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1. Summary 

The main focus of the 4
th
 European Water Conference is on lessons learned from the 1

st
 

Water Framework Directive (WFD) planning cycle, expectations for the 2
nd

 planning cycle and 

on experiences in implementing the Floods Directive. The timing of the Conference coincides 

with the public consultations of the Member States on the draft 2
nd

 River Basin Management 

Plans (dRBMP) and (some of) the draft Flood Risk Management Plans (dFRMP). 

The aim of this document is to provide an overview of the progress made towards the 

implementation of the Floods Directive, particularly in respect of the development and 

contents of the Flood Risk Management Plans. Thirty two draft Flood Risk Management Plans 

have been screened covering 15 Member States. 

Structure and contents of the plans 

The Annex of the Directive lays down the information that must be included in the FRMP. The 

structure and content of the draft FRMPs assessed varies considerably between Member 

States, and indeed, within Member States. Some of the draft plans that are published are 

short summary documents whilst others consist of a number of extensive documents. Some 

plans cover an entire national territory whilst in other areas the plans have been developed for 

smaller sub-units. Some Member States have provided guidance to ensure a consistency of 

approach, but this has not been rigorously followed. The format of the Annex of the Directive 

has been followed in a number of the dFRMPs, whilst in others all the required information 

has been included, but not necessarily in the same order as laid down in the Annex. 

Twenty nine of the thirty two plans screened make a clear direct reference to the Floods 

Directive. Article 13.3 of the Floods Directive allows Member States to make use of Flood 

Risk Management Plans finalised before 22 December 2010 providing that the content of the 

plans meets the requirements of the Directive. It is clear that this has been applied only in the 

Vistula River Basin District (RBD) (PL) and in parts of the German portion of the Elbe. 

Conclusions of the preliminary flood risk assessment (PFRA) 

The Directive requires the flood risk management plans to include the conclusions of the 

preliminary flood risk assessment in the form of a summary map of the River Basin District 

(RBD)/Unit of Management (UoM). Of the thirty two plans assessed, thirty provided some 

information on the conclusions of the preliminary flood risk assessment in one or several of 

the following formats: 

 In summary maps showing areas of potential significant flood risk covered by the 

FRMP;  
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 In summary maps showing flood risk areas not identified by a PFRA as required by 

Article 4; 

 In a summary map showing flood risk areas shared with other Member States in 

international Units of Management; 

 As a textual description; and/or 

 As links to maps showing flood risk areas.  

Summary maps were presented in 18 of the 32 plans assessed, and 7 of the plans that did 

not provide maps provided links to the maps. Six plans included summary maps of flood risk 

areas not identified by a PFRA.  

The Directive requires that the PFRA be co-ordinated in international RBDs/UoM. Only four of 

the eighteen RBDs/UoMs that are a part of international RBDs provided a summary map of 

flood risk areas shared with other Member States. Six of the 13 RBDs/UoM that did not 

provide summary maps also stated that the identification of flood risk areas was not co-

ordinated with other Member States. There is considerable variation in the reporting of co-

ordination within international RBDs, with each RBDs/UoM presenting different information. 

Flood hazard and flood risk maps 

The Directive requires the FRMP to include flood hazard maps and flood risk maps. Only 14 

of the 32 plans screened provided flood hazard and flood risk maps identifying the sources of 

flooding. A further 6 plans provided only maps of areas of flood hazard and flood risk which 

did not identify the sources of flooding. Nine of the 13 plans which did not include maps did 

include links to maps. None of the plans included flood hazard and flood risk maps for 

groundwater flooding and only two included maps for flooding from artificial water bearing 

structures (raised reservoirs). Eighteen of the 32 plans screened included a description of the 

conclusions from the flood hazard and risk maps. 

Eleven of the eighteen RBDs/UoM that are part of an international RBD/UoM presented flood 

hazard and flood risk maps for the area that is shared, however, it is clear only in five areas 

that co-ordination of the development of the maps has been achieved.  

Detailed information on the areas at risk from high, medium and low risk scenarios was most 

commonly presented for flooding from fluvial sources, but fewer than half the plans provided 

this information. Some information was also included for flooding from seawater, pluvial 

sources, and where no specific source was identified. The risk to economic activity, the 

environment and cultural heritage was presented in approximately 55% of the plans. 
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Setting of objectives 

The Directive requires that a description of the appropriate objective of flood risk management 

be included in the FRMP. Over 90% of the plans assessed included objectives for the 

management of flood risk as required by Article 7.2 of the Directive. Twenty nine of the 32 

plans screened included objectives to reduce the risk of flooding, however the objectives are 

only specific and measurable in 8 of the plans. An objective not to increase the risk of flooding 

has been included in 14 of the plans. Twenty two of the plans include objectives to reduce the 

consequences of flooding. Twenty five plans include objectives established to reduce the 

likelihood of flooding, 21 of which include objectives to increase the use of Natural Water 

Retention Measures (NWRM). Only four of the plans include objectives on the use of 

preventative and protective measures, however, 25 plans included objectives on 

preparedness measures.  

Co-ordination of the setting of objectives has been achieved between regions in 14 

RBDs/UoM, whilst co-ordination between Member States has been achieved in half of the 

RBDs/UoM that are part of international RBDs/UoM. 

Public consultation on the objectives took place in the development of 18 of the 32 plans 

assessed. 

Measures 

The Directive requires that a summary of the measures and their prioritisation aiming to 

achieve the objectives set for flood risk management be included in the plans. Twenty nine of 

the thirty two plans include information on the measures to be put in place, 18 of which 

include estimates of the numbers of measures to be put in place, although only 12 of these 

provide information on the budget available. Twenty five of the plans differentiate the 

measures by type. Only eight of the plans that include measures make it clear how they will 

contribute to the achievement of the objectives. A time horizon for the implementation and 

completion of the measures has been included in 13 of the plans, and information on funding 

mechanisms for the measures has been provided in 11 of the plans. 

All types of measure are being used and there is no specific emphasis or priority being placed 

on any one type of measure. The figure below shows how many plans contain each type of 

measure. Twenty two of the plans include NWRM as part of the preventative measures 

applied.  

Measures have been prioritised in 22 of the plans, and the methodology is clearly explained in 

most of these. However, only 4 of the plans have explicitly cited cost-benefit analysis as a tool 

that has been used for the prioritisation. Twenty of the plans make it clear how 

implementation of the measures will be monitored but only 12 establish a baseline. 
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Only half of the RBDs/UoM that are part of an international RBD/UoM report that co-ordination 

of the measures has been achieved between Member States. Stakeholders have been 

consulted on the measures in just over 50% of the plans. 

In 7 of the plans, the dFRMP is fully integrated into the second dRBMP. Co-ordination of the 

plans has taken place for a further 16 dFRMPs. 

Figure 1.1 Number of plans containing each type of measure 

 

Role of climate change 

Climate change does not appear to have been fully considered in the development of the 

dFRMP. However, in some of the plans it is not clear whether climate change has been 

considered, or not, and therefore it is possible that an improved picture will emerge when the 

final plans are published. 
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2. Introduction and Background 

The Floods Directive came into force on 26 November 2007. The Directive requires Member 

States to make a preliminary assessment of flood risk over their territory leading to the 

identification of any areas that are at significant risk of flooding at the present time or in the 

future: this should have been completed by December 2011.  

The risk areas should then be mapped showing how far floods might extend, the depth or 

level of water and the impacts that there might be on people’s health, the economy, 

environment and cultural heritage. The assessment of flood risk and mapping must be co-

ordinated between the Member States sharing river basins that cross national boundaries. 

Maps should have been prepared by December 2013.  

The maps are to be used in the development of flood risk management plans (FRMPs) to be 

completed and published by December 2015. The FRMPs must set out appropriate objectives 

for the management of flood risk within the areas covered by the plan. The objectives must 

focus on reducing the adverse consequences of flooding for human health, the environment, 

cultural heritage and economic activity. Where appropriate, the FRMPs should focus on 

reducing the likelihood of flooding and/or on using non-structural measures, including flood 

forecasting and raising awareness of flooding (Article 7.2). The FRMPs shall include 

measures for achieving identified objectives (Article 7.3). The development of the first flood 

risk management plans should be carried out in coordination with, and may be integrated into, 

the reviews of the river basin management plans required by the Water Framework Directive 

(WFD). 

Unlike the WFD, the Floods Directive does not have a precise calendar of public consultation, 

but many Member States are consulting on the WFD and Flood Plans at the same time, 

during the first semester of 2015 (Article 9.3). A number of draft plans were selected by the 

Commission to be screened. The screening follows the structure and components of the first 

flood risk management plans foreseen and prescribed in the Floods Directive (Article 7 and 

Annex A) and has been carried out in terms of: 

 Contextual information on the content and structure of the plans and the relationship 

of the plan with the requirements of the Floods Directive; 

 Inclusion of the conclusions of the preliminary flood risk assessment in the plan;  

 Presentation of the flood hazard and flood risk maps in the plan; 

 Setting of objectives;  

 Planned measures; and, 
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 Statistics on numbers and costs of measures. 

A team of assessors fluent in the appropriate national languages reviewed a selection of 

dFRMPs against a series of questions focussed on the topics listed above. The assessors 

were asked to: 

 If information on a particular subject had been considered in the plan to answer “yes” 

 If information on a particular subject had clearly not been considered in the plan to 

answer “no” 

 If a particular subject did not apply to the particular RBD to answer “not relevant” 

 If it was not possible to determine whether or not an issue had been considered in the 

development of the plan from the draft plan itself an assessor could indicate this with an 

answer of “not clear”. 

The RBDs/UoMs for which plans were selected and were available for screening are 

displayed in Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1. In total 32 plans were selected from 31 RBDs/UoM in 

Austria, Belgium (Flanders), the Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, Spain, Finland, France, 

Italy, Luxembourg, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia and the UK. 

Table 2.1 River Basin Districts Screened  

MS River Basin Districts Number 

AT Danube 1 

BE-Fl Scheldt 1 

CZ Elbe 1 

DE Elbe, Eider, Danube (BW) 3 

DK Jutland and Funen 1 

ES Guadiana; Guadalquivir; Andalucía Mediterranean basins; Ebro; 

Jucar; Segura 

6 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea 1 

FR Loire; Rhone; Adour Garonne; Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters 

of the Channel and the North Sea 

4 

IT Po; Central Appenines; Southern Appenines; Sicily 4 

LU Rhine 1 

LT Nemunas 1 

NL Rhine 1 
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MS River Basin Districts Number 

PL Vistula 1 

SK Danube 1 

UK Scotland; Northern-Ireland (Neagh Bann); South West; Anglian 4 

 

Figure 2.1  Map of the RBDs/UoM for which dFRMPs were screened 
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3. Structure and Content of the Plans 

3.1 Headlines 

 The structure and content of the draft FRMPs assessed varies considerably between 

Member States, and indeed, within Member States. 

 The format of the Annex of the Directive has been followed exactly in some Member 

States, whilst others’ have included all the required information but not followed the 

structure of the Annex. 

 Twenty nine of the 32 plans screened make a clear direct reference to the Floods 

Directive. 

 It is clear that Article 13.3 has been applied only in the Vistual (PL) and parts of the 

German portion of the Elbe. 

3.2 General comments on the structure and contents of the plans 

Article 7(3) of the Floods Directive specifies that the FRMPs “shall include the components set 

out in Part A of the Annex”.  

The structure and content of the draft FRMPs assessed varies considerably between Member 

States, and indeed, within Member States. Some of the draft plans that are published are 

short summary documents (e.g. the Holstebro municipality’s portion of the Funen and Jutland 

plan (DK) at 10 pages) whilst others consist of a number of extensive documents (e.g. the 

plan for the Vistula (PL) which comprises 5 documents each of 500 pages). Some plans cover 

an entire national territory (e.g. AT, LT, LU). In other areas the plans have been developed for 

smaller sub-units (e.g. Scotland where the plan has been divided into 14 sub-districts, and the 

Slovakian portion of the Danube which has been broken into 8 sub-districts).  

In Denmark, the municipalities have responsibility for preparing the FRMPs which has 

resulted in a number of plans being developed for each RBD. National guidance has been 

provided in an attempt to ensure consistency in approach, but from the two example plans 

assessed in this study (where different approaches were taken), it would appear that this has 

not been rigorously followed. 

The plans for the Belgian portion of the Scheldt and the Kokemäenjoki (FI) have been 

integrated into the draft second RBMPs.  

In a number of Member States (AT, BE, CZ, DE, FI, FR, LU, NL, SK) the exact format for 

FRMPs as laid down in the Annex of the Directive has been followed, whilst in others all the 
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information required by the Annex has been included, but not necessarily in the exact order of 

the Annex (IT, PL). In LT the format of the Annex appears to be followed, but measures have 

not yet been included. Similarly in the UK different approaches have been taken, for example 

Scotland has not published a draft plan, but has published extensive consultation documents 

on the main issues to be covered in the plan, whilst in Northern Ireland and England, full draft 

plans have been published.  

The more detailed summaries of the contents of the plans made by the assessors are 

available in Annex A. 

3.3 Relation of FRMPs to the Floods Directive 

Table 3.1 shows which dFRMPs make a clear reference to the Floods Directive. Of the 32 

draft plans that were assessed, only three make no clear reference to the Floods Directive. 

Neither of the two plans assessed for the Jutland and Funen RBD (DK) make references to 

the Directive, and nor does the plan covering Scotland (UK). 

3.4 Use of Article 13.3 

Article 13.3 of the Floods Directive allows Member States to make use of FRMPs that have 

been finalised prior to 22 December 2010 providing that the contents of those plans is 

equivalent to the requirements set out in Article 7 of the Directive. Table 3.2 shows that the 

only FRMP that had been clearly and wholly established before 22 December 2010 is that for 

the Vistula (PL). Parts of the FRMP for the German portion of the Elbe had also been 

established prior to this period. In 3 RBDs/UoM it was not clear whether or not plans had been 

established prior to the adoption of the Directive (Rhine (NL); South West (UK) and Anglian 

(UK)). 

Table 3.1  Assessment of which dFRMPs make clear reference to the Floods 

Directive 

MS RBD/UoM 
Clear reference to Floods 

Directive in the dFRMPs 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes 

CZ Elbe Yes 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Clear reference to Floods 

Directive in the dFRMPs 

ES Guadiana Yes 

Guadalquivir Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Yes 

Ebro Yes 

Jucar Yes 

Segura Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea Yes 

FR Loire Yes 

Rhone Yes 

Adour Garonne Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes 

IT Po Yes 

Central Appenines Yes 

Southern Appenines Yes 

Sicily Yes 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 

UK Scotland No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Yes 

South West Yes 

Anglian Yes 
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Table 3.2  Use of Article 13.3 

MS RBD/UoM 
Plan established before 

22 December 2010 

AT Danube No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No 

CZ Elbe No 

DE Elbe Partly 

Eider No 

Danube No 

DK Jutland and Funen No 

ES Guadiana No 

Guadalquivir No 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins No 

Ebro No 

Jucar No 

Segura No 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

No 

FR Loire No 

Rhone No 

Adour Garonne No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of 

the Channel and the North Sea 

No 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines No 

Southern Appenines No 

Sicily No 

LU Rhine No 

LT Nemunas No 

NL Rhine Not clear 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube No 

UK Scotland No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No 

South West Not clear 

Anglian Not clear 
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4. Conclusions of the Preliminary Flood Risk 
Assessment 

4.1 Headlines 

 Thirty of the thirty two plans screened provided some information on the conclusions of 

the PFRA. 

 Over 75% of the plans screened provided either summary maps of potential significant 

flood risk, or links to these maps. 

 Six plans included summary maps of flood risk areas not identified by a PFRA. 

 A textual description of the PFRA was included in 27 of the 32 plans screened. 

 Only four of the eighteen RBDs/UoMs that are a part of international RBDs provided a 

summary map of flood risk areas shared with other Member States. 

 Six of the 13 RBDs/UoM that did not provide summary maps also stated that the 

identification of flood risk areas was not co-ordinated with other Member States. There 

is considerable variation in the reporting of co-ordination within international 

RBDs/UoM. 

4.2 Conclusions of the PFRA 

Annex A of the Floods Directive specifies that “the conclusions of the preliminary flood risk 

assessment as required in Chapter II in the form of a summary map of the river basin district, 

or the unit of management referred to in Article 3(2)(b), delineating the areas identified under 

Article 5(1) which are the subject of the flood risk management plan” be included in the 

FRMP. This section assesses whether this requirement has been met in the draft Flood Risk 

Management Plans that have been screened. Table 4.1 shows how this information has been 

presented. Of the 32 plans assessed, two (Nemunas (LT) and Scotland (UK)) provided no 

information on the Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA). For the 30 other plans 

assessed, information has been presented in some way, in one or several of the following 

formats: 

 In summary maps showing areas of potential significant flood risk covered by the 

FRMP;  

 In summary maps showing flood risk areas not identified by a PFRA as required by 

Article 4; 
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 In a summary map showing flood risk areas shared with other Member States in 

international Units of Management; 

 As a textual description; and/or 

 As links to maps showing flood risk areas.  

Summary maps of areas of flood risk have been presented in 18 of the 32 plans assessed. In 

7 of the plans that did not include summary maps within the plan, links to the maps were 

provided in the plan. Neither summary maps nor links were provided in the plans for the Po 

and Sicily (IT).  

