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Introduction

1

Introduction

This report provides a summary of the Upper Guadiana Meeting 2, as a part of the
stakeholder participatory process that is being carried out by the team of the Universidad
Complutense de Madrid (UCM) in WB3, in the case study of Guadiana River Basin. It is
also a part of the report elaborated by the Universidad Politécnica de Madrid (UPM) general
report (WB1). After this brief introduction, the report starts in section 2 with the background
structure and objective of the stakeholder meeting 2. Section 3 shows an overview of the
general methodological framework which comprises this stakeholder process. Section 4
refers to the specific series of meetings process. In section 5 details of the organization of the
meeting are shown. Finally, section 6 analyses the group work, as well as stakeholders’
responses to the guideline questions and their final conclusions in order to complement the
stakeholder analysis for the development of scenarios and to contribute to the general
analysis of the water management regime in the Upper Guadiana basin.

Some details of the meeting, such as the list of participants, the program, the guideline
questions and the views of the meeting are included in the Annexes.
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2 Background, structure and objective
The Upper Guadiana Meeting 2 on “Economic aspects of water management” was organized
in Madrid as part of the activities of the NeWater project on May 29th 2006.
This meeting is a third step of a planned series of stakeholders’ meetings prepared by the
Universidad Complutense de Madrid (UCM), coordinator of the Guadiana basin case study
(WB3), in cooperation with NW partner Universidad Politécnica de Madrid (UPM) and the
Geological Survey of Spain (IGME), a recent full partner in NeWater.
The first one (Meeting 0) took place in Madrid on April 18th 2005, and was intended as an
information session for the Guadiana basin case study. The aim was to present NeWater to
stakeholders and to get their commitment to participate. The second one, Meeting 1, referred
exclusively to Upper Guadiana issues, and took place in Madrid six months later (October 6th
2005).
The Meeting 2 (May 29th 2006) was led by the NW partner Universidad Politécncia de
Madrid (UPM), responsible of the socio-economic analysis in the Guadiana basin (WP 1.7,
WB1). The objective for the meeting was to promote multi-level stakeholder discussions on
social, economic and agronomic aspects in the Upper Guadiana Basin. To focus the
discussion, an agro-economic overview of the Upper Guadiana Basin was presented by
Consuelo Varela-Ortega of the UPM team. In addition, a questionnaire was developed and
emailed in advance to every participant in the Upper Guadiana Meeting. This questionnaire
was the subject of break-out group discussions during the meeting.
To complement the stakeholder analysis, two other thematic meetings have been planned for
2006-2007. The meeting 3 was held on October 16th 2006 and was focused on institutional
aspects of water management in the Upper Guadiana Basin. To complete the series of
thematic meetings, meeting 4 is organized for January 11 and focuses on hydrologic,
ecologic and climate change issues that affect the UGB .

Objective:
(1) to promote multi-level stakeholder discussions on socio-economic

and agronomic

aspects in the Upper Guadiana Basin.
(2) to discuss with the Stakeholders the potential scenarios on water issues and agronomic
issues that could be included in the socio-economic analysis that is being carried out by
UPM team.
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It is worth mentioning that two types of scenarios are being considered for the socioeconomic analysis: (i) Policy-driven scenarios (e.g. Water Abstraction Plan of the Upper
Guadiana, CAP programs, Agri-environmental Programs, WTO agreements). (ii)
Stakeholder-driven scenarios (e.g. a system of water rights turn-over, the application of
water pricing schemes for illegal irrigators, the establishment of a water rights market)

3

Methodological framework

3 Methodological framework
A general mental model has been developed as a conceptual framework for water
management in the Upper Guadiana Bassin, and it is shown in the scheme below.
The stakeholder meeting 2 of this report is a part of the stakeholder analysis included
in the mental model and one of its objectives is to serve as validation of the general
methodologycal framework. This specific methodology for the implementation
process of the stakeholder meeting is presented in section 4.
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Figure 1: Mental Model: General Methodologycal framework for the analysis of water management in the Upper Guadiana Basin
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Methodological framework
Figure 1 provides an overview of the general methodological framework for stakeholder
analysis and policy decision-making currently being developed in the context of UPMUCM-IGME Newater research. The figure illustrates a mental model that shows the basic
elements and road mapping used as the general conceptual framework for water management
in the Upper Guadiana Bassin.
The mental model includes:
-

Legal framework: a description of all laws and other regulations at local, regional,
national and supranational levels related to water resources management, agricultural
and environmental issues. These legal provisions are clasified in two blocks of policies:
agricultural policies and water policies.

-

Data and information system: a collection of biophysical, geographic, economic,
ecologic, environmental and social, data. In several cases, data are processed to create
other indicators.

-

Institutional mapping: a map that identifies the institutions and organizations related to
water management in the Upper Guadiana Basin and the explicit linkages among them.

-

Stakeholder analysis: (i) a description of individual or groups that are directly or
indirectly affected by the water resources decision making process and who could affect
this process. (ii) An analysis of characteristics and structure of the different groups, their
interests and expectations, their potential and deficiencies and their involvement and
participation. Stakeholders are interviewed in the differents stakeholder meetings and
further engaged in model validation in order to contribute to the public acceptance of the
water management plans that could result from this research.

