scientists have towards uncertainty (usually looked by managers as an uncompleted work
done by scientists).
Incorporating the idea of policy relevance when designing projects creates the awareness of
this need since the very beginning but also the engagement with policy makers should be
done accordingly and in a continuous way during the life of the project.
There should be also more collaboration between projects dealing with similar topics, e.g.
DG Research and Innovation enhanced this type of collaboration in OPERAS and OPENESS
and they developed a common strategic plan for interfacing with policy (CLUSTERING).
Compared to the previous framework programmes, the advisory boards of EU projects
should be more actively involved to align scientific results with policy or stakeholder needs
to enhance impact of the results.
Key words for a better SPI are Credibility, Relevance, Legitimacy, Openess, Transparency,
Trust, but also the importance of establishing contacts and maintaining them.
Best- practice examples mentioned: ALARM project, SPIRAL, WISER

Launch of the first online Global Freshwater Biodiversity Atlas
A new online Atlas of freshwater biodiversity presenting spatial information and species distribution
patterns was launched on 29th January at the land-mark Water Lives symposium bringing together
European Union policy makers and freshwater scientists.
Freshwaters are incredibly diverse habitats: they cover less than 1% of the Earth’s surface yet are
home to 35% of all vertebrate species! Sadly, freshwater life is declining at an alarming rate faster
than any other component of global biodiversity.
A challenge for policy is how to integrate protection of freshwater life and the ecosystem services it
provides with real and pressing demands on freshwater resources from the energy, food and
sanitation sectors
This new Atlas is a response from freshwater scientists to this policy challenge. It provides policymakers, water managers and scientists with an online, open-access and interactive gateway to key
geographical information and spatial data on freshwater biodiversity across different scales. The
Atlas is a resource for better, evidenced-based decision making in the area of water policy, science
and management.
The
online Atlas adopts a book-like structure allowing easy browsing through its four thematic
chapters, on I) Patterns of freshwater biodiversity, 2) Freshwater resources and ecosystems, 3)
Pressures on freshwater systems and 4) Conservation and management. All of the maps are
accompanied by a short article with further contextual background information. The interactive map
interface allows easy switching between maps, navigation and zooming and the display of
information attached to each map feature. Also, unlike a conventional printed atlas this on-line Atlas
can be constantly expanded and up-dated as new maps and data become available.
The Atlas is an output of BioFresh – an EU-funded project that is putting together the scattered
pieces of information about life in our rivers and lakes, to better understand, manage and protect
our freshwaters for generations to come. It is edited by a pan-European group of freshwater science

and conservation experts from 12 research institutes and supported by key international
organisations active in the field of freshwater biodiversity research and conservation, namely GEO
Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON), the International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), the Global Water System Project (GWSP), Conservation International (CI), Wetlands
International, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF).
Poster session
BioFresh - Is biodiversity being left behind?
McKenna Davis & Jörg Freyhof
Poster (3.9 MB)
BioFresh - Global Freshwater Biodiversity Atlas
Astrid Schmidt-Kloiber & Vanessa Bremerich
Poster (3.4 MB)
BioFresh - Key Biodiversity Areas for the EU biodiversity strategy
Timo Kaphengst & Jörg Freyhof
Poster (4.4 MB)
REFRESH - Zooplankton: an integrative Biological Quality Element for assessing the Ecological
Status of lakes
Núria Cid Puey, Ana Cristina Cardoso, Peeter Nõges, Tiina Nõges & Martin Kernan
Poster (3.2 MB)
REFRESH - Riparian Forests can help mitigate climate warming effects in lowland temperate
streams
Núria Cid Puey, Ana Cristina Cardoso, Peeter Nõges, Tiina Nõges & Martin Kernan
Poster (7.9 MB)
REFRESH - Stricter nutrient loading limits helplake ecosystems to withstand climate change
pressures
Peeter Nõges, Tiina Nõges, Núria Cid Puey, Ana Cristina Cardoso & Martin Kernan
Poster (2.3 MB)
REFRESH - Stronger need for maintaining
environmental flow in streams in a changing
climate
Peeter Nõges, Tiina Nõges, Núria Cid Puey, Ana Cristina Cardoso & Martin Kernan
Poster (1.3 MB)
WISER - lake ecosystems to withstand climate change pressures
WISER consortium

Session 4a: Making the WFD fit for future: Integrating climate and land use change in the
WFD
Minutes from Session 4a
Peter Gammeltoft (European Commission, DG ENV)
- Importance of accommodating climate change impacts
- Timely discussion
Comments on 'How to reach the goals of the Water Framework Directive? The role of time and
riparian land use'
- The WISER presentation highlighted that while much was known about the effects of stress on
river and lakes, much less was known about the effects of restoration, particularly in multi-stress
conditions.
- It was recommended that extensive local measures (re-braiding, remeandering) should be
undertaken where feasible to build hotspots in ecological quality but that it was probably more
important to protect and extend the still existing hotspots.
- The local extensive measures should be supplemented by simple inexpensive measures at the
catchement scale: e.g. riparian buffers with various widths
- This will take time (much longer than 2027) and may result in conflicts with agriculture. Agrienvironmental measures offer a useful approach in theory but need to be properly implemented.
- Stakeholder presentation agreed that measuring ecological success of restoration is difficult –
some developing science.
- Pointed out that the one out all out principle creates problems in reporting –
- Some examples where local interventions have had major effects.
- Management of riparian corridor more achievable and cost effective and practical than whole
catchment and likely to get multiple benefits

