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1. Summary 

The Panel discussion 2 was implemented during the Final Conference in Vienna on June 3rd, 2019 

back to back with another project within the Danube Transnational Programme - CAMARO-D to 

foster the synergy effects. One of the main goals was to gain decisive inputs to necessary follow-

up activities (D.T 4.3.3) and an improved cooperation for innovative practices of land use 

management also after project lifetime. 

Beforehand, the respective panellists had been informed by the LP about the main outcomes of 

PROLINE-CE through receiving the final PROLINE-CE brochure (D.C.3.6) and the third Newsletter. 

In the morning session of the Final Conference the responsible WP-Leader presented the main 

outcomes of the pilot activities and the developed tools and strategies to get a broad overview 

about the thematic issues of these two projects: PROLINE-CE and CAMARO-D. 

For the following discussion, the key-note speakers were selected according to their expert-

knowledge, coming from different fields of action (flood risk management, agriculture, water 

management & soil protection, spatial planning, forestry, water supply, ICPDR) and moderated 

by an expert. 

The topic, which was discussed, was: challenges in solving conflicts of interest between land use 

and water management – Protection of (drinking) water resources and mitigation of flood risk 

through the implementation of innovative practices in land use and water management. 

More or less the main statements of the DriFLU Charta reflect also the experiences of the 

panellists. But they also provide insights into the upcoming amendments of EU Directives – like 

Water Framework and Floods Directive: 

The focus of the new Floods Directive will be laid on an integrated, cross-sectoral approach 

with accompanying benefits, for example reducing flood risks combined with an increasing 

ecological state. The consideration of spatial planning, especially on catchment-scale, and 

public participation will play a more important role in the future. The assessment of the 

implementation in some EU member states shows that the risks are well-known, but operation is 

lagging behind. A forward looking approach regarding different economic situations and climate 

change related issues should be envisaged.  

ICPDR (International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River) is a good example for a 

transnational broad approach (also including Non-EU member states) facilitating the 

implementation of the Water Framework and Floods Directive by means of coordinated RBMPs 

(River Basin Management plans) and Flood risk management plans. Until end of 2020 the 3rd cycle 

of the RBMPs and the 2nd cycle of Flood risk management plans have to be developed. The 

cooperation with other sectors – like hydropower, navigation and agriculture – is fostered. For 

agriculture an adequate guidance document will be prepared. Due to increasing water scarcity 

and droughts in the future also climate change adaptation issues will be considered. 
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Forests play an important role regarding drinking water protection as 75% are coming from 

forested areas. Therefore a target-oriented management is very important. Further efforts have 

to be laid on the coordination of different interests (e.g. the Austrian Forest dialogue1) and on 

climate change related issues. The main task of the project consortium will be the dissemination 

of the project outcomes and the awareness raising especially of decision makers.  

Concerning spatial planning the still existing challenge is the harmonization of different 

interests within the same space: which type of land use will get the priority? The competition 

between urbanised and open areas will continue. Therefore the damage potential due to floods 

will increase, if the sealing is further on the rise. Intersectoral coordination – like in Austria the 

ÖROK (the Austrian Conference on Spatial Planning)2 – is very important. Besides the focus 

should be laid on the coordination at regional level (e.g. voluntary cooperation) as decisions on 

local level have regional impacts. The international coordination is fostered by the 

implementation of the Water Framework Directive. 

The Slovenian agrarian expert explained the positive influence of EU Directives (e.g. Nitrate 

Directive) on agriculture. Due to subsidies for the farmers the application of pesticides and 

fertilisers decreased, especially within drinking water protection zones (DWPZs). Nevertheless 

existing rules should be enlarged to wider areas around the inner zones of DWPZs as nutrients 

cover long distances from their spreading-point. Also in the new CAP (Common Agricultural 

Policy) nutrients will play an important role. Important for the future will be the knowledge-

transfer to the involved stakeholders (farmers, decision makers) and the exchange with other 

countries (e.g. regarding karstic research). 

The main outcomes of PROLINE-CE should be integrated in the new RBMPs and Flood risk 

management plans and in existing platforms, e.g. ICPDR. Additionally it was stated by the 

experts, that a kind of “focal point” with the main outcomes of INTERREG projects would be 

very helpful. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 Austrian Forest Dialogue: open forum for all forest relevant interest groups (forest owners, beneficial owners and 
their relevant interest groups, regional authorities, governmental and non-governmental organisations) to gain a 
common consensus between different interest groups with a permanent updating and further development of the 
main thematic areas related to Forest Europe. 
2 ÖROK: political decision-making body composed of the federal ministers, the president of the Austrian Association of 
Cities and Towns and the Austrian Association of Municipalities, the heads of social and economic interest groups and 
the federal state spatial planning departments. Additionally according to the thematic field respective experts are 
consulted to provide recommendations. 
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2. Fotos 
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3. Feed-back questionnaire of the second Panel discussion  

As foreseen in the AF, a feedback questionnaire was distributed and evaluated: about half of the 

participants filled in the questionnaire, the evaluation showed that around 88% ticked 5 or 4, 

concerning the quality of the event.  
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4. Participation List 

Since the panel discussion 02 was carried out during the Final Conference, the participation-list is identical. 
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