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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Adopted in 2000, the Water Framework Directive (WFD) established a framework for sustainable and 
integrated water management in the EU, with the objective of achieving good status of all waters by 
2015. The main tools to achieve this ambitious environmental objective are the River Basin 
Management Plans and the Programmes of Measures, due to be adopted by December 2009.  

One key element introduced by the WFD is the public participation in water management. By 
December 2008, Member States should submit draft River Basin Management Plans for public 
consultation for at least 6 months, encouraging active participation of all stakeholders and the public in 
the process. 

The 2nd European Water Conference is held in the midst of the WFD draft River Basin Management 
Plans consultation process.  The aim of the Conference is to analyse the state of play in WFD 
implementation, discuss the importance of public participation in decision making, including the 
experiences to date, as well as reflect on the main challenges for water management in Europe and 
on how the draft River Basin Management Plans and Programmes of Measures are proposing to 
address these. 

Based on information released by the Member States (MS) in the context of the WFD consultation 
process, the present document aims at communicating key messages on the topics addressed at the 
Conference:  

• WFD public participation and consultation processes across the EU;  

• Identification of significant water management issues; and  

• First feedback on the draft River Basin Management Plans. 

The following sections outline some of the key findings of the screening of the consultation documents 
carried out between November 2008 and February 2009. 

Public participation and consultation process 

• The process so far helped to raise awareness and to improve the planning process. It also 
helped to establish new contacts between stakeholders and to improve existing 
relationships. 

• Although no negative effect of consultation was identified, some MS recognise it could 
have been carried out more efficiently. 

• Pre-consultation phases with relevant stakeholders are likely to enhance the effectiveness 
and flexibility of consultation. In particular, they help to detect conflicts at the early stages 
of the process – giving time for discussion and compromise. 

• To design the right mix of consultation tools remains a challenge. Especially working 
groups are a successful tool to provide suggestions by consensus. The composition of the 
group should take the diversity of different stakeholders into account. 

Significant water management issues (SWMIs) 

• As of January 2009, 23 Member States (MS) published SWMI documents for consultation 
with stakeholders in preparation of the draft River Basin Management Plans.  

• The most important pressures or drivers identified in the SWMI documents on an EU level 
are in order of importance: Diffuse sources from agriculture and domestic effluent in areas 
without sewage network; Point sources from urban wastewater treatment plants and 
industry; Flow regulation, hydropower works and morphological modifications of rivers; 
Abstractions for public water supply and irrigation; Climate change. 

• The most important impacts identified in the SWMI documents on an EU level are in order 
of importance: Nutrient enrichment; Contamination by priority substances (or other 
specific pollutants); Altered habitats; Organic enrichment; Excessively low water levels. 
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• In certain cases, as a result of the SWMI consultation process, some significant issues 
were added or gained more importance in the planning process and several disputes 
could be revealed.  

Draft River Basin Management Plans & objective setting 

• By end of January 2009, draft River Basin Management Plans (dRBMPs) were made 
available for public consultation in 17 MS. Due to the lack of dRBMPs from most southern 
MS, statements and conclusions in this document may not reflect the situation in southern 
Europe. 

• Consultation on the dRBMPs has only recently started in most MS. Strategies developed 
for this consultation phase have largely benefited from lessons learned during the SWMI 
consultation. The analysis of tools planned shows that in general more tools will be 
mobilised than in previous consultation phases. 

• With few exceptions, all dRBMPs provide information on the current and foreseen status 
(potential) of water bodies by 2015 as well as on the use of exemptions from the WFD 
objectives. Very few dRBMPs contain forecasts of the status to be achieved in 
subsequent planning cycles, despite a high use of time derogations to extend the deadline 
for achieving good status beyond 2015. 

• The level of ambition of MS in improving surface water status and reaching good status by 
2015 varies greatly from below 10% of surface water bodies reaching good status in 2015 
(e.g. Belgium-Flanders, Czech Republic) to above 80% (in several River Basin Districts in 
Ireland, Bulgaria, France and Estonia). 

• According to the plans, groundwater appears to reach good status by 2015 to a much 
greater extent than surface water bodies, especially in terms of quantity. The current 
chemical status of groundwater is worse than the quantitative. Although it is forecasted to 
improve in several River Basin Districts by 2015, it still does not reach 100% good status 
in many cases. 

• The most frequently used exemptions for both surface and groundwater bodies are the 
extension of deadlines followed by less stringent objectives.  

• A first screening of available dRBMPs reveals that exemptions due to temporary 
deterioration of objectives (Article 4.6) and new modifications (Article 4.7) are detected in 
very low rates. 

• Many dRBMPs provide some justification on the use of time derogations. Transparency is 
lower in the use of less stringent objectives, since in many dRBMPs relevant justifications 
are not explicitly given. In many cases, the information is very brief, just mentioning the 
criteria of Art. 4, and not allowing any assessment of the question of adequateness of 
these justifications 

Programme of Measures 

• A Programme of Measures (POM), a POM summary or similar chapters with proposed 
actions (e.g. action plans) are included in all dRBMPs as part of the plan or as 
accompanying document. 

• A great number of dRBMPs do not include or refer explicitly to a cost-effectiveness 
analysis of measures. In fact, several economic assessments seem to be in progress in 
several countries in parallel with draft plan consultations in order to refine the POM in the 
final plans. 

• Several but not all POMs include estimates of the costs of proposed measures. 

• The majority of POMs indicate who is responsible for implementing and enforcing the 
measures proposed. Those responsible for implementation and enforcement range from 
government authorities to local municipalities (e.g. for water supply and sewage 
measures) and private persons (e.g. dam owners, field owners, land users). 
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Economic analysis and water pricing 

• An economic analysis is included in most dRBMPs. Proposed measures related to water 
pricing are less often included. It is not clear why limited action is being taken in this area. 

Water and agriculture 

• Impacts from agriculture are one of the main reasons for failing to reach good status by 
2015.  

• Measures proposed by MS to address pressures from this sector are mostly in the context 
of pre-WFD legislation. Supplementary measures are also proposed in most cases, but it 
often remains unclear how these measures will be executed in terms of area covered, 
implementation and control. Unless these aspects are clarified, concerns will remain 
whether efforts made will be sufficient to achieve good status even beyond 2015. 

Hydromorphological modifications 

• Hydromorphological pressures feature among the key significant water management 
issues identified across the EU with main impacts on habitat alteration. 

• Preliminary data show that rates of designation of heavily modified water bodies vary 
greatly from country to country. 

• To avoid or reduce effects from hydromorphological pressures, a combination of 
measures is proposed in most POMs. Regulation-related measures and soft engineering 
techniques are the most common measures put forward. In few cases, also voluntary 
initiatives as well as further investigations for future measure planning are proposed. 

Pollution by households and industry 

• Pollution from household sources (point and diffuse) remains a water management 
problem, especially in Member States joining the EU in 2004 and 2007. Pollution from 
industry in certain River Basin Districts is mostly of local nature. 

• Measures proposed in the POMs to address these pressures range from cost-intensive 
measures of new treatment installations to measures for the enhancement of existing 
treatment, better enforcement of permit systems as well as economic instruments like 
pollution taxes. 

Climate change challenges to water management 

• Only few POMs include specific measures to address the challenge of climate change. 
However, several Member States, which do not propose specific measures, do identify 
climate change as an issue, or devote a specific chapter on this matter or have carried out 
a climate check of first proposed measures. 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
WFD background and aims of the 2nd European Water Conference 
The Water Framework Directive – WFD (2000/60/EC) introduced a new, innovative and ambitious 
approach for sustainable management of water resources across Europe. The implementation of the 
Directive is a considerable challenge for the Member States and EU institutions. The first analysis 
carried out by the European Commission on the implementation of the WFD showed significant 
shortcomings, and a considerable distance in several Member States from the target of achieving 
good water status by 2015 (see 2007 WFD implementation report)1. 

The process of preparing the first River Basin Management Plans (RBMP) for the national and 
international River Basin Districts across Europe is a crucial milestone in European water 
management. The RBMPs shall be established by 22 December 2009; in the preparatory process 
Member States are required to ensure transparency and public participation, and to actively 
encourage the active involvement of all interested stakeholders.  

According to Article 14 of the WFD, Member States have to publish and make available for comments 
to the public, including users, the following for each River Basin District: 

• A timetable and work programme for the production of the RBMP, including a statement 
regarding the consultation measures to be taken (by the end of 2006 – first phase of 
consultation); 

• An interim overview of the significant water management issues identified in the River 
Basin District (by the end of 2007 – second phase of consultation); 

• Draft versions of the RBMPs (by the end of 2008 – third phase of consultation). 

Member States shall allow at least six months for written comments on these documents, in order to 
allow for active involvement and consultation. 

It is in this context that the European Commission holds on 2-3 April 2009 in Brussels the 2nd 
European Water Conference, with a focus on active stakeholder involvement in river basin 
management. The European Commission wants to take the opportunity at this moment in time to 
invite decision makers and interested parties from across the EU to discuss strategic water 
management issues at stake. 

Key aims of the Conference are: 

• To address WFD public participation and consultation processes across the EU;  

• To draw attention to the significant water management issues; and  

• To give first feedback on the draft River Basin Management Plans. 

Why public participation when implementing environmental legislation? 
Public participation can generally be defined as allowing people to influence the outcome of plans and 
working processes. The main purpose of participation is to improve decision-making by ensuring that 
decisions are soundly based on shared knowledge, experiences and scientific evidence, that 
decisions are influenced by the views and experience of those affected by them, that innovative and 
creative options are considered, and that new arrangements are acceptable to the public. 

The fundamental rationale for undertaking public participation in the WFD process is to ensure the 
effective implementation and achievement of the environmental objectives of water management 
(good status in 2015). The WFD highlights already in its Preamble 14 that public participation will 
contribute to the overall success of the Directive. The WFD Preamble 46 further emphasises the                                                         
1  The first WFD implementation report was presented at the European Water Conference 2007. Commission Staff Working 

Document (SEC(2007) 362 final): "First report on the implementation of the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC". 
Brussels, 22/3/2007. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
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importance of properly informing the general public in order to facilitate their participation in the 
planning process. 

The WFD (in Article 14) prescribes three main forms of public participation: 

• Active involvement of all interested parties in all aspects of the implementation of the 
Directive, especially – but not limited to – the planning process (production, review and 
updating of the River Basin Management Plans); 

• Consultation in three steps of the planning process; 

• Access to background information. 

The Member States have to encourage active involvement and to ensure consultation and access to 
the background information used for the development of the draft River Basin Management Plan. 

The foundation for any form of public participation is information supply to the public. Active 
dissemination of information is essential to make the prescribed consultation and active involvement 
work. 

The first level of real participation is consultation. Administrative bodies should consult people and 
interested parties (stakeholders) to learn from their knowledge, perceptions, experiences and ideas. 
Consultation is used to gather information or opinions from those involved to develop solutions based 
on this knowledge. Reports, scenarios or plans are presented and people are asked to comment.  

Active involvement is a higher level of participation than consultation. Active involvement implies that 
stakeholders are invited to contribute actively to the planning process by discussing issues and 
contributing to their solution. Essential to active involvement is the potential for participants to 
influence the process. However, it does not necessarily imply that they also become responsible for 
water management. 

The different levels of participation are not mutually exclusive but rather build on each other. 
Consultation implies information supply and active involvement implies consultation. In addition, 
different levels can be useful at different stages. The choice of level depends on aspects like the 
timing of public participation and the stage of the planning process, the (political and historical) context 
for public participation, available resources, objectives or benefits of public participation, and the 
stakeholders identified to be involved. 

Figure 1: Stages and levels of public participation in WFD first planning cycle 

 

 

Setting a timetable and workprogramme 
In the first phase of the WFD consultation process, the public is informed and consulted on the 
detailed planned measures for public participation. These measures are described in the so-called 
timetables and work programmes for the production of the River Basin Management Plan, which 
should have been released for public consultation by the end of 2006 at the latest. 

Why talk about significant water management issues? 
Significant water management issues (the so-called “SWMIs”) are the main issues which affect the 
water environment in a specific River Basin District; they have to be addressed to deliver 
environmental improvements and to meet the WFD environmental objectives. There is no strict 
definition of SWMIs – a SWMI can be defined for instance as a specific pressure (e.g. point sources of 
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pollution), a specific impact on the water environment (e.g. nutrient enrichment) or another important 
water management issue (e.g. issue of cost recovery). 

The identification of SWMIs is an intermediate step in the river basin planning process, in between the 
analysis of pressures and impacts (according to WFD Article 5) and the preparation of the draft 
RBMPs. Thus, SWMIs are commonly interpreted as an early overview of the main pressures and 
impacts that will need to be addressed in the RBMPs.  

In the second phase of the WFD consultation process, Member States have to publish an interim 
overview of the SWMIs for each River Basin District. These had to be published by the end of 2007.  