-

Decision making process: once the problems and needs are known, it is possible
to take actions in the decision-making process. The first possible action is to
elaborate a proactive response, by formulating scenarios and using the knowledge
obtained from past events. The outcome of this analysis is the development of
tools for decision-making (including economic, agronomic and hydrology
models). Those tools make possible to elaborate reactive responses which
comprise decision, coordination, and action plans. Revisions of plans by the
stakeholders in a periodic consultation at local, regional and national level
(adjustemt process) will contribute to complete the elaboration of those plans.

-

Implementation of the water management plans: this process is carried out for a
specific geographical scale, in a specific temporal frame and for a specific
sectoral level. This process generates social learning, and an iterative process, in

6

Methodological framework

which decisions are improved. This social learning process depends on the type
of stakeholder and the level of vulnerability of the stakeholders.
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4 Implementation process of the stakeholder meeting
The Stakeholder Meeting 2 on “Economic and Agronomic aspects of water management” is
part of a series of thematic stakeholder meetings (NeWater W.P. 3.4) aimed to illustrate the
stakeholder analysis as part of the general framework for the analysis of water management
in the Upper Guadiana Basin (shown in Figure 1). The meeting on Economic and agronomic
aspects of water management was organized following the process shown in the scheme
below (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Implementation process of the stakeholder meeting
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Implementation process of the stakeholder meeting
The process comprises several steps:

1.

Study of the general framework (agronomic, socio-economic and political
framework analysis).

2.

Fieldwork and stakeholder analysis in the study area: it was made during spring
2006, and provided a knowledge base about characteristics of farms and crops in
the Upper Guadiana Basin, and about stakeholder interests and potentials.

3.

Elaboration of a knowledge base: by using the outcomes of steps 1 and 2.

4.

Development of a questionnaire for the Stakeholder Meeting 2, to guide discussion
on economic, social and agronomic aspects of water management.

5.

During the Stakeholder Meeting 2, an introductory presentation of the main
agronomic, economic and social issues of area took place. It was followed by work
group formation and discussion.

6.

With the outcomes of the discussion a matrix of results and a report were
elaborated.

7.

Validation by stakeholders: results were presented in a report which was
distributed to stakeholders in the following meeting, Meeting 3 “Institutional
aspects of water management in the Upper Guadiana River Basin”, carried out in
Madrid at the Ortega y Gasset Foundation on October 16th 2006

8.

Elaboration of the final report.
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5 Organization of the meeting
5.1. Venue and organizating teams
The meeting was hosted in Madrid at the Ortega y Gasset Foundation on May 29th 2006. It
was prepared by the UCM team and led by the UPM team with the collaboration of the
Geological Survey of Spain (IGME). The discussion was moderated by an international
facilitator, Josefina Maestu (economist, Ministry of the Environment).
5.2. Participants
Most people who were present at the meeting had attended the two previous meetings
(Meeting 0 and Meeting 1).
The list of stakeholders invited and people attending the meeting is detailed in Annex II.
5.3. Sessions
Meeting 2 was divided in five sessions. Avoiding presentation of papers, every work session
is based in open dialogue to make easier interaction among participants. The program is
detailed in Annex I.
 First session: led by the UPM team, the most relevant socio-economic and agronomic
aspects in the Upper Guadiana basin were presented. A communication by Consuelo VarelaOrtega focused the discussion, emphasizing two main points:
- Link of the NeWater Project with the guide questions and issues in the area of the
Upper Guadiana Basin.
- The role of stakeholders in the Guadiana Basin.
The title of the presentation was “Economic aspects of water management in the Upper
Guadiana Basin”.
The content of the presentation was:
-

Research work: UPM-NeWater methodological scheme of current research. This part
shows the stage of the process developed by UPM, explaining how the agro-economic
model is used for scenario simulation (based on agricultural policies, water policies and
international trade policies), and the feedback returns to the model, and how stakeholders
are involved in this process.

-

Analysis of user associations in Aquifer 23 and selection of representative farms.

-

Policy scenarios single payment, decoupling and cross-compliance. It focuses in crosscompliance in the EU, in the 2003 CAP, an in the Spanish context.
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-

Evolution of water abstractions and irrigated area and how it is affected by the agroenvironmental plan: evolution of the income compensation program in the Upper
Guadiana (1993-2006).

-

Scenarios simulation (Agenda 2000, Agri-Environmental Program (phase 1), AgriEnvironmental Program (phase 2), and results focusing on: water consumption (m3/ha),
farmers’ income (€/ha), public expenditure (€/ha) and a comparison of the different
options. Comparison of the value of agricultural production and water productivity with
the recreational value of the National Park of las Tablas de Daimiel. The PowerPoint
presentation can be found in Annex V.