Comments on 'Restoration under global change '
- The REFORM presentation highlighted that there was not a lot of monitoring of restoration
outcomes and information difficult to access - there is an urgent need for more information on how
to make river restoration more successful
- Climate change will change hydrological cycle – extremes will become more frequent and more
severe. Less water available in many river basins in future.
- Climate adaptation gives a lot of opportunities for river restoration e.g. flood protection strategies
(room for river, natural flood defences) and natural water retentions measure (promoting
hydrological processes)
- Restoring rivers is a matter of scale and processes. Natural water retention measures very
important

- Value of synergies with other management areas e.g. flood protection
- Stakeholder presentation - Natural water retention measures important in terms of river
restoration
Also remember wildlife and community benefit – important to get stakeholders involved
- Lack of recognition about catchment scale impacts from landowners to policy makers
- Opportunities to design in climate change variability - Work with water industry about when and
how we abstract. Build on resilience to climate change
- Urgent need to share and use good practice
- RESTORE wiki – users can provide information about restoration projects going on all over Europe
- Annual river restoration conference planned in Europe
Both agreed - no evidence that climate change is being considered in river restoration plans
Comments on ' Guiding principles for management of freshwaters (recommendations for RBMPs)'
- The REFRESH presentation highlighted a number of guiding principles for lakes and rivers.
- Global warming forcing reinforces eutrophication and critical nutrient loading limits for lakes have
to be lowered
- Rehabilitate zooplankton in WFD lake monitoring schemes – they are a good indicator for water
quality and status
- Consider geographic and type specific differences in lakes to pressures for selecting appropriate
conservation, adaptation and restoration measures. One size doesn’t fit all
- Combining open and forested reaches in riparian management allows both habitat heterogeneity
and temperature reduction
- The need to maintain environmental flow in streams becomes stronger in a changing climate.
Rheophilic taxa sensitive to low flow and disappear in a matter of days
- The stakeholder presentation key message: climate change signal not expected to differ from
human pressures. Therefore reference conditions do not need to be updated. BUT climate will
complicate interpretation of change and influence the ecological impacts of anthropogenic
pressures. Need to evolve management responses in an area of high uncertainty
- Agreed that nutrient levels need to be lowered – but need models with improved certainty to
highlight how much is down to climate factor
- Recognised the value of zooplankton but highlighted that these would need metrics and affordable
monitoring strategies - need to simplify the WFD not make it more effort

- Agreed that we should consider geographic and type specific differences but questioned whether
we have the necessary understanding and whether this will complicate the process and reduce the
likelihood that Europe moves in the same direction.
- Supported riparian shading measures - EA is working with local people to increase shading. May be
less effective if winter temperature is important. Will this also reduce impact of nutrients?
- Messages from research project need to remain simple. Improve public understanding of the
importance of healthy rivers and lakes & gain their involvement
- Need for predictive models - move beyond space for time
Comments on ' Can we still use the reference condition to underpin the WFD '
- The REFRESH presentation stressed that the reference condition is not the target – good ecological
status is the target.
- Controversy over how we define reference conditions
- Need to try and decrease the use of expert judgment as this can often be flawed
- Still need more work on accuracy and variance associated with method used to establish reference
conditions and the response to natural drivers
- Need to develop a common framework and reference concepts for all BQEs. Evaluate different
approaches and seek better understanding of structure-function-resilience
- The stakeholder response began highlighting some aspects of WFD implementation are working
well and other parts not so well.
- We are learning lessons from implementation what is working and what is not working – review of
implementation in 2011 and 2012. Review due on 2019 – keen from policy perspective to identify
what is working and what isn’t and how to improve it
- Need to differentiate the conceptual approach of the WFD from the implementation when
assessing whether it is 'fit for purpose' - applies to reference condition concept
- Trying to simplify a reality that is very complex. REFRESH presentation highlighted well the
challenges
- Uncertainties should not be an excuse not to make progress
- When we speak about limitations and difficulties need to consider how to improve it – what is the
alternative?
- Reference condition is sound from conceptual perspective – yes it can be difficult to implement.
- Huge differences in the implementation of the WFD among the member states. It’s a framework
approach which allows flexibility.

- 2015 political deadline – recognise that some water bodies will take much longer to achieve good
ecological status
- Have responsibility as policy makers to improve our policies – scientists have part to play – not a
case of saying it doesn’t work but say how it could work better

Session 4b: Meeting EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy targets for freshwater life
Minutes from Session 4b
Francois Wakenhut (European Commission, DG ENV):
- The importance of translating biodiversity loss into (economic) values to have an impact in policy
makers at the high level. Political decisions necessarily depend on values.
- There is a need to reconnect society with biodiversity, mainly in urban areas.
- Research is needed to fill the knowledge gaps of the link between biodiversity, ecosystem functions
and services.
- Challenge: work towards a picture of what has been achieved in biodiversity by 2020.
- Much stronger SPIs will be required to reach the 2020 goals.