SWMIs can be defined based on the Article 5 analysis of pressures and impacts on water bodies, on 
discussions regarding the definition of objectives and necessary measures, as well as on the 
perceptions, knowledge and experience of the relevant stakeholders. 

The consultation on the SWMIs should be a process to move from the analysis of problems (pressures 
and impact analysis) to management action (i.e. objectives and priority measures in the RBMPs). The 
SWMI consultation should thus present the necessary background information to allow stakeholders to 
contribute to participatory decision making and to inform the general public in a simple way about the 
most important issues regarding European waters. 

WWF and EEB were the first interested parties which published a snapshot analysis of significant 
water management issues and measures in 15 Member States from the environmental NGO 
perspective (in July 2008)2. They concluded that the SWMIs focused predominantly on diffuse 
pollution caused by agriculture and households. In addition, the supporting information to the SWMI 
consultations confirmed that flow and morphological alterations are the most recent and most 
important pressures for rivers.  

The present document includes an expert assessment of SWMI documents, published by the end of 
2008 in 23 Member States. The findings show that key pressures and impacts related to the identified 
SWMIs are: 

Key pressures (SWMI assessment) 

• Diffuse sources from agriculture and 
domestic effluent in areas without sewage 
network 

• Point sources from UWWT plants and 
industry 

• Flow regulation, hydropower works and 
morphological modifications of rivers 

• Abstractions for public water supply and 
irrigation 

• Climate change 

Key impacts (SWMI assessment) 

• Nutrient enrichment 
• Contamination by priority substances (or 

other specific pollutants) 
• Altered habitats 
• Organic enrichment 
• Excessively low water levels 

 

The role of public participation in drafting the RBMPs 
The third and fundamentally important phase of the WFD public information and consultation process 
begins at the latest by the end of 2008 with the publication of draft versions of the River Basin 
Management Plans (RBMPs). The draft RBMPs should include proposed environmental objectives for 
water bodies in the relevant River Basin District and proposed Programmes of Measures to achieve 
these objectives. The exact content requirements for RBMPs are described in Annex VII of the WFD.  

On the basis of the consultation feedback on the draft versions, the RBMPs should be finalised by the 
end of 2009. The final aim is for Member States to prepare RBMPs with measures that ensure the 
achievement of at least good status or high status by 2015 in all rivers, lakes, groundwaters and 
coastal waters in the EU. This deadline can however also be delayed until 2021 or even 2027 with 
good justifications. 

Given the complexity of issues described in the draft RBMPs, it is a real challenge to prepare plans 
that are concise and easily readable by the public. Indeed, the draft RBMPs are to be the primary                                                         
2  WWF & EEB (2008). Letting the public have their say on water management: A snapshot analysis of Member States’ 

consultations on water management issues and measures within the WFD. EEB publication number : 2008/006. 
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vehicle for consulting the public and stakeholders on plans for managing the water environment within 
the River Basin District; in consequence it is expected that the draft RBMPs contain the same level of 
information and have the same structure as the final versions.  

Transparent and effective public consultation on the draft RBMPs is of utmost importance for 
the successful implementation of the final RBMPs. Consultation aims to ensure ownership of 
management actions as well as public and stakeholder support for the implementation of 
specific measures. 

Aims and structure of this conference document 
The present document aims at communicating key messages on the topics addressed at the 2nd 
European Water Conference, based on information released by the MS for the WFD consultation 
process.  

The document provides an overview and lessons learned from all stages of the consultation process 
so far (Chapter 2). In Chapter 3, an overview of the SWMIs across the EU is given and significant 
issues are put into context concerning their role in the WFD planning process. Chapter 4 provides a 
snapshot on the state of play concerning the publication of draft RBMPs for consultation, and first 
feedback is given on the completeness of the plans, with focus on objectives setting and exemptions. 
Chapter 5 gives feedback on the draft Programmes of Measures (in terms of structure and overall 
content), with more detailed information on the following specific topics: «water pricing», «water and 
agriculture», «hydromorphological modifications», «pollution from households and industry» and 
«climate change challenges to water».  

Methodology of present survey 
The present document is based on information gathered and assessed in October 2008-February 
2009 by a team of 32 assessors on WFD consultation processes, SWMIs and draft RBMPs, 
distributed all over Europe. All available key consultation documents produced by the Member States 
have been uploaded onto the EC WFD CIRCA as a central library. 

A core team composed of Ecologic Institute, ACTeon and VITO developed evaluation matrixes to 
enable targeted information collection on each of the key themes of the 2nd European Water 
Conference. This document synthesises the information collected. The synthesis was carried out by 
ACTeon for the consultation process, by VITO for the SWMIs, and by Ecologic for the draft RBMPs. 

The following paragraphs provide brief information on the methodology followed to gather and assess 
information on each theme. To interpret and place the information provided into context, the following 
should be kept in mind: 

• There may be gaps in the information due to restrictions in the information available at the 
time of the survey or in the information that could be obtained in the limited time of the 
survey; 

• Varying quality of the information available in each MS and RBD (the quality and detail of 
the information determined the level of information that could be extracted for the 
evaluation matrixes); 

• Possible assessor and interviewee bias; 

• Lack of time to carry out in-depth assessments. 

Assessing the consultation processes: The 27 MS, the international level of the Danube and Rhine 
RBDs, as well as Norway have been considered in this part of the survey. Information could be 
collected from 140 RBDs.  

The main sources of information were consultation websites of the competent authorities, direct 
interviews with representatives of RBDs or the national representative in charge of the WFD 
consultation (where possible), and press reviews of the water authorities. 

Information was collected on the consultation of the work programmes, the SWMIs and the draft 
RBMPs. Information on consultation processes which had not started by November/December 2008 
refers to planned consultations (e.g. on draft RBMPs in most MS or delayed SWMI consultations). 

http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/implementation_documents_1/information_consultation&vm=detailed&sb=Title
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Interviews were carried out with the help of an interview guide and an evaluation matrix. The response 
rate to each question of the matrix (i.e. the percentage of RBDs for which an answer could be given 
based on available information or the interview) varied between 13% and 89%.  The percentages 
presented in Chapter 2 (e.g. the percentages of tools used) have been calculated on the basis of the 
number of RBDs with a response to the particular question. 

Assessing the SWMIs: The 27 MS as well as the international level of the Danube and Rhine RBDs 
have been considered in this part of the survey. Chapter 3 gives an overview of the MS that did and 
those that did not identify SWMIs (by January 2009). The MS assessors were, firstly, asked to answer 
a set of general questions about the structure and information in the SWMI documents (e.g. on links 
made to Article 5 analysis, the RBMP planning process and actions proposed, criteria used, etc.). 
Secondly, assessors were asked to record the described SWMIs in a matrix of main pressures and 
links to key impacts, considering that SWMIs aim at providing an early overview of the main pressures 
and impacts that need to be addressed in the RBMPs. 

Screening the draft RBMPs: 17 MS which had published all or some of their draft RBMPs by the end 
of January 2009 have been considered in this part of the survey. Due to the limited time available, only 
a simple screening of the content of all available dRBMPs was possible (in total 114 plans; see list in 
Annex). A matrix was developed to extract targeted information on the following themes: typology & 
reference conditions, types of protected areas, current status, foreseen status in 2015, 2021 and 
2027, use of exemptions, economic analysis, water pricing, and agricultural measures.  

In the screening exercise of the 114 plans, assessors could only work in several cases by document-
search of keywords. The screening showed that for certain topics of the dRBMPs, detailed and more 
accurate information can only be gathered by means of an in-depth assessment. On the topics of 
“current status” and “foreseen status 2015/21/27”, assessors were asked to extract aggregated 
numerical data in form of % of WB or absolute numbers of WB (where available). Information from 
dRBMPs where no such aggregated data were reported (reporting e.g. only disaggregated data in 
lists/annexes or only on maps) could not be considered in this synthesis document. 

A more detailed assessment of the content of the Programme of Measures (POM) was carried out for 
16 draft RBMPs3 (one per MS, with the exception of Spain where only one plan was available). For 
this purpose, dRBMPs were chosen whose POMs could be considered representative for the specific 
MS. 

                                                        
3  The POM of the following draft RBMPs were assessed in more detail : 

BE (Flanders-Scheldt RBD), BG (East Aegean RBD), CZ (Lower Vlatva RBD), DE (Weser RBD), EE (East Estonian RBD), 
FI (Vuoksi RBD), FR (Rhône Méditerranée), HU (Danube RBD), IE (Shannon RBD), LU (Rhine & Meuse RBDs), LV 
(Daugava RBD), NL (Rhine RBD), PL (Vistula RBD), RO (Banat hydrographical area), SK (Danube RBD) and UK (South-
East RBD). 
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2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND CONSULTATION PROCESS: 
WHERE DO WE STAND?  
Article 14 of the WFD, and its requirement for consultation, has led to one of the largest participation 
processes on a European Directive ever launched. Today, most of the Member States have 
completed two of the three consultation phases. A large number of consultation mechanisms has been 
developed to inform the public and to promote an active contribution to the river basin management 
planning process. While representatives of water authorities have widely confirmed the advantages of 
public participation, some countries have made less efforts than those required for the successful 
development of the process, or are behind the WFD schedule.  

This chapter synthesizes the first feedbacks from the consultation phases. It addresses in particular 
the following questions: When has consultation been organized? Which documents have been 
submitted to consultation? Which consultation tools and mechanisms have been applied? How have 
working groups and media been mobilised? Have comments expressed during consultation been 
taken on board? The answers to these questions are based on both past and planned consultation 
processes until the end of 2009, the final date for 
the RBMP implementation. Their aim is not to 
check WFD compliance, but to promote 
exchanges of good practices and preliminary 
feedbacks between Member States, as possible 
input to the adaptation of consultation strategies 
in future4.  

A first overview: From an 
uncoordinated start to a synchronized 
finish?  
The timing of consultation has mostly been fixed 
at national level. Figure 3 summarizes the time 
periods chosen by individual countries for 
carrying out the 3 steps of public participation. 
Generally speaking:  

• The duration of each consultation 
step is highly variable, from a few 
months (Romania, Latvia) to several 
years (Austria, Bulgaria, Estonia, 
Germany). 

• Some Member States have chosen 
to group the workprogramme (WP) 
and SWMI consultation steps (the 
Netherlands, Germany, France, 
Belgium, Ireland), with Malta 
combining all three steps. This does not correspond to the requirements of Article 14. 

• Large differences exist in terms of the start of the consultation process, from 2004 
(Scotland, France, Estonia, Bulgaria) to 2007 (Cyprus, Czech Republic, Ireland, Spain, 
Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia), after the deadline set by the WFD. 

• Differences in dates are more limited for the last consultation phase on draft RBMP – 
ranging from mid 2008 to mid 2009. This is mainly due to the implementation deadline for 
the RBMP before the end of 2009. Some countries have nevertheless planned their 

                                                        
4  More information on the current state of consultation and links to the consultation webpages of the different RBDs can be 

found on: http://water.europa.eu/participation  

Figure 2:  Overview of the consultation 
advancement in EU Member 
States – January 2009 

BLUE - consultations ongoing  
RED - consultations have not yet started  
PURPLE - consultations ongoing in a part of the country 
GREEN - consultations finalised 
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consultation until the end of 2009 (Cyprus5, Estonia, Malta, Slovenia). They might then 
face difficulties to finalise the RBMPs within the WFD deadlines. For some Member States 
(Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain - apart for the Islas Baleares), the start of the consultations 
on the draft RBMP is not yet known.  

J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D
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Figure 3: Overview of the calendar for the 3 consultation phases in EU Member States6                                                         
5  In Cyprus, the delay in the publication of the draft RBMP is due to administrative problems in contracting consultancy 

support. 
6  For EL, ES, PT, IT, no information was available on the timing of consultation on dRBMPs at the time of writing. 

Italy is first carrying out a consultation process on regional water protection plans. This process will be followed by the 
consultation on River Basin Management Plans on RBD level. Consultation on some of the regional water protection plans 
is ongoing or has been completed. The consultation on RBMP in DK will only start in 2010. No specific consultation dates 
were mentioned by the international Rhine RBD. Its consultation phases correspond to the different national ones.  In the 
international Danube RBD, consultation on the “roof” dRBMP will start in mid-May 2009; however, consultation on the 
Outline of the Danube dRBMP has started on the national level already in December 2008. 
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Which was the role of the consultation in the preparation of WFD documents? 
Have stakeholders been involved in the preparation of documents? 

Approximately half of the EU basin authorities have chosen to associate stakeholders when 
elaborating documents submitted to consultation. This results in a first pre-consultation during the 
drafting period leading to the adaptation of consultation documents. In addition to other administrative 
departments (e.g. agriculture, infrastructure), stakeholders consulted include private companies, 
NGOs, and the general public (Figure 4). 