Six plans included summary maps of flood risk areas that would not have been identified by a 

PFRA required by Article 4. Four of the 6 plans were from a Member State (IT, NL) that had 

applied Article 13.1.b to their whole territory and therefore a PFRA under Article 4 was not 

required. Another was for a UoM in Germany (Elbe) where all three Articles relating to the 

assessment of flood risk and the identification of flood risk areas had been applied. Therefore, 

for these five plans a map of flood risk areas not identified by an Article 4 assessment would 

have been expected, and this is the case. Luxembourg had applied Article 13.1.a meaning 

that APSFRs would have been identified as required by Article 5 without a PFRA being 

produced under Article 4, and these would also have been expected to be mapped in the 

FRMP: again this is the case.  

However, for another Member State that applied Article 13.1.b (BE), there were no summary 

maps of flood risk areas, and this was also the case for one of the UoMs screened in Italy  

It would be expected that maps of flood risk areas would be presented in the FRMPs for 

UoMs where Article 4 had solely or partly applied (e.g. for specific areas or types of flood). 

However, this is not the case for the Danube UoM in Germany, the Rhone and Adour-

Garonne UoMs in France, Nemunas UoM in Lithuania, Vistula UoM  in Poland and the 

Scotland and  Neagh Bann UoMs in the UK Twenty one of the plans screened made 

reference to the origin and date of the PFRA. A textual description of the results of the PFRA 

was provided in 27 of the 32 draft plans assessed. 

Eighteen of the RBDs/UoM included in the screening are part of international RBDs. Four of 

the plans screened for these RBDs/UoMs provided a summary map of flood risk areas shared 

with other Member States, fourteen did not include this information. The level of co-ordination 

of the identification of flood risk areas in international RBDs is shown in Table 4.2. Six of the 

13 RBDs/UoM that did not provide summary maps also stated that the identification of flood 

risk areas was not co-ordinated with other Member States. In the Danube, Germany and the 

Slovakia reported that the identification of flood risk areas had been co-ordinated but Austria 

reported that it had not, and similarly Luxembourg reported co-ordination on the Rhine, 
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although the Netherlands reported that co-ordination had not taken place. The situation with 

respect to co-ordination in the Guadiana (ES) was not clear. 

 

 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 15 

Table 4.1  Information presented on the conclusions of the preliminary flood risk assessment 

MS RBD/UoM 

Summary map 

of areas of 

flood risk 

covered by 

FRMP 

Summary map 

of flood risk 

areas not 

identified by a 

PFRA as 

required by 

Article 4 

Reference made 

to origin and 

date of PFRA 

Summary map 

of flood risk 

areas shared 

with other MSs 

Textual 

description 

Links to maps 

provided in 

plan 

AT Danube Yes No Yes No Yes No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No No No Yes 

CZ Elbe Yes No Yes No Yes Yes 

DE Elbe Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Eider Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Danube No No Yes No Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes/Yes
(1)

 No/Not clear
(1)

 No/No
(1) 

N/R Yes/No
(1)

 Yes/No
(1)

 

ES Guadiana Yes N/R Yes No Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir Yes N/R Yes N/R Yes Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

Yes N/R Yes N/R Yes Yes 

Ebro Yes N/R Yes No Yes No 

Jucar Yes N/R Yes N/R Yes No 

Segura Yes N/R Yes N/R Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

Yes No Yes N/R Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Summary map 

of areas of 

flood risk 

covered by 

FRMP 

Summary map 

of flood risk 

areas not 

identified by a 

PFRA as 

required by 

Article 4 

Reference made 

to origin and 

date of PFRA 

Summary map 

of flood risk 

areas shared 

with other MSs 

Textual 

description 

Links to maps 

provided in 

plan 

FR Loire Yes No No N/R Yes Yes 

Rhone No No Yes No Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne No No Yes No Yes Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes No No Yes Yes No 

IT Po No Yes Yes No Yes No 

Central Appenines No Yes Yes N/R Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines No Yes Yes N/R Yes Yes 

Sicily No No Yes N/R Yes No 

LU Rhine Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas Conclusions from PRFA are not presented 

NL Rhine No Yes No No No No 

PL Vistula No N/R Not clear No Yes Yes 

SK Danube Yes No Yes No Yes Yes 

UK Scotland No N/R No N/R No No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh No N/R Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Summary map 

of areas of 

flood risk 

covered by 

FRMP 

Summary map 

of flood risk 

areas not 

identified by a 

PFRA as 

required by 

Article 4 

Reference made 

to origin and 

date of PFRA 

Summary map 

of flood risk 

areas shared 

with other MSs 

Textual 

description 

Links to maps 

provided in 

plan 

Bann) 

South West Yes No No N/R Yes Yes 

Anglian Yes No No N/R Yes Yes 

Notes:  

(1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by 

the Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

N/R - Not relevant 
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Table 4.2  Co-ordination of the identification of flood risk areas in international 

RBDs 

MS RBD/UoM 

Is it indicated that the identification of 

flood risk areas has been co-ordinated 

with neighbouring MSs? 

AT Danube No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No 

CZ Elbe Yes 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Not relevant 

ES Guadiana Not clear 

Guadalquivir Not relevant 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Not relevant 

Ebro No 

Jucar Not relevant 

Segura Not relevant 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Not relevant 

FR Loire Not relevant 

Rhone Yes 

Adour Garonne No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

North Sea 

Yes 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines Not relevant 

Southern Appenines Not relevant 

Sicily Not relevant 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas No information 

NL Rhine No 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Is it indicated that the identification of 

flood risk areas has been co-ordinated 

with neighbouring MSs? 

UK Scotland Not relevant 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Yes 

South West Not relevant 

Anglian Not relevant 
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5. Flood Hazard and Flood Risk Maps 

5.1 Headlines 

 Only 14 of the 32 plans screened provided maps identifying the sources of flooding. A 

further 6 plans provided only maps of flood hazard and flood risk which did not identify 

the sources of flooding. Nine of the 13 plans which did not include maps did include 

links. 

 None of the plans included flood hazard and flood risk maps for groundwater flooding 

and only two included maps for flooding from artificial water bearing structures (raised 

reservoirs). 

 Eleven of the eighteen RBDs/UoM that are part of an international RBD/UoM 

presented flood hazard and flood risk maps for the area that is shared, however, it is 

clear only in five areas that co-ordination of the development of the maps has been 

achieved.  

 Eighteen of the 32 plans screened included a description of the conclusions from the 

flood hazard and risk maps. 

 Detailed information on the areas at risk from high, medium and low risk scenarios 

was most commonly presented for flooding from fluvial sources, but fewer than half of 

the plans provided this information. Some information was also included for flooding 

from seawater, pluvial sources, and where no specific source was identified. 

 The risk to economic activity, the environment and cultural heritage was presented in 

approximately 55% of the plans. 

5.2 Flood hazard and flood risk maps 

Annex A of the Floods Directive specifies that “flood hazard maps and flood risk maps as 

prepared under Chapter III, or already in place in accordance with Article 13, and the 

conclusions that can be drawn from the maps” be included in the FRMP. This section 

assesses whether this requirement has been met in the draft Flood Risk Management Plans 

that have been screened. Table 5.3 shows for which types of flooding flood hazard and flood 

risk maps have been presented in the draft FRMPs, whilst Table 5.4 shows which draft 

FRMPs included links to flood hazard and flood risk maps. 

Flood hazard and flood risk maps from fluvial sources have been provided in 14 of the 32 

draft plans screened, from pluvial sources in 8 draft plans and from seawater in 10 draft 

plans. None of the plans included flood hazard and flood risk maps for groundwater flooding, 

and only two (South West and Anglian (UK)) included maps for flooding from artificial water 

bearing structures (raised reservoirs). Eight draft plans included flood hazard and flood risk 
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maps which didn’t identify the source of the flooding, two of these plans (Elbe (CZ and DE)) 

also provided risk maps for fluvial flooding. 

No flood hazard or flood risks maps were presented in 13 of the 32 draft FRMP screened, 

although links were provided in the plans for 9 of these. Information was presented on the 

sources of flood risk in a format other than a map in five of the draft plans (Table 5.5) which 

includes four of the 13 draft plans that did not include maps. All five of these plans identify 

flood hazards and flood risks from fluvial and seawater flooding, whilst one identifies pluvial 

flooding as a risk, and one includes flooding from groundwater.  

Links were provided to the maps in 25 of the 32 plans that were screened. 

5.3 International co-ordination in the preparation of flood hazard and flood 
risk maps 

Two aspects of co-ordination in international RBDs were screened for: 

1. Whether flood hazard and flood risk maps have been prepared for areas shared with 

other Member States in international UoM, and 

2. Whether mapping in shared flood risk areas has been co-ordinated with neighbouring 

Member States. 

The results of the screening are shown in Table 5.6.  

Flood hazard and flood risk maps had been prepared for 11 areas (out of a total of 18 areas) 

that are shared with other Member States. It is made clear in the draft FRMPs that mapping 

has been co-ordinated in 5 areas whilst in four plans it is not clear whether co-ordination has 

been achieved. It is clear in five plans that co-ordination has not been achieved, though in 

some cases this may be because there are no shared transboundary flood risk areas: it was 

not clear from the screening as to whether that was the case or not 

5.4 Description of conclusions from the flood hazard and flood risk maps 

The results of the screening for whether the draft FRMPs include a description of the 

conclusions from the flood hazard and flood risk maps are shown in Table 5.7. Eighteen of 

the 32 plans include a description of the conclusions, in eight plans it is not clear, and in six 

plans no description has been included. 

5.5 Information presented in the dFRMPs on high, medium and low risk 
areas of flooding 

Table 5.1 provides a summary of the sources for which information is provided for the various risk 
scenarios. Table 5.8 shows the information available in the draft Flood Risk Management Plans on 
areas at high risk of flooding. Table 5.9 contains the statistics that were provided. Table 5.10 shows 
the information available in the draft Flood Risk Management Plans on areas at medium risk of 
flooding. Table 5.11 contains the statistics that were provided.   
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Table 5.12 shows the information available in the draft Flood Risk Management Plans on 

areas at low risk of flooding. Table 5.13 contains the statistics that were provided. 

Fourteen draft FRMPs provided estimates of the population at risk in high, medium and low 

probability flood risk areas of which five also expressed this as a percentage of the 

population. With the exception of the Rhone plan, all of these also presented probabilities 

associated with the different risk scenarios. Ten plans cited the probability associated with 

the risk scenarios, but did not give any estimate of the population at risk. There is significant 

variation between RBDs/UoM on the method of expression of the probability associated with 

high risk. The Rhone (FR) presented information only for the low risk scenario. 

Four draft FRMPs presented information on the population potentially affected by flooding 

as a total and did not differentiate by risk scenario or source of flooding. This information is 

presented in Table 5.14. 

Table 5.1  Summary of information provided for the different sources of flooding 

under different risk scenarios (see Tables 4.8 – 4.13 for detailed information by MS) 

Source of flooding 

Number of dFRMPs containing information on areas at this risk 

from this source of flooding 

High Medium Low 

Fluvial 14 14 15 

Pluvial 5 5 5 

Seawater 11 11 12 

Groundwater 0 0 0 

AWBs 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

No specific source 9 9 9 

 

5.6 Statistics presented on other types of risk 

In addition to the risk to populations, a number of the draft flood risk management plans also specified 
specified risks to economic activity, the environment and cultural heritage. This information is 
is summarised in Table 5.2 below, with more details presented in   



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 23 

Table 5.15. 

Table 5.2  Summary of the information presented on other types of risk 

Risk to economic activity Risk to environment Risk to cultural heritage 

Included in 17 plans Included in 18 plans Included in 18 plans 
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Table 5.3  Types of flooding for which the flood hazard and flood risk maps prepared under Article 6, or as stipulated in Article 13.2 

have been presented in the plan 

MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Map produced but no 

specific sources 

identified  

AT Danube Yes Yes N/R N/R N/R No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No No No No 

CZ Elbe Yes Not clear N/R Not clear Not clear Yes 

DE Elbe Yes Not clear Yes Not clear Not clear Yes 

Eider Yes No Yes No No No 

Danube No No N/R No No No 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes/Yes
(2) 

No/No
(2) 

No/Yes
(2) 

No/No
(2) 

No/Not clear
(1) 

No/N/R
(2) 

ES Guadiana No N/R No N/R N/R N/R 

Guadalquivir No N/R No N/R N/R N/R 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins No N/R No N/R N/R N/R 

Ebro No N/R No N/R N/R N/R 

Jucar No N/R No N/R N/R N/R 

Segura No N/R No N/R N/R N/R 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea Yes Yes Yes No No No 

FR Loire No 

Rhone No 

Adour Garonne No 
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MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Map produced but no 

specific sources 

identified  

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

IT Po No No No No No Yes 

Central Appenines No No No No No Yes 

Southern Appenines No No No No No Yes 

Sicily No No No No No Yes 

LU Rhine No No N/R No No No 

LT Nemunas Yes Yes Yes No No No 

NL Rhine Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear Yes 

PL Vistula No No No No No No 

SK Danube Yes Not clear N/R Not clear Not clear Yes 

UK Scotland Yes Yes Yes Not clear N/R No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Yes Yes Yes No No No 

South West Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 

Anglian Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 

(1) AWB = Artificial water bearing structures (e.g. from reservoirs and impoundments, drainage systems etc.) 

(2) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by 

the Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 5.4  RBDs/UoM where links to flood hazard and flood risk maps were 

presented in the plan 

MS RBD/UoM 
Links to flood hazard and flood 

risk maps presented in plan? 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes 

CZ Elbe Yes 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube No 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes/No
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes 

Guadalquivir Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Yes 

Ebro No 

Jucar Yes 

Segura Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes 

FR Loire Yes 

Rhone Yes 

Adour Garonne No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

North Sea 

No 

IT Po Yes 

Central Appenines Yes 

Southern Appenines Yes 

Sicily Yes 

LU Rhine No 

LT Nemunas Yes 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Links to flood hazard and flood 

risk maps presented in plan? 

UK Scotland No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Yes 

South West Yes 

Anglian Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been 

based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the 

second response refers to the plan prepared by Odense. 

 

Table 5.5  Sources of flooding identified but for which maps have not been 

presented in the dFRMP 

MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes Yes Yes   

FR Loire Yes  Yes   

Rhone Yes  Yes   

Adour Garonne Yes  Yes   

Scheldt, Somme 

and coastal waters 

of the Channel and 

the North Sea 

Yes  Yes Yes  

 

Table 5.6  Transboundary co-operation of the identification of flood risk areas 

MS RBD/UoM 

Have flood hazard and flood 

risk maps been prepared for 

areas shared with other MSs in 

international units of 

management? 

Has mapping in the 

shared flood risk areas 

been co-ordinated with 

neighbouring MS? 

AT Danube Yes Not clear 

BE-Fl Scheldt No Yes 

CZ Elbe Yes Yes 

DE Elbe Yes Yes 

Eider Yes Yes 

Danube No Not clear 

DK Jutland and Funen Not relevant Not relevant 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Have flood hazard and flood 

risk maps been prepared for 

areas shared with other MSs in 

international units of 

management? 

Has mapping in the 

shared flood risk areas 

been co-ordinated with 

neighbouring MS? 

ES Guadiana Yes No 

Guadalquivir Not relevant Not relevant 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

Not relevant Not relevant 

Ebro Yes No 

Jucar Not relevant Not relevant 

Segura Not relevant Not relevant 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Not relevant Not relevant 

FR Loire Not relevant Not relevant 

Rhone No Yes 

Adour Garonne No No 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

Yes Yes 

IT Po No No 

Central Appenines Not relevant Not relevant 

Southern Appenines Not relevant Not relevant 

Sicily Not relevant Not relevant 

LU Rhine No Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes No 

NL Rhine Yes Yes 

PL Vistula No Not clear 

SK Danube Yes Not clear 

UK Scotland Not relevant Not relevant 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

Yes Yes 

South West Not relevant Not relevant 

Anglian Not relevant Not relevant 
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Table 5.7  Inclusion of a description of the conclusions from the flood hazard and 

flood risk maps in the draft FRMP 

MS RBD/UoM 
Have the conclusions from the flood hazard 

and flood risk maps been described? 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt No 

CZ Elbe Yes 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No/Not clear
(1) 

ES Guadiana No 

Guadalquivir No 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Not clear 

Ebro No 

Jucar Yes 

Segura Not clear 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes 

FR Loire No 

Rhone Not clear 

Adour Garonne Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

North Sea 

Yes 

IT Po Yes 

Central Appenines Yes 

Southern Appenines Yes 

Sicily Yes 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 

UK Scotland Not clear 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Not clear 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Have the conclusions from the flood hazard 

and flood risk maps been described? 

