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Actorôs feedback on evidence based practices for the 

improvement of water quality in Fairway case studies 

and interim project results 

1. SUMMARY 

The task 7.2 aims: (i) to obtain feedback on the evidence-based practice in the different FAIRWAY 

case studies to improve water quality, based on the results of Task 7.1 Evaluation on barriers and 

issues in providing integrated scientific support for EU policy, (ii) to obtain detailed views on 

FAIRWAY project interim results and (iii) to obtain view of different EU land managers on the 

applicability, cost and adoptability of chosen best practises and measures to reduce pesticides and 

nitrates in drinking water resources. The researchers conducted three surveys.  

The first survey was performed among projectôs Multi Actors Platform (MAP) stakeholders in the 

form of paper questionnaire to evaluate possible correlations between the EU and local level on 

practices for the improvement of water quality in FAIRWAY case studies. This part includes the 

reflection on the main findings from discussions with actors in task 7.1.  

The second survey was performed among different recognised stakeholders at EU level to obtain 

reflection on interim project findings. The stakeholders in both surveys were selected based on their 

field of expertise in water policy regulations/protection or by any other different involvement in 

protection/pollution of water resources in EU, national or local level.  

The third survey was a continuation of work done in D4.3 Evidence based best practices and 

measurements for reducing the pesticides and nitrates in drinking water resources. We collected the 

few best practices and made a survey where we asked wider group of EU land managers (coming 

mostly from COPA-COGECA and EUFRAS associations) to choose 5 most promising practices 

according to their applicability, cost and adoptability. We analysed the results and compare them 

with the results from D4.3.  

Regarding the main findings from discussions with actors in task 7.1, stakeholders in all FAIRWAY 

project MAPs agree that stronger involvement of all actors in the science-policy interface is a 

solution for science integration into policy. Most respondents also agree or strongly agree that it is 

good that member states have a voice in solving problems on local level relating agricultural 

pollution of drinking water resources and that MAPs are the right way to engage stakeholders in 

this issue closely. However, the idea of separation of pesticides and nitrates in projects and 

policy communications has considerably lower support in the MAPs as on EU level.  

In the second survey, the respondents stressed that there is an absolute need to have the key and 

essential final project results presented shorter and, in a language, understandable to 

policymakers.  

The idea of possible long-term relationship/communication flows between research projects and 

political agenda, including Taskforce water intending to design project clusters seems very 

useful to the vast majority (i.e., 86 %) of respondents.   

Finally, the respondents agreed that the most effective ways to receive interim project results are 

presentations at conferences and workshops or via executive summaries of deliverables. 

Meanwhile, the final results of the project can be best communicated via executive summaries of 

deliverables, and secondly by conferences/workshops, articles in scientific journals and YouTube 

videos.  
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And in the third survey the results showed that for EU land managers the most promising practices 

for reducing pesticides in drinking water could be biobed filters. The most promising practices 

for reducing nitrates in drinking water could be grassed waterways. This are the practices that 

received the highest ranking in applicability, cost and adoptability of practice. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO TASK 7.2  

The aim of Task 7.2 is to obtain feedback on the evidence-based practices in the different FAIRWAY 

case studies to improve water quality. This paper is a continuation of the work in task 7.1 Evaluation 

on barriers and issues in providing integrated scientific support for EU policy. The results of the 

report D 7.1 were based on a desk study research, workshop and individual interviews on barriers 

and issues in providing integrated scientific support for EU policy. Its main objective was to discuss 

the EU regulations related to drinking water resource protection against pollution of nitrates and 

pesticides with representative EU-level actor organisations.  

The deliverable Task 7.2 consists of three parts. The first part summarises and discusses the actor's 

feedback on the evidence-based practices for water quality improvement of the different Fairway 

case studies. This part includes the evaluation of the main findings of discussions with actors in task 

7.1 in the projectôs Multi-Actor Platforms (from now on the MAP), using paper questionnaires. The 

questionnaire aimed to evaluate possible correlations between the EU and local level on barriers 

and issues in providing integrated scientific support for policy regulations related to drinking water 

resource protection against diffuse pollution of nitrates and pesticides from agriculture. 

In the second part of this deliverable, a survey was conducted based on a questionnaire for all 

stakeholders that received an invitation to the Joint Policy Conference meeting held in Brussels on 

7th December 2018, organised as part of the work in Task 7.2 (Milestone 7.2). This survey was 

conducted to measure the usefulness of interim findings of work packages 3 to 8 of Fairway project 

for different stakeholder groups, such as researchers, local, regional and national authorities, agro-

industry, SMEs, NGOs and farmers.  