The RBD authorities use different formal or 
informal tools for pre-consultation. Almost half of 
them have mobilised existing water committees to 
discuss the different draft versions of consultation 
documents. Other mechanisms include the 
organization of specific local meetings (50% of 
the basins), working groups (35%) or larger 
forums (18%). In Baden-Württemberg 
(Danube/Rhine Basin), for example, more than 40 
informal groups which support the WFD 
implementation have been set up since 2001. 
This includes: i) an “advisory committee on 
water”, which comprises governmental 
departments, associations and lobby groups; ii) 
decentralised information circles established in 
2003 involving regional stakeholders; and iii) local 
working groups open to all interested parties, 
launched  in 2006. 

Around 50% of the RBD authorities which 
implemented a pre-consultation step stressed its 
importance for detecting underlying conflicts and 
opposition. In some cases it helped adapt the draft 
document and make it already more acceptable 
for the official consultation step. Conflicts dealt 
with include: the balance between WFD objectives 
and economic (industrial/agriculture) development 
(Latvia, France, Germany); the integration 
between the river basin management and the 
spatial development plan (Latvia); the balance 
between WFD objectives and renewable energy 
policy (Sweden, Latvia); the effectiveness of 
proposed measures (Latvia); the sphere of 
influence of water companies (Slovakia); and 
monument conservation (weirs with historic value) 
in Germany. 

 

Which documents have been published so far for consultation? 

Differences exist among Member States in terms of the types of documents produced for consultation. 
Some Member States have put additional efforts into synthesising and clarifying the complex and 
technical SWMI and draft RBMP documents. Based on the experience in sharing the (highly technical) 
SWMI document, the Seine Normandy Water Agency in France, for example, translated the 184 
pages of the dRBMP into a 20 pages note available on the internet. This note was complemented by 4 
page summary attached to the consultation questionnaire. Other basins made thematic or local 
summaries of the RBMP to facilitate exchanges. The types of documents published for the 
consultation are presented in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5:  Type of documents published 
for the dRBMP consultation 
phase 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

dRBMP Programme 
of  measure

Local 
synthesis 

Thematic 
synthesis

Others 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f R
BD

s

Consultation documents

Others Synthesis Whole



 

 

12 

To facilitate access to documents, 60% of the MS have developed easy-to-read maps and synthesis 
reports capturing the essence and spatial dimension of the dRBMP and/or the Programme of 
Measures. Local syntheses aim at facilitating inhabitants’ access to the consultation process, 
indicating the impact of the draft RBMP and of the Programme of Measures on neighbouring rivers 
and groundwater bodies. The levels at which documents have been published are shown in Figure 7.  

In some cases, Member States have provided background information to citizens, e.g. presenting the 
consultation steps and the participants in the process, explaining the WFD and its technical jargon and 
implications (e.g. the meaning of terms of the WFD such as Good Ecological Status). The Loire 
Bretagne Water Agency in France has published a successful humorous cartoon for this purpose (See 
Figure 6).  

For most of the river basins, the draft RBMP and the Programme of Measures are available online and 
in public areas with free access. Most of them have followed the RBMP content set out in Annex VII of 
the WFD (2000/60/EC). In some cases, WFD elements have been complemented by additional 
documents capturing national circumstances (called “others” in Figure 5), e.g. environmental (non-
water media) impact assessment reports, assessments of the hydropower development potential, or 
complementary chapters explaining the technical procedure put in place for supporting the planning 
process. 

A large toolbox mobilised for a single objective 
A wide range of mechanisms and tools have been mobilised for the three consultation steps. As 
indicated in Figure 8 below, these include both passive tools (such as websites, online questionnaires, 
internet banners, TV and radio spots, newspaper articles, posters, etc.) and active tools (such as local 
meetings, exhibitions, questionnaires sent via post, etc.). The number of tools mobilised can be seen 
as an indicator of the consultation efforts undertaken by Member States in terms of time and financial 
resources. Nevertheless this indicator includes bias in the case of Member States that concentrated 
their consultation efforts on the use of few instruments. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7:  
Example of a 
humorous cartoon 
providing WFD 
background 
information 
(France) Figure 6:  Geographic level of the dRBMP

synthesis documents 
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Figure 8:  Number of tools used per country (total for the 3 consultation steps) 
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According to Figure 87, Poland, France, Bulgaria, Cyprus and Slovakia mobilised the most diverse set 
of consultation tools8. Portugal, Norway, Denmark and Finland have applied less than 10 tools, a 
choice also made by Greece which plans to mobilise mainly passive tools.  

 

Which consultation tools have been used? 

Figure 9:  Consultation tools used per consultation phase 
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Figure 9 gives an overview of the different tools mobilised by the basins. Websites have been used in 
most of the countries, followed by local meetings and access to the documents in public areas. At the 
opposite end of the scale, surveys, television and radio spots have been more rarely used, probably 
due to their cost implications. It is important to stress that - apart for the Czech Republic, Finland and 
France which initiated consultation on draft RBMPs prior to December 2008 - the number of tools used 
for the consultation of draft RBMPs might not be complete, as less information could be gathered on 
this (still on-going) step.  

                                                         
7  This graph considers the average number of tools per MS, using the average number of tools for all basins.  
8  Concerning Malta, a joint consultation process for the WP, the SWMIs and the draft RBMP is planned for 2009. Information 

on planned tools was not yet available.  
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Creative consultation tools: The phone service 
in the Guadiana basin, Spain 

In order to help people with their questions, a 
phone service has been implemented in several 
Spanish basins, providing information to the 
public.  

This innovative approach consisting in direct 
contact with the population created a trustful 
relation between the water authorities and the 
local population. 

Identifying innovative consultation 
approaches and tools  

Innovative approaches to consultation have 
also been developed by some Member 
States. These include:  

• ”Communication” tools such as 
leaflets, brochures, DVDs and 
CDs, providing simplified 
information in an attractive way. 
In Spain, web-based 
cartographic tools were 
mobilised and permitted 
interactive explanation of the 
WFD process.   

• “Enjoyable activities” to 
enhance awareness on water 
issues, in particular for the 
youth, such as games and quiz 
sessions (Germany), theatre 
plays (France), short films or field trips. 

•  “Direct contact” tools such as a Water Buses and blue ambassadors (France), a phone 
service (Spain), forums (United Kingdom), or “Water Information Centres” (Lithuania) – 
see boxes below.  

Large events such as the “Danube Day Celebration” in 
Bulgaria or the “Big Jumps event” in France were also 
organised and are considered effective mechanisms to 
attract people’s attention to water issues.  

It is interesting to note that these innovative tools have 
mainly been mobilised at the start of the consultation 
effort (WP consultation). This may be due to the fact 
that significant efforts are required at the beginning of 
the process to arouse people’s interest.  

Quantifying the consultation effort: Food for thought 
Three indicators were chosen for a preliminary quantification of the overall consultation effort (see 

Creative consultation tools: The Water Bus in the Adour 
Garonne basin, France  

  

The Water Bus represents a 
very unusual way to reach 
the inhabitants of the basin. 
Thanks to various interactive 
activities such as videos, 
mock-ups, a water bar or 
smell identification, citizens 
can get informed of the 
basins’ issues and 
specificities. Moreover, 
direct contact is favoured, as 
a guided tour is offered. The 
tool is considered to be a 
very friendly way to get in 
touch with water issues. 
 

Extracted from the Adour 
Garonne water agency website 
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Table 1 for information on selected countries): (1) the number of local meetings, (2) the number of 
public areas with free access to documents, and (3) the size of the target population, if questionnaires 
have been used.  

The number of meetings organised (so far) for the three consultation steps varies widely, e.g. from ca. 
50 (Hungary) to more than 900 (France). Free access to the key documents is generally given in 
municipalities, water agencies, libraries (UK), district offices and other public spaces, with significant 
variations between the different countries. When a questionnaire was used, it targeted mainly 
representatives of local authorities and other stakeholder groups in most of the countries. Whereas 
France targeted first the general public during all consultation phases, other MS performed such 
consultation for selected steps (e.g. the SWMI documents in Latvia or the draft RBMP in Estonia). In 
Germany, all interested citizens were invited to the consultation process.  
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Table 1: Quantified data for selected countries  
Quantification  

on dRBMP

Bulgaria citizens 17 8
authorities and 

voluntary local people 
[432]

43 8 20

Cyprus 600 [15] public 70 000 [746] 30
Estonia 0 17 100 17
Finland 150 [72] 90 286 authorities [263] 96 286

France public [234 005] 124
prefectures,  

municipalities, 
water agencies

public [234 005] 124
prefectures, 

municipalities, 
water agencies

674

Hungary 2000 [62] 1 42 authorities [59] 10 0 42

Number of local 
meetings 
planned

Country

Quantification on WP Quantification on SWMI

Target population of 
the post 

questionnaire 
[answers to the online 

and post 
questionnaire]

Number of local 
meeting 

organised

Number of public 
area with free 
access to the 
documents

Target population of 
the post questionnaire 
[answers to the online 

and post 
questionnaire]

Number of local 
meeting 

organised

Number of public 
area with free 
access to the 
documents

 

 

 

 

First steps towards active involvement of all interested parties  
The involvement of stakeholders in working groups has been widely used in about half of all RBDs 
and for all three consultation steps. These groups play mainly an advisory role and are involved 
directly or consulted afterwards. In some cases, (around 20% of the cases), they took part in the 
decision making process. Most of the working groups were established on regional level (86%), but 
local (36%), national (28%) and transboundary (international Rhine river basin) levels were also 
reported.  

Working groups on regional or national scale are mainly composed of representatives of ministries or 
regional administrations (dealing with agriculture, industry, and environment), water agencies, and 
representatives of the private sectors (e.g. water supply companies). Non-governmental organizations 
are usually involved. When established at local level, they are composed of local public authorities and 
“water users” such as industry and farmer representatives, different experts, and environmental 
NGOs. The criteria for membership in these working groups is rarely indicated. The composition of 
some of them has been determined by existing rules for water commissions or by an official list of 
interested parties (e.g. in some basins in Bulgaria, Lithuania, France or Spain). In other cases, 
members have been chosen depending on their field of expertise. 

 
 

German, Polish and Swedish working groups  

Some MS have chosen to base part of the consultation process on small working groups representing local interests. 
The composition and the way working group members have been selected are different depending on the country. In 
Germany, “Evenings of Ideas” were open to all citizens: participants were asked to draft local programmes of 
measures themselves. The establishment of local working groups was advertised in local newspapers nationwide in 
Sweden. In Poland, geographic working groups have been created, composed amongst others of the local 
government, organizations linked to water management, and NGOs. Candidates were proposed by the director of the 
regional water authority (RWMA) and appointed by the director of the national authority (NWMA). 

Two different approaches to public consultation: France/United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom structured public consultation around small local groups called Liaison Panel (LP), composed of 
representatives of farming groups, consumers, water companies, industry and NGOs. Documents for the WP, SWMI, 
RBMPs, and Programme of Measures have been submitted to all LP and their feedbacks will be incorporated into the 
last versions of these documents.  

Based on a successful experiment in the Rhine-Meuse river basin, France relied on a postal survey, with 
questionnaires being sent to all (60 million) inhabitants. The survey response reached 1.4%. A parallel pool survey of 
15 000 people was carried out by the Seine Normandy Water Agency. Interestingly, both methods came to the same 
results. Despite its large costs (7 million Euros), the use of postal survey provided the opportunity to all citizens to 
react. The relatively low response rate might be explained by the fact that people might have mistaken the mailing for 
advertisement.  
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Impact of the consultation: Which integration of consultation outcome?  
One of the most important issues regarding public participation relates to its final impact on documents 
and decisions. To ensure transparency, it is also necessary that consultation outcomes are made 
public. After the SWMI consultation, this has only been done in 55% of the RBDs. The adaptations to 
the documents made following the workprogramme (WP) and SWMI consultation process are 
indicated in the table below9.  

 

Table 2:  Countries which specified if adaptations took place or not following the 
consultation processes 

 WP SWMI 

Adaptation 

• Belgium (change of the 
timetable for one RBD) 

• Hungary (two 
adaptations) 

• Netherlands 
(substantial changes in 
the planning process) 

• UK (2 RBD: extension 
of stakeholders 
involved, additional 
strategies identified, 
agreement to hold 
catchments workshop) 

• Belgium (few new issues added in 1 RBD) 
• Bulgaria (additional priority issues included) 
• Cyprus (minor changes: more explicit explanations 

included, some measures added) 
• Czech Republic (flood prevention and pollution 

included) 
• Estonia (50% of the suggestions included in the 

document) 
• Most of French RBDs 
• Almost all German RBDs (comments included) 
• Hungary (change of the structure, some suggestions 

included) 
• Netherlands (substantial changes made) 
• Spain (additional SWMI related to climate change) 
• UK (2 RBD: measures for SWMIs changed, additional 

pressures added, abstraction and flow issues added) 

No 
adaptation 

• Belgium (1 RBD), 
Bulgaria, Cyprus, 
Estonia, most French 
RBDs, Germany, 
Latvia, Lithuania, 
Portugal, 

• UK (2RBD) 

• Belgium (1RBP), Latvia, Lithuania 

 

Altogether, 47% of the SWMI documents were adapted, but only 20% of the work programmes. 
However, only limited information is available on the extent of the changes made. Modifications made 
in the SWMI document in the Czech Republic concern amongst others the emphasis on flood 
prevention as well as point and non-point pollution abatement. In Spain, for the RBDs Miño-Sil and 
Cantábrico, an additional SWMI concerning “climate change” was included. SMWIs added in France 
following the consultation include for example “health”, “protection of small upstream water bodies” 
and “governance” (see for example the RBDs for Seine-Normandy and Martinique). For the Danube 
RBD in Hungary, the entire structure of the SWMI document was changed and additional suggestions 
included. Although some RBDs explained the absence of adaptation thanks to the earlier involvement 
of stakeholders in the drafting process of documents (e.g. Danube and Rhine RBD in the German 
Federal State Baden-Württemberg), adaptations could be interpreted as a signal of a successful (and 
transparent) consultation process (see countries in the upper part of Table 2).  