South West Not clear 

Anglian Not clear 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been 

based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the 

second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 5.8  Information presented in the FRMP on the number or percentage of potentially affected inhabitants within the risk areas 

associated with the high probability scenario 

MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

AT Danube Yes Yes No No No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No No No No Yes 

CZ Elbe       Yes 

DE Elbe Yes  Yes     

Eider Yes  Yes     

Danube Yes       

DK Jutland and Funen No/No
(1) 

 n/i /No
(1)

     

ES Guadiana Yes  Yes     

Guadalquivir Yes  Yes     

Andalucia 

Mediterranean basins 

No  No     

Ebro Yes  Yes     

Jucar Yes  Yes     

Segura Yes  Yes     

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

FR Loire No No No No No No No 

Rhone No  No     
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MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

Adour Garonne No No No No No No No 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

No No No No No No Yes 

IT Po No No No No No No Yes 

Central Appenines No No No No No No Yes 

Southern Appenines No No No No No No No 

Sicily No No No No No No Yes 

LU Rhine       Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

NL Rhine       Yes 

PL Vistula Yes No No No No No Yes 

SK Danube n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i 

UK Scotland No No No No No No No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

No No No No No No No 

South West Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

Anglian Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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n/i No information provided 

Table 5.9  Statistics related to the risk areas associated with the high probability floods scenario 

MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

AT Danube No of people potentially affected 145445 145445   

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

30 year period 30 year period   

BE-Fl Scheldt No of people potentially affected    11000 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   1000 years 

CZ Elbe Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   Q5, Q20, 

Q100 and 

Q500 

DE Elbe No of people potentially affected 105348  105348  

Percentage of the number of people that 

are potentially affected 

not provided  not provided  

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

not specified, as it 

is different along 

the UoM 

 not specified, as it 

is different along 

the UoM 

 

Eider No of people potentially affected 59  532  

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

10 years return  20 years return  

Danube No of people potentially affected 5910    
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

10 years    

DK Jutland and Funen 

(Odense municipality) 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

20 years    

ES Guadiana Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

T10  T10  

Guadalquivir Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

T10  T10  

Ebro Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

T10  T10  

Jucar Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

T10  T10  

Segura Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

T10  T10  

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

1/5 yr (20%); 1/10 

yr (10%); 1/20 yr 

(5%) 

1/5 yr (20%); 

1/10 yr (10%); 

1/20 yr (5%) 

1/5 yr (20%); 1/10 

yr (10%); 1/20 yr 

(5%) 

 

FR Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   10 years 

IT Po Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this sort 

of flooding 

   318 047 
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   10-50 yr RT 

Central Appenines Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

   120 790 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   20-50 yr RT 

Sicily Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   20-50 RT 

LU Rhine Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

   5226 

Percentage of the number of people in 

the UoM that are potentially affected in 

high risk areas from this source of 

flooding 

   0.95 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   10 years 

LT Nemunas Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

3400 3400 70  

Percentage of the number of people in 

the UoM that are potentially affected in 

high risk areas from this source of 

0.125% 0.125% 0.003%  
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

flooding 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

10% 10% 10%  

NL Rhine Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

   10720 

Percentage of the number of people in 

the UoM that are potentially affected in 

high risk areas from this source of 

flooding 

   85 

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

   1/10 to 1/30 

per year 

PL Vistula Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

153700
(1) 

   

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

10%   10% 

UK South West Number of people potentially affected in 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

36328 24635 36328  

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

≥3.3% (1 in 10 

chance in any 

given year) 

≥3.3% (1 in 10 

chance in any 

given year) 

≥3.3% (1 in 10 

chance in any 

given year) 

 

Anglian Number of people potentially affected in 55904 65102 55904  



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 37 

MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

high risk areas in this UoM from this 

source of flooding 

Percentage of the number of people in 

the UoM that are potentially affected in 

high risk areas from this source of 

flooding 

0.94 1.09 0.94  

Probability associated with high risk 

scenario 

≥3.3% (1 in 30 

chance in any 

given year) 

1 in 30 (3.3%) ≥3.3% (1 in 30 

chance in any 

given year) 

 

Notes: (1) It is not clear whether the risk categories are correct and whether this relates to fluvial flooding 

Table 5.10  Information presented in the FRMP on the number or percentage of potentially affected inhabitants within the risk areas 

associated with the medium probability scenario 

MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

AT Danube Yes Yes No No No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No No No No Yes 

CZ Elbe       Yes 

DE Elbe Yes  Yes     

Eider Yes  Yes     

Danube Yes       

DK Jutland and Funen No/No
(1)

  n/i /No
(1) 
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MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

ES Guadiana Yes  Yes     

Guadalquivir Yes  Yes     

Andalucia 

Mediterranean basins 

No  No     

Ebro Yes  Yes     

Jucar Yes  Yes     

Segura Yes  Yes     

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

FR Loire No No No No No No No 

Rhone No  No     

Adour Garonne No No No No No No No 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

No No No No No No Yes 

IT Po No No No No No No Yes 

Central Appenines No No No No No No Yes 

Southern Appenines No No No No No No No 

Sicily No No No No No No Yes 

LU Rhine       Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

LT Nemunas Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

NL Rhine       Yes 

PL Vistula Yes  Yes    Yes 

SK Danube n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i 

UK Scotland No No No No No No No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

No No No No No No No 

South West Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

Anglian Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan 

prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

n/i No information provided 

Table 5.11  Statistics related to the risk areas associated with the medium probability floods scenario 

MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater No specific source 

AT Danube No of people potentially affected 323117 323117   

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

100 years return 

period 

100 years return 

period 

  

BE-Fl Scheldt No of people potentially affected    70000 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   100 years 
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater No specific source 

CZ Elbe Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   Q5, Q20, Q100 and 

Q500 

DE Elbe No of people potentially affected 378827  378827  

Percentage of the number of people 

that are potentially affected 

not provided  not provided  

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

not specified, as 

it is different 

along the UoM 

 not specified, as 

it is different 

along the UoM 

 

Eider No of people potentially affected 5007  2542  

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

100 years return  100 years return  

Danube No of people potentially affected 17520    

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

100 years return    

DK Jutland and Funen (Odense 

municipality) 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

100 years  100 years  

ES Guadiana Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

T100  T100  

Guadalquivir Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

T100  T100  

Ebro Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

T100  T100  

Jucar Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

T100  T100  
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater No specific source 

Segura Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

T100  T100  

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

1/50 yr (2%); 

1/100 yr (1%) 

1/50 yr (2%); 

1/100 yr (1%) 

1/50 yr (2%); 

1/100 yr (1%) 

 

FR Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   100 years 

IT Po Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

   1 941 218 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   100-200 yr RT 

Central Appenines Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

   102 230 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   100-200 yr RT 

Sicily Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   100 yr RT 

LU Rhine Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

   14577 

Percentage of the number of people 

in the UoM that are potentially 

   2.65 
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater No specific source 

affected in medium risk areas from 

this source of flooding 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   100 years 

LT Nemunas Number of people in the UoM 

potentially affected in medium risk 

areas from this source of flooding 

15600 15600 490  

Percentage of the number of people 

in the UoM that are potentially 

affected in medium risk areas from 

this source of flooding 

0.57% 0.57% 0.02%  

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

1% 1% 1%  

NL Rhine Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

   914417 

Percentage of the number of people 

in the UoM that are potentially 

affected in medium risk areas from 

this source of flooding 

   76% in protected 

areas, 79% in 

unprotected areas 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

   1/100 to 1/300 per 

year 

PL Vistula Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

29500  21000  
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater No specific source 

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

1%  1% 1% 

UK South West Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

59506 39928 59506  

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

<3.3% (1 in 30) 

but ≥1% (1 in 

100) 

1 in 100 (1%) <3.3% (1 in 30) 

but ≥1% (1 in 

100) 

 

Anglian Number of people potentially affected 

in medium risk areas in this UoM from 

this source of flooding 

145655 99600 145655  

Percentage of the number of people 

in the UoM that are potentially 

affected in medium risk areas from 

this source of flooding 

2.44 1.67 2.44  

Probability associated with medium 

risk scenario 

<3.3% (1 in 30) 

but ≥1% (1 in 

100) 

1 in 100 (1%) <3.3% (1 in 30) 

but ≥1% (1 in 

100) 
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Table 5.12  Information presented in the FRMP on the number or percentage of potentially affected inhabitants within the risk areas 

associated with the low probability scenario 

MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

AT Danube Yes Yes No No No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No No No No Yes 

CZ Elbe       Yes 

DE Elbe Yes  Yes     

Eider Yes  Yes     

Danube Yes       

DK Jutland and Funen No/Yes
(1) 

 n/i /Yes
(1) 

    

ES Guadiana Yes  Yes     

Guadalquivir Yes  Yes     

Andalucia 

Mediterranean basins 

No  No     

Ebro Yes  Yes     

Jucar Yes  Yes     

Segura Yes  Yes     

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

FR Loire No No No No No No No 

Rhone Yes  Yes     
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MS RBD/UoM Fluvial Pluvial Seawater Groundwater AWBs
(1) 

Other 
No specific 

source 

Adour Garonne No No No No No No No 

Sceldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

No No No No No No Yes 

IT Po No No No No No No Yes 

Central Appenines No No No No No No Yes 

Southern Appenines No No No No No No No 

Sicily No No No No No No Yes 

LU Rhine       Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

NL Rhine       Yes 

PL Vistula Yes  Yes    Yes 

SK Danube n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i 

UK Scotland No No No No No No No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

No No No No No No No 

South West Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

Anglian Yes Yes Yes No No No No 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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n/i No information provided 

 

Table 5.13  Statistics related to the risk areas associated with the low probability floods scenario 

MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

AT Danube No of people potentially 

affected 

557868 557868   

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

300 year return period 30 year 

return 

period 

  

BE-Fl Scheldt No of people potentially 

affected 

   139000 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   10 years 

CZ Elbe Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   Q5, Q20, Q100 

and Q500 

DE Elbe No of people potentially 

affected 

1570860  1570860  

Percentage of the No of 

people that are potentially 

affected 

not provided  not provided  

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

not specified, as it is 

different along the UoM 

 not specified, as it is 

different along the UoM 
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

Eider No of people potentially 

affected 

5246  21463  

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

200 years return  200 years return  

Danube No people potentially affected 57200    

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

No information    

DK Jutland and Funen 

(Odense municipality) 

Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

Information is given in a 

raster map so it is only 

possible to see the no of 

people affected per grid 

 Information is given in a 

raster map so it is only 

possible to see the no of 

people affected per grid 

 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

1000 years  1000 years  

ES Guadiana Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

T500  T500  

Guadalquivir Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

T500  T500  

Ebro Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

T500  T500  

Jucar Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

T500  T500  

Segura Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

T500  T500  
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

1/250 yr (0.4%); 1/100 yr 

(0.1%) 

1/250 yr 

(0.4%); 

1/100 yr 

(0.1%) 

1/250 yr (0.4%); 1/100 yr 

(0.1%) 

 

FR Rhone Number of people potentially 

affected in high risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

5.5 million  229 000  

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the 

North Sea 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   1000 years 

IT Po Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

   3 864 476 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   <500 yr RT 

Central Appenines Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

   18 713 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   500 yr RT 
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

Sicily Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   300 yr RT 

LU Rhine Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

   25330 

Percentage of the number of 

people in the UoM that are 

potentially affected in low risk 

areas from this source of 

flooding 

   4.61 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   >100 years 

LT Nemunas Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

50300 50300 2240  

Percentage of the number of 

people in the UoM that are 

potentially affected in low risk 

areas from this source of 

flooding 

1.85% 1.85% 0.08%  

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

0.1% 0.1% 0.1%  
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

NL Rhine Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

   6624680 

Percentage of the number of 

people in the UoM that are 

potentially affected in low risk 

areas from this source of 

flooding 

   64.6% in protected 

areas, 77% in 

unprotected areas 

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

   1/500 to 1/10000 

per year 

PL Vistula Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

413400  28000  

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

0.2%  0.2% 0.2% 

UK South West Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

166222 178538 166222  

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

<10% (1 in 100) but 

≥0.1% (1 in 1000) 

1 in 1000 

(0.1%) 

<10% (1 in 100) but 

≥0.1% (1 in 1000) 

 

Anglian Number of people potentially 

affected in low risk areas in 

336818 480779 336818  
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MS RBD/UoM Statistic Fluvial Pluvial Seawater 
No specific 

source 

this UoM from this source of 

flooding 

Percentage of the number of 

people in the UoM that are 

potentially affected in low risk 

areas from this source of 

flooding 

5.64 8.05 5.64  

Probability associated with low 

risk scenario 

<1% (1 in 100) but ≥0.1% 

(1 in 1000) 

1 in 1000 

(0.1%) 

<1% (1 in 100) but ≥0.1% 

(1 in 1000) 

 

 

Table 5.14  Statistics on the people potentially affected by flooding where the information is not presented by source, or by flooding 

scenario 

MS RBD/UoM 
Number of people potentially affected in this UoM 

from flooding 

Percentage of the number of 

people in the UoM that are 

potentially affected from 

flooding 

CZ Elbe 4616 by Q5, 26232 by Q20, 103104 by Q1000 and 

323942 by Q500. 56112 by unacceptable risk (as defined 

by the MS) 

2.6% by Q100, 1.4% by 

unacceptable risk 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

10000 for Pori and 300 for Huittinen (rough estimates that 

do not differentiate between scenarios) 

 

SK Danube 17331  
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MS RBD/UoM 
Number of people potentially affected in this UoM 

from flooding 

Percentage of the number of 

people in the UoM that are 

potentially affected from 

flooding 

UK South West 3445412  
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Table 5.15  Other statistics presented 

MS RBD/UoM Risk to economic activity Risk to environment Risk to cultural heritage 

AT Danube No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No 

CZ Elbe No No No 

DE Elbe Yes Yes No 

Eider Yes Yes Yes 

Danube n/i Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No No No/Yes
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir Yes Yes Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins No No No 

Ebro Yes Yes Yes 

Jucar Yes Yes Yes 

Segura Yes Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes Yes 

FR Loire No No No 

Rhone Yes Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne No No No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

No No No 
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MS RBD/UoM Risk to economic activity Risk to environment Risk to cultural heritage 

North Sea 

IT Po Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines Yes Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines No No No 

Sicily Yes Yes Yes 

LU Rhine Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes Yes Yes 

NL Rhine No No No 

PL Vistula No No No 

SK Danube Yes Yes Yes 

UK Scotland No No No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No No No 

South West Yes  Yes  Yes 

Anglian Yes  Yes  Yes  

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

n/i No information provided 
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6. Setting of Objectives 

6.1 Headlines 

 Twenty eight of the 32 plans screened included objectives for the management of flood 

risk. 

 Twenty nine of the 32 plans screened included objectives to reduce the risk of flooding, 

however the objectives are only specific and measurable in 8 of the plans. An objective 

not to increase the risk of flooding has been included in 14 of the plans. 

 Twenty two of the plans include objectives to reduce the consequences of flooding. 

 Twenty five plans include objectives established to reduce the likelihood of flooding, 21 

of which include objectives to increase the use of NWRM. 

 Only four of the plans include objectives on the use of preventative and protective 

measures, however, 25 plans include objectives on preparedness measures. 

 Co-ordination of the setting of objectives has been achieved between regions in 14 

RBDs/UoM, whilst co-ordination between Member States has been achieved in half of 

the RBDs/UoM that are part of international RBDs/UoM. 

 Public consultation on the objectives took place in the development of 18 of the 32 

plans assessed. 

6.2 Introduction 

Annex A of the Floods Directive requires “a description of the appropriate objectives of flood 

risk management, established in accordance with Article 7(2)” to be included in the flood risk 

management plan. This section presents the information that has been provided on the 

objectives set. 

6.3 Objectives for the management of flood risk (Article 7.2) 

The information provided on the establishment of objectives for the management of flood risk 

is shown in Table 6.1. Of the 32 plans screened only three clearly did not include objectives 

for the management of flood risk (Jutland and Funen (DK Holstebro municipality), Scotland 

and Northern Ireland (UK). In the Vistula (PL), no information was available as to whether 

objectives had been set or not. In 20 of the plans objectives have been set for identified areas 

of potential significant flood risk, and for seven of the others objectives have been set for 

areas covered by Article 13.1.b. Although Italy has applied art. 13.1 (b) to all UoMs, and no 
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PFRA/APSFR identification was necessary by 2011, the Southern Apennines District 

Authority and the relevant Regions are currently in the process of identifying those areas at 

significant risk (ARS), characterised by high flood flows, significant extension of the floodplain, 

presence of critical populated and productive settlements and strategic infrastructure. For 

each of these ARS they will then identify specific objectives and selected measures. 

6.4 Objectives to reduce the risk of flooding 

The information provided in the draft FRMPs on whether objectives have been set to reduce 

the risk of flooding, and whether objectives have been set not to increase the risk of flooding 

is shown in Table 6.2. Of the 32 plans assessed, all but three clearly established objectives to 

reduce the risk of flooding. Scotland and Northern Ireland (UK) have not established such 

objectives and it was not clear whether objectives had been established in the Holstebro 

municipality’s plan for the Jutland and Funen RBD/UoM. The administrative level at which the 

objectives have been applied is clear in 21 plans. However, the situation is less positive when 

it comes to the clarity of the objectives set, they are considered to be specific and measurable 

in only 8 plans. An objective not to increase the risk of flooding has been established in 14 

plans. 

6.5 Objectives established to reduce the consequences of flooding 

The objectives that have been established to reduce the consequences of flooding are shown 

in Table 6.3. Of the 32 plans assessed, eight do not include objectives to reduce the overall 

consequences of flooding, and it is not clear in a further two plans whether such objectives 

have been established. Objectives to reduce the adverse consequences on the environment 

have been established in 20 plans, as have objectives to reduce the adverse consequences 

on economic activity. Objectives to reduce the adverse consequences on human health have 

been established in 19 plans, whilst objectives to reduce the adverse consequences on 

cultural heritage have been established in 17 plans. Objectives to reduce the number of 

dwellings flooded have been established in seven plans and objectives to reduce the number 

of fatalities from flooding have been established in only two plans. 

6.6 Objectives established to reduce the likelihood of flooding 

Information on the objectives established to reduce the likelihood of flooding is displayed in 

Table 6.4 and have been established in 25 plans. Twenty one of the plans include objectives 

for the increase in the use of NWRM, whilst 17 include objectives to make space for water 

through land use and spatial planning.  