Sessions 2 to 5 are related to the different parts of the questionnaire, in Annex III.
 Session 2: analysis the effects of the last reforms of the CAP on irrigation farming.
 Session 3: possible effects of the Upper Guadiana Special Plan (PEAG) on irrigation
farming in that area.
 Session 4: discussion of the different choices for the medium/long term situation of
irrigation farming in the Upper Guadiana .
 Session 5: discussion of the different global solutions for the Upper Guadiana Basin
problems.
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Stakeholder discussion

6.1. Work groups distribution
The Moderator organized heterogeneous groups in which participants from different
stakeholder groups were mixed. The following table shows the four work groups organized
in the meeting.
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Table 1: Organization of Stakeholder Groups .
INSTITUTIONS

G1

G2

G3

G4

1. General Water Directorate (Ministry of the Environment)
Central
government

2. Guadiana River Basin Authority

X

3. Hidroguadiana (Government society)
4. Regional Department for the Environment (REG)
Regional/ Local
government

X

5. Reg. Department of Agricultural Production (REG)

X

X

6. Regional Water Board (REG)
7. Daimiel Water Center (LOC)

X

8. Groundwater User Association of Spain (AEUAS)
9. Federation of Groundwater Users
Water user
associations

10. General Association of Water Users (Aquifer 23)

X

X

11. Association of Private Groundwater Users (Aquifer 24)

X

12. WWF/ADENA Spain
Environmental
conservation
groups

X

X

X

13. SEO/Birdlife
14. Ecologistas en Acción (“Ecologists in Action”)
15. Ojos del Guadiana Vivos (“Guadiana Springs Alive”)
16. ASAJA (big farmers union)

X

Farmer unions
17. COAG (small farmers union)
18. Universidad Complutense de Madrid, Spain (NWP)

X

X

X

X

X
X

19. Instituto de Soldadure e Qualidade, Portugal (NWP)
Research
institutions

20. Universidad Politécnica de Madrid, Spain (NWP)

X

X

21. IGME (Geological Survey of Spain) (NWP)

X

22. University of Osnabrück (NWP)

X

23. Cemagref (NWP)

X

24. New Water Culture Foundation

X

X
X

X

25. International Institute of Environmental Law
Independent
26. Ariño & Associates Lawyers
27. One individual farmer
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Legend:
REG – Regional Government
LOC – Local Government
SEO – Sociedad Española de Ornitología (Spanish Society of Ornithology)
IGME – Instituto Geológico y Minero de España (Geological Survey of Spain)
WWF/ADENA – World Wildlife Fund / Asociación para la defensa de la Naturaleza (Association for defence of nature)
ASAJA – Asociación Agraria de Jóvenes Agricultores (Agricultural Organization of Young Farmers)
COAG – Coordinadora de Organizaciones de Agricultores y Ganaderos (Coordinator of Farmers Organizations)
NWP – NeWater Partner

6.2. Stakeholder interactions
The Questionnaire was the subject of break-out group discussions (see precedent table)
during the different sessions. All comments, opinions, considerations, subjects to be argued,
that took place in the meeting were collected anonymously and written in a flip chart paper
that has been transferred to a results matrix.

Table 2: Matrix of results
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STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS

QUESTIONS
GROUP 1

GROUP 2

GROUP 3

GROUP 4

Session 2. The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) Reform: The single farm payment & Cross-Compliance. Agri-environmental Program.

Section A. Effects of the recent CAP reform on rainfed and irrigated agriculture in the Upper Guadiana Basin (UGB).
1.

Have there been significant changes in
the cropping pattern?

-Maize and sugar beet have
disappeared.

-Important changes in maize.

-This year there are not
significant changes. Probable
in a medium term future.

-So far there is not so much
difference, only noticed in
maize and sugar beet.

2.

What is the main reason which explains
the changes observed in such pattern (i.e.,
decrease of the maize-growing area due
to
the
single
farm
payment
implementation?

-Maize is not profitable.

-The main reason is the lower
availability to water.

-CAP (Common Agricultural
Policy)

-Solely important the CAP
(Common Agricultural Policy),
although water scarcity is
remarkable.

Have you observed important changes
towards more extensive production
techniques (fertilizing, seeding, etc.)?

-Maize was replaced by
winter cereals due to their
lower consumption of water
and their lower costs.

3.

4.

How do you think this will affect farmer’s
income? Will it increase or decrease?
How much?

5.

Have you found important changes
towards a greater water saving?

-Uncertainty.

-Water scarcity.

-Significant changes:
Lower use of fertilizers.

2001/2002  modulation:
income decrease.

-Fallow land surface has
increased.

-Not many changes have been
noticed.

-Income decreases around a
25% due to the Single Farm
Payment.
Besides
cost
increments

-Farmers’
decreased.

-¿Water saving? Must be
debated.

-Due to economic reasons
tendency to extensification

income

has
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STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS

QUESTIONS
GROUP 1

GROUP 2

GROUP 3

GROUP 4

Section B. Cross-compliance
6.

What measures are being taken in
applying cross compliance in the new
reform which has been in force since
January, 2006?

6.1. Are the environmental directives
being applied, such as the Nitrates
Directive,
the
Groundwater
Protection Directive, or NATURA
2000?

-Lack of knowledge

-1% of farms under control.

-Only a 1% of farms are
controlled.

-More
knowledge
dissemination.

and

-Cross compliance applied by
Regional
Government
of
Castilla –La Mancha

-Yes, they are being applied.