                                                        
9  Countries which are not mentioned did not make a statement.  
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Mobilising the media to support consultation  
To support the communication campaign, 
television and radio spots as well as 
newspapers articles were used by water 
authorities. In some Members States press 
conferences were also held and specific 
documents produced therefore. Other types 
of media mobilised include various forms of 
forums, flyers or for example internet-based 
“WFD news” at official websites (e.g. 
Lithuania). The use of the internet has 
turned out to be an important tool for the 
dissemination of information as well as for 
proposing online questionnaires. 
Nevertheless, one has to be aware of its 
limits, for example concerning the 
accessibility for elderly people. 

When looking at all three consultation 
phases, newspapers are the most commonly used media (see Figure 10), with articles published at 
national, regional and local scales. However little information was available to assess the actual 
impact on outreach of such media coverage. 

As for television, both national and local channels were equally used. However, the use of TV spots 
was limited by its (high) costs. Interestingly, a large number of radio spots were made for the WP 
consultation, because of reasonable cost and effectiveness in communicating directly with the public. 

Was it successful? First lessons from MS experience 
Member States have identified a series of benefits arising from the consultation process put in place 
so far to support the implementation of the WFD. The consultation process has helped in: 

• Enhancing public awareness on water related and environmental issues; 

• Integrating knowledge from different (local) stakeholders;  

• Improving coordination between institutions, establishing new contacts or building more 
trustful relations;  

• Enhancing acceptance of the assessment carried out and of its results.  

MS also identified conditions for successful consultation, and constraints that would need to be 
removed for enhancing the effectiveness of future consultation steps (see table below).  

 

 

 

 

Integration of the results of public participation in the final RBMP documents:  the approach in 
France 

In the French metropolitan RBDs, the consultation on draft RBMPs takes place in 2 steps: the 
consultation of the general public from 15 April 2008 to 15 November 2008, and the consultation of 
interested parties from January to May 2009. The results of the first consultation phase were added to the 
documents for the second phase in the form of an appendix. For the Loire-Bretagne river basin, for 
example, the public identified agricultural pollution as well as pollution from cities and industries as main 
priorities. The final rewriting process of the RBMPs will start in June 2009, once feedbacks from all 
interested parties are received, analysed and discussed by the water basin committees. The final version 
of the RBMP is expected to be submitted to the Water Committee meeting for adoption in October 2009. 

Figure 10:  Number of basins which used (or 
plan to use) specific types of 
media during the consultation 
phases 
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Conditions for successful consultation  
• Organise the process well from the beginning 
• Use a diversity of consultation methods  
• Use non-technical language to facilitate the 

access of the general public  
• Emphasise the local implications of the WFD  
• Involve important stakeholders before the 

official start of the public consultation  
• Facilitate meetings by external experts to 

avoid any impression of a process controlled 
by administrations  

• Actively involve the public 

Issues to improve in the future 
• Coordinate at national level with clear division 

of tasks and responsibilities 
• Provide sufficient financial resources, e.g. for 

TV spots and regional consultation  
• Account for specific difficulties to reach specific 

social groups (rural, elderly &  young people)  
• Adapt national tools to local needs  
• Set thoroughly the objectives and content of 

public surveys 
• Overcome historical distrust between some 

stakeholders 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 
The review of the WFD consultation process carried out by MS up to December 2008 permits the 
following conclusions:  

• Although no negative effect of consultation was identified, some MS recognise it could 
have been carried out more efficiently. The process helped to raise awareness and to 
improve draft documents (mainly, however, for SWMI). It also helped establish new 
contacts between stakeholders and improving existing relationships.  

• The Czech Republic (consultation process already finalised), France (with all phases 
started early and a set of creative tools mobilised) or Poland (a wide range of consultation 
tools applied) clearly stand out positively in the review.  

• The review also stressed the very late timing of consultation for countries such as Malta or 
Italy, or the likely difficulty Cyprus and Estonia might face in delivering the final RBMP in 
time because of consultation phase lasting until the end of 2009.  

Feedbacks of river basin representatives helped develop some recommendations for the future: 

• Answering key questions before starting the consultation is a pre-requisite: Why is 
consultation necessary – and for which objective/purpose? Who is consulting – and 
consulted? Which are the most effective tools to reach consultation objectives?  

• Pre-consultation phases with relevant stakeholders are likely to enhance the effectiveness 
and flexibility of consultation. In particular, they help detect conflicts at the early stages of 
the process – giving time for discussion and compromise.  

• A good communication campaign using different types of media is essential for a 
successful consultation process. Radio can be an acceptable alternative to TV spots, in 
particular under tight budgetary conditions.  

• To design the right mix of consultation tools remains a challenge. The review stressed in 
particular the relevance of the following tools:  

o National events – to attract people’s interest; 

o (Online) questionnaires – for collating interesting suggestions ; 

o Local meetings – to establish direct contact with stakeholders; 

o A media campaign at national and regional level – for reaching and informing the 
public;  

o Innovative tools adapted to local cultural heritage – to reach specific social groups 
(rural, elderly and young people). 

• Working groups are a successful tool to provide suggestions by consensus. The 
composition of the group should take the diversity of different stakeholders into account. A 
combination of working groups and events at different (national, regional and local) scales 
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has proved to be effective in covering a wide range of issues and collating feedbacks on 
both national and local issues and interests.  

• The use of non-technical language is a pre-requisite for any consultation document, as it 
facilitates the access of the general public to the process. Geographic and/or thematic 
syntheses are useful to illustrate impacts on the local environment.  

• The objective of the consultation is often to enrich and consolidate documents and not 
only to comply with Article 14 requirements.  

• Involving local stakeholders is an efficient way of promoting public participation. This can 
be obtained by public debates organized by municipalities, broadcasts in local radio, 
NGO’s involvement, etc. 

Overall, the review stressed that there is no standard consultation recipe. A large range of tools are 
available and can be mobilised. However, they must be adapted to local socio-economic and cultural 
conditions and behaviour.  

Key questions to the conference  
• Is the information provided here consistent with your impressions of the consultation 

processes? 

• Do you think that the consultation influenced the final documents in a significant way? If 
yes, how – and on which specific issues? 

• What are your (positive/negative) experiences with consultation?  

• Which conditions must be given for certain tools to work most effectively?  

• What should be improved for future consultation – including on the draft RBMPs?  
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3. SIGNIFICANT WATER MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
State of play 
Most Member States have published documents on significant water management issues (SWMIs) to 
use them in consultation with stakeholders. In total, 23 Member States published SWMIs (as of 
January 2009). In 4 Member States (Greece, Portugal, Luxembourg and Italy) SWMI documents 
were not available, thus southern Europe is poorly represented in the present SWMI analysis.  

Most Member States have reported SWMIs at the River Basin District level. In some cases, the issues 
are presented at the national level (e.g. the Netherlands) or on other levels (e.g. sub-basin or regional 
administrative level). The international level of SWMIs for the RBDs Danube and Rhine was also 
considered in the present analysis. 

Key pressures and impacts in the SWMI documents 
On the basis of a pressure-impact matrix used to survey 110 SWMI documents across the EU, the 
importance of key groups of pressures and key environmental impacts is summarised in the following 
figures and MS tables. Nearly all SWMI documents (98%) establish links between pressures and 
impacts (explicitly or implicitly), thus it was possible to streamline SWMIs following this analytical 
approach.  

In some cases, the identified key pressures and impacts reflect the actual identified SWMIs, while in 
other cases they reflect pressures and/or impacts which are mentioned in the description of the 
significant issues. 

From this analytical perspective, the most important pressures or drivers identified in the SWMI 
documents on an EU level are, in order of importance: 

• Diffuse sources from agriculture and domestic effluent in areas without sewage network; 

• Point sources from UWWT plants and industry; 

• Flow regulation, hydropower works and morphological modifications of rivers; 

• Abstractions for public water supply and irrigation; 

• Climate change. 

These conclusions seem to be comparable to the findings of the Article 5 analysis, whereby point 
source pollution, diffuse source pollution and water flow regulations/morphological alterations were 
identified as important pressures. Water abstraction was on average evaluated as being a less 
important pressure (2007 WFD implementation report).10 

The most important impacts identified in the SWMI documents are, in order of importance: 

• Nutrient enrichment; 

• Contamination by priority substances (or other specific pollutants); 

• Altered habitats; 

• Organic enrichment; 

• Excessively low water levels. 

                                                        
10  However, the conclusions of the 2007 WFD implementation report on pressures were based on a limited dataset 

(Commission Staff Working Document (SEC(2007) 362 final): "First report on the implementation of the Water Framework 
Directive 2000/60/EC". Brussels, 22/3/2007. Available online: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-
framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf). 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/sec_2007_0362_en.pdf
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Figure 11: Distribution of important environmental impacts identified in RBDs/SWMI documents 

 

AT(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N N N Y(1) N N N N 

BE(2) Y(2) N Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) 

BG(6) NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

CY(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) N N N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) 

CZ(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) N 

EE(1) NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

DK(4) Y(4) Y(3) Y(3) Y(3) N N Y(1) N Y(3) Y(3) Y(2) 

FI(7) Y(5) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) N Y(1) Y(2) Y(4) N N 

FR(11) Y(9) Y(7) Y(8) Y(5) Y(4) Y(4) Y(7) Y(7) Y(6) Y(5) Y(5) 

DE(15) Y(12) Y(6) Y(8) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) Y(2) N Y(13) N N 

HU(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N 

IE(5) Y(3) Y(3) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) N Y(1) N N 

LV(6) Y(3) N Y(2) N N N N N N Y(1) Y(1) 

LT(4) NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

MT(1) Y(1) N Y(1) N N N N N N Y(1) Y(1) 

NL(1) NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

PL(3) Y(1) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) N N Y(3) Y(1) Y(2) N N 

RO(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N N N N N Y(1) Y(1) N 

SK(2) N Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N N Y(2) N Y(2) N N 

SI(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N N 

ES(11) Y(9) Y(5) Y(7) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(6) Y(2) Y(4) Y(4) Y(2) 

SE(5) Y(5) Y(5) Y(5) Y(5) Y(5) Y(3) Y(4) Y(3) Y(4) Y(2) Y(2) 

UK(16) Y(15) Y(13) Y(13) Y(9) Y(6) Y(1) Y(11) Y(3) Y(11) Y(6) Y(3) 

Notes: NI means insufficient information in the SWMI document to indicate impacts ; Numbers in brackets are numbers of SWMI 
documents in MS which report this impact..
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Figure 12: Distribution of important pressures or drivers identified in RBDs/SWMI documents 

 

AT(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) N N N N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) 

BE(2) Y(2) Y(2) N Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N Y(2) 

BG(6) Y(2) Y(5) Y(5) Y(4) Y(5) Y(4) Y(4) Y(3) Y(3) Y(4) Y(3) Y(3) N 

CY(1) N Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N N 

CZ(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(3) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) N Y(4) 

EE(1) Y(1) N N Y(1) N N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N 

DK(4) Y(3) Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) Y(3) Y(3) N Y(3) Y(1) N 

FI(7) Y(4) Y(4) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(4) Y(2) N N Y(1) 

FR(11) Y(9) Y(8) Y(6) Y(9) Y(8) Y(8) Y(6) Y(7) Y(7) Y(6) Y(5) Y(6) Y(4) 

DE(15) Y(6) Y(2) Y(1) Y(12) Y(1) Y(4) N* N* Y(12) Y(6) Y(13) Y(2) N 

HU(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) 

IE(5) Y(2) Y(1) N Y(3) N N N* N* Y(1) N N N N 

LV(6) N N N Y(3) N N N N N N N N N 

LT(4) Y(1) N N Y(4) N Y(4) N* N* N Y(3) N N N 

MT(1) Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N N N N N 

NL(1) N N N N N N N N N N Y(1) N N 

PL(3) Y(1) N Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) N N 

RO(1) N Y(1) N Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1) N Y(1) Y(1) N 

SK(2) N Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) N N 

SI(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) 

ES(11) Y(5) Y(7) Y(3) Y(9) Y(2) Y(3) Y(6) Y(5) Y(4) Y(3) Y(3) Y(4) Y(2) 

SE(5) Y(4) Y(4) Y(1) Y(5) Y(2) Y(5) Y(1) Y(3) Y(4) Y(4) Y(2) Y(1) Y(4) 

UK(16) Y(14) Y(9) Y(11) Y(15) Y(12) Y(9) Y(7) Y(11) Y(4) Y(2) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) 

* Abstractions : DE - quarries (3), transfer (1); LT - cooling for electricity production (1); IE: hydropower, not cooling (1) 

AbstractionDiffuse SourcesPoint Sources Flow & Morphology 
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Some additional significant water management issues (pressures, impacts or other management 
issues) were identified in few selected MS or RBDs. The main ones include the following: 

• Presence of foreign and invasive species (UK, DK, SI, EE, ES), which is the most 
important additional SWMI identified; 

• Fishing (UK, SI) and shellfish extraction in coastal areas (UK); 

• Loss of biodiversity (DE), erosion (FI),  diminishing of fauna in the littoral zone (FI); 

• Floods - damaged dikes (BG); 

• Transboundary pollution or transboundary water management (LV, NL, FR); 

• Water scarcity & droughts (CY, ES); 

• Structure and coordination of administration (ES, CY, PL); 

• Water pricing, cost recovery, cost-effectiveness, financial tools (ES, CY, AT, FR); 

• Meeting water demand (ES); 

• Implementation of environmental flows (ES). 