6.7 Objectives established in terms of preventative and protective measures 

Information on the objectives established in terms of preventative and protective measures is 

displayed in Table 6.5. Such objectives have been included in only 4 of the 32 draft Flood 

Risk Management Plans screened. Three of these have been established in terms of the 
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length (km) of embankments to be restored and one has been established in terms of the 

area (km
2
) subject to controlled flooding. 

6.8 Objectives established in terms of the degree of preparedness 

Information on the objectives established in terms of the degree of preparedness is presented in   
in   
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Table 6.6 which shows that this type of objective has been included in 25 of the 32 plans 

assessed. Objectives to improve response times to flash flood alerts have been included in 7 

of the plans, objectives to improve flood forecasting have been included in 22 of the plans and 

objectives to improve flood awareness in the general population has been included in 23 of 

the plans. 

6.9 Co-ordination of objectives across regions 

Information on the level of co-ordination in the establishment of objectives between regions 

within a Member State is shown in Table 6.7. It is clear that co-ordination has been achieved 

in 14 of the plans, and that it has been partially achieved in two of the plans. It is also clear 

that co-ordination has not been achieved in eight of the plans, and the situation is not clear in 

a further eight plans. 

6.10 Co-ordination of objectives across Member States 

Information on the level of co-ordination in the establishment of objectives in international 

UoM is presented in Table 6.8. Co-ordination is reported to have been achieved in nine of the 

plans, in six plans it is not clear whether co-ordination has been achieved, whilst in three 

plans the assessors state that this has not been achieved.  

6.11 Consultation on objectives 

Information on whether the stakeholders were consulted during the establishment of 

objectives is presented in Table 6.9. This shows that it is clear that consultation has taken 

place or is underway in 18 of the 32 plans assessed, it is not clear in four plans, and 

objectives weren’t established in two of the plans (so there could have been no consultation). 

It is clear that consultation has not yet taken place in eight of the plans. 

Table 6.1  Information included in the dFRMPs on the establishment of objectives 

for the management of flood risk 

MS RBD/UoM 

Objectives 

established for 

the management 

of flood risk 

For identified 

areas of potential 

significant flood 

risk 

For areas 

covered by 

Article 13.1b 

AT Danube Yes All Not relevant 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes No All 

CZ Elbe Yes All Not relevant 

DE Elbe Yes All  

Eider Yes All  

Danube Yes All Not relevant 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 59 

MS RBD/UoM 

Objectives 

established for 

the management 

of flood risk 

For identified 

areas of potential 

significant flood 

risk 

For areas 

covered by 

Article 13.1b 

DK Jutland and Funen No/Yes
(1) 

Not relevant 

/All
(1) 

Not relevant /Not 

relevant
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes All Not relevant 

Guadalquivir Yes All Not relevant 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Yes All Not relevant 

Ebro Yes All Not relevant 

Jucar Yes All Not relevant 

Segura Yes All Not relevant 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes All Not relevant 

FR Loire Yes All Not relevant 

Rhone Yes All Not relevant 

Adour Garonne Yes All Not relevant 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

North Sea 

Yes All Not relevant 

IT Po Yes No All 

Central Appenines Yes No All 

Southern Appenines Yes No No
(2) 

Sicily Yes Not relevant All 

LU Rhine Yes Not relevant All
(3) 

LT Nemunas Yes All Not relevant 

NL Rhine Yes All Not relevant 

PL Vistula n/i n/i Not relevant 

SK Danube Yes All Not relevant 

UK Scotland No   

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No   

South West Yes Not relevant All 

Anglian Yes Not relevant All 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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(2) Although Italy has applied art. 13.1 (b) to all UoMs, and no PFRA/APSFR identification was 

necessary by 2011, the Southern Apennines District Authority and the relevant Regions are currently in 

the process of identifying those areas at significant risk (ARS), characterised by high flood flows, 

significant extension of the floodplain, presence of critical populated and productive settlements and 

strategic infrastructure. For each of these ARS they will then identify specific objectives and selected 

measures. 

(3) The draft FRMP states that LU decided to apply Art.13.1.b. on the basis that a preliminary flood risk 

assessment had been carried out as part of the 'Interreg III B TIMIS Flood' project; the outcome was co-

ordinated with the authorities of the riparian states and finalised by 22 December 2011 (The flood 

hazard and risk maps were based on this preliminary assessment). The plan is to first review this 

assessment in 2018 and subsequently every 6 years. (see LU Draft FRMP of 22,12. 2014 , Section 6.2, 

p.65-66 - in German). 

Table 6.2  Information provided in the dFRMPs on objectives established to reduce 

the risk of flooding 

MS RBD/UoM 

Objectives 

established to 

reduce risk of 

flooding 

Objectives 

specific and 

measurable 

Level at which 

they have 

been 

established 

Objective not 

to increase 

the risk of 

flooding 

AT Danube Yes No National Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes Yes Regional No 

CZ Elbe Yes Yes National Yes 

DE Elbe Yes No National Yes 

Eider Yes No Regional Yes 

Danube Yes Yes Regional Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Not 

clear/Yes
(1) 

 Not clear
(1) 

Local
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes No Not clear No 

Guadalquivir Yes No Not clear No 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

Yes Not clear Not clear No 

Ebro Yes No Not clear No 

Jucar Yes Not clear Not clear No 

Segura Yes Not clear Not clear No 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

Yes No  Yes 

FR Loire Yes No National Yes 

Rhone Yes No National Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Objectives 

established to 

reduce risk of 

flooding 

Objectives 

specific and 

measurable 

Level at which 

they have 

been 

established 

Objective not 

to increase 

the risk of 

flooding 

Adour Garonne Yes No National Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

Yes No National Yes 

IT Po Yes Yes Local No 

Central Appenines Yes Yes Regional No 

Southern Appenines Yes Yes Not clear No 

Sicily Yes No Regional No 

LU Rhine Yes No National Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes Yes National Yes 

NL Rhine Yes No Regional Yes 

PL Vistula Yes Not clear Regional Not clear 

SK Danube Yes Yes National Not clear 

UK Scotland No   No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

No   No 

South West Yes No Local Not clear 

Anglian Yes No Local Not clear 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municiplaity. 
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Table 6.3  Objectives established to reduce the consequence of flooding 

MS RBD/UoM 

Reduction in 

number of 

fatalities 

Reduction in 

the number of 

dwellings 

flooded 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

human health 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

cultural heritage 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

the environment 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

economic activity 

AT Danube No No No No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

CZ Elbe No Yes Yes Not clear Yes Yes 

DE Elbe No No No No No No 

Eider No No No No No No 

Danube No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No/No
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

No/Not clear
(1) 

No/Not clear 
(1) 

No/Not clear
(1) 

ES Guadiana No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean 

basins 

No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ebro No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Jucar No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Segura No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Reduction in 

number of 

fatalities 

Reduction in 

the number of 

dwellings 

flooded 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

human health 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

cultural heritage 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

the environment 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

economic activity 

FR Loire No No Yes No No Yes 

Rhone No Not clear No No No No 

Adour Garonne No No No No No No 

Scheldt, Somme 

and coastal waters 

of the Channel and 

the North Sea 

Not clear Not clear Yes No Yes Yes 

IT Po No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Southern 

Appenines 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Sicily No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LU Rhine Not clear Not clear Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NL Rhine Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear 

PL Vistula No No No No No No 

SK Danube Not clear Not clear Yes Yes Yes Yes 

UK Scotland No No No No No No 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

No No No No No No 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Reduction in 

number of 

fatalities 

Reduction in 

the number of 

dwellings 

flooded 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

human health 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

cultural heritage 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

the environment 

Reduction of the 

adverse 

consequences on 

economic activity 

South West Not clear Yes Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Anglian Not clear Yes Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan 

prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 6.4  Objectives established to reduce the likelihood of flooding 

MS RBD/UoM 
Objectives 

set? 

Increase in 

NWRM 

Space for 

water through 

land use and 

spatial 

planning 

AT Danube No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No 

CZ Elbe Yes Yes Yes 

DE Elbe Yes Yes Yes 

Eider Yes Yes Yes 

Danube Yes Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes/Not clear
(1) 

Yes/No
(1) 

Not clear/No
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes Yes Not clear 

Guadalquivir Yes Yes Not clear 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean basins 

Yes Yes Not clear 

Ebro Yes Yes Not clear 

Jucar Yes Yes Not clear 

Segura Yes Yes Not clear 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes No Yes 

FR Loire Yes No Yes 

Rhone Yes Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne Yes Yes Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the 

North Sea 

Yes Yes Yes 

IT Po Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines Yes Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines No No No 

Sicily Yes No Yes 

LU Rhine Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas No No No 

NL Rhine No   
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MS RBD/UoM 
Objectives 

set? 

Increase in 

NWRM 

Space for 

water through 

land use and 

spatial 

planning 

PL Vistula Yes Yes Not clear 

SK Danube Yes Yes Yes 

UK Scotland No   

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

No   

South West Yes Yes Yes 

Anglian Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been 

based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the 

second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 6.5  Objectives established in terms of preventative and protective measures  

MS RBD/UoM 
Objectives 

set? 

In terms of km of embankments to 

be restored 

In terms of area (km
2
) subject to 

controlled flooding 

AT Danube No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No 

CZ Elbe No No No 

DE Elbe Yes No No 

Eider No No No 

Danube No No No 

DK Jutland and Funen No/Yes
(1) 

Not relevant /Yes
(1) 

Not relevant /No
(1) 

ES Guadiana No No No 

Guadalquivir No No No 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins No No No 

Ebro No No No 

Jucar No No No 

Segura No No No 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea Yes Yes Yes 

FR Loire No No No 

Rhone No No No 

Adour Garonne No No No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

No No No 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Objectives 

set? 

In terms of km of embankments to 

be restored 

In terms of area (km
2
) subject to 

controlled flooding 

IT Po No No No 

Central Appenines No No No 

Southern Appenines No No No 

Sicily No No No 

LU Rhine No No No 

LT Nemunas No No No 

NL Rhine Yes Yes No 

PL Vistula No No No 

SK Danube No No No 

UK Scotland No No No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No No No 

South West Not clear Not clear Not clear 

Anglian No No No 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 6.6  Objectives established in terms of the degree of preparedness 

MS RBD/UoM 
Objectives 

established? 

Improved response time 

to flash flood alerts 

Improved flood 

forecasting 

Improved flood awareness in 

the general population 

AT Danube No No No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No No No 

CZ Elbe Yes Not clear Yes Yes 

DE Elbe Yes Not clear Yes Yes 

Eider Yes No Yes No 

Danube Yes No No Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes/Yes
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

Yes/No
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes No Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir Yes No Yes Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Yes No Yes Yes 

Ebro Yes No Yes Yes 

Jucar Yes No Yes Yes 

Segura Yes No Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes No Yes Yes 

FR Loire Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Rhone Yes No Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne Yes No No Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of Yes No Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Objectives 

established? 

Improved response time 

to flash flood alerts 

Improved flood 

forecasting 

Improved flood awareness in 

the general population 

the Channel and the North Sea 

IT Po Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines No    

Sicily Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LU Rhine Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas No No No No 

NL Rhine Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PL Vistula Yes Not clear Yes Yes 

SK Danube No    

UK Scotland No    

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No    

South West Yes No Yes Yes 

Anglian Yes No Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 6.7  Co-ordination of objectives between regions within a Member State 

MS RBD/UoM 
Co-ordination of objectives 

between regions within a MS? 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Not clear 

CZ Elbe Yes 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Partially 

ES Guadiana Not clear 

Guadalquivir Not clear 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Not clear 

Ebro Not clear 

Jucar Not clear 

Segura Not clear 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian 

Sea 

Yes 

FR Loire No 

Rhone No 

Adour Garonne Not clear 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

No 

IT Po Yes 

Central Appenines Yes 

Southern Appenines Yes 

Sicily No 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 

UK Scotland No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Co-ordination of objectives 

between regions within a MS? 

South West No 

Anglian No 

Table 6.8  Co-ordination of objectives in International UoM 

MS RBD/UoM 

Co-ordination of 

objectives in international 

UoM 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Not clear 

CZ Elbe Not clear 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Not relevant 

ES Guadiana No 

Guadalquivir Not relevant 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Not relevant 

Ebro Not clear 

Jucar Not relevant 

Segura Not relevant 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea Not relevant 

FR Loire Not relevant 

Rhone Yes 

Adour Garonne No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines Not relevant 

Southern Appenines Not relevant 

Sicily Not relevant 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas Not clear 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Co-ordination of 

objectives in international 

UoM 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Not clear 

SK Danube Not clear 

UK Scotland Not relevant 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Yes 

South West Not relevant 

Anglian Not relevant 

Table 6.9  Consultation with stakeholders on establishment of objectives 

MS RBD/UoM 
Consultation carried out 

with stakeholders? 

AT Danube No 

BE-Fl Scheldt Not clear 

CZ Elbe Not clear 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No/Not clear
(1) 

ES Guadiana No 

Guadalquivir No 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins No 

Ebro No 

Jucar No 

Segura No 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea Yes 

FR Loire Yes 

Rhone Yes 

Adour Garonne Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Consultation carried out 

with stakeholders? 

IT Po Yes 

Central Appenines Yes 

Southern Appenines Yes 

Sicily Yes 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas Yes 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Not clear 

UK Scotland No objectives set 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No objectives set 

South West Yes 

Anglian Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 75 

7. Measures 

7.1 Headlines 

 Twenty nine of the thirty two plans include information on the measures to be put in 

place, 18 of which include estimates of the numbers of measures to be put in place, 

although only 12 of these provide information on the budget available. Twenty five of 

the plans differentiate the measures by type. 

 Only eight of the plans that include measures make it clear how they will contribute to 

the achievement of the objectives. 

 A time horizon for the implementation and completion of the measures has been 

included in 13 of the plans, and information on funding mechanisms for the measures 

has been provided in 11 of the plans. 

 All types of measure are being used and there is no specific emphasis or priority being 

placed on any one type of measure. Twenty two of the plans include NWRM. 

 Measures have been prioritised in 22 of the plans, and the methodology is clearly 

explained in most of these. However, only 4 of the plans have explicitly cited cost-

benefit analysis as a tool that has been used for the prioritisation. 

 Twenty of the plans make it clear how implementation of the measures will be 

monitored but only 12 establish a baseline. 

 Only half of the RBDs/UoM that are a part of an international RBD/UoM report that co-

ordination of the measures has been achieved between the Member States. 

 Stakeholders have been consulted on the measures in just over 50% of the plans. 

 In 7 of the plans the dFRMP is fully integrated into the second dRBMP. Co-ordination of 

the plans has taken place for a further 16 dFRMPs. 

7.2 Overview of planned measures 

The Floods Directive (Article 7.3) states that “Flood risk management plans shall include 

measures for achieving the objectives established in accordance with paragraph 2 and shall 

include the components set out in Part A of the Annex. Flood risk management plans shall 

address all aspects of flood risk management focusing on prevention, protection, 

preparedness, including flood forecasts and early warning systems and taking into account 

the characteristics of the particular river basin or sub-basin. Flood risk management plans 
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may also include the promotion of sustainable land use practices, improvement of water 

retention as well as the controlled flooding of certain areas in the case of a flood event.” The 

information presented in the screened plans on the planned measures is summarised in Table 

7.1. 

Three of the 32 screened draft Flood Risk Management Plans do not include any measures 

(Nemunas (LT), Scotland and Northern Ireland (UK)). Eighteen of the plans provide an 

estimate for the number of planned measures and 12 provide estimated budget figures. The 

measures are considered to be specific (including location) and measurable in 17 of the 

plans, and have been set at a mixture of local (11 plans), regional (2 plans) and national (5 

plans) level.  

It is clear how, and by how much, the measures will contribute to the objectives and that the 

objectives will be achieved in only 8 of the plans. For example, the draft plan for the Czech 

part of the Elbe states that the effectiveness of the implemented measures will be 

demonstrated by the degree of achievement of the objectives set in the plan. The 

effectiveness will be evaluated by the end of the planning cycle for all APSFRs using the 

following criteria for Objectives 1 and 2
1
:  

i) change of the area at unacceptable risk,  

ii) change of the number of people at unacceptable risk,  

iii) change of the number of objects at unacceptable risk, and  

iv) individual assessment of sensitive objects.  

For objective 3
2
 the following criteria will be applied:  

i) change of the updated flood risk management plans in municipalities including 

assessment of the quality of a plan,  

ii) change of the number of the urbanisation plans in municipalities including assessment 

of the quality of a plan,  

iii) change of the number of profiles used for flood warning and forecasting,  

                                                      

1
  Objective 1: To prevent new risk areas and reduce the unacceptable risk. Objective 2: To reduce the 

rate of floods.  

2
  Objective 3: Increase the readiness of the population and the resilience of buildings, infrastructure, 

economic and other activities to the negative effects of floods. 
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iv) change of the number of municipalities having access to flood warning and forecasting 

system. 

In other plans (e.g. for Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea (FI), Po and Central 

Appenines (IT)), the measures are divided according to the objectives set and each of the 

measures is shown to contribute to achieving one of the objectives. In the Finnish plan, the 

measures are also ranked based on their relevance to flood protection, environmental, socio-

economical and technical feasibility. In the Slovakian portion of the Danube a modelling 

approach has been undertaken to assess the potential effect of the existing and planned 

measures based on a number of land-use scenarios. 