6.2. Are the Good Agricultural and
environmental Conditions (GAEC)
of the new CAP being applied?

6.3. Are the specific cross compliance
measures related to ground water
overexploitation included in the
Spanish legislation being observed?
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QUESTIONS

STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS
GROUP 1

GROUP 2

GROUP 3

GROUP 4

Agri-Environmental Program

ineffective
and
insufficient.

-This new phase does not
respond correctly.

-Positive valuation of the
Agri-Environmental
Program1 (AEP 1)

Section C. Agri-Environmental Program (AEP)
7.

Do you consider that the new phase of the
program
(Agri-environmental
7.1
Measure) responds correctly to the area’s
needs?

8.

In your opinion, what level of income
compensation do most farmers apply for?
A 50% water consumption reduction or a
100% reduction?

9.

Are the compensations correct?

-No, not enough aids.

-AEP2 is worse due to
modulation and that it is tied
to the Water Abstraction
Plan.
-Most farmers
100%.

apply

for

-Most farmers apply for a
100%.

-Compensations
low.

are

quite

Session 3. Special Plan of the Upper Guadiana Basin, effect on agriculture.
10. What aspects do you think should be
included in the Upper Guadiana Plan?
(I.e. water market, water banks, turn-over
of water rights, etc.)

- Illegal wells as subject to
debated.
- Distinctions in water users
depending
on
main
occupation.
- Exchanges of rights.

-Voluntary turn-over of water
rights  definitive or
temporary
-Water market.
-Applying
resources.

for

external

-It is different to comply with
the Water Abstraction Plan
than to give-up a water
volume of 4.280m3/ha.

-Non interchange of rights
between farmers, but include a
public bank.

-There are useless water
rights because of lower water
levels in the aquifer.
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QUESTIONS

STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS
GROUP 1

11. What is the Special Plan of the UGB
contributing in terms of lower water
consumption in agriculture?

- Distributions of water
quotas according to the
aquifer recharge.
- Release of 60.000 ha
- Supplying to the river basin

12. What do you think about the last control
campaigns? Do you consider that it would
be convenient to return to satellite image
devices? Would you suggest other control
systems?

-Everyone supports satellite
image

13. How much do you think farmers should
be paid as compensation for the turn-over
of their water rights?

6.000 €/ha for herbaceous,
including horticultural crops.

GROUP 2
-All wells
systems.

under

GROUP 3
control

-Turn-over of water rights
-Surface payments.

- Turn-over of water rights
only

-Farmers
should
be
responsible
in
the
management and use of
water.
-An exhaustive control is
necessary.

- Satellite image and water
meters for all users.

- Interest groups should
decide upon the control and
management of the water.

-Only satellite image not a
complete test.

-Regional Government of
Castilla La Mancha must take
part in the decision of the
prices paid for water rights

-Difference between price for
rain fed and irrigated land

-Market price

-Ecol volume of water of
Water Abstraction Plan must
be respected

-Water rights

-Agric  respect 4.280m3/ha

-Ligneous crops

-Horticultural crops

-Bio-mass

-Forestation or
Energy saving.

-Vineyards, Olive grove,
Horticultural, vetch + oat.

Vineyards???

GROUP 4

-Last campaigns were a
disaster, carried out by
untrained personnel.
-Would be optimal to combine
satellite image, water meters
and field work.
-Around 6.000 €/ha.

Session 4. The future of Agriculture in Upper Guadiana Basin
Section D. Crop and production techniques
14. What crops do you think are more viable
in the medium/long term according to the
previous changes that have been
analyzed?

-Horticultural rights
-Flowers

-Paid vineyards.

set-aside

-Energy saving.

-Forestation
-Subsidized agriculture
-Agriculture
system

under

market
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QUESTIONS

15. Which production techniques and
irrigation systems do you think will be
developed according to the previously
analyzed changes?

STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS
GROUP 1

GROUP 2

-Drip, already used in the
area.

-Water Saving systems such
as drip irrigation

GROUP 3

GROUP 4

-Drip irrigation system

-Modern production systems.

-Ecologic agriculture
-Minimum tillage.

Section E. Irrigation water costs and resources
16. What impact do you consider that crops,
irrigation technology and water costs will
have in the long term?

-Water price will increase.

-Lesser water consumption

-Investigate
techniques.

-Better water management

the

newest

-Higher water price
17. What do you think about the possibility of
transferring water from the Tajo to the
UGB? How much would you pay for this
interbasin water transfer from Tajo to
UGB in €/m3?

-In
horticultural
crops,
farmers would pay for the
transfer up to 0.30 €/m3

-Tajo-Guadiana transfer with
uncertain viability.

-Transfer

infrastructure.

lot

of

-Bring water from the
Medium Guadiana basin.

External sources:
-Free
water
Administration.

transfer

-WUAS  f (price)

-Payment of water transfer:
15-20% of cost production.

18. Regardless of ecological impacts and
without bringing water from other places,
how long do you consider that the current
pumping rate can be maintained?

-Generally they have “short
life” but it depends on the
area.

-Long- term, probably more
than 10 years

-Pumping times: not enough
information so it makes it
difficult to estimate.

- Life-duration of the aquifer:
depends on the objectives we
are looking for.
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QUESTIONS

STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS
GROUP 1

19. How do you consider that the application
of the Water Framework Directive
(WFD) is going to influence the zone?

-To carry out the sanctions.