The identification of SWMIs is an intermediate step in the WFD planning process, following the 
analysis of pressures and impacts (according to WFD Article 5) and preceding the preparation of the 
draft RBMPs: 

• Concerning the link to Article 5, the majority of SWMI documents (97%) refer to the 
Article 5 analysis, but less than 40% of them provide an update or are based on an update 
of the Article 5 findings.  

• Concerning the link between SWMIs and draft RBMPs, most SWMI documents (more 
than 90%) make reference to the draft RBMPs, and 78% of SWMI documents indicate 
that the identified SWMIs will have an influence on the RBMPs. 

Concerning the level of detail and further analysis provided on the identified SWMIs, it should be noted 
that: 

• The specific regions of an RBD which are mostly affected by the identified SWMIs are 
indicated in more than 60% of the SWMI documents.  

• Likely measures and actions which should be considered in order to tackle the identified 
SWMIs are listed in more than 90% of SWMI documents. 

• In more than 60% of SWMI documents, there is no ranking of the identified significant 
issues. 

• Certain criteria (or methods) were used to select SWMIs in more than 80% of SWMI 
documents. Examples of these criteria include: 

o Selection of SWMIs based on Article 5 reports (e.g. DE and FR); 

o Establishment of definition of SWMI (1st step), followed by generic list of 
pressures (potential issues) by competent authority (2nd step) and agreement of a 
liaison panel on set of criteria to assess SWMIs (3rd step) (UK, England and 
Wales); 

o Weighted average based on a number of criteria (ES); 

o Issues considered significant were those causing the non-achievement of the 
WFD objectives (including consideration of the surface affected, socioeconomic 
consequences, adequacy/inadequacy of existing mechanisms, trend for future 
worsening, certainty of impacts) (CY). 
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The SWMI consultation process 
The SWMI consultation process has often been coupled with the consultation on the work programme, 
which is not exactly what the Directive prescribes. It has thus been the first main consultation work 
implemented in the WFD by some of the Member States. According to some MS, the SWMI 
consultation has been a useful practice for fine-tuning the consultation process for the draft RBMPs. 
Media were mobilised in 65% of the basins. 55% of the basins have published the SWMI consultation 
results and 47% have adapted the document based on the consultation outcomes (e.g. adding new 
SWMI, change of document frame). In some RBDs, this first experience raised the need to develop 
consultation tools more adapted to local culture and social behaviour.  

Some issues were added or gained more importance in the planning process as a result of the SWMI 
consultation, e.g. more emphasis on flood prevention and point and non-point pollution abatement in 
the CZ, addition of climate change in certain RBDs in ES, addition of “water user health”, “protection of 
upstream small water bodies” and “governance” in certain RBDs in FR. 

The SWMI consultation process has also helped reveal several disputes in the planning process, e.g.: 

• Conflicts between farmers and tourist industry on water quantity distribution, and between 
urban consumers and farmers on price of water (CY); 

• Lack of proper coordination between institutions (BG); 

• Reduction of local agricultural production without compensation (CZ);  

• Competences on flood protection and how to finance them: central versus local 
government (SK);  

• WFD objectives as too demanding for economic sectors like hydropower and agriculture 
(DE, NL, PL, SE);  

• WFD not going far enough for NGOs (DE, NL). 

Questions to the conference 
• Are all relevant pressures and impacts reflected in the SWMIs? 

• What were the benefits of the SWMI step for the WFD policy process? 

• How could the SWMI identification and/or consultation process be improved? 

• Are there SWMIs that receive more attention at the European level? 

• What is the main lesson of this step? 
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4. DRAFT RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT PLANS 

4.1 Introduction and first completeness check 
The WFD requires the preparation of a management plan for each River Basin District (RBD). The 
milestone of the river basin planning process is thus the River Basin Management Plan (RBMP), 
which summarises the relevant planning information per RBD according to the items listed in Annex 
VII of the WFD. 

According to the WFD implementation timetable, draft versions of all RBMPs should have been 
published by the end of 2008 for public consultation. The final RBMPs must be prepared by the end of 
2009.  

By end of January 2009, draft River Basin Management Plans (dRBMPs) were made available for 
public consultation in 17 Member States (Figure 13). Most published dRBMPs refer to the RBD level. 
In some countries, dRBMPs refer to the level of basins or subbasins included in larger RBDs, e.g. in 
RO, CZ and BG. In BE and partly in DE, regional administrative entities published dRBMPs which 
address parts of RBDs on their territory. Norway has also published dRBMPs for public consultation 
on part of its territory as voluntary planning.11  

In 10 EU Member States, no dRBMPs were published by end of January 2009, indicating a delay in 
launching the public consultation period and reduction of time available for finalising the RBMPs by the 
end of 2009. 

Figure 13 State of play on draft RBMP publication – January 2009 

 
The content of all available dRBMPs (114 draft plans) from 17 MS plus the international-level dRBMP 
of the Rhine was screened for the purpose of this document (see Chapter 1 for brief information on 
methodology). This screening exercise has served as the basis for first insights of dRBMPs. It should 
be noted that due to the lack of dRBMPs for most EU Mediterranean RBDs, statements and 
conclusions drawn below may not reflect the situation in southern Europe. 

Several MS have not published their dRBMPs or published them too late to be included either in this 
conference document or the introductory presentations at the 2nd European Water Conference.12 

                                                         
11  The Norwegian Parliament approved the incorporation of the WFD into the EEA-agreement on February 12th 2009. 
12  The following MS published dRBMPs since the analysis for this document was carried out: Sweden (dRBMPs on all 5 

RBDs), Lithuania (dRBMP on Nemunas RBD; 1 of 4 RBDs).  

BLUE/GREEN – dRBMPs published 
PURPLE –some dRBMPs published  
RED - dRBMPs not yet published  

Check latest version of state-
of-play map on: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environme
nt/water/participation/map_mc/
map.htm  
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The dRBMP consultation process 
The consultation strategy on draft RBMPs has largely benefited from the lessons learned in the SWMI 
consultation. 60% of the basins made the additional effort of developing local syntheses of the draft 
RBMPs and the Programme of Measures. Most of these syntheses were provided at the sub-basin 
level. 85% of the basins have set up specific working groups which either contributed in writing the 
document or which will be consulted afterwards. 80% of these groups play an advisory role and were 
organized at sub-basin scale. The analyses of tools planned for this consultation step shows that in 
general more tools will be mobilised than for the SWMI consultation (see Chapter 2 for details). 

First completeness check of draft plans 
Although a checking of all contents of all available dRBMPs (according to WFD Annex VII) has not 
been possible in the timescale of the present analysis, some observations can be made on selected 
themes: 

Typology and reference conditions: The majority of dRBMPs include a description of both typology 
and reference conditions or refer for details to accompanying documents. dRBMPs without description 
of typology and reference conditions include the UK plans and one DE plan (Danube, Federal State of 
Baden-Württemberg). Few dRBMPs included a description of typology but not of reference conditions 
(DE plan on the RBD Rhine/Federal State of Rhineland-Palatinate, FR plan on the RBD Adour 
Garonne and BG plan on the RBD Danube).  

Identification of protected areas: Protected areas have been identified in all dRBMPs except for the 
HU plan on the RBD Danube. The most common types of areas identified are conservation sites and 
drinking water areas, followed by nutrient sensitive areas and recreational-bathing waters. Protected 
areas for economically significant aquatic species (shellfish and freshwater fish waters) are the least 
common types of protected areas in the dRBMPs.13 

Figure 14 Types of protected areas identified in the dRBMPs (n=114 dRBMP) 

 
Note: The bar “shellfish/freshwater fish” indicates shellfish and freshwater fish areas which are only reported aggregated. 

Current status and status forecast 2015/21/27: The issues of current and foreseen status (potential) 
of water bodies by 2015 as well as the use of exemptions from the WFD objectives are covered in 
most dRBMPs, with few exceptions. The dRBMP of HU includes only preliminary information on these 
issues; an updated version of this dRBMP with more information and quantitative estimations is 
planned to be completed by end of April 2009. In RO, only preliminary data on water status are 
available in the dRBMPs. Once the classification system of status is available, figures will be updated 
and made available for consultation; the study on environmental objectives is also still in progress. In 
the SK dRBMP, unclear reference to another report is made on the issue of objectives. 

Forecasts of water body status for 2021 and 2027 (2nd and 3rd planning cycles) are not covered in the 
dRBMPs of all MS. Eight MS do not include 2021 and 2027 forecasts (BE-FL, CZ, EE, LU, LV, NL, PL,                                                         
13  Shellfish waters are identified in the NL, BE-FL, DE, EE, LV, FR, UK, IE, BG, RO, ES. 



 

 

28 

RO), while in two further MS (BG, DE), such forecasts are included only in some dRBMPs. In BE and 
NL, the dRBMPs discuss the measures which can be taken in the period 2016-2027, but status for 
2021 and 2027 is not explicitly forecasted.  

Economic analysis: The economic analysis of water uses (or summary) is included in most dRBMPs 
or there is reference to accompanying documents.14 Most dRBMPs include “estimates of volumes, 
prices and costs associated with water services”, and more than half of dRBMPs include “estimates of 
relevant investments including forecasts of such investments” (see details in Chapter 5.2).  

Nevertheless, less than half of the screened dRBMPs include or refer to a cost-effectiveness analysis 
of measures (in several cases, simple screening did not allow a conclusion to be drawn on this issue).  

In several dRBMPs, it is mentioned that further economic assessments (studies of disproportionate 
costs, cost-benefit analyses, cost-effectiveness assessments) will be undertaken in parallel with 
consultations on the dRBMPs in 2009 in order to refine the Programme of Measures. 

Programme of Measures: A Programme of Measures (POM), a POM summary or similar chapters 
with proposed actions (e.g. action plans) are included in all dRBMPs as part of the plan or as 
accompanying document.  

Key conclusions  
Several MS (especially southern MS) have not published their dRBMPs yet for public consultation. 
Thus, statements and conclusions drawn in this document on dRBMPs may not reflect the situation in 
southern Europe. 

Typology and reference conditions are described in most dRBMPs, with only few exceptions. 

Protected areas have not been identified in all dRBMPs. The most common are drinking water areas 
and conservation sites followed by nutrient sensitive areas and recreational-bathing waters. The 
number of designated areas for economically significant aquatic species are slightly lower in number 
than other protected areas. 

The issues of current and foreseen status (potential) of water bodies by 2015, as well as the use of 
exemptions from the WFD objectives, are covered in most dRBMPs, with few exceptions. There are, 
however, many gaps concerning the forecasts of status for 2021 and 2027, indicating that several MS 
have focused only on the 2015 situation in the first planning cycle, despite a high foreseen use of time 
derogations (see next section). 

A great number of dRBMPs do not include or refer explicitly to a cost-effectiveness analysis of 
measures. In fact, economic assessments seem to be in progress in several countries in parallel with 
draft plan consultations in order to refine the Programme of Measures in the final plans. 

Questions to conference 
• Do draft RBMPs address all significant water management issues in an adequate way?  

• How transparent are draft RBMPs? Is the level of detail sufficient or is too much detail 
included for the purpose of public consultation? 

• How will results of ongoing assessments, e.g. economic assessments, be fed into the 
consultation process on draft RBMPs? 