A time horizon for the implementation and completion of the measures has been included in 

13 of the plans and information on how the measures will be funded has been included in 11 

of the plans. In Germany, a national Flood Action Programme has been agreed which will 

support measures such as dyke relocation/new retention areas, controlled retention, and 

removal of weak points in the current infrastructure. In Finland a majority of the funding 

appears to be from the Flood Centre and Centre for Economic Development, Transport and 

the Environment (ELY) and regional and local (city) governments. However, for the largest 

investments (such as construction of a channel in Pori) investments from private sources (for 

example the power company) are also foreseen. In Sicily (IT) the main sources are national 

funding (Cohesion and Action Plan) and European funding (ERDF). The plan for the Vistual 

also mentions a number of European Funds (Cohesion Fund (Operational Programme 

Infrastructure and Environment); European Regional Development Fund (Regional 

Operational Programmes), World Bank, Council of Europe Development Bank, European 

Investment Bank) alongside national, regional, and local funding. In the South West (UK) 

plan, a number of sources are mentioned including grant funding, and seeking contributions 

from developers. 

The measures have been differentiated by type in 25 of the plans and will be discussed in 

more detail in the following sections of this report. Many of the plans differentiate the 

measures according to the catalogue of measures produced by the CIS Working Group on 

Floods. In addition to this, some RBDs/UoM have also differentiated measures by the level at 

which they are applied (national, regional local), whether they are structural or non-structural 

interventions, the type of flood risk that they address, or whether they are social, 

environmental or economic measures. 

7.3 Main focus and priority in setting objectives and planning of measures 

From this limited screening of the draft plans, at an EU level it appears that all types of 

measure are being used and that there does not seem to be any specific emphasis or priority 

being placed on any one type of measure. For example, in the draft plan for the Scheldt (BE-

Fl) an optimal mix of protective, preventative and preparedness measures is selected so that 

the residual risk can be reduced to a socially acceptable level, whilst in the Czech plan for the 

Elbe three priorities are balanced: 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 78 

 avoiding new flood risks and reducing areas at unacceptable risk,  

 reducing the existing flood risk; and  

 increasing resilience and preparedness against the adverse effects of floods. 

Some plans, such as the Odense municipality’s plan for the Jutland and Funen RBD/UoM and 

the plans for the Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian Sea (FI), Central and Southern 

Appenines (IT), Guadiana and Andalucia Mediterranean basins (ES) focus on protection 

against the effects of flooding. Others, such as the plan for Sicily (IT), Rhine (LU and NL), 

Vistula (PL), Danube (DK) and Guadalquivir, Segura and Jucar (ES) focus on the prevention 

of flooding, both current and future risks. The plans for the Ebro (ES) and the four UK plans 

(Scotland, Northern Ireland, South West and Anglian) focus on preparedness measures. 

7.4 Preventative measures 

Information on preventative measures is provided in Table 7.2. The number of planned 

preventative measures has been provided in 24 of the screened plans, and an estimated 

budget has been provided in 9 plans. Twenty seven of the draft plans indicated that one or 

more type of preventative measure would be put in place. Figure 7.1 shows the number of 

draft FRMPs containing each type of preventative measure. 

Figure 7.1  Number of plans containing specific types of preventative measure 
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7.5 Protective Measures 

Information on protective measures is provided in Table 7.3. The number of planned 

protective measures has been provided in 24 of the screened plans, and an estimated budget 

has been provided in 8 plans. Twenty nine of the draft plans indicated that one or more type 

of protective measure would be put in place. Figure 7.2 shows the number of draft FRMPs 

containing each type of protective measure. 

Figure 7.2  Number of plans containing specific types of protective measure 
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Figure 7.3  Number of plans containing specific types of preparedness measure 
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7.8 Prioritisation of measures and cost benefit analysis 

Information on the prioritisation of measures and whether cost benefit analysis was used in 

the prioritisation is displayed in Table 7.6. Measures are prioritised in 22 of the 32 screened 

plans and the methodology used for that prioritisation has been explained in all but two of 

those plans. Cost benefit analysis has been explicitly cited as having been used as a tool for 

prioritisation in only four of the plans, it is not clear whether or not it has been used as a tool in 

a further 10 plans. Cost benefit analysis has not been explicitly mentioned as a tool for 

assessing measures with transnational effects in any of the plans. 

7.9 Monitoring the progress of implementation of the measures 

The information available in the draft plans regarding how the implementation of measures 

will be monitored is displayed in Table 7.7. Twenty of the draft FRMPs describe how progress 

with implementation will be monitored, but only twelve establish a clear baseline against 

which progress can be monitored. 

7.10 Co-ordination of measures in International UoM 

The information available in the draft plans regarding how the measures have been co-

ordinated in international UoM is displayed in Table 7.8. Co-ordination is reported as having 

been achieved in nine of the eighteen RBDs/UoMs that have been screened and which are 

part of international RBDs/UoMs. It is not clear whether co-ordination has been achieved in 

four of the plans, and it is stated that co-ordination has not been achieved in three of the 

plans. In two of the plans for an RBD/UoM that are part of an international RBD/UoM 

measures have not been presented in the plan.  

7.11 Consultation on measures and availability of draft FRMPs to the public 

Information on consultation and availability of the draft FRMPs to stakeholders and the public 

is presented in Table 7.9. It is clear from 17 of the 32 screened draft plans that stakeholders 

have been or are in the process of being consulted on the measures included in the plans. 

Thirty one of the thirty two plans were published on national web-pages. 

7.12 Co-ordination and integration of FRMP with Water Framework Directive 
River Basin Management Plans (RBMP) 

Information on the co-ordination and integration of the FRMP with the second WFD RBMPs is 

provided in Table 7.10. It is clear that the development of the FRMPs has been co-ordinated 

with the development of the second WFD RBMPs in 23 of the draft FRMPs. It is not clear in 

eight of the plans whether this is the case, but one of plans clearly states that it has not been 

co-ordinated with the RBMP. The FRMP has been integrated into the second RBMP in 7 

RBDs/UoM. 
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Table 7.1  Overview of planned measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

planned 

measures 

Overall 

budget of 

planned 

measures 

Are measures 

specific 

(including 

location) and 

measureable? 

At what 

level? 

Is it clear how, and by how 

much the measures will 

contribute to the 

objectives, and that the 

objectives will be 

achieved? 

Is it mentioned 

how measures 

will be funded? 

Is there a time 

horizon for 

implementation and 

completion of 

individual measures 

Are the planned 

measures 

differentiated 

by type? 

AT Danube n/i n/i No  No Yes Yes Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt 16 n/i No  No No No No 

CZ Elbe 73 CZK6435.6 

million 

Yes Local Yes Not clear Not clear Yes 

DE Elbe Not clear  No  No Yes No Yes 

Eider Not clear  Partly Local No No No Yes 

Danube n/i  No  Not clear No Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and 

Funen 

n/i/20
(1) 

n/i /DK 77.1-

86.6 

million
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

n/i 

/Local
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

No/Not clear
(1) 

ES Guadiana n/i €60.76 

million 

Yes National Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir n/i €47.57 

million 

Not clear  Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean 

basins 

n/i €12.695 

million 

Yes National Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Ebro n/i €120.23 

million 

Yes National Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Jucar n/i €60.7 million Yes National Not clear Yes Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

planned 

measures 

Overall 

budget of 

planned 

measures 

Are measures 

specific 

(including 

location) and 

measureable? 

At what 

level? 

Is it clear how, and by how 

much the measures will 

contribute to the 

objectives, and that the 

objectives will be 

achieved? 

Is it mentioned 

how measures 

will be funded? 

Is there a time 

horizon for 

implementation and 

completion of 

individual measures 

Are the planned 

measures 

differentiated 

by type? 

Segura n/i €48.94 

million 

Yes National Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian 

Sea 

20 €9-10 million Yes Local Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FR Loire 45 n/i No  No No No Yes 

Rhone 52 n/i No  No No No Yes 

Adour Garonne 32 n/i No  No No No Yes 

Scheldt, Somme 

and coastal 

waters of the 

Channel and the 

North Sea 

40 n/i No  No No No Yes 

IT Po 24 n/i Yes Local Yes No No Yes 

Central 

Appenines 

25 n/i Yes Local Yes No No Yes 

Southern 

Appenines 

56 €2546million No  Not clear No No Yes 

Sicily 31 n/i Yes Local Yes No Yes Yes 

LU Rhine 637 n/i Yes Local Not clear No No Yes 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

planned 

measures 

Overall 

budget of 

planned 

measures 

Are measures 

specific 

(including 

location) and 

measureable? 

At what 

level? 

Is it clear how, and by how 

much the measures will 

contribute to the 

objectives, and that the 

objectives will be 

achieved? 

Is it mentioned 

how measures 

will be funded? 

Is there a time 

horizon for 

implementation and 

completion of 

individual measures 

Are the planned 

measures 

differentiated 

by type? 

NL Rhine 37 n/i Yes Regional Yes Not clear No Yes 

PL Vistula 1207 zł 5 181 

million 

Yes Regional Not clear Yes No Yes 

SK Danube 54
(2) 

€400 million Yes Local Yes Not clear Not clear No 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West 953 n/i Yes Local Not clear Yes Yes Yes 

Anglian 1223 n/i Yes Local Not clear No Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

(2) for Hron sub-basin 

n/i No information provided 
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Table 7.2  Preventative measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

preventative 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall budget 

of preventative 

measures. 

Measures to 

prevent the 

location of new or 

additional 

receptors in flood 

prone areas, such 

as land use 

planning policies 

or regulation 

Measures to 

remove receptors 

from flood prone 

areas, or to 

relocate receptors 

to areas of lower 

probability of 

flooding and/or of 

lower hazard 

Measures to adapt 

receptors to reduce 

the adverse 

consequences in 

the event of a flood 

action on buildings, 

public networks 

etc. 

Have NWRM 

been planned? 

Other 

measures to 

enhance flood 

risk prevention 

AT Danube n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes No  

BE-Fl Scheldt 4 n/i Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

CZ Elbe n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DE Elbe 9 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Eider 9 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Danube 22 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen n/i/7
(1) 

n/i/DK 260-

480k
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

Yes/No
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

ES Guadiana 3 €21.04 million Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir 3 €32.27 million Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

4 €2.05 million
(2) 

Yes Yes Yes Not clear Yes 

Ebro 3 €32.45 million Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Jucar 3 €19.9 million Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Segura 3 €29.1 million Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

6 €30-170k Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

FR Loire 21 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

preventative 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall budget 

of preventative 

measures. 

Measures to 

prevent the 

location of new or 

additional 

receptors in flood 

prone areas, such 

as land use 

planning policies 

or regulation 

Measures to 

remove receptors 

from flood prone 

areas, or to 

relocate receptors 

to areas of lower 

probability of 

flooding and/or of 

lower hazard 

Measures to adapt 

receptors to reduce 

the adverse 

consequences in 

the event of a flood 

action on buildings, 

public networks 

etc. 

Have NWRM 

been planned? 

Other 

measures to 

enhance flood 

risk prevention 

Rhone 10 n/i Yes No No Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne 12 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

North Sea 

5 n/i Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

IT Po 11 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines 5 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines 14 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Sicily 14 €4.47 million Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LU Rhine 8 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 

NL Rhine 2 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PL Vistula n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

SK Danube n/i n/i Not clear Not clear Not clear Yes Yes 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West 175 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Anglian 345 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

(2) this is for 2 of the 4 measures. 

Table 7.3  Protective measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

protective 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall budget 

of protective 

measures. 

Measures to 

reduce the 

flow into 

natural or 

artifical 

drainage 

systems 

Measures 

involving 

physical 

interventions 

to regulate 

flows 

Measures involving 

physical interventions 

in freshwater 

channels, mountain 

streams, estuaries, 

coastal waters and 

flood-prone areas of 

land 

Measures 

involving 

physical 

interventions 

to reduce 

surgace water 

flooding 

Dredging of 

rivers to 

increase river 

channel 

capacity 

Other 

measures 

AT Danube n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt 6 n/i Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

CZ Elbe n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Not clear Yes 

DE Elbe 12 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Eider 6 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes 

Danube 18 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen n/i/9
(1) 

n/i/DK 43.6-

52.6 million
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

Yes/Yes
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

No/No
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

ES Guadiana 7 €36.55 million No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir 4 €2.5 million No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

7 €8.69 million No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ebro 7 €37.72 million No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Jucar 7 €15 million No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

protective 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall budget 

of protective 

measures. 

Measures to 

reduce the 

flow into 

natural or 

artifical 

drainage 

systems 

Measures 

involving 

physical 

interventions 

to regulate 

flows 

Measures involving 

physical interventions 

in freshwater 

channels, mountain 

streams, estuaries, 

coastal waters and 

flood-prone areas of 

land 

Measures 

involving 

physical 

interventions 

to reduce 

surgace water 

flooding 

Dredging of 

rivers to 

increase river 

channel 

capacity 

Other 

measures 

Segura 7 €16.74 million No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

8 €8.9-9.6 

million 

No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FR Loire 12 n/i No Yes Yes No No Yes 

Rhone 15 n/i Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 

Adour Garonne 8 n/i Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North 

Sea 

9 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

IT Po 4 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines 12 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Southern Appenines 20 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Sicily 11 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LU Rhine 11 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 

NL Rhine 26 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PL Vistula n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

SK Danube n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Not clear Not clear Not clear 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

protective 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall budget 

of protective 

measures. 

Measures to 

reduce the 

flow into 

natural or 

artifical 

drainage 

systems 

Measures 

involving 

physical 

interventions 

to regulate 

flows 

Measures involving 

physical interventions 

in freshwater 

channels, mountain 

streams, estuaries, 

coastal waters and 

flood-prone areas of 

land 

Measures 

involving 

physical 

interventions 

to reduce 

surgace water 

flooding 

Dredging of 

rivers to 

increase river 

channel 

capacity 

Other 

measures 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West 494 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Anglian 495 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

Table 7.4  Preparedness measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

preparedness 

measures 

planned 

Estimated overall 

budget of 

preparedness 

measures. 

Measures to 

establish or 

enhance a flood 

forecasting or early 

warning system 

Measures to 

establish or enhance 

flood event 

institutional 

emergency response 

planning 

Measures to establish 

or enhance public 

awareness or 

preparedness for 

flood events 

Other 

preparedness 

measures 

AT Danube n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt 2 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

CZ Elbe n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i n/i 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

preparedness 

measures 

planned 

Estimated overall 

budget of 

preparedness 

measures. 

Measures to 

establish or 

enhance a flood 

forecasting or early 

warning system 

Measures to 

establish or enhance 

flood event 

institutional 

emergency response 

planning 

Measures to establish 

or enhance public 

awareness or 

preparedness for 

flood events 

Other 

preparedness 

measures 

DE Elbe 5 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Eider 5 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Danube 6 n/i No Not clear Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen n/i/3
(1) 

n/i/DK 310k
(1) 

Yes/No
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

Yes/Yes
(1) 

No/Yes
(1) 

ES Guadiana 5 €3.16 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir 5 €12.8 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean basins 

5 €2 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ebro 5 €50.06 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Jucar 5 €13.8 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Segura 5 €3.1 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

6 €70-230k Yes Yes Yes Yes 

FR Loire 11 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Rhone 25 n/i Yes Not clear Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne 7 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and 

coastal waters of the 

17 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

preparedness 

measures 

planned 

Estimated overall 

budget of 

preparedness 

measures. 

Measures to 

establish or 

enhance a flood 

forecasting or early 

warning system 

Measures to 

establish or enhance 

flood event 

institutional 

emergency response 

planning 

Measures to establish 

or enhance public 

awareness or 

preparedness for 

flood events 

Other 

preparedness 

measures 

Channel and the 

North Sea 

IT Po 6 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Central Appenines 6 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines 18 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Sicily 6 €3.175 million Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LU Rhine 5 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 

NL Rhine 9 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PL Vistula n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

SK Danube n/i n/i Yes Not clear No No 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West 226 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Anglian 184 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the 

Holstebro municipality, the second response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 7.5  Recovery and Review Measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

recovery 

and review 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall 

budget of 

recovery and 

review 

measures. 

Clean up 

and 

restoration 

activities 

Health and 

mental 

health 

supporting 

actions 

Disaster financial 

assistance 

including disaster 

legal assistance, 

disaster 

unemployment 

assistance 

Temporary or 

permanent 

relocation of 

affected 

populations 

Lessons 

learnt 

from 

flood 

events 

Insurance 

policies 

Other 

measures 

AT Danube n/i n/i Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Not clear 

BE-Fl Scheldt 2 n/i Yes No No No No No Yes 

CZ Elbe n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DE Elbe 9 n/i Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Eider 3 n/i Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Danube 6 n/i Yes No No No Yes No Yes 

DK Jutland and 

Funen 

  No No No No No No No 

ES Guadiana 4 €0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Guadalquivir 3 €0 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Andalucia 

Mediterranean 

basins 

4 €0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Ebro 4 €0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Jucar 4 €12 million Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Segura 4 €0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

recovery 

and review 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall 

budget of 

recovery and 

review 

measures. 

Clean up 

and 

restoration 

activities 

Health and 

mental 

health 

supporting 

actions 

Disaster financial 

assistance 

including disaster 

legal assistance, 

disaster 

unemployment 

assistance 

Temporary or 

permanent 

relocation of 

affected 

populations 

Lessons 

learnt 

from 

flood 

events 

Insurance 

policies 

Other 

measures 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian 

Sea 

No measures of this type planned 

FR Loire 2 n/i No No No Yes Yes No No 

Rhone 2 n/i Not clear No No No Yes Yes No 

Adour Garonne 5 n/i No Yes Yes No Yes No No 

Scheldt, 

Somme and 

coastal waters 

of the Channel 

and the North 

Sea 

9 n/i No Yes Yes No Yes No No 

IT Po 2 n/i No No Yes No No Yes No 

Central 

Appenines 

7 n/i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Southern 

Appenines 

4 n/i Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 

Sicily No measures of this type planned 

LU Rhine 1 n/i Yes Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear  

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Number of 

recovery 

and review 

measures 

planned 

Estimated 

overall 

budget of 

recovery and 

review 

measures. 