In the third part of this deliverable, an e-survey was sent to a wider group of stakeholders (COPA-

COGECA member, EUFRAS network and others) to see how different EU land managers perceive 

projectôs best practises and measures for regulating the intake of pesticides and nitrates in drinking 

water resources. Especially regarding their applicability, cost and adoptability of proposed best 

practises. Best practises and measures were obtained through the results that occur in D4.3 and 

were compared afterwards.  
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2. ACTORôS FEEDBACK ON PRACTICES FOR THE IMPROVEMENT 

OF WATER QUALITY IN CASE STUDIES 

2.1 METHODOLOGY 

 The questionnaire  

The researchers assessed the responses of MAP leaders to a questionnaire sent by email. The 

duration of the survey was 40 days, starting with 10th April 2019 and finishing with 20th May 2019. In 

this period, two reminder emails were sent to obtain more results. 30 finished questionnaires arrived 

at that point, so the work group decision was to postpone the deadline until 1st of August 2019. MAPs 

responded and obtained more data, so at the end we exceeded our goal of 44 questionnaires, and 

we received 46 finished questionnaires which showed good cooperation between MAPs and WP7.  

The questionnaire included both close-ended questions with single choice answering and open-
ended questions with predefined answers, offering respondents the possibility to grade on a Likert 
scale of agreement (from 1= do not agree to 7= very much agree) with the findings from task 7.1. 
For open-ended questions, additional questions were provided, to ask respondents if they have a 
different (not already presented) view on specific topics. This part is considered of great importance 
for the survey as it provides additional valuable material for recognising specific needs on the local 
level. 

The questionnaire included four blocks. The first and second blocks focussed on nationality and 

stakeholder groups, respectively. The third block dealt with barriers and issues concerning integrated 

scientific support between the national and local level. Moreover, the fourth block focussed on the 

improvement of the system; what are the possible solutions for integrated scientific support for policy 

on protecting drinking water resource against nitrates and pesticides pollution. 

 Survey sample 

The survey was targeting all MAPs presented in the Fairway project (11 MAPs). From each MAP at 

least four different fully finished paper questionnaires had to be supplied, which meant four different 

stakeholder group representatives per MAP, which would result in a survey sample of 44 

questionnaires. Finally, 46 questionnaires were supplied from 10 MAPs, coming from ten countries: 

United Kingdom, Slovenia, Portugal, Germany, Denmark, France, Netherlands, Northern Ireland, 

Romania and Greece (see Table 1). Only Norway MAP did not cooperate and did not supply any 

data.  

Table 1: Origin of Multi-Actor Platforms that contributed to the results, number of returned questionnaires per Multi-Actor 
Platform, a stakeholder group that corresponded (farmers, advisory, policy makers, water policy implementation, retail, 
regional management and water company) 

MAP origin Number of 
returned 
questionnaires 

Stakeholders group 
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Kingdom 5 

1 2   1 1   

Slovenia 7 
3 2  2     

Portugal 5 
1  1   1 1 1 

Germany 4 
 2  1  1   
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MAPs are conducted of different stakeholder groups and involve case studies and national 

authorities. Better presented is below in Figure 1 of Fairway conceptual framework. 

 

Figure 1: Fairway conceptual framework 

The representatives of the different stakeholder groups that were asked to fill out the questionnaires 

are not necessarily experts in the field of protecting water resources. They are within their 

professional duties involved in the process of making decisions or otherwise influencing how to 

maintain drinking water resources protected on a daily or regular basis. Selected representatives 

gave as a survey sample of important actors involved in different fields of the protection of drinking 

water resources.  

The responses received enabled to conduct a so-called incomplete DELPHI method. 

The Delphi method (also known as Estimate-Talk-Estimate (ETE)) is a structured communication 

technique or method, originally developed as a systematic, interactive forecasting method, which 

relies on a panel of experts (Dalkey and Helmer, 1963). In the complete DELFI method researchers 

want to connect experts and structure communication about the idea so that consensus can be 

Denmark 4 
1   1  2   

France 3 
     3   

Netherlands 4 
 1  2  1   

Northern 
Ireland 4 

 2  2     

Romania 5 
1 1 1   2   

Greece 5 
2 1  1 1    

All together 46 
9 11 2 9 2 11 1 1 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Forecasting
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achieved. A selection of experts is a critical element. They are chosen based on professionalism 

and not a coincidence. Likewise, a selection of presenters of different characters involved in different 

fields of protection drinking water resource was made in this incomplete DELPHI method to get their 

feedback on the evidence-based practices for water quality improvement of the different Fairway 

MAPs. MAPs placed in different EU countries enabled to observe and analyse the difference 

between them in the context of their legal system, geographical position and in the historical context 

of connecting new and old members of EU. Last but not least, the opinion/feedback of united MAPôs 

data was also analysed and commented.  