The next section presents in more detail the results of the dRBMP screening exercise on current 
status, objectives and use of exemptions. 

 

                                                        
14 For instance, in Ireland, reference is made to the 2004 national report on economic analysis of water use. 
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4.2 Objectives and exemptions 
The environmental objectives of the WFD, set out in Article 4, are the core of the Directive, providing 
for a long-term sustainable water management on the basis of a high level of protection of the aquatic 
environment. The main environmental objectives include the following elements: 

• No deterioration of status for surface and groundwaters and the protection, enhancement 
and restoration of all water bodies; 

• Achievement of good status by 2015, i.e. good ecological status (or potential) and good 
chemical status for surface waters, and good chemical and good quantitative status for 
groundwaters; 

• Progressive reduction of pollution of priority substances and phase-out of priority 
hazardous substances in surface waters, and prevention and limitation of input of 
pollutants in groundwaters; 

• Reversal of any significant, upward trend of pollutants in groundwaters; 

• Achievement of standards and objectives set for protected areas in EU legislation. 

In addition, an integral part of the environmental objectives set out in Article 4 are the so-called 
exemptions. These range from small-scale temporary exemptions to mid- and long term deviations 
from the rule “good status by 2015”, and include the following aspects: 

• Extension of the deadline by two times six years, in other words, good status must be 
achieved by 2027 at the latest (Article 4 (4)); 

• Achievement of less stringent objectives under certain conditions (Article 4 (5)); 

• Temporary deterioration of the objectives in case of natural causes or “force majeur” 
(Article 4(6)); 

• New modifications to the physical characteristics of a surface water body or alterations to 
the level of groundwater bodies, or failure to prevent status deterioration of a body of 
surface water (including from high status to good status) as a result of new sustainable 
human development activities (Article 4(7)). 

In order to make use of the exemptions, strict conditions should be met and a justification (among 
others technical feasibility, disproportionate costs or natural conditions) needs to be included in the 
RBMP. 

 

First insights from draft RBMPs 
Available draft RBMPs (dRBMPs) were checked for aggregated numerical information on the current 
status of SWB (ecological and chemical), current status of GWB (quantitative and chemical), as well 
as the level of achievement of at least good status of SWB and at least good quantity and chemical 
status of GWB by 2015, 2021 and 2027. 

As indicated in the previous section, the issues of current and foreseen status (potential) of water 
bodies by 2015 as well as the use of exemptions from the WFD objectives are covered in most 
dRBMPs, with few exceptions. However, forecasts of water body status for 2021 and 2027 are not 
covered explicitly in the dRBMPs of all MS.  

In addition, it should be kept in mind that: 

• The graphs do not illustrate information from dRBMPs which may provide information on these 
issues but do not report aggregated % or aggregated numbers of WB.15                                                          

15  Where possible, aggregated figures reported on individual water categories were added up to calculate overall figures on 
status. Some key gaps concern HU (no quantitative estimations in current dRBMP), RO (WFD-conform classification 
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• The numbers reported in the dRBMPs are in many cases still preliminary (e.g. numbers are 
not given for certain water categories which are still being assessed).  

Achievement of good status by 2015 

The level of ambition of MS in reaching good status for SWB by 2015 varies greatly, from below 10% 
of SWB reaching good status in 2015 (e.g. BE-Flanders, CZ) to above 80% (in several RBDs in IE, 
BG, FR, EE). 

Compared to the SWB, it appears that a much greater extent of GWB would reach good status by 
2015, especially in terms of quantity. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
system of water status still in progress in research study), FI SWB (dRBMPs reported in terms of length and not WB 
numbers). 

Figure 15: SWB achieving at least good status in 2015 

Figure 16: GWB meeting good chemical status in 2015 
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Notes: 1) Codes and names of RBDs/dRBMPs illustrated on these graphs are listed in the Annex; 2) The figures on good status 
of SWB in 2015 are in several dRBMPs aggregated figures which also include HWMB/AWB at good potential; 3) In some 
dRBMPs, GWB status was not reported separately for chemical and quantitative; nonetheless, the reported status is reflected in 
the graphs in this section assuming equal values for chemical and quantitative status. 

From current status to 2015 status 

The level of ambition in terms of improvements in SWB status from the current situation to 2015 is 
quite different among the MS.  

For instance, marked improvements are foreseen in RBDs of IE and BG. Considerable improvements 
are also expected in certain RBDs of UK, FR and NL, while CZ RBDs plan to achieve only minor 
improvements. 

The quantitative status of GWB appears to remain largely unchanged, maintaining in many cases the 
currently achieved good status. Indeed, in many RBDs with already good GWB status (quantitative, 
chemical or both), the objective set for 2015 is “no deterioration” of the current status, thus no explicit 
2015 forecast is provided. The chemical status of GWB appears to improve in several RBDs by 2015 
but still does not reach 100% good status in many RBDs. 

 

Figure 17: GWB meeting good quantitative status in 2015 



 

 

 

 
Notes: 1) Bars on current status refer to figures reported on ecological status only (in very few cases, bars refer to overall current status, if only such figures were reported); bars on 2015 mostly refer to overall 
good status (most dRBMPs did not distinguish between ecological and chemical in 2015); 2) For comparison, SWB figures on several UK RBDs only refer to rivers, since 2015 status was only reported for rivers. 

Figure 18: At least good status of SWBs: A comparison between current and 2015 status 



 

 

 
 

 
 
Figure 20: Good chemical status of GWBs : A comparison between current and 2015 status 

 
 

Figure 19 :  Good quantitative status of GWBs: A comparison between current and 2015 status 
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Trend of objectives achievement in future planning cycles 

In general, it is possible to draw only partial conclusions on the trend of objectives achievement 
between 2015 and 2027, due to the frequent lack of relevant information on objectives in future 
planning cycles. 

In the limited number of dRBMPs which provide relevant information16, the share of SWB which 
achieve at least good status rises by 2021 and reaches 100% by 2027 in most cases, with the 
exception of few individual RBDs in FR, UK and IE. 

In the case of GWB, good quantitative and chemical status is maintained (if already achieved in 2015) 
or rises to 100% by 2021/27 with the exception of few RBDs in FR.  

Use of exemptions 

Exemptions are applied for both surface and groundwater body objectives to a considerable extent. In 
specific:  

• SWB: In 80% of screened dRBMPs, exemptions are applied (in 8% of dRBMPs, no SWB 
exemptions are used;17 12% of dRBMPs provide no relevant information or cases of 
exemptions are still to be established).   

• GWB: In 61% of screened dRBMPs, exemptions are applied (in 18% of dRBMPs, no 
GWB exemptions are used;18 21% of dRBMPs provide no relevant information or cases of 
exemptions are still to be established).  

The most frequently used type of exemption for both surface water bodies and groundwater bodies is 
the extension of deadlines followed by less stringent objectives.  

Figure 22 : Types of exemptions used for SWB and GWB (n=114 dRBMPs) 

  
Less stringent objectives for SWB are reported by DE (10 dRBMPs), EE (1 dRBMP), FR (3 dRBMPs), 
UK (1 dRBMP) and IE (dRBMP). It is difficult to conclude on the basis of the screening exercise 
whether this type of exemption affects a small or large number of SWB. Only few dRBMPs report the 
aggregated % of SWB with less stringent objectives. However, it appears that the extent of use of less 
stringent objectives differs greatly from RBD to RBD (e.g. 3-5% of total SWB in 2 DE dRBMPs, 1.4 % 
of total SWB in one IE dRBMP, 0.4%/33%/53% of total SWB in 3 FR dRBMPs). 

Less stringent objectives for GWB are reported by DE (4 dRBMPs), FR (7 dRBMPs), ES (1 dRBMP; 
only available plan so far), PL (2 dRBMPs), UK (2 dRBMPs) and IE (2 dRBMPs). The extent of GWB 
with less stringent objectives in each dRBMP appears quite low, e.g. only 1 WB in each of 2 FR 
dRBMPs, only 3 WB in one UK dRBMP, 0.83% of total GWB in one IE dRBMP, 11% of area affected 
by exemptions in one ES dRBMP, 7% and 29% of total area of GWB in 2 DE dRBMPs. In a few 
dRBMPs, the use of less stringent objectives is still unclear but studies are underway to explore the 
possible application of this type of exemption.                                                         
16  The following MS provided clear information on 2021 and 2027 status forecasts in their dRBMPs: BG (3 of 4 dRBMPs), DE 

(8 of 22 dRBMPs), ES (1 dRBMP; only one available at time of analysis), FI, FR, IE and UK. 
17   SWB exemptions were not used in EE (2 dRBMPs), PL (4 dRBMPs), LU dRBMP and ES (1 dRBMP available on Baleares; 

possibly no SWB exemptions but no absolutely unequivocal statement found). 
18  GWB exemptions were not used in DE (1 dRBMP), EE (3 dRBMPs), FR (2 dRMBPs), PL (3 dRBMPs), BG (1 dRBMP), IE 

(2 dRBMPs), LU dRBMP and LV (4 dRBMPs, although it is not stated clearly and exemptions could be planned). 
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Exemptions due to temporary deterioration of objectives (Article 4.6) and new modifications (Article 
4.7) were detected in very low rates in the screening exercise. 

Exemptions due to new modifications (Article 4.7) were explicitly detected in the following dRBMPs: 
International Rhine dRBMP (GWB exemptions linked to mining projects taking place until 2045 and 
2048; reference is made to mining projects already in place but it is not specified whether Article 4.7 
refers to the extension of existing facilities), the FR dRBMPs Adour Garonne and Loire-Bretagne, the 
BG dRBMP Danube and the IE Eastern dRBMP (projects planned for flood defences, beach 
nourishment, ports and dune stabilisation). Thus, the screening exercise indicates absence of clear 
and explicit references to the use of Article 4.7 in the chapter of the dRBMPs dealing with exemptions 
for the current WFD planning cycle.  

The screening exercise did not cover in detail the extent of explanations given on the use of 
exemptions. Only first indications can be given on the main reasons mentioned in the dRBMPs for 
using deadline extensions and less stringent objectives. 

Deadline extensions for SWB objectives are reasoned mainly on the basis of technical feasibility, 
followed by disproportionate costs and natural conditions. In the case of GWB, deadline extensions 
are reasoned more frequently on the basis of natural conditions, followed by technical feasibility and 
disproportionate costs. 

Less stringent objectives are reasoned to almost equal extent on terms of technical feasibility and 
disproportionate costs for both SWB and GWB. It may be noted that in several dRBMPs which use 
less stringent objectives for SWB or GWB, the reasons are not explicitly mentioned. 

Figure 23:  Reasons for use of deadline extension and less stringent objectives for SWB & 
GWB  (n=114 dRBMPs) 
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Key reflections on findings 
Most dRBMPs include information on the current status and foreseen water body status by 2015. 
However, there is frequent lack of information on objectives in future planning cycles and forecasts of 
water body status for 2021 and 2027 are not covered explicitly in many dRBMPs. 

The level of ambition of MS in improving SWB status and reaching good status by 2015 varies greatly, 
from below 10% of SWB reaching good status in 2015 (e.g. BE-Flanders, CZ) to above 80% (in 
several RBDs in IE, BG, FR, EE). The share of SWB achieving at least good status rises in all 
dRBMPs (for which data could be presented) by 2021, and reaches 100% by 2027 in most cases, with 
the exception of few individual RBDs in FR, UK and IE. 

GWB appear to reach good status by 2015 to a much greater extent than SWB, especially in terms of 
quantity. In fact, the quantitative status of GWB appears to remain largely unchanged by 2015, since 
in many RBDs it already reaches good status at present.  

The current chemical status of GWB is worse than its quantitative status. It appears to improve in 
several RBDs by 2015, but it still does not reach 100% good status in many RBDs. 

By 2027, good quantitative and chemical status is achieved to 100% in all RBDs (for which data could 
be presented) with very few exceptions in FR.  

The most frequently used exemption for both surface and groundwater bodies is the extension of 
deadlines, followed by less stringent objectives. Exemptions due to temporary deterioration of 
objectives (Article 4.6) and new modifications (Article 4.7) were detected in very low rates in the 
screening exercise.  

Although many of the dRBMPs provide some justification on the use of time derogations, the 
transparency is lower in the use of less stringent objectives, since in many dRBMPs relevant 
justifications are not explicitly given. In many cases the information is very brief, just mentioning the 
three criteria (technical feasibility, disproportionate costs, natural conditions), and not allowing any 
assessment of the question of the adequateness of these justifications. 

Questions to the conference  
• Is the presentation of objectives and exemptions in the draft RBMPs transparent enough? 

• Why is there frequent lack of information in draft RBMPs on water body status forecast for 
2021 and 2027?  

• What can the different level of ambition in reaching good SWB status by 2015 from MS to 
MS be attributed to?  

• Which are the reasons for such low percentage of RBDs presenting new projects that fall 
under article 4.7? 