Comments on 2 first presentations:
How can we ensure that gaps in the protection of freshwater biodiversity?
-DGENV mentioned that the priority now is managing the current protected areas; however there
will be a revision of the Biodiversity Strategy in 2015 and BioFresh results could be taken into
account.
-The BioFresh presentation showed that the Balcans present one of highest spatial gaps in
protection. For instance, Croatia is on the process to be part of the EU and this could be an
opportunity to enlarge PAs. However, it was mentioned that it is difficult to extend Natura 2000 sites
for member countries.
-The Mediterranean biodiversity hotspot is a treasure we have in Europe and it should be treated as
and European affair. For instance, knowledge transfer from Northern countries to Southern ones
with active cooperation can be a key factor to improve research and management in this area.
Moreover, the fact that Mediterranean countries are those facing economic crisis, leads to no
priority for restoration or conservation. A heritage approach combining tourism and education could
enhance the attitude towards protecting nature.
- For an adequate assessment of biodiversity and ecosystem service provision in the Mediterranean
groundwater should be also considered.

Comments on last presentations
Regarding alien species in freshwaters, EASIn is a clear example of policy impact but also thanks to
projects such as DAISIE. This allowed creating regulations based on science. Now there is in EU a
priority for the regulation of IAS to be negotiated in the parliament.

Session 5: Synergies between the WFD and the Biodiversity Strategy and cross-cutting
issues.
GENERAL
-Importance of riparian buffer zones to establish synergies between WFD and Biodiversity strategy
(Habitats Drective) but also linking with agriculture (CAP, e.g. 5% Ecological Focus Areas where
buffer strips and riparian vegetation are included).
- The issue of uncertainty and risk management: there should be room for scientists to communicate
to policy with associated uncertainties; the important point is to look at different options when
scientists present results to policy makers, offer choice associated to uncertainty for decisions.
- Data availability is still limiting for policy makers/ stakeholders.
-Suggestion modify Annex II and enlarge the list to take into account threatened species; however
DG ENV thinks that the risk of revisiting Annex II is that many other aspects related to Natura 2000
will be put in doubt…
- The pace of biodiversity loss is faster than policy pace. Action to take: are meetings like this
symposium enough? We need to reach the sectors that are considered as pressures to freshwater
biodiversity and propose nature-based solutions. Need for understanding, where the concept of
ecosystem service plays an important role.
-Does freshwater biodiversity need to lobby better? The role of scientific advocacy: do we risk our
credibility, objectivity, if we are not absolutely neutral?
- The need for WFD to implement environmental flows in the Mediterranean as a key factor to
maintain freshwater biodiversity.
-Stronger links with WFD and agriculture are needed.
-The relevance of stakeholders for implementation is crucial, not only SPI are important.
-The problem to translate EU policy instruments to regional/local legislation.
- The interaction of human society and nature at landscape level is missing from research. The future
of the implementation of Biodiversity Strategy is to get in touch with population and their
perception of nature.
-The way we communicate is decisive to reach political agendas, need for ESs as a complementary
tool to halt biodiversity loss.
-The complexity of the Ecosystem Services Cascade Model is huge and there is an urgent need to
understand this dynamics.
-How to integrate MAES work with the assessment on ecosystem condition and WFD data?
- Alien species and delivery of ESs can be controversial (example in the NL with zebra mussel,
providind ESs such as water purification). However, if we look at ES trade-off the picture can be very
different. We cannot focus only in one ES.
FINAL COMMENTS from the panellists [the one of F. Wakenhut is somehow lost, but I think I gave my
notes to Klement during the symposium]
 Francois Wakenhut (European Commission, DG ENV.
 Peter Gammeltoft (European Commission DG ENV). Very useful inputs on WFD
implementation that can be collected for the revision which has a 6-year cycle. The focus
now shoudl be centered on the delivery of Ecosystem services which is a useful concept to
establish synergies between the two policies. A link with ESs and climate change
 Horst Korn (EPBRS/Federal Agency for Nature Conservation). Very good interactions during
the conference, but for better synergies between WFD and Biodiversity Strategyother
sectors (agriculture and industry) could have been invited.
 Ana Cristina Cardoso (European Commission, DG JRC). A great opportunity at many different
levels (scientists to policy makers) to discuss in a relaxed mode and understand their needs.
Many issues raised at this meeting will be followed up since many scientific activities have
been considered by policy makers.



Maria Stoumboudi (Hellenic Centre for Marine Research). Importance of the scientific results
highlighting the Mediterranean is in peril to keep its freshwater biodiversity, Europe will lose
its biodiversity hotspot. Considering the monetary constrains of Med countries, synergies for
a common monitoring system for WFD and Biodiversity Strategy could be designed.