For statistic analyse an average of Likert scale, standard error and coefficient of variation was 

calculated for every statement presented in figures. The coefficient of variation (from now on CV) 

ranged between 6 and 75 %, in most statements it ranged between 15 and 45 %. Data sample with 

CV of up to 25 % goes in first quartile (Q1), 25 to 35 % goes in second quartile (Q2) and 35 to 45 % 

goes in third quartile (Q3). This means that statements that received CV in Q1 contain least 

fragmented data sample and therefore they could show a sufficiently high certainty in comparison to 

other statements taken into account in the claims. Statements that received CV in Q2 have more 

fragmented data sample. Statements that received CV in Q3 contain most fragmented data sample 

and should be taken with great caution in interpretation.   
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2.2 RESULTS 

In task 7.1, EU representatives were asked to define some major issues and barriers for solving 

issues related to drinking water resource protection against diffuse pollution of nitrates and 

pesticides from agriculture in the EU. The researchers were interested if representatives of different 

stakeholder groups could agree with the opinion of EU representatives, concerning their national 

and local level and to what extent. Their answers are presented in three forms.  

In the first form, as a structure of responses in the Likert scale. In the second form, as an average 

of Likert scale for all MAPs in the sample. The coefficient of variation (from now on CV) and standard 

error was calculated as well. The CV is essential because it gave a percentage of variation between 

statements within MAPs. A decision was that average of Likert scale that has CV in Q1 (< 25 %) in 

figures is coloured with a yellow point. 

Lastly, in the third form, an average of Likert scale calculated for five individual MAPs that contributed 

at least five complete questionnaires, i.e., MAPs coming from the United Kingdom, Slovenia, 

Portugal, Romania and Greece. Their differences in average of Likert scale are presented. A CV 

and standard error for every type of answer was calculated and discussed if necessary. Here the 

decision was that statements that receive CV in Q2 or Q3 (> 25 %) are presented in figures with 

labels in stripes, because we wanted clearly to see in which countries on what topics there was 

statistically non-uniform opinion between stakeholders.  

 Type of stakeholders that the respondents represent 

The majority of answers came from the advisory sector (23 %), farmers (20%), research and science 

(25%) and water policy implementation (18 %) (Figure 2). 

 

 

Figure 2: Percentage of stakeholder groups that the respondents represent, n=46 
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 Do you agree with the opinion of EU representatives of issues concerning the 

protection of drinking water resource? 

 

Figure 3 presents the structure of responses of the MAP representatives on the opinion of EU 

representatives. The structure of responses shows that more respondents slightly agree to strongly 

agree with all the issues presented.  

 
Figure 3: Structure of responses in the Likert scale for all MAPs on issues concerning the protection of drinking water 
resource on the local level, n=41-46 

Next, the average of Likert scale showing differences in agreement with the statement (Figure 4). It 

shows which statements are more agreeable among respondents and which are less. The Financial 

question ñwho is paying, where the money goes?ò has the highest average in the Likert scale and 

could be the most crucial issue for all MAPs. However, all statements have CV more than 25 % and 

that shows that we are dealing with statistically important fragmentation of data and that we cannot 

make a conclusions with certainty.  

A more extensive survey is needed to obtain more reliable results for all statements. Nevertheless, 

the average Likert scale is between 4 and 6, which means that the stakeholders are neutral to 

agreeable for recognition of these issues in their local environment. However, stakeholders do not 

recognise specific issues between them to the same degree, as we will better see in Figures 4 and 

5. 
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Figure 4: Average of Likert scale for all MAPs on issues concerning the protection of drinking water resource on the local 

level, n=41-46 

The results also show substantial differences between the five MAPs that delivered more than 5 

finished questionnaires: United Kingdom (UK), Slovenia (SLO), Portugal (POR), Romania (ROM) 

and Greece (GRE) (Figure 5). Analyse shows how different member states of the EU have different 

individual issues for the protection of drinking water resources and respond differently with proposed 

issues that are of high importance at the EU level. 