Clean up 

and 

restoration 

activities 

Health and 

mental 

health 

supporting 

actions 

Disaster financial 

assistance 

including disaster 

legal assistance, 

disaster 

unemployment 

assistance 

Temporary or 

permanent 

relocation of 

affected 

populations 

Lessons 

learnt 

from 

flood 

events 

Insurance 

policies 

Other 

measures 

NL Rhine 1 n/i Yes Not clear Not clear Not clear Not clear Yes  

PL Vistula n/i n/i Yes Yes Yes Not clear Yes Yes  

SK Danube No measures of this type planned 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West 38 n/i No No No No Yes No Yes 

Anglian 22 n/i No No No No Yes No Yes 
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Table 7.6  Prioritisation of measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Have 

measures 

been 

prioritised? 

Is an 

explanation of 

the method of 

prioritisation 

provided? 

Was a cost 

benefit analysis 

used in the 

prioritisation of 

measures? 

Was a cost 

benefit analysis 

used to assess 

measures with 

transnational 

effects? 

AT Danube Yes Yes No No 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes Yes No No 

CZ Elbe Yes Yes No No 

DE Elbe Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

Eider Yes Yes No No 

Danube Yes Yes No No 

DK Jutland and 

Funen 

No/No
(1) 

 n/i/No
(1) 

n/i/No
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

Guadalquivir Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean 

basins 

Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

Ebro Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

Jucar Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

Segura Yes Yes Not clear Not clear 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes Yes No 

FR Loire No  No No 

Rhone No  No No 

Adour Garonne No  No No 

Scheldt, Somme 

and coastal 

waters of the 

Channel and the 

North Sea 

No  No No 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Have 

measures 

been 

prioritised? 

Is an 

explanation of 

the method of 

prioritisation 

provided? 

Was a cost 

benefit analysis 

used in the 

prioritisation of 

measures? 

Was a cost 

benefit analysis 

used to assess 

measures with 

transnational 

effects? 

IT Po Yes Yes No No 

Central 

Appenines 

Yes Yes No No 

Southern 

Appenines 

Yes Yes No No 

Sicily Yes Yes Yes No 

LU Rhine No  No No 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 

NL Rhine No  Not clear Not clear 

PL Vistula Yes Yes Yes Not clear 

SK Danube Yes Yes Yes Not clear 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West Yes No Not clear No 

Anglian Yes No Not clear No 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 7.7  Progress Monitoring 

MS RBD/UoM 

Does the plan describe how 

progress with implementation 

will be monitored? 

Has a baseline been 

established against which 

progress can be monitored? 

AT Danube Yes Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt No No 

CZ Elbe Yes Not clear 

DE Elbe Yes Yes 

Eider Yes No 

Danube Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No No 

ES Guadiana Yes Yes 

Guadalquivir Yes Yes 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean 

basins 

Yes Yes 

Ebro Yes Yes 

Jucar Yes Yes 

Segura Yes Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes 

FR Loire No No 

Rhone No No 

Adour Garonne No No 

Scheldt, Somme 

and coastal waters 

of the Channel and 

the North Sea 

No No 

IT Po No No 

Central Appenines Yes No 

Southern 

Appenines 

No No 

Sicily Not clear No 

LU Rhine Yes Not clear 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Does the plan describe how 

progress with implementation 

will be monitored? 

Has a baseline been 

established against which 

progress can be monitored? 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 

NL Rhine Yes Yes 

PL Vistula Yes No 

SK Danube Yes Yes 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in the plan 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West Yes No 

Anglian Yes No 

 

Table 7.8  Co-ordination of measures in International UoM 

MS RBD/UoM 
Have measures been co-ordinated with MSs sharing 

flood risk areas in international RBDs? 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes 

CZ Elbe Not clear 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Not relevant 

ES Guadiana Not clear 

Guadalquivir Not relevant 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

Not relevant 

Ebro Not clear 

Jucar Not relevant 

Segura Not relevant 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

Not relevant 

FR Loire Not relevant 

Rhone No 
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MS RBD/UoM 
Have measures been co-ordinated with MSs sharing 

flood risk areas in international RBDs? 

Adour Garonne No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and the 

North Sea 

Yes 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines Not relevant 

Southern Appenines Not relevant 

Sicily Not relevant 

LU Rhine Yes 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in the plan 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Not clear 

SK Danube Yes 

UK Scotland Not relevant (although measures are also not presented 

in the plan) 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Measures are not presented in the plan 

South West Not relevant 

Anglian Not relevant 

 

Table 7.9  Consultation on measures and availability of draft plans 

MS RBD/UoM 

Are/were the proposed 

measures for the FRMPs 

consulted with stakeholders? 

Has the draft flood risk management 

plan been made available to the 

public and stakeholders via links on 

national web-pages? 

AT Danube Not clear Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Not clear Yes 

CZ Elbe Not clear Yes 

DE Elbe Yes Yes 

Eider Yes Yes 

Danube Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No/Not clear
(1) 

Yes/Yes
(1) 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Are/were the proposed 

measures for the FRMPs 

consulted with stakeholders? 

Has the draft flood risk management 

plan been made available to the 

public and stakeholders via links on 

national web-pages? 

ES Guadiana Not clear Yes 

Guadalquivir Not clear Yes 

Andalucia Mediterranean 

basins 

Not clear Yes 

Ebro Not clear Yes 

Jucar Not clear Yes 

Segura Not clear Yes 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago 

Sea-Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes 

FR Loire Yes Yes 

Rhone Yes Yes 

Adour Garonne Yes Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal 

waters of the Channel and 

the North Sea 

Yes Yes 

IT Po Yes Yes 

Central Appenines Yes Yes 

Southern Appenines Yes No
(2) 

Sicily Yes Yes 

LU Rhine Yes Yes 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in 

the plan but it is indicated that 

consultation will take place 

Yes 

NL Rhine Yes Yes 

PL Vistula Yes Yes 

SK Danube Not clear Yes 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in 

the plan 

Yes 

Northern Ireland (Neigh 

Bann) 

Measures are not presented in 

the plan 

Yes 

South West Yes Yes 

Anglian Yes Yes 
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Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 

(2) A summary of the draft plan was available, which has been used for the screening. The full draft plan 

has not been made available. 

 

Table 7.10  Co-ordination and Integration of the FRMP and RBMPs 

MS RBD/UoM 

Has the development of the 

FRMPs been co-ordinated with 

the development of the second 

RBMPs? 

Has the FRMP been integrated 

into the second RBMP? 

AT Danube Yes No 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes Yes 

CZ Elbe Yes No 

DE Elbe Yes Not clear 

Eider Yes Yes 

Danube Yes Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen No/Not clear
(1) 

No/Not clear
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes No 

Guadalquivir Not clear No 

Andalucia 

Mediterranean 

basins 

Not clear No 

Ebro Yes No 

Jucar Yes No 

Segura Not clear No 

FI Kokemäenjoki-

Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Yes Yes 

FR Loire Yes No 

Rhone Yes No 

Adour Garonne Yes No 

Scheldt, Somme 

and coastal waters 

of the Channel and 

the North Sea 

Yes No 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Has the development of the 

FRMPs been co-ordinated with 

the development of the second 

RBMPs? 

Has the FRMP been integrated 

into the second RBMP? 

IT Po Yes No 

Central Appenines Yes No 

Southern 

Appenines 

Yes No 

Sicily Yes No 

LU Rhine Not clear No 

LT Nemunas Not clear No 

NL Rhine Yes No 

PL Vistula Yes Yes 

SK Danube Yes No 

UK Scotland Not clear Not clear 

Northern Ireland 

(Neigh Bann) 

Not clear Not clear 

South West Yes Yes 

Anglian Yes Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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8. Role of Climate Change 

8.1 Headlines 

 Climate change does not appear to have been fully considered in the development of 

the dFRMP. 

 In some of the plans it is not clear whether climate change has been considered, or not, 

and therefore it is possible that an improved picture will emerge when the final plans 

are published. 

8.2 Role of climate change 

Table 8.1 shows that climate change was considered in the mapping of the different flood 

hazard and risk scenarios to some extent in 14 of the 32 screened draft plans. Given the role 

of climate change in potentially increasing the frequency and severity of flood events this is 

somewhat surprising. Table 8.2 shows that climate change was clearly considered for setting 

of objectives in 8 of the plans, whilst Table 8.3 shows that climate change was considered in 

the planning of the measures in 17 of the plans. In some of the plans it is not clear whether 

climate change has been considered, or not, and therefore it is possible that an improved 

picture will emerge when the final plans are published. 

Table 8.1  Consideration of climate change in the mapping of the different flood 

hazard and risk scenarios 

MS RBD/UoM 

Climate change considered in the 

mapping of the different flood 

hazard and risk scenarios 

AT Danube No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No 

CZ Elbe No 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Some/All
(1) 

ES Guadiana Yes for fluvial sources, no for 

seawater sources 

Guadalquivir No 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Yes for fluvial sources, no for 
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MS RBD/UoM 

Climate change considered in the 

mapping of the different flood 

hazard and risk scenarios 

seawater sources 

Ebro Yes for fluvial sources, no for 

seawater sources 

Jucar Yes for fluvial sources, no for 

seawater sources 

Segura Yes for fluvial sources, no for 

seawater sources 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-

Bothnian Sea 

Some for fluvial, pluvial and 

seawater 

FR Loire n/i 

Rhone n/i 

Adour Garonne n/i 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of 

the Channel and the North Sea 

n/i 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines No 

Southern Appenines No 

Sicily No 

LU Rhine No 

LT Nemunas Yes 

NL Rhine No 

PL Vistula No 

SK Danube Yes 

UK Scotland Some 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Some 

South West No 

Anglian No 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Table 8.2  Setting of objectives 

MS RBD/UoM 

Potential effects of climate 

change taken into account in 

establishment of objectives? 

AT Danube No 

BE-Fl Scheldt No 

CZ Elbe No 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Not clear 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes 

ES Guadiana Not clear 

Guadalquivir Not clear 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins Not clear 

Ebro Not clear 

Jucar Not clear 

Segura Not clear 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian 

Sea 

Yes 

FR Loire No 

Rhone No 

Adour Garonne No 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines No 

Southern Appenines No 

Sicily No 

LU Rhine Not clear 

LT Nemunas Not clear 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 106 

MS RBD/UoM 

Potential effects of climate 

change taken into account in 

establishment of objectives? 

UK Scotland No 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) No 

South West No 

Anglian No 

 

Table 8.3  Consideration of the effects of climate change on the risk of flooding in 

the planning of the measures 

MS RBD/UoM 

Have the effects of climate change 

on the risk of flooding been taken 

into account in the planning of the 

measures? 

AT Danube Yes 

BE-Fl Scheldt Yes 

CZ Elbe No 

DE Elbe Yes 

Eider Yes 

Danube Yes 

DK Jutland and Funen Yes/Not clear
(1) 

ES Guadiana Not clear 

Guadalquivir Not clear 

Andalucia Mediterranean basins No 

Ebro Not clear 

Jucar Not clear 

Segura Not clear 

FI Kokemäenjoki-Archipelago Sea-Bothnian 

Sea 

Yes 

FR Loire Yes 

Rhone Yes 

Adour Garonne Yes 

Scheldt, Somme and coastal waters of the 

Channel and the North Sea 

Yes 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 107 

MS RBD/UoM 

Have the effects of climate change 

on the risk of flooding been taken 

into account in the planning of the 

measures? 

IT Po No 

Central Appenines No 

Southern Appenines No 

Sicily Yes 

LU Rhine No 

LT Nemunas Measures are not presented in 

the plan 

NL Rhine Yes 

PL Vistula Yes 

SK Danube Yes 

UK Scotland Measures are not presented in 

the plan 

Northern Ireland (Neigh Bann) Measures are not presented in 

the plan 

South West Yes 

Anglian Yes 

Notes: (1) 10 municipalities have each prepared dFRMP for this RBD. This assessment has been based 

on two of these. The first response refers to the plan prepared by the Holstebro municipality, the second 

response refers to the plan prepared by the Odense municipality. 
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Annex A  Summaries of Format and Contents 
of the Plans for Each Plan Assessed 

Danube (AT) 

The Austrian FRMP is a 246-page document covering all three Austrian River Basin Districts 

(Danube, Elbe, Rhine), i.e. similar to the RBMP, it is a national-level document. It has a 

general part (introduction, legislative framework, international cooperation) and then describes 

the technical background (preliminary flood risk assessment, areas of significant flood risk, 

flood hazard and flood risk maps, as well as general objectives). Following is the main 

chapter, outlining the planning of measures and the Programme of Measures (PoM). After this 

part, short chapters on public participation, the link to the WFD RBMP, climate change and 

the Strategic Environmental Assessment close the document. Annexes list authorities, and 

areas of significant flood risk. All in all, the structure follows the logic of the Floods Directive.  

The plan is being consulted from 21 January to 21 July 2015. The FRMP is coordinated with 

the implementation of the WFD/the 2nd RBMP (i.e. the national-level NBP). There is one 

separate chapter in the FRMP on this topic, and throughout the plan it is mentioned several 

times. Specifics include: description of synergies and obligations in impacted water bodies 

(WBs), status of WBs in Areas of Potentially Significant Flood Risk (APSFR), evaluation of the 

impacts on measures on WFD objectives (positive/negative), flood financing instruments that 

could be beneficial for WFD implementation. 

Scheldt (BE-Fl) 

The Scheldt FRMP is integrated into the RBMP. The different parts of the FRMP (preliminary 

risk assessment, objectives and measures) are also integrated in the main sections of the 

RBMP. 

The RBMP is divided into 6 main sections: 

 Introduction and background information (9 pages): legal framework, responsible 

authorities within Belgium and Flanders, description of the Commission of Integrated 

Water Policy (CIW), a general description of the river basin district, general explanation 

of the different phases of the planning process and transboundary co-operation. 

 Analysis and protected areas (131 pages): There are several analyses of which the 

Flood Risk analysis is the only relevant one for the FRMP. Conclusions of the 

preliminary flood risk assessment are given. This chapter also describes the protected 

areas for surface and ground water. 
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 Objectives and assessment (99 pages): there are several environmental objectives and 

monitoring which are not relevant for the FRMP. The relevant chapter is ‘fresh water 

quantity’, where the objectives for the flood risk management are described. 

 Outlook (16 pages): here policy goals are described, zoning areas, delineation of flood 

areas and river bank zones, deviations are also described here. 

 Summary of the measures programme (23 pages): Group 6 is focused on floods and 

therefore the only important group for the FRMP. 

 Conclusions (13 pages). 

 Annex 1 contains information on the co-ordination with the international river basin 

district of the Scheldt, on other plans, programs and background documents, on the 

public participation, on the public investigation, on integration with society, on advising 

environmental assessment for the design of the RBMP and the public consultation of 

the plan. 

 Annex 2 describes the changes or layout of the spatial plans. 

 Annex 3 gives information per water body. 

 Annex 4 brings a non-technical summary of the plan. 

 Annex 5 contains a map atlas. 

Elbe (CZ) 

The CZ Elbe Flood Risk Management Plan contains (i) the conclusions of the preliminary 

flood risk assessment including maps of the river basin district indicating APSFR, of critical 

points for flash floods and of elements significantly influencing flood conveyance (ii) flood 

hazard maps and flood risk maps (iii) description of the appropriate objectives of flood risk 

management, established in accordance with Article 7(2) (iv) a summary of the measures and 

their prioritisation aiming to achieve the appropriate objectives of flood risk management (v) 

description of the way in which progress in implementing the plan will be monitored 

(vi) information about public information and consultation (vii) a list of competent authorities 

and (viii) a description of the coordination process within the international Elbe river basin 

district and of the coordination process with the WFD. 

No distinction was made between flood types and flood mechanisms on the flood maps. The 

number of potentially affected people is provided for flood scenarios with four probabilities and 

for areas with unacceptable risk. Four categories of risk are shown for floods with 

unacceptable risk for the following flood probabilities: Q5, Q20, Q100 and Q500. A national 
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research project on the impact of climate change (2007–2011) included a study of the impacts 

on maximum discharges. No significant or robust trends of changes in flood events in the 21st 

century were confirmed. Therefore, the impact of climate change was not considered for 

flooding scenario preparation. The following objectives were set in the plan: (i) avoiding new 

flood risks and reducing areas with unacceptable risk, (ii) reducing the existing flood risk and 

(iii) increasing resilience and preparedness against adverse effects of floods. The draft plan 

was published for public consultation on 22 December 2014. There is co-ordination between 

the preparation of the FRMP and RBMP. 

Elbe (DE) 

The DE Elbe plan is available from http://www.fgg-elbe.de/hwrm-rl/anhoerung.html. It follows 

the structure of the Directive, starting with basics and introduction, lessons learned and 

conclusions from the preliminary risk assessment, setting objectives, defining measures 

(including prioritisation and monitoring) and public consultation. The final chapter is as 

summary and an outlook. Several risk maps are attached as well a SEA. Public consultation 

started on 22.12.14 and lasts until 22.12.15. Public consultation goes together with the 

consultation of the draft second WFD RBMPs. An important background document for 

developing the plan is the LAWA guidance that provides advice on how to implement the 

Flood Directive in a harmonised way in DE:   

http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20

HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur

%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf. 