GROUP 2
-Two different views:
*Nothing is going to change.

GROUP 3
-Water
Framework
Directive:
will
impair
agricultural activity

*May help to save water

GROUP 4
-Water bodies.
-Cost recovery  Upper
Guadiana Basin exception?
-Art.5 values

Section F. Socio-economic impact

20. How do you think these changes,
anticipated in a medium-long term, would
cause an influence on agricultural
production and hence on the socioeconomic development of the area
(creation of employment, development of
industries collateral to agriculture,
services, etc.)?

21. Which alternatives do you see for
irrigation agriculture in the future of
UGB?

-Business spirit.

-Agrarian population will
decrease but will be more
dynamic.

-Golf courses.

-Uncertain future

Future of irrigated agriculture:

-Medium size farms will be
the most harmed.

-Distribution and marketing
-Crop distribution.

-Leisure activities: Golf.

-Energy saving
-Quality products

22. What role can the fostering of a bigger
business spirit play within the farmers’
community?

-Business spirit  active
population

Business spirit farmers and
cooperatives (80% of the
production)

¿Is agriculture an enterprise?
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QUESTIONS

STAKEHOLDERS’ GROUPS
GROUP 1

GROUP 2

GROUP 3

GROUP 4

Session 5. Possible global solutions to the problems of the UGB

23. What would you propose to contribute in
the search for solutions to the problems of
the UGB?

-Control

-More control.
-Better
conservation
resources.

-Political goodwill.
of

-Take into consideration all
the users.

-Participation
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6.3. Results and conclusions

•

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) Reform: The single payment and CrossCompliance. Agri-environmental Program

A. Effects of the recent CAP reform on rainfed and irrigated agriculture in the Upper
Guadiana Basin (UGB)
-

All groups agree that significant changes have been produced in crop distribution. They
emphasized the disappearance of maize and sugar beet crops due to the lesser
availability to water in the area.

-

In relation to the changes towards more extensive production techniques, different
opinions were exposed:


Group1 considered that maize was replaced by winter cereals due to their lower
consumption of water and their lower costs.



Group2 thought that changes involved a lesser use of fertilizers.



Group3 argued that the area of set-aside land has increased.



Group4 did not notice many changes.

-

All groups agree that farm income has decreased due to the Single Farm Payment.

-

Apparently not all group members appreciated significant changes towards a greater
saving of water. Group3 suggested “water saving” as a subject to be talked about.
Group4 considered that due to economic reasons there is a tendency to extensification.

B. Cross-compliance
-

The Cross Compliance new policy (CAP 2003) was much debated. Most groups thought
that there is a lack of knowledge about it; they demanded more dissemination about the
Cross Compliance policy.

-

The control of the rules was considered to be very difficult. It is not easy to put Cross
Compliance into practice (nitrate pollution, slope control...)

-

There are management problems. Authorities have limited resources and hire private
enterprises to carry out the controls. They also considered that a 1% (minimum) of the
farms that are subject to inspection is enough, this represents 1600 farms.

-

There were accusations about a lack of reality in the rules about conditionality.
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C. Agri-environmental program
-

The four groups agreed unanimously that the new phase of the agri-environmental
program does not respond correctly to the area’s needs. They all considered that the new
phase of the AEP was ineffective and insufficient.

-

All groups concluded that the level of income compensation that most farmers apply for
was the modality of 100% water consumption reduction and that income compensation
payments are not sufficient

•

Special Plan of the Upper Guadiana Basin: effects on agriculture

- Different aspects were discussed focusing on the potential elements that have to be taken
into account in the new Special Plan of the Upper Guadiana Basin:


Group1 emphasized three points to be included in the Upper Guadiana Plan:
illegal wells, distinctions in water use for irrigation and the establishment of a
water rights exchange system.



Group2 asked for the establishment of a system of a voluntary turn-over of water
rights to the Administration a water market and the possibility of applying for
additional external water resources.



Group3 considered that water rights concessions exceed the actual utilized water
rights because many wells have been dried out.



Group4 discussed the establishment of a public water bank for exchanging water
use rights instead of a private exchange among farmers.

- In relation to the water savings expected in the Special Plan of the Upper Guadiana Basin:


Group1 said that the distribution of water quotas had to be in accordance with
the recharge rates of the UGB aquifer.



Group2 considered essential that all wells should be controlled and that each
farmer should be responsible for the use and management of irrigation water.



Group3 exposed that it is difficult to establish an opinion about the Special Plan
of the UGB until its performance is known.



Group4 considered that the best option is the turn-over of water rights to the
Administration.

- All groups agree that an exhaustive control in water use is necessary and supported
satellite image systems in control campaigns. However they considered that this system
must be reinforced with the use of water meters and field work because in their opinion,
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satellite image is not a complete test. Group2 introduced the idea of an agreement between
the interested parties for implementing the control and management of water.
- In relation to the price that should be paid to the farmer willing to turn-over his water
rights, different opinions were expressed.


Group1 concluded that they farmers should be paid 6000 €/ha, including
horticultural crops. However for the vineyards they did not establish any price.