Figure 5 presents responses with CV higher than 25 % with points with vertical stripes. For the United 

Kingdom, the statement with the lowest average on the Likert scale was (CV 54 %): No coherent 

Policy implementation of EU policies transition to the local level. In the Slovenian MAP, the lowest 

average on the Likert scale was for Fragmented data of water quality and not readily available (CV 

75 %). In the MAP of Portugal two statements: No coherent Policy implementation of EU policies 

transition to the local level and there is a low balance between targets and objectives had CV of 60 

%.  

Romanian MAP strongly did not agree with statements: No coherent Policy implementation of EU 

policies transition to the local level (CV 58 %) and More harmonisation of legislation at EU level (CV 

51%). Nevertheless, they all slightly to strongly agree that patience is needed to see results (change 

policy takes time). Development is already positive. This statement was also the only one with more 

certainty (CV < 25 %) for four MAPs, only Greece had CV of 31 % on this issue. 

Greece stakeholders also did not agree among them with statements: Synergies between goals / 

pathways of water quality are lacking trade-offs and choices (CV of 34 %) and More harmonization 

of legislation at EU level needed (CV of 41 %).  
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Figure 5: Average of Likert scale between five MAPs on issues concerning the protection of drinking water resource on the 

local level, labels with stripes showing statements that have CV > 25 %, n=5-7 
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 Do you agree with these barriers in solving the issues of EU representatives within 

your national and local regulations?  

 

The structure of responses (Figure 6) shows us more strong agreement than in the previous 

question. Most of the respondents decided that for barriers presented in the questionnaire, they 

could agree and strongly agree that they are also present in their local environment. 23 respondents 

decided that they strongly agree with the barrier There is a time lag between action (measures) and 

results (water quality) and 20 that Financial means to apply certain measures are needed. More than 

70 % of respondents agree and strongly agree with these barriers. 

 

Figure 6: Structure of responses in a Likert scale for all MAPs on barriers in solving the issues concerning the protection 
of drinking water resource on the local level, n=44-46 

The responses to this question (Figure 7) are showing a high average of Likert scale for the barriers 

related to the protection of drinking water resources on the local level. Most of the recognised barriers 

(6 of 7) have an average of Likert scale 5.2 or more, which means that these barriers are highly 

recognisable within all MAPs in the sample. Three statements have CV less than 25 % (coloured 

with yellow). Only barrier Site-specific aspect: target concentration for pesticides and nitrates are not 

achievable in some regions has CV 44 %, which means there are problems with a unified opinion of 

the importance of this barrier for all MAPs. Other barriers have CV 21 to 32 %, which makes data 

quite unified and trustable. A reasonable conclusion can be made that in most cases, the barriers 

that were recognised among EU representatives are also moderately to highly recognisable among 

all MAPs.  
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Figure 7: Average of Likert scale for all MAPs on barriers in solving the issues concerning the protection of drinking water 

resource on the local level 

Figure 8 shows the difference in response between the five different MAPs. In contradiction to the 

other MAPs only in Portuguese MAP (CV of 53 %) stakeholders do not have unified opinion if this 

barrier: Site-specific aspect as target concentration for pesticides and nitrates are not achievable in 

some regions is indeed barrier also on their local level. The average of Likert scale is highest among 

MAPs for the barriers:  

- There is a time lag between action (measures) and results (water quality), 

- Farmers are not enough involved; raising awareness and communication is needed and  

- Limited financial means to apply measures by farmers, water sector, consumers. 

Strong (Likert scale of 6 to 7) and unified opinion (CV is 0 to 10 %) had MAPs as follows: 

Greece for barriers: 

- Financial means to apply certain measures are needed.  

- Limited financial means to apply measures by farmers, water sector, consumers. 

Romania for barriers: 

- There is time lag between action (measures) and results (water quality). 

- Farmers are not enough involved; raising awareness and communication is needed. 

Slovenia for barrier: 

- There is time lag between action (measures) and results (water quality). 

Moreover, United Kingdom for barrier: 

- Site specific aspect: target concentration for pesticides and nitrates are not achievable in 

some regions. 
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Figure 8: Average of Likert scale between four MAPs on barriers in solving the issues concerning the protection of drinking 
water resource on the local level, labels with stripes showing statements that have CV > 25 %, n=5-7 

  












































