Eider (DE) 

The DE Eider plan is available from:   

http://www.schleswig-

holstein.de/UmweltLandwirtschaft/DE/WasserMeer/14_HWRL/05_Strategische_Umweltpruef

ung/FGE_Eider.html.  It follows the structure of the Directive, starting with the basics and an 

introduction, leassons learned and conclusions from the preliminary risk assessment, setting 

objectives, defining measures (including prioritisation and monitoring) and public consultation. 

The final chapter is a summary and an outlook. Several risk maps are attached as well as a 

strategic environmental assessment (SEA). Public consultation started on 22 December 2014 

and lasts until 22 December 2015. Public consultation goes together with the consultation of 

the draft second WFD RBMP. An important background document for developing the plan is 

the LAWA guidance that provides advice on how to implement the FD in a harmonised way in 

DE:  

http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20

HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur

%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf  

http://www.fgg-elbe.de/hwrm-rl/anhoerung.html
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.schleswig-holstein.de/UmweltLandwirtschaft/DE/WasserMeer/14_HWRL/05_Strategische_Umweltpruefung/FGE_Eider.html
http://www.schleswig-holstein.de/UmweltLandwirtschaft/DE/WasserMeer/14_HWRL/05_Strategische_Umweltpruefung/FGE_Eider.html
http://www.schleswig-holstein.de/UmweltLandwirtschaft/DE/WasserMeer/14_HWRL/05_Strategische_Umweltpruefung/FGE_Eider.html
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf


European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 111 

Danube (DE) 

The DE Danube plan is available from   

http://www4.um.baden-

wuerttemberg.de/servlet/is/118372/HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf?command=downl

oadContent&filename=HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf . It follows the structure of the 

Directive, starting with the basics and an introduction, lessons learned and conclusions from 

the preliminary risk assessment, setting objectives, defining measures (including prioritisation 

and monitoring) and public consultation. The final chapter addresses climate change. Several 

risk maps are attached as well as a SEA. Public consultation started on 22 December 2014 

and lasts until 22 December 2015. Public consultation goes together with the consultation of 

the draft second WFD RBMP. An important background document for developing the plan is 

the LAWA guidance that provides advice on how to implement the FD in a harmonised way in 

DE: 

http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20

HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur

%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf. 

Funen and Jutland (DK) 

Background: DK1 (Funen and Jutland) consists of a long coastline, several inland lakes and 

shorter rivers. 10 municipalities were identified as flood risk areas. Some municipalities are at 

risk from the same water body / located on the same coastline, so they are elaborated 

together in a draft flood risk management plan. Other municipalities, which share a similar 

flood risk, elaborated their own draft risk management plan. The Danish Ministry of the 

Environment provided the municipalities with a guidance document 

(http://www.klimatilpasning.dk/media/826542/vejledning_risikostyringsplaner.pdf) on how to 

prepare flood risk management plans. The guidance document describes the requirement for 

the contents of the risk management plans (first generation and subsequent reviews and 

updates), how to determine possible objectives and suggestions for a structure. The 

municipality flood risk management plans in DK 1 vary considerably in terms of their structure 

and size (from 12 pages to more than 60 pages). Currently the plans are being consulted 

(until June 2015) and should be passed by the municipal councils by 22 October 2015. 

Integration with the second cycle of WFD RBMP is not mentioned in the guidance document. 

The draft flood risk management plan for the Holstebro municipality (risk from river flooding), 

which consists only of 10 pages was screened in detail. It summarises the current flood 

hazard exposure. The planned measures are not described in detail, they seem to be in a 

very early stage of development. Responsibilities for different types of measures are 

indicated. The document contains several annexes which might be more useful when 

integrated in the main document. The draft flood risk management plans for the Odense 

Fjord (common plan of the municipalities of Nordfyn, Kerteminde and Odense; major risk 

from sea flooding, minor from river flooding) was also screened, which seems to be quite 

comprehensive with 47 pages. The draft flood risk management plan for the Odense Fjord 

contains several sections about assessing the flood hazard (e.g. explanation of the 

methodology to derive future flood hazard scenarios, examples of maps), description of the 

http://www4.um.baden-wuerttemberg.de/servlet/is/118372/HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf
http://www4.um.baden-wuerttemberg.de/servlet/is/118372/HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf
http://www4.um.baden-wuerttemberg.de/servlet/is/118372/HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=HWRMP_Donau_Entwurf_12_2014.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.wasserblick.net/servlet/is/142658/Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf?command=downloadContent&filename=Empfehlung%20zur%20Aufstellung%20von%20HWRMPL_mit%20Anlagen.pdf
http://www.klimatilpasning.dk/media/826542/vejledning_risikostyringsplaner.pdf
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flood risk, several sections about planned measures including economic costs, aim of 

measure, prioritisation, share of responsibilities and relation to other communal plans (e.g. 

discharge water plans, RBMPs, climate change adaptation plans, communal plans). 

Kokemäenjoki (FI) 

The Kokemäenjoki draft Flood Risk Management Plan for the years 2016-2021 is integrated 

with the second cycle WFD RBMP. The plan is now available for public consultation (in 

parallel with the second RBMP) until the end of March 2015 on the Environment 

Administration website (started in October 2014). Feedback on the FRMP is collected 

electronically, by post and through web based feedback forms. The draft plan is divided into 

six main sections. The sections are: Part I – Introduction; Part II -General overview of the 

flood risk area (description of the RBD, hydrology and climate change impacts on the 

occurrence of floods, overview of land use and status of water bodies, overview of earlier 

flood risk assessments); Part III - Flood risks and hazard maps, including estimates of costs 

caused by possible damage; Part IV - Objectives of the floods risk plan; Part V - Measures to 

achieve the objectives; Part VI - summary and action plan. The FRMP has 13 annexes, 

including the environmental assessment report, flood risk management steps, description of 

the preliminary flood risk assessment, overview of public consultation and participation, 

procedure for choosing the measures, assessment of different measures, risk maps and the 

associated legend, initial cost assessments of the measures and the monitoring plan, 

operational action plan in case of flooding, glossary of the terminology used. The overall 

length of the plan is 200 pages.  

Loire (FR) 

The Loire FRMP was screened. The plan is divided into 4 main sections: 

 Introduction and background information (5 pages). The European context of the FRMP 

is firstly described. The national Flood Risk Management Strategy is briefly described. 

The inclusion of the FRMP in the national policies is explained. The objectives of the 

FRMP are part of the national Flood Risk Management Strategy and they aim to reach 

the national objectives: 

 Increase people security; 

 Reduce the flooding damages; 

 Reduce the recovery time of flooded areas. 

The co-ordination with the local stakeholders is also presented. 
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 The second section (10 pages) presents the river basins, the conclusions of the 

preliminary flood risk assessment and finally the undertaken management tools and 

actions against flooding.  

 The objectives and measures are described in the same main section (13 pages). The 

planned measures to reach the objectives are listed per objective. The FRMP also 

include some objectives and measures of the RBMP. 

 Synthesis for the local strategy (75 pages). The identified flood risk areas are 

presented, a URL to the flood risk maps is provided. The main tools of the flood risk 

management for the areas with a risk of flooding are listed in this section.  

The dFRMP also has 7 Annexes: synthesis of the objectives and measures according to the 

article L. 566-7 of the environmental directive; identification of activities or services that are 

the subject of specific provisions in the FRMP; Mobilized authorities and instruments used to 

develop the FRMP; Decree of 26 November 2012 establishing the list of significant flood risk 

areas; Flood maps and flood risk maps (URL); RBMP (URL); Environmental Impact 

assessment of the FRMP (URL). 

The consultation of the plan started in December 2014. The plan is not integrated in the WFD 

River Basin Management Plan. 

Rhone (FR) 

The Rhone FRMP was screened. The plan is divided into 4 main sections: 

 Introduction and background information (14 pages). The European context of the 

FRMP is described first and the inclusion of the FRMP in the national policies is then 

explained. The objectives of the FRMP are part of the national Flood Risk Management 

Strategy and they aim to reach the national objectives: 

 Increase people security; 

 Reduce the flooding damages; 

 Reduce the recovery time of flooded areas. 

The relationship between the FRMP, the RBMP and Marine Action Plan is presented in this 

section, together with the development process of the FRMP. 

 The second section provides (20 pages) 

 some information on the Rhone - Mediterranean basins; 
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 a description of the flood risks within the basins and the definition of the flood risk 

areas; 

 The past flood risk policies and the undertaken actions in the river basins 

(RBMP; risk prevention by controlling urbanization; information for the 

population; monitoring, forecasting and warning; crisis management; 

management of hydraulic protection structure; undertake a collective 

management around flood risk). 

 Objectives and measures (55 pages). The objectives are part of the national Flood Risk 

Management Strategy and they aim to reach the national objectives: 

 Increase people security; 

 Reduce the flooding damages; 

 Reduce the recovery time of flooded areas. 

The planned measures to reach the objectives are listed per objective. 

The section contains 5 specific objectives for the Rhône and the Saone. 

 Synthesis for the local strategy (10 pages). The identified flood risk areas and the 

general framework are presented. 

The annexes included a glossary and an abbreviations list. 

The consultation of the plan started in December 2014. The plan is not integrated in the WFD 

River Basin Management Plan. 

Adour-Garonne 

The Adour – Garonne FRMP was screened. The plan is divided into 4 main sections: 

 Introduction and background information (5 pages). The European context of the FRMP 

is firstly described. The first section describes the main objectives of the plan and how 

the plan matches with the others policies (coordination and integration with the WFD 

and other national policies). The development process of the FRMP and the different 

phases are contained in this section. 

 Information on the Adour – Garonne basins and conclusions of the preliminary flood 

risk assessment (20 pages). The river basins and the flooding process are described. 



European Commission  
 

Report Reference: UC10757.01/15955-E  
March 2015 

© European Commission 2015 115 

The past flood risk policies and the undertaken actions of the river basins are also 

presented.  

This section consists of the synthesis of the preliminary flood risk assessment plan, the 

selection and the mapping of the flood risk areas. 

 The objectives and measures are described in the same main section (18 pages). The 

objectives are part of the national Flood Risk Management Strategy and they aim to 

reach the national objectives: 

 Increase people security; 

 Reduce the flooding damages; 

 Reduce the recovery time of flooded areas. 

The planned measures to reach the objectives are listed per objectives.   

 Synthesis for the local strategy (100 pages). The identified flood risk areas and the 

general framework are presented. 

URLs for the Flood forecasting plan and follow up system for crisis management are included 

in an annexe. 

The consultation of the plan started in December 2014. The plan is not integrated in the WFD 

River Basin Management Plan. 

Artois-Picardy 

The FRMP for the Artois – Picardy area was screened. The plan is divided into 4 main 

sections: 

 Introduction and background information (7 pages).The European context of the FRMP 

is firstly described. The inclusion of the FRMP in the national policies is explained. The 

development process of the FRMP and the different phases are contained in this 

section. 

The objectives of the FRMP are part of the national Flood Risk Management Strategy 

and they aim to reach the national objectives: 

 Increase people security; 

 Reduce the flooding damages; 
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 Reduce the recovery time of flooded areas. 

 The second section (18 pages) provides:  

 some information on the Rhone - Mediterranean basins; 

 a description of the flood risks within the basins; 

 The past flood risk policies and the undertaken actions in the river basins. 

 The objectives and measures are described in the same main section (58 pages).  

 Synthesis for the local strategy. The identified flood risk areas and the general 

framework are presented. 

The FRMP also has 6 Annexes: synthesis of the objectives and measures; Flood risk maps 

(URL); Flood forecasting plan (short description and URL); Synthesis of the follow up system 

for crisis management; Brief description of the monitoring indicator; Glossary and 

abbreviations list. 

The consultation of the plan started in December 2014. The plan is not integrated in the WFD 

River Basin Management Plan. 

Po (IT) 

The Po FRMP is in two parts: Part A, the main report and Part B, a specific report on civil 

protection measures. Part A.I (24 pages) gives a description of the regulatory framework, of 

the technical and institutional system for soil and water management, including Civil 

Protection; Part A.II (23 pages) describes the physical context and morphology of flooding 

processes and the activities and methodology for flood hazard and risk mapping; Part A.III (41 

pages) is the actual dFRMP. It presents the potential hazard and risk areas, the objectives 

and the prioritised measures. Finally, Part A.III also describes the co-ordination of the dFRMP 

with the dRBMP and participation process. Part A.IV consists of the identification of the areas 

of potential significant flood risk (ARS) and the description of the measures to be implemented 

in those ARS at district level. A set of monographs (21 fiches), one for each of the ARS 

identified at single basin level, is also provided, which contain detailed information on 

hydraulic risk, the potential damage, including analysis of the flood hazard and risk maps, and 

the definition of specific objectives and a selection of measures. Part A.V contains the same 

type of information, but referring to the ARS identified at regional and local level (each region 

provides a separate report on this).  

Part A of the FRMP also has 6 Annexes: list of the areas (surface) and population at risk in 

each municipality (Annex 0), description of the hazard and risk maps for each river (Annex 1), 
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history of the past flood events (Annex 2), description of the methods for the identification of 

the ARS (Annex 3). Finally, Annex 4 presents the Public Participation Plan adopted. Annex 5 

contains the reports prepared by each regional authority on the hazard and risk maps and 

information to be shared with the public during the participation process.  

Part B covers the actions for the civil protection, including early warnings, emergency 

response measures and evacuation. Part B is prepared by the regions (Emilia Romagna, 

Liguria, Lombardia, Piemonte, Toscana, Valle D’Aosta, Veneto and Province of Trento) in co-

ordination with the national department of civil protection. In addition to a general report, each 

region provided its own report.  

The co-ordination between the FRMP and the RBMP is through the sharing of data, the 

implementation of a common consultation plan and the provision of prevention and flood risk 

reduction measures that interact with the environmental objectives of the WFD in respect of 

principles of nature conservation (prioritisation of  the measures already selected in the RBMP 

and in particular NWRM). 

Central Appenines (IT) 

The Central Appenines FRMP is in two parts: Part A, the main report and Part B, a specific 

report on civil protection measures. Part A (169 pages) is the dFRMP itself. It starts with a 

description of the plan preparation process; it then describes the geomorphological, 

environmental, economic characteristics of the district which is divided into two areas, the 

Tiber basin and the area outside the Tiber basin. The following information is presented, 

though separately for these two areas: summary of the flood hazard and risk maps, including 

methodology, the objectives and the selected measures. The plan also presents the potential 

hazard and risk areas, the objectives and the prioritized measures. Finally, it also describes 

the coordination of the dFRMP with the dRBMP and the participation process. 

There are two sets of annexes to the plan. The first one, Part B, covers the actions for civil 

protection, including early warning, emergency response measures and evacuation. Each 

region in ITE - Abruzzo, Emilia Romagna, Lazio, Marche, Molise, Tuscany and Umbria - 

submitted its own report in coordination with the national department of civil protection. The 

second annex is composed into two sections on: 1) the nine basins in which ITE is divided 

and 2). The identification of the areas of potential significant flood risk (ARS) within each river 

basin. Each section then presents detailed information on risk, the potential damage, 

including a synthesis of the flood hazard and risk maps, the definition of specific objectives 

and a selection of measures for each river basin and each ARS identified. It is noted, 

however, that the report is not complete (i.e. not all basins and all ARS are included in this 

draft version). Finally, there are also three separate regional reports (for Lazio, Abruzzo and 

Marche) which contain the same type of information, but referring to the ARS identified at 

regional and local level (each region provides for separate fiches for each of the ARS 

identified within its territory).  
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Co-ordination between the FRMP and the RBMP is carried out through the sharing of data, 

the implementation of a common consultation plan and the provision of prevention and flood 

risk reduction measures that interact with the environmental objectives of the WFD, in 

particular those for nature conservation (prioritisation of the measures already selected in the 

RBMP and in particular NWRM). 

Southern Appenines 

On the weblink provided only a synthesis report of the dFRMP (130) is available for the 

Southern Appenines. It is stated that 'completed documentation will be made available in the 

coming weeks’. It is therefore challenging to assess the completeness of the dFRMP. It is in 

fact not clear if the elements described in the synthesis report are ready for publication or if 

they are still under preparation/consultation.  

The synthesis report is structured as follow. It starts with a description of the plan preparation 

process; it then refers to a set of summary maps that should be provided in the annex (but are 

not). Only three summary maps delineating the district’s administrative 

borders/responsibilities are available online. All the others: summary maps on 

geomorphological, environmental, economic characteristics of the district; summary maps of 

preliminary flood risk assessment, a set of summary maps of main exposed elements (e.g. 

people at risk, areas at risk, protected areas, critical infrastructure etc.) are not yet provided. 

The synthesis report then gives a brief summary of the flood hazard and risk maps, including 

the methodology, the objectives and the selected measure and a preliminary identification of 

the areas at potential significant risk (ARS) where the measures should be prioritised. Finally, 

it also describes the coordination of the dFRMP with the dRBMP and the participation 

process. 

The synthesis report then concludes with a description of the actions for civil protection, 

including early warning, emergency response measures and evacuation. Each region 

(Abruzzo, Basilicata, Calabria, Campania, Molise, Lazio and Puglia) should have provided its 

own report complementary to the general dFRMP. Moreover, several complementary 

annexes should also be ‘made available in the coming weeks’.  