• Are draft RBMPs transparent in justifying exemptions? Are disproportionate costs really a 
main driver to justify exemptions? 
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5. PROGRAMMES OF MEASURES 

5.1 Introduction and scope 
A key element of the RBMPs is the Programme of Measures (POM) for each River Basin District 
(RBD). The POM should outline the most cost-effective combination of management measures and 
their application, so as to meet the WFD environmental objectives set for the specific RBD.  

According to Article 11 of the WFD, the POM may include a wide range of measures, such as: 

• Measures to implement EU pre-WFD water legislation; 

• Control regimes or environmental permitting systems; 

• Measures for water pricing and cost recovery; 

• Measures to manage point sources, diffuse sources and other specific pressures such as 
hydromorphological modifications; 

• Water demand management measures, etc.  

The measures included in the POM, as specified in the final RBMPs by the end of 2009, must then be 
made operational at the latest in 2012. 

All dRBMPs published for public consultation include or make reference to a draft POM, a summary of 
draft POM or to so-called action plans to support the process of selecting measures for the final 
RBMPs by 2009. 

This section provides first feedback on the overall structure and scope of the POM in available 
dRBMPs. The following sections of this chapter focus on specific issues treated in the POM: water 
pricing, agricultural measures, hydromorphological issues, pollution from industry and households, as 
well as climate change challenges. 

Overall structure and scope of POM 
The conclusions drawn here are based on the assessment of 16 POMs from 16 MS (one dRBMP per 
MS). 

Most POMs are structured along key groups of pressures (e.g. point sources, diffuse sources, 
hydromorphological modifications, water abstractions) relating to the topics set in Article 11 of the 
WFD. In fewer cases, POMs are structured according to key drivers/sectors (e.g. agriculture, industry, 
energy sector, etc.) or follow a combined approach of pressures and sectors to describe the proposed 
measures. 

The checked POMs deal with most topics listed in Article 11.3 to a similar extent (see Figure 24). The 
least frequently proposed measures address “controls of artificial recharge or augmentation of 
groundwater bodies” (Art. 11.3f). Measures to “promote an efficient and sustainable water use to avoid 
compromising the achievement of the WFD objectives” (Art.11.3c) address more frequently quantity 
issues than quality issues. For detailed conclusions on water pricing measures (Art.11.3b), please 
refer to Chapter 5.2. 

Concerning the sectors/drivers addressed by proposed measures in the POMs, agriculture, industry 
and households play the most predominant role (Figure 25). Other sectors, such as hydropower, 
navigation and flood control, are addressed in some of the POMs depending on their relevance for the 
specific RBD. For information on measures related to climate change, please refer to Chapter 5.6.  
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Figure 24: Content of POMs according to WFD Art. 11.3 (n=14 POMs) 

Note: The POMs of 2 MS could not be broken down according to Art. 11.3 because they were structured in a different manner. 

 

Figure 25: Key sectors/drivers addressed in POMs (n=16 POMs) 

 
In all 16 POMs checked, a distinction is made between measures under pre-WFD water legislation 
(WFD annex VI part A) and WFD measures. In many water bodies, environmental objectives cannot 
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WFD supplementary measures in the East Aegean RBD, Bulgaria 
WFD supplementary measures are connected with: 

•Agriculture: codes of good agriculture practice, buffer zones – both for surface water and groundwater, 
development of financial mechanism for compensation of land farmers for damages due to benefits lost by 
legislation changes, financial mechanism to encourage water.safe irrigation, public awareness campaigns.   

•Industry: Improvement of wastewater treatment. 

•Hydromorphological measures: improvement of environmental quality, planting activities along water body banks, 
support of projects for restoration of natural rivers, programmes against invasive species. 

•Climate change: rehabilitation of the water supply and irrigation systems for water leakages reduction, renovation 
of forests and new planting activities, as well as planting of grass and trees against erosion in the catchment. 

•Other: studies concerning old mining sites, flood events, improvement of monitoring system, improvement of 
water and ecosystem information at local level, public awareness campaigns.   

 

be reached by taking only basic measures (based on pre-WFD water legislation and other measures 
of Article 11.3), thus making the implementation of additional supplementary measures necessary. At 
this phase, a wide range of supplementary measures targeting the most important environmental 
issues in the dRBMPs are proposed as options under consideration for the final RBMP (see below one 
example set of supplementary measures from Bulgaria). 

 

Several but not all POMs include estimates of the costs of proposed measures. More specifically, 
9 of 16 checked POMs include such estimates, while 7 POMs include no information on this aspect. In 
most cases, cost information is broken down to the level of measures addressing specific pressures, 
e.g. costs for urban wastewater treatment, improvement of drinking water quality, hydromorphological 
improvements, reducing agricultural and household diffuse pollution. 

The majority of POMs (12 of 16 checked POMs) indicate who is responsible for implementing and 
enforcing the measures proposed. Those responsible for implementing and enforcing measures 
range from government authorities to local municipalities (e.g. for water supply and sewage measures) 
and private persons (e.g. dam owners, field owners, land users). 

Questions to the conference  
• Are all significant water management issues adequately addressed by measures?  

• Is the level of detail and information on the measures included in the dRBMPs sufficient? 

• Is it acceptable that no estimates of costs are included in the draft RBMPs and no 
information about how the measures are going to be financed? 

5.2 Economic analysis and water pricing 
In 2008, an in-depth assessment of the Article 5 WFD economic analysis was undertaken by the 
Commission. The findings as regards to water pricing can be summarised as follows: 

• Cost recovery: In some cases, it was not adequately described whether all financial 
costs are reflected in water prices. With respect to environmental and resources costs, 
information was generally not provided. As regards to the level of cost recovery and the 
sectors covered, only in some cases information was not provided. However, in cases 
where information was provided, it was generally unclear and/or qualitative in nature, so it 
was difficult to assess which sectors were included. Limited information was provided for 
cost recovery levels for agriculture. 
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The economic analysis (Art 9 and Annex III), as requested by 
the WFD, must contain information in order to make the 
relevant calculations to take the principle of cost recovery of 
water services into account and to make judgements about 
the most cost-effective combination of measures regarding 
water uses to be included in POMs  

Article 9 of the WFD introduces the concepts of incentive 
pricing, cost recovery and the polluter-pays principle, and has 
to be implemented by 2010. In complying with this obligation, 
Member States may take into account social, environmental 
and economic effects of the recovery, as well as the 
geographic and climatic conditions of the region or regions 
affected. 

Furthermore, in 2007 the Commission adopted a 
Communication to address the challenge of water scarcity 
and droughts in the European Union1. Water pricing is listed 
as one of the policies to deal with water scarcity and 
droughts. In a wider context, water pricing policies are also 
seen as having a role in adapting to climate change as set out 
in the Green Paper "Adaptation to climate change in Europe - 
options for EU action”1. 

• Incentive-based pricing: 
There was limited 
consideration of this issue. 

• Taxes and subsidies: 
These were not addressed in 
many Member States’ 
reports; when addressed, 
detailed information was not 
reported. The level of 
information reported on this 
issue varied between 
sectors, with more 
information provided for 
households, less information 
for industry, and only little 
information for agriculture. 

• Polluter-pays principle 
(PPP): There was very 
limited consideration of the 
issue. When Member States 
reported that the PPP was 
addressed via the tariffs system, no information was reported on how the relationship 
between tariffs and pollution level was established.   

First insights from draft RBMPs 
It is difficult to assess the progress made by MS based on the screening exercise, as only general 
issues where considered. An economic analysis of water uses19 has been included in the majority 
(105 out of 114) of the dRBMPs (see Figure 26). Furthermore, in most dRBMPs (97 out of 114) 
estimations of volume, prices and costs associated with water services have been made. Estimates of 
relevant investment are made less often (76 out of 114).  

Figure 26: Economic analyses of water uses (n=114 dRBMPs) 

 
The analysis shows that 69 out of the 114 dRBMPs assessed propose measures to implement water 
pricing in accordance with Art 9. While the majority of the dRBMPs are going to apply measures in the 
agricultural and industrial sectors, it seems that measures for households are not considered as 
frequently. This might be explained by the fact that pricing policies already exist in the household 
sector in MS.  

 

                                                         
19  The screening does not allow to judge the progress made at MS level and to which extent the economic analyses carried 

out under Art 5 have been updated.  
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Table 3: Proposed measures for Water Pricing according to draft RBMPs 
 Plans with proposed 

water pricing 
measures in the POMs 

Industry Households Agriculture 

Belgium (2) Y (2) Y (2) Y (2) Y (2) 

Bulgaria (7) Y (1) Y (1) Y (1) Y (1) 

Czech Republic (8) Y (8) Y (8) Y (8) Y (8) 

Estonia (3) Y( 3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) 

Finland (7) Y (7) Y (7) Y (7) Y (7) 

France (11) Y (4) Y(4) Y(2) Y(4) 

Germany (22) N N N N 

Hungary (1) N N N N 

Ireland (5) Y (5) Y (5) Y (5) N 

Latvia (4) Y (4) Y (4) Y (4) Y (4) 

Luxembourg (2) Y (2) Y (2) Y (2) Y (2) 

Netherlands (4) Y (4) N N N 

Poland (10) N N N N 

Romania (11) Y (11) N N N 

Slovakia (1) Y (1) N N N 

Spain (1) Y (1) Y (1) Y (1) N 

UK(15) Y( 15) Y(12) Y(2) Y(12) 

Rhine Int. Y Y Y Y 

TOTAL  68 47 36 41 

 

Even if the establishment of a water pricing policy is mentioned specifically, the efforts made at MS 
level are different, as the following illustrations show:  

• Although in the Netherlands water pricing is mentioned in the Programme of Measures, 
water pricing is currently only addressed in a research project that does not indicate the 
economic sectors covered.   

• In Belgium, no explicit distinction is made between the sectors, but it is assumed from the 
POMs that measures affect all sectors. 

• While the POMs of a number of RBDs in France (Artois Piccardie, Rhone Méditerranée, 
Corse, Rhin, Meuse) have no measures concerning water pricing, the issue of cost-
recovery is often mentioned in detail. Furthermore, the plans mentioned that an authority 
will be established to observe prices for water services. 

• In the UK – Northern Ireland, only non-domestic users are currently charged for water 
consumption and sewerage, but charges for domestic users are under consideration (this 
was considered a “yes” answer).  

• In the federal states of Germany, existing fees and charges are seen to be sufficient for 
cost recovery of water services.  
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• In Romania, the measures for water pricing are indicative and propose steps and different 
approaches. During the consultation phase, different scenarios will be developed and will 
refer in detail to the economic sectors targeted. 

• In Slovakia, the analysis of cost recovery makes reference to two dimensions: national 
and industry. In fact, at the present stage, it is rather an analysis than proposed measures 
that is provided, with a plan to have more complete material on this issue by the end of 
2009. 

Key reflections on findings 
An economic analysis is included in most of the dRBMPs. The issue of water pricing, also required 
under Art. 9, is less often considered. Nevertheless, it is a requirement under the WFD that MS must 
ensure by 2010 that water-pricing policies provide adequate incentives for users to use water 
resources efficiently. Also required is an adequate contribution of the different water uses - 
disaggregated into at least industry, households and agriculture - to the recovery of the costs of water 
services. Article 9 additionally requires that MS report the implementation plans for meeting these 
requirements in the RBMPs. There is a need to determine the reasons why limited action is being 
taken in this area.  

Questions to the conference  
• How feasible is the implementation of new water pricing and under which situation/with 

which conditions does it appear as an effective tool?  

• Are the draft RBMPs sufficiently transparent and complete on all measures related to the 
water pricing that is already in place in the Member States?  

• How to design water pricing measures when faced with different policy objectives (e.g. 
incentive pricing, cost recovery)?  

• Why has only limited action been taken and/or reported with respect to water pricing? 

• What are the key challenges identified by the Member States to implement the 
requirement of the economic analysis?  

5.3 Water and agriculture 
Policy action to address the various pressures from agriculture is being taken since the 1990s (see 
box on the right). However, the assessment of the Art. 5 reports required under the WFD in 2004 
already showed that, in addition to the industrial and household sectors, the agricultural sector creates 
significant pressure on both surface and groundwater in terms of quality and quantity. From this 
assessment, it is apparent that diffuse pollution is the main threat to water bodies, leading to 
eutrophication of surface water, contamination of groundwater and to acidification of soils and lakes. 
Further, extensive abstraction of water for agricultural purposes, especially in the southern EU 
Member States, was mentioned in these reports. Hydro-morphological changes due to agricultural 
activities, such as drainage and land reclamation, also create significant pressures on surface water 
bodies. 