Group2 was totally in disagreement with group1. They considered that the water
right price has to be determined in relation to the water volume and not the farm
surface, and that this price must be a market price. They also concluded that the
Regional Government of Castilla La-Mancha must take part in the water rights
price compensation decisions



Group3 priority was the difference between the price for irrigation agriculture
and the price for rainfed agriculture. .



Group4 did not reach a clear conclusion about the prices that water rights should
have, but they thought it would be around 6000 €/ha.

- In general, two different opinions were expressed, members of environmental NGOs
expressed that the permitted water volumes established by the Water Abstraction Plan of
the UGB should be respected, while farmers considered that it was necessary to respect the
original water allotments of 4280 m³/ha .

•

The future of Agriculture in the Upper Guadiana Basin

D. Crop and production techniques
- All members agree that in Upper Guadiana agriculture the most feasible crops in a
medium/long term perspective are ligneous crops, bio-mass generator crops, horticultural
crops and vetch-oats. They also mentioned that other production techniques might be
possible, such as forestation, flowers or greenhouse vegetal productions.
- In relation to the production techniques and irrigation systems, all groups concluded that
the most efficient irrigation system is drip irrigation which is already widely used in the
area. Ecologic agriculture was proposed as a new production technique as it entails
minimum tillage operations.
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E. Irrigation water costs and resources.
- During the meeting it was comment that all actions are targeted to a reduction in water
consumption and a generalized use of water-saving technologies. However all groups
concluded that water prices will increase, both in the case of the establishment of a public
water bank and in the case of a water rights market system. In the case that a water market
is set up, water prices will be determined by the market, depending on water demand.
- Different opinions were expressed about the possibility of transferring water from the Tajo
river to the Upper Guadiana Basin.


Group1 considered that a water transfer Tajo-Guadiana was feasible, considering
that, in a future perspective, farmers will be determined to pay up to 0,30 €/m³
for horticultural crops.



Group2 thought that the water transfer Tajo-Guadiana has an uncertain viability.



Group3 expounded that a water transfer would involve a lot of infrastructure
and favored a water transfer from the Medium Guadiana; they also calculated
that users will be determined to pay for the water transfer the equivalent to 1520% of production costs



Group4 considered that the water transfer should be free and costs should be
supported by public funds.

F. Socio-economical impacts
- The future of agriculture in the area is quite uncertain, even pessimism could be
appreciated. The sector will become more professional, farms will concentrate into larger
farms, and most farms will become enterprises, since trazability will start playing an
important role.
- Many members of the meeting thought that an option for the future could be leisure
activities, such as golf courses. Others expressed their trust in the agricultural sector and
the transformation into specialized agriculture, obtaining quality agricultural products.
- In relation to the idea that agriculture in the area should become more business-oriented,
all groups concluded that cooperatives will produce 80% of the final total production.
•

Possible global solutions to the problem of the UGB

- As a final conclusion to the end of the meeting, the four groups proposed possible
solutions to the water problems of the Upper Guadiana:


Political goodwill.
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Better conservation of the resource.



Stakeholder involvement and participation. To take into consideration all the
users and other organization.



Responsible management (control of the Irrigators Communities, Administration
control...).
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8 Annex I: Program of the Meeting (original)
REUNIÓN 2
Lunes, 29 de Mayo 2006
REUNIÓN CON LAS PARTES INTERESADAS EN LA GESTIÓN DEL AGUA DEL ALTO GUADIANA

ASPECTOS ECONÓMICOS DE LA GESTIÓN DEL AGUA EN LA CUENCA DEL
ALTO GUADIANA
Las sesiones de trabajo tendrán un formato de diálogo abierto, guiado por un moderador/facilitador
(*). Se evita por tanto la presentación de ponencias al objeto de facilitar la interacción directa entre los
participantes.
11:00

Bienvenida
A cargo de Consuelo Varela (UPM) y Ramón Llamas (UCM).

11:10
11:20

Presentación de los participantes
Primera sesión. Introducción
Informe sobre el estado actual del proyecto.
Formato de la reunión.

11:45
12:45
13:05

Segunda sesión. Reforma de la PAC: pago único y ecocondicionalidad
Efectos experimentados por la agricultura de regadío debido a las recientes reformas de la PAC.

Café
Tercera sesión. Agricultura y Plan Especial del Alto Guadiana
Posibles efectos del borrador del Plan Especial del Alto Guadiana sobre la agricultura de regadío en la zona.

14:00

Almuerzo
A cargo de NeWater.

14:50

Cuarta sesión. Elementos de incertidumbre sobre el futuro de la agricultura en el Alto Guadiana
Puesta en común sobre las posibles alternativas a medio/largo plazo para la agricultura de regadío en el Alto
Guadiana.

15:50
16:00

17:20
17:30

Pausa
Quinta sesión. Posibles soluciones globales a la problemática del Alto Guadiana
Presentación de las posibles soluciones a la problemática desde el punto de vista de cada uno de los participantes.

Clausura de la reunión
A cargo de Consuelo Varela (UPM) y Ramón Llamas (UCM).