Sicily (IT) 

The dFRMP for Sicily is composed of Part A, Part B and 4 Annexes. The dFRMP builds upon 

the existing ‘Hydrogeological Asset Plans’ (Piani per l'assetto idrogeologico - PAI). Part A is 

the main report (80 pages) and is prepared by the river basin district authority. It provides the 

legal context, information on prior work and available scientific knowledge on flood risk. Part A 

also describes the objectives, the prioritised measures, the public participation process and 

finally in brief the principles for implementation and monitoring. Part B covers the actions for 

the civil protection, including early warning, emergency response measures and evacuation. 

For Sicily, part B is developed by the region in coordination with the national department of 
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civil protection. The annexes are: 1. summary of the implementing legislation, 2. cost-benefit 

analysis of the potential damage, 3. a synthesis of the planned measures and the 

methodology for prioritisation, and 4. a set of 33 fiches (one for each sub-basin) describing 

the risk, the potential damage and a selection of measures. The FRMP will be completed by 

22 June 2015, it is reported.  Co-ordination between the dFRMP and the dRBMP includes the 

sharing of data, the implementation of a common consultation plan and the provision of 

prevention and flood risk reduction measures that interact with the environmental objectives of 

the WFD in respect of principles of nature conservation (prioritisation of  the measures 

already selected in the dRBMP and in particular NWRM). 

Nemunas (LT) 

The Flood Risk Management Plan for Nemunas is a 25 page long document applicable to the 

whole territory of Lithuania. It is stated in the last paragraph of the document that the draft 

plan provides results of analysis and the measures are not yet finalised. New public 

consultation will be started once the Plan is updated. 

The document comprises four sections: 

1. Description of the territories subject to the plan (each UoM is described in a sub-

section; maps of the flooded areas as well as the link to the intercative web map-viwer 

are provided). 

2. Flood hazard and flood risk maps and conclusions that can be drawn from these maps  

(each UoM is described in a sub-section; for each UoM a summary is provided 

including the number of affected inhabitants, economic losses, number of cultural 

heritage sites, environmental sites, etc.). 

3. Description of the flood risk management objectives. 

4. Summary of existing measures that help to achieve flood risk management objectives. 

Links to the interactive maps on the internet are provided throughout the document. The plan 

is being consulted at the present time. The draft FRMP just mentions that the WFD-related 

RBMPs contribute to the objectives of the FRMP.  

Rhine (LU) 

The FRMP for LU is a national plan covering the area which is part of the international Rhine 

RBD (the small part of LU belonging to the Meuse IRBD is not relevant as there are no areas 

of significant flood risk). It includes a section on public participation, a description of the RBD, 

historical flood events, a summary of existing flood prevention/protection, the designation of 

flood risk areas and the risk assessment made, conclusions from the flood hazard and flood 

risk maps (which are not included in the FRMP but are available to the public on the web – 
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link provided), objectives and selection and detailed description of measures (including a 

detailed appendix of all proposed measures for  specific locations (to be addressed by local 

authorities and where appropriate by ‘Flood Partnerships) and some additional measures to 

implement at national level). Public participation is envisaged for a period of 3 months with 

local authorities given an extra month; 2 public presentations of the RBMP were made in 

January 2015 (also available on the web). The FRMP is separate from the second RBMP 

which is yet to be published.   

Rhine (NL) 

The dFRMP for the Rhine area was screened. 

There is a national and an international FRMP for the Rhine. The national FRMP has 

13 chapters. The plan starts with an introduction (4 pages) and background information on the 

Directive and basic principles from the Netherlands (2 pages). The next chapter describes 

which organisations in the Netherlands are responsible for the flood risk management 

(4 pages). This is followed by a description of the river basin of the Rhine, in particular 

covering the characteristics which are important for the flood risks (6 pages). The application 

area of the FRMP, the nature and size of the flood risks are described and illustrated with 

maps (10 pages). Next the goals of limiting the flood risks are given (6 pages). An overview is 

provided of the measures for protection, prevention and crisis management (21 pages) 

followed by a chapter on monitoring the FRMP (2 pages). The last chapters conclude with 

public participation (2 pages), the co-ordination with the international RBD (1 page) and the 

co-ordination with the WFD and other policies (2 pages). Annex 1 contains maps of the flood 

hazards and flood risks in the river basin of the Rhine, with detailed clarification. Annex 2 is a 

table with all measures that the Netherlands will take between 2016 and 2021 to limit the flood 

risks in this area. Annex 3 gives an overview off all indicators the Netherlands will monitor in 

order to report the progress of the measures in 2021. 

The information is very clear and elaborated. The plan was open to consultation from 

December 2014. The plan is not integrated in the WFD River Basin Management Plan. 

Vistula (PL) 

There are 5 documents (each over 200 pages long) entitled Flood Risk Management Plans 

for the Vistula RBD. One of the documents covers the whole catchment, the other 4 cover 

different parts of the Vistula RBD (e.g. lower, middle etc). The document that covers the 

whole RBD has been mainly used for this assessment.  

http://www.powodz.gov.pl/pl/konsultacje-terminy - this website includes a map of Poland 

divided by different Regional Water Management Boards and by clicking on each, any 

member of the public is able to see dates and locations of consultation meetings and 

conferences regarding the subject in the area. There is no overall time frame for public 

consultation. This information can be found on the National Water Management Board 

website (http://www.kzgw.gov.pl/pl/Wiadomosci/Rozpoczynamy-konsultacje-Planow-

http://www.powodz.gov.pl/pl/konsultacje-terminy
http://www.kzgw.gov.pl/pl/Wiadomosci/Rozpoczynamy-konsultacje-Planow-Zarzadzania-Ryzykiem-Powodziowym.html
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Zarzadzania-Ryzykiem-Powodziowym.html). The consultation started on 22 December 2014 

and will finish on 22 June 2015. Issues regarding Flood Risk Management Plans are reported 

and answered on http://www.powodz.gov.pl/pl/zgloszone-uwagi. The main document covers 

1. Non-technical summary, 2. Introduction  (Objectives and scope, legal basis, relationship of 

FRMP with other programmes/plans; Description of planning process and  its management, 

Public participation in decision-making), 3. Description of the planning area (Topography, 

hydrography, soils, geology, hydrology; nature of the Vistula river basin flood risk; land cover), 

4. Partners in the planning process and the principle of public participation (stakeholder 

analysis; authorities responsible for the management of flood risk and other parties, 

Management planning process; the Steering Committee and planning group/ catchment), 5. 

Summary preliminary flood risk assessment, 6. Assessment of flood risk (The impact area 

rivers and marine waters. Conclusions from the analysis of flood risk maps), 7. Evaluation of 

flood risk (impact on rivers and marine waters including non-technical summary), 8. Analysis 

of the current system of flood risk management (Schemes for flood protection; Technical and 

non-technical measures for protection and their condition; forecasting and warning; 

responding to flood and crisis management; Practice Planning; Retention natural, low 

retention; The level of awareness of services and vulnerable institutions, businesses, 

residents; Applications), 9.Diagnosis of problems (admission; Identified risk of flooding; flood 

risks associated with the impact of rivers and marine waters; Identified problems related to the 

management of flood risk in the catchment area of the Vistula), 10. The objectives of flood risk 

management (Scheme opportunities achievement of the objectives; directions of activities and 

their prioritization), 11 The instruments supporting the implementation of activities (Legal and 

financial; Principles of vulnerable areas at risk of flooding; Insurance against the risk of floods; 

Compensation social impacts associated with the investment flood; analytical Instruments; 

Educational and informational instruments), (there is no Section 12), 13. Description of the 

scope and manner of co-ordination with the Water Framework Directive and other 

environmental directives (Variants of the initial stage of planning scenarios; multi-criteria 

analysis), 14. Impact of climate change on flood risk, 15. A summary of strategic 

environmental assessment, 16. A summary of the public consultation process, a summary in 

non-technical language, 17. Description of the scope and manner of international co-

operation, 18. A method of monitoring the progress of implementation of the flood risk 

management plan, 19. References / Sources. 

Danube (SK) 

There is no single Plan for the SK Danube RBD, but there are eight plans for the following 

sub-basins in the Danube RBD (number of pages in brackets): Bodrog (1664), Bodva (254), 

Hornad (1231), Ipel (311), Morava (605), Slana (564), Vah (2015) and Hron (792). All sub-

basin plans have identical structures, therefore only the FRMP for the Hron sub-basin was 

reviewed. The Flood Risk Management Plans for the  sub-basins contain (i) the conclusions 

of the preliminary flood risk assessment including a link where to find maps of the river basin 

district indicating APSFR and past significant floods, (ii) brief description of the content of 

flood hazard maps and flood risk maps, (iii) description of the appropriate objectives of flood 

risk management, (iv) a very detailed description of preventative measures and their 

http://www.kzgw.gov.pl/pl/Wiadomosci/Rozpoczynamy-konsultacje-Planow-Zarzadzania-Ryzykiem-Powodziowym.html
http://www.powodz.gov.pl/pl/zgloszone-uwagi
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prioritisation aiming to achieve the appropriate objectives of flood risk  management, (v) 

description of the plan implementation, (vi) information about public information and 

consultation, (vii) information about flood monitoring and warning systems, (viii) a description 

of the co-ordination process within the international Danube river basin district, and (ix) 

description of the co-ordination process with Directive 2000/60/EC with a particular attention 

given to application of the Article 4(7) WFD. The flood hazard maps show five scenarios (Q5, 

Q10, Q50, Q100, Q1000). For each scenario water depth, flood extent and flow velocity can 

be viewed. The flood risk maps contain information about:  

 Indicative number of inhabitants potentially affected which is based on the ratio of the 

inundated and total area.  

 Economic activity in potentially affected area (residence areas, infrastructure, industry, 

recreation, agriculture, forestry, boring rig, water tank, granary/silo, stockyard).  

 Locations for abstraction of water used for drinking water supply and reservoirs used 

for drinking water supply.  

 Significant pollution sources including Seveso areas, dumping sites.  

 Location of bathing waters and recreational areas.  

 Location of power generation and transport.  

 Location of transport infrastructure.  

 Location of potentially affected WFD protected areas including Natura 2000 sites.   

Flood types and flood mechanisms were not differentiated on the maps. The flood risk maps 

contain risk information which can be overlapped with the inundation areas for five different 

flood probabilities, there is no differentiation between high, medium and low risk areas. The 

objectives of the plan are the reduction of the probability of inundation by floods and reduction 

of potential adverse consequences of flooding for human health, the environment, cultural 

heritage and economic activity. 

Scotland (UK) 

Scotland has been divided into 14 Local Plan Districts (LPD), one for each of the 14 Lead 

Local Authorities (LLA). The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and the LLAs 

are jointly consulting on the future direction and delivery of flood risk management in Scotland 

and have published a consultation for each LPD; the consultation period runs from 

22 December 2014 until 2 June 2015. Each of the 14 consultation documents has a 

consistent format and contains the following information: A short overview document defining 
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the LPD, the flood risk authorities involved and a summary of the flood risk; LPD scale 

objectives and actions to tackle flooding; river, coastal and surface water flooding chapters, 

summarised separately for each LPD; Potentially Vulnerable Area (PVA) chapters containing 

datasheets with information on the source and impact of flooding, and existing actions to 

manage flood risk, and a delivery plan developed by the LLA that sets out the proposed 

timescales and funding arrangements for implementation. Although numerous references are 

made to river basin management planning, using statements such as “links with river basin 

management planning and opportunities for delivering multiple benefits will be identified as 

part of this planning process” there is no mention anywhere of the Water Framework Directive 

being the driver for river basin management planning. 

The information provided is not particularly easy to navigate as each of the 14 consultation 

documents has not been presented as a single downloadable document; instead, the 

chapters of each consultation have an individual hyperlink (chapters range in number from 15 

to 57), and there is no facility to download all chapters in one go, making navigation through 

the full document frustrating and time consuming. However, a clickable map has been 

provided in order to assist visitors to the website to navigate to geographic areas of interest. 

The majority of the hyperlinks for each consultation relate to the individual PVA datasheets. 

PVAs within each LDP were identified and consulted upon in 2011. These are priority areas 

where the risk and impacts of flooding are agreed to be nationally significant and where the 

focus of identifying new actions to manage risk will be greatest. Further information on flood 

risk management objectives and actions, alongside a six-year delivery plan for each PVA, will 

be open for consultation from 2 March 2015. In December 2015, following feedback from this 

consultation, SEPA will publish a Flood Risk Management Strategy for each of the 14 LPDs 

covering Scotland. These strategies will confirm the immediate priorities for flood risk 

management as well as set out the future direction to be taken by all flood risk authorities. 

Shortly afterwards in June 2016, the LLA in each LDP – on behalf of all 32 local authorities in 

Scotland – will publish delivery plans clearly setting out how flood risk will be managed, 

coordinated, funded and delivered between 2016 and 2022. 

Northern Ireland (Neagh-Bann) (UK) 

The draft FRMP consists of a 555 page document outlining the plan for all three of Northern 

Ireland's RBDs (North East, North West and Neagh-Bann). The document is split into 11 

sections: Section 1 - introduction, Section 2 - background / context, Section 3 - objectives and 

measures to manage flood risk, Section 4 - Floods Directive work to date, Section 5 - Neagh-

Bann dFRMP, Section 6 - North West dFRMP, Section 7 - North East dFRMP, Section 8 - 

implementation, Section 9 - overview of the costs of implementation, Section 10 - monitoring 

and reviewing, Section 11 - consultation next steps and conclusion. There are also nine 

annexes. The sections on the individual RBDs are the longest and most detailed parts of the 

document. The Neagh-Bann section is 180 pages in length and includes an overview of the 

RBD including a list of the nine areas of potential significant flood risk (referred to as 

Significant Flood Risk Areas, SFRAs). For each SFRA, there is a sub-section, most of which 
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include a more detailed overview of the area, a (brief) history of flooding, existing flood 

defences, identification of potentially significant flood sources, risk assessment (for each 

potential source of flood) and proposed flood mitigation measures (for prevention, protection 

and preparedness). Three of the annexes are related to the consultation process, while the 

others include information on Flood Warning and Informing initiatives/community engagement 

listing, Regional Community Resilience Group, Reservoirs Bill (background and legislative 

development), Civil Contingencies, Objectives and Measures template. 

The consultation on the dFRMP runs from 22 December 2014 to 22 June 2015. The dFRMPs 

have been developed in line with the WFD River Basin Districts but the River Basin 

Management Plans have been published separately. The draft FRMP states that the fact that 

the same River Basin Districts are delineated for the FRMPs and the RBMPs “provides a 

number of opportunities for Government to dovetail the activities of both Directives”. No 

further information is provided on how this might be achieved.  

South West (UK) 

The South West dFRMP consists of a 365 page document which is split into two main parts: 

what the draft plan is and how it has been developed, followed by a section on managing 

flood risk in the south west (SW) RBD. The section on managing flood risk in the South West 

is further split into subsections covering basic information about the RBD, key flood risk 

issues in the RBD, sub areas (catchments) within the RBD and then conclusions, objectives 

and measures for the RBD as a whole as well as for the sub areas. The section on the 

conclusions, objectives and measures for each of the sub areas is by far the longest and most 

detailed part of the plan (300 pages for 10 sub areas, so approximately 30 pages per sub 

area), with tables outlining measures and their objectives taking up a large part of these 

sections. Two final sections outline how the plan will be implemented and describe what will 

happen next (response to the consultation and publication of final FRMP). An Annex is 

provided with the draft plan, on the subject of the sources of objectives and measures. A 

second Annex will be included in the final FRMP relating to the consultation and engagement 

process.   

The plan was out for public consultation until 31 January 2015. It includes links with River 

Basin Management Plan (RBMP) objectives (and a URL to the draft RBMP) and it is 

explained that the FRMP and the RBMP were developed alongside one another, by a single 

organisation (the Environment Agency). The dFRMP explains that, as part of the consultation 

process, further work will be required in 2015 to coordinate priorities between the FRMP and 

the RBMP prior to publishing both plans in December 2015. It does not give any detail on 

what further work will take place.  

Anglian (UK) 

The Anglian dFRMP consists of a 609 page document which is split into two main parts: what 

the draft plan is and how it has been developed, followed by a section on managing flood risk 
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in the Anglian RBD. The section on managing flood risk in the Anglian RBD is further split into 

subsections covering basic information about the RBD, key flood risk issues in the RBD, sub 

areas (catchments, Flood Risk Areas and other Strategic Areas) within the RBD and then 

conclusions, objectives and measures to manage risk for the RBD as a whole as well as for 

the sub areas. The section on the conclusions, objectives and measures for each of the sub 

areas is by far the longest and most detailed part of the plan (530 pages for 13 sub areas, so 

approximately 40 pages per sub area – although section length is quite variable between sub 

areas), with tables outlining measures and their objectives taking up a large part of these 

sections. Two final sections outline how the plan will be implemented and describe what will 

happen next (response to the consultation and publication of final FRMP). Two Annexes are 

provided with the draft plan: the first on the subject of the sources of objectives and measures 

in the draft FRMP; and the second on the objectives from existing plans (e.g. the National 

Flood and Coastal Risk Management Strategy, Essex County Local Flood Risk Management 

Strategy).   

The plan was out for public consultation until 31 January 2015. It includes links with River 

Basin Management Plan (RBMP) objectives (and a URL to the draft RBMP) and it is 

explained that the FRMP and the RBMP were developed alongside one another, by a single 

organisation (the Environment Agency - EA). The dFRMP explains that there has been cross 

working between the EA teams, as well as consultation with outside organisations through the 

Catchment Partnerships, in order to achieve integration with the RBMP. It was intended that 

this work would continue throughout the consultation period with the aim of producing final 

plans which incorporate clear integration processes. 

 