Epílogo: Entrevistas
Entre los asistentes a la reunión se encontrarán algunos científicos de instituciones de investigación europeas.
Concluida la reunión, queda este espacio para que puedan entrevistarse con las partes interesadas en la gestión del
agua del Alto Guadiana. Idealmente estas entrevistas habrán sido concertadas con antelación.
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STAKEHOLDER INVITEES

PARTICIPATING

Name

Institution

Inst. Level

Fernando Octavio de
Toledo

Water General Directorate MMAMinistry of the environment

CA

No

Enrique Calleja

CHG-River Basin Authority

CA

No

José Ramón Aragón

CHG- River Basin Authority)

CA

Yes

José Ángel Rodríguez
Cabellos

Confederación Hidrográfica del
Guadiana (CHG- River Basin
Authority

CA

No

Water General Directorate
(JCCLM-Regional delegation of
Castilla-La Mancha)

RA

Yes

Ángel González

Regional directorate for agricultural
production (JCCLM- Regional
delegation of Castilla-La Mancha)

RA

Yes

Francisco Gómez

Wetlans Conservation Directorate
(JCCLM- Regional delegation of
Castilla-La Mancha)

RA

No

Victor Díez

Regional Department for
Agriculture from Ciudad Real
(JCCLM- Regional Department of
Castilla-La Mancha)

RA

Yes

Cecilio Arévalo
Serrano

Araceli Olmedo

Users General Association aquifer
23

WU

Yes

Isabel Villaseñor

Users General Association aquifer
23

WU

Yes

Bernardo Roncero

Users General Association aquifer
23

WU

Yes

Agustín Apio

Users General Association aquifer
23

WU

No

Bernardo Díaz del
Amo

Irrigators Comunity of
Villarrobledo

WU

Yes

Jesús Pozuelo

Irrigators Comunity of Daimiel

WU

No

María José García
Vizcaíno

Spanish Association groundwater
users

WU

Yes

Technical Department Directorate
(ASAJA-representative of big
farmers)

FU

Yes

José Carlos Caballero

José Rodríguez
Villareal

Farmers Association Coordinator
(COAG-IR, representative of small
farmers)

FU

Yes
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Farmers Association Coordinator
(COAG-IR, representative of small
farmers)

FU

Yes

José María Oñate
Juan Antonio López
Geta

Geological Survey of Spain (IGMEGeological Survey of Spain)

SS

No

África de la Hera

Geological Survey of Spain (IGMEGeological Survey of Spain)

SS

Yes

Luis Martínez Cortina

Geological Survey of Spain (IGME-Geological Survey of Spain))

SS

Yes

Alberto Fernández-Lop

WWF Adena-Spain

NGO

Yes

Guido Schimdt

WWF Adena-Spain

NGO

No

Celsa Peiteado

WWF Adena-Spain

NGO

Yes

Manuel Carrasco

National Park Las Tablas de Daimiel

NGO

No

Nuria Hernández-Mora

New Water Culture Foundation
(FNCA)

NGO

Yes

Jose Manuel
Hernández

Ecologists in Action. Ciudad Real

NGO

No

Inmaculada de la
Concha

Birdlife / Sociedad Española de
Ornitología

NGO

No

Mariano Velasco
Lizcano

Ojos del Guadiana Vivos Association

NGO

No

Alejandro del Moral
Fdez. del Rincón

Daimiel Water Center

LA

Yes

Mónica Sastre

Asesores Jurídicos Agrupados S.L.

IND

No

Ana Barreira

International Institute of Laws and
Environment (IIDMA)

IND

No

Marco Antonio Estrela

Instituto de Soldadura e Qualidade,
Portugal (ISQ)

NW

No

José Manuel González
Monterrubio

Private lawyer

IND

No

Alfonso Calera

Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha

IND

No

Julien Lerat

NeWater Project

NW

Yes

Heidi Christiansen
Barlebo

NeWater Project

NW

No

Marcela Brugnach

NeWater Project

NW

No

Nicola Jsendahl

NeWater Project

NW

Yes

Rodrigo Maia

AQUASTRESS Project

AQ

No

María Máñez

AQUASTRESS Project

AQ

No
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CA – Central Government
WU – Water User Association
RA – Regional Government
LA – Local Government
IND – Independent
AQ – Aquastress
SS – Scientific Stakeholder
NGO – Non Government Organisation
FU – Farmer Union
NW – NeWater Partner

Other attendance (UCM + UPM teams): R.Llamas (WP3.4 Coordinator, UCM), C.Varela
(UPM), P.Martínez-Santos (UCM), I.Blanco (UPM), A.Otero (UPM)., R.Rapallo (UPM).
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REUNIÓN 2
Lunes, 29 de Mayo 2006
ASPECTOS ECONÓMICOS DE LA GESTIÓN DEL AGUA EN LA CUENCA DEL
ALTO GUADIANA
PREGUNTAS GUÍA PARA EL DEBATE
Objetivo de las Preguntas: Estas preguntas corresponden a las sesiones segunda a quinta
del programa.

Segunda sesión. Reforma de la PAC: pago único y condicionalidad. Programa
agroambiental.
Bloque A. Incidencia de la reciente reforma de la PAC sobre la agricultura de regadío y
de secano en el Alto Guadiana.
24. ¿Se aprecian cambios significativos en la distribución de los cultivos?
25. ¿Cuál es la razón fundamental que explica los cambios observados en dicha
distribución? (Por ejemplo, la disminución de la superficie de maíz como consecuencia
de la aplicación de la prima única por explotación).
26. ¿Aprecia usted cambios significativos hacia técnicas de producción más extensivas
(menor uso de fertilizantes, semillas, etc.)?
27. ¿Cómo piensa usted que esto puede incidir en la renta de los agricultores? ¿Aumenta?
¿Disminuye? ¿En cuánto?
28. ¿Aprecia cambios significativos hacia un mayor ahorro de agua?

Bloque B. Condicionalidad de las ayudas.
29. ¿Qué medidas se están tomando para aplicar la condicionalidad de las ayudas de la
nueva reforma de la PAC que ha entrado en vigor en Enero 2006?
29.1.
¿Se están aplicando las directivas de medio ambiente, como por ejemplo la
directiva de nitratos, la directiva de aguas subterráneas, o Natura 2000?
29.2.
¿Se están aplicando las ‘buenas condiciones agrarias y medioambientales’
que exige la reforma de la PAC?
29.3.
¿Se están aplicando las medidas específicas relacionadas con la
sobreexplotación de acuíferos que recoge la legislación española sobre
condicionalidad?

Bloque C. Programa agroambiental.
30. ¿Considera usted que la nueva fase del programa (Medida Agroambiental 7.1) responde
adecuadamente a las necesidades de la zona?
31. ¿A qué nivel de compensación de rentas se acoge, en su opinión, la mayoría de los
agricultores? ¿Al 50% de reducción? ¿Al 100% de reducción?
32. ¿Las compensaciones son correctas?
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Tercera sesión. Plan Especial del Alto Guadiana: efectos sobre la agricultura
33. ¿Qué elementos/aspectos considera usted que debería incluir el Plan del Alto Guadiana?
(p.e. mercado de agua, banco de aguas, rescate de derechos, concentración de
recursos…)
34. ¿Qué puede aportar el Plan Especial del Alto Guadiana a efectos de ahorro de agua en la
agricultura?
35. ¿Qué opinión le merecen las últimas campañas de control? ¿Estima que sería
conveniente volver a la teledetección? ¿Propondría usted algún otro tipo de sistema de
control?
36. ¿Qué cantidad cree Vd. que debería pagarse a los agricultores en compensación por
ceder sus derechos de agua?

Cuarta sesión. El futuro de la agricultura en el Alto Guadiana
Bloque D. Cultivos y técnicas de producción
37. ¿Qué cultivos ve más viables a medio/largo plazo, a la luz de los cambios antes
debatidos?
38. ¿Qué técnicas de producción y sistemas de riego cree usted que se desarrollarían según
los cambios antes analizados?

Bloque E. Disponibilidad y costes del agua para regadío
39. ¿Qué impacto considera usted que tendría a medio-largo plazo tanto los cultivos como la
tecnología utilizada en el consumo de agua para regadío? ¿Y en los costes del agua?
¿Cómo ve la posibilidad de aportes externos de agua, p.e. el trasvase de agua del Tajo? ¿Qué
precio estaría dispuesto a pagar por estos aportes de agua del Tajo, en € por m3?
40. Independientemente de los impactos ecológicos, y sin aportes externos, ¿cuánto tiempo
estima que pueden mantenerse los bombeos actuales?
41. ¿Cómo considera Vd. que va a influir la aplicación de la nueva Directiva Marco del
Agua de la UE en la zona?

Bloque F. Impactos socioeconómicos
42. ¿Cómo piensa usted que influirían los cambios previstos a medio-largo plazo en la
producción agrícola sobre el desarrollo socioeconómico de la zona (creación de empleo,
desarrollo de industrias colaterales a la agricultura, servicios, etc.)?
43. ¿Qué alternativas de futuro ve a la agricultura de regadío del Alto Guadiana?
44. ¿Qué papel puede jugar el fomento de un mayor espíritu empresarial dentro del colectivo
de los agricultores?
Quinta sesión. Posibles soluciones globales a la problemática del Alto Guadiana
45. ¿Qué propondría usted para contribuir a la búsqueda de soluciones respecto a la
problemática hídrica del Alto Guadiana?
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Figure 1: Manuel Ramón Llamas (Coordinator of Guadiana case study) at the Ortega y
Gasset Foundation during the stakeholder meeting.

Figure 2: Consuelo Varela-Ortega of UPM explains economic aspects in the Upper
Guadiana Basin.
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Figure 3: During the presentation by Consuelo Varela-Ortega.

Figure 4: Alberto Fernández-López of WWF Adena-Spain.
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Figure 5: Working in break-out groups.

Figure 6: Working in break-out groups.
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Figure 7: Stakeholders interactions.

Figure 8: UPM team notes the stakeholder responses under the supervision of Josefina
Maestu (facilitator).
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Figure 9: Detail of flip chart paper with some of the conclusions.

Figure 10: Manuel Ramón Llamas (coordinator of Guadiana case study) and Consuelo
Varela-Ortega leader of Meeting 2 closing the session.
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12 Annex V: Introductory presentation - “Economic aspects of
water management in the Upper Guadiana Basin”.
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