Findings of SWMI analysis 
The analysis of SWMIs confirms the outlook gained in 2004. In 66% of RBDs, agriculture is linked to 
nutrient enrichment, and in nearly 50% of RBDs agriculture is linked to contamination from priority 
substances. 
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Key relevant EU policies 
Nitrates 
Council Directive 91/676/EEC (the Nitrates Directive) is responsible for protecting water bodies against pollution 
caused by nitrates from agricultural sources. 
Pesticides 
The evaluation, marketing and use of pesticides (herbicides, insecticides, fungicides, etc.) in plant protection are 
regulated under Council Directive 91/414/EEC (the Plant Protection Directive).  
Surface Water 
The Environmental Quality Standard Directive (2008/105/EC) sets environmental quality standards in the field of water 
policy, as required by Article 16 of the WFD. The Directive sets limits on concentrations in surface waters of 41 
dangerous chemical substances, including several pesticides.  
Groundwater  
Directive (2006/118/EC) compliments the WFD on protection of groundwater against pollution and deterioration.  
Organic Farming 
Council Regulation (834/2007/EC) on organic production and labelling of organic products establishes the legal 
framework for all levels of production, distribution, control and labelling of organic products which may be offered and 
traded in the EU.  
Water Quantity - Scarcity and Droughts 
The 2007 Communication on water scarcity and droughts sets out a work programme in order to tackle the issue of 
scarcity and droughts. Agriculture is one of the main sectors addressed. Proposed measures to reduce water 
abstraction refer to increased efficiency, water pricing and land use planning. 

 

Water abstraction for irrigation (22% of RBDs) is the second most important driver causing low flow 
regimes in rivers and lowered groundwater tables. 

Figure 27: Main environmental impacts from 
agriculture according to the SWMI documents  

 

Figure 28: Most important water abstraction 
pressures causing low river flow regimes and 
groundwater tables 

 
 

First insights from draft RBMPs 
The POMs to tackle agricultural pressures are key in all RBMPs, and there is a clear focus on 
addressing diffuse pollution. Figure 29 shows that the greatest amount of measures will be taken to 
reduce diffuse pollution from fertilisers, followed by measures to reduce pollution from plant protection 
products. While diffuse pollution is a significant issue in most river basins (89 out of 110 SWMI 
documents analysed), water abstraction is not a significant issue to such a high extent. Therefore, 
measures related to water abstraction are less often applied. Nevertheless, almost 60% out of 114 
dRBMPs assessed take action in this area.  
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Figure 29: Types of measures taken to reduce agricultural pressures (n=114 dRBMPs) 

 
 

To address these pressures from agriculture, action is required under the Programme of Measures. 
With respect to basic measures, most MS mention the need to properly implement the Nitrates 
Directive and the Plant Protection Directive as required by Art. 10, which requires the application of 
the combined approach (emission and impact controls). In addition, the analysis of 16 POMs shows 
that supplementary measures are also taken, covering a wide range of actions that can be classified 
as follows:  

• Input reduction includes decreasing use of fertiliser and plant protection products. 
Expected impacts include: securing water quality, enhanced biodiversity and soil quality. 
The measure can further be divided into i) nutrient reduction (e.g. limits on fertiliser use 
(time and type), nutrient balances on farm level, crop rotation plans, catch crops) or ii) 
pesticide reduction in all farming practices (e.g. limits in pesticide use) (BE, CZ, DE, EE, 
FI, FR, HU, IE, LV, NL, PL, UK, RO). 

• Organic farming incorporates a wide range of measures, e.g. input reduction, rotation, 
extensification of livestock. Expected impacts include: enhanced soil quality, preserving 
water quality, and biodiversity enhancement (BE, BG, FR, PL, SK). 

• Multi-objective measures include land use change measures targeted at areas under 
intensive land use. Such measures include: conversion of arable land into grassland; 
buffer zones in riparian areas;, buffer strips or any other zone that sets restrictions on 
fertiliser/PPP use and have requirements linked to spraying dates and/or techniques; 
limited grazing and livestock access; measures promoting extensive grazing and 
extensive livestock production; and extensive grassland use (BE, BG, CZ, FR, IE, LV, 
NL). 

• Soil erosion measures combine measures such as manure use restrictions, stocking 
limits, maintaining terracing and soil cover (BE, FR, HU, LV, PL). 

• Water saving measures: Measures are either rather technical, such as improving 
irrigation technologies, or economic such as water pricing (BE, FR, LV). 
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However, from the preliminary screening of these 16 draft POMs, it is clear that the agricultural 
measures included in the Programmes of Measures need to be further specified in terms of areas, 
costs and implementation. In addition, a clear link to the Rural Development Programs should be 
assured, since it often appears to be the main financing mechanism.  

Key reflections on findings 
Impacts from agriculture are one of the main reasons for failing to reach good status in 2015. All 
Member States which have published their draft plans will take action to address pressures from this 
sector. This is mostly done in the context of pre-WFD legislation. Supplementary measures are also 
taken in most cases, but it often remains unclear how these measures will be executed in terms of 
area covered, implementation and control. Unless these aspects are clarified, concerns will remain 
whether efforts made will be sufficient to achieve the “good status”, even beyond 2015. 

Questions to the conference 
• Which types of measures are the most applied (e.g. technical measures, economic 

instruments, regulatory instruments, institutional support, etc.)?  

• What is known about their acceptance (farming community, administration, other actors) 
and how controllable is their implementation? 

• What is the confidence that they deliver the expected benefits? 

5.4 Hydromorphological modifications 
A significant number of surface water bodies across Europe will fail to achieve the good ecological 
status required by the WFD, because of alterations to their morphological characteristics and 
associated impacts on their water flow and level regimes. At the same time, many of the water uses 
depending on hydromorphological alterations provide important economic, social and environmental 
benefits (e.g. navigation, recreation, flood protection, urbanisation and water storage for public supply, 
generation or irrigation).  

Bearing in mind the socioeconomic significance of such uses and the difficulty of removing or reducing 
associated structures in large scale (e.g. dams, dikes, channelization), the WFD allows Member 
States to identify surface water bodies that have been physically altered by human activity as heavily 
modified (HMWB) or artificial (AWB) under specific conditions set out in WFD Article 4(3). In the 2005 
Article 5 reports, all Member States made preliminary identifications of heavily modified water bodies, 
but the percentage varied greatly from country to country (see figure below). 

Figure 30: Percentages of provisionally identified HMWB, artificial water bodies and natural 
SWB per MS  

 

HMWB  
AWB  

Natural WB

Source: Commission 
Staff Working 
Document 
(SEC(2007) 362 final): 
"First report on the 
implementation of the 
Water Framework 
Directive 2000/60/EC". 
Brussels, 22/3/2007. 
Available online: 
http://ec.europa.eu/en
vironment/water/water
-
framework/implrep200
7/pdf/sec_2007_0362

en.pdf.
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The RBMPs should include the final designation of water bodies as HMWB on the basis of conditions 
set in WFD Article 4(3). The designation of HMWB is related to existing physical modifications. In case 
a new hydro-morphological alteration occurs (by application of Article 4(7)), it may be that the water 
body qualifies for designation as HMWB in the next planning cycle.  

It should be noted that the WFD is the first piece of European environmental legislation which 
addresses hydromorphological modifications and impacts of water bodies. The Directive explicitly 
requires MS to manage the effects on the ecological quality of water which result from changes to 
physical characteristics of water bodies. It requires action in those cases where the 
hydromorphological pressures are having an ecological impact interfering with the ability to achieve 
the WFD objectives. 

Findings of SWMI analysis 
The analysis of SWMIs indicates that altered habitats are the main impact linked to 
hydromorphological pressures. More specifically, altered habitats are linked to flow regulation works 
(31% of SWMI documents), to hydropower works (28% of SWMI documents) and to morphological 
alterations to rivers (28% of SWMI documents). 

Figure 31: Most important hydromorphological pressures causing altered habitats (SWMI 
analysis) 

 

First insights from draft RBMPs 
Designation of HMWB due to hydromorphological pressures 

A first snapshot on the HMWB designation rates in MS with available dRBMPs shows that most MS 
have designated approximately between 10-40% of their WB as HMWB. SK, FI, LV and IE have the 
lowest percentage of designated HMWB (range ca. 1-6%), while NL, RO and DE the highest (above 
30%). Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that for several MS, the dataset on designated HMWB is 
at this stage still incomplete or preliminary. 

In some cases, there are no significant changes of HMWB compared to provisional identification (e.g. 
IE, NL, LU). In other MS, there is a decrease in the % of HMWB (e.g. in BE, CZ and UK). In a few 
cases, however, there is an increase of % of HMWB compared to the provisional identification phase 
(e.g. PL, LV, DE).  

Figure 32: Percentage of designated HMWB per MS 
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Use of exemptions  

Good ecological potential and good surface water chemical status by 2015 are the WFD 
environmental objectives for heavily modified water bodies. In setting the objectives for HMWB in the 
dRBMPs, Member States intend to make use of exemptions for « extension of deadlines » (Article 
4(4)) and for « less stringent objectives » (Article 4(5)).  

The exemption most frequently intended for HMWB is the extension of deadlines (75% of MS 
replies to a recent EU questionnaire developed for the CIS HMWB Workshop, 12-13 March 2009, 
Brussels, were positive to the use of this exemption). This is usually justified by the fact that 
hydromorphological measures take a long time to come into effect and it will not be feasible for all 
HMWB to attain good ecological potential by 2015. Technical feasibility is also related to deadline 
extensions, e.g. in cases where it is only possible to implement measures in progressive steps, thus 
requiring more time for objectives achievement. 

MS also intend to apply less stringent objectives for HMWB, but to a smaller extent (44% of MS 
replies to the recent EU HMWB questionnaire were positive to the use of this exemption).  

Concerning exemptions due to new modifications (Article 4.7), the screening of dRBMPs indicated 
absence of clear and explicit references to the use of Article 4.7 in the relevant exemptions chapter of 
most dRBMPs. 

Addressing hydromorphological impacts in the Programme of Measures (POM) 

In 10 out of 16 dRBMPs assessed in terms of their POMs across the EU, hydromorphological impacts 
featured among the top two environmental problems targeted with specific measures. The main 
sectors related to hydromorphological measures were hydropower, navigation & ports, flood control, 
and agriculture. 

A broad range of measures are proposed by the MS to avoid or reduce effects which result from 
hydromorphological pressures. The two main categories of measures are: 

• Soft engineering technique measures: Examples of such measures from the POMs 
include the remediation of impassable barriers, construction of fish passes and 
improvement of existing ramps, suppression of some dams, creation of pool & riffle 
sequences, restoration of river flows and river beds, restoration of nature-friendly river 
banks and alluvial forests, hydraulic reconnections in river systems, extension of 
floodplains, restoring meanders, increasing the variety of depth of river beds, and 
functional bio-corridors. 

Notes: HWMB figures 
are based on data 
provided by the MS in 
EU questionnaires on 
HMWB designation for 
the CIS HMWB 
Workshop (12-13 March 
2009). The data was 
complemented with 
additional information 
from the dRBMPs of FI 
and PL; Figure on the 
international level of the 
Rhine only refers to the 
main current of the 
river; The currently 
available dRBMP for 
HU includes no 
numbers on designated 
HMWB. 
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Measures for restoring river morphology in RBD Rhone Mediterranée, France 
 
• Reconnect and restore the hydrological annexes of the river. This includes a restoration of the spaces 

linked to river bed, pasture area, alluvial forest, and reconnection of the spaces between each other; 
• Maintain exchange between groundwater/surface water bodies; 
• Fish passes to restore river ecological continuity; 
• Improve the sediment transport in the river; 
• Measures for promoting diagnostics when the conditions are too complex to define measures. 

Main sectors targeted are hydropower, navigation and hydraulic infrastructure in general. 
 
Costs: 470 million € for the general hydromorphological restoration measures (25% of the complementary 
measures) in 2010-2015, including 270 million € for reconnecting and restoring hydraulic annexes, and 80 million 
€ for restoring hydromorphological functions of the river bed. 
 
Measures for restoring river morphology in the Netherlands 
 

• 1727 km restoration of land-water gradients in lakes and canals ( after 2015 additional 3357 km); 
• 729 km restoration of land-water gradients and river re-meandering (after 2015 additional 930 km); 
• 1362 ha creation of wetlands (after 2015 additional 704 ha); 
• 635 solutions for fish-migration at weirs (after 2015 additional 884 solutions); 
• Water level management, creation of side channels, etc. 

 
Costs: Until 2015: 1,1 billion €; Until 2027: 2,6 billion € (60% of all WFD costs) 

• Regulation-related measures : Examples of such measures are new morphology 
regulations (CZ, IE), registration and authorisation/permit systems for structural changes 
including environmental requirements (NL, IE, LV), abstraction and impoundment control 
using water permit systems (RO), prohibitions and restrictions to gravel and sand 
extraction (BG), prohibitions to the construction of small HP plants in natural rivers (BG), 
consideration of morphological implications of developments in the planning process (CZ, 
IE), technical standards for the construction and operation of infrastructure (HU, LV), the 
setting of minimum water discharges (RO), and the increase of existing minimum flows 
downstream of dams (FR). 

Some of these measures need changes in existing legislation or the development of new 
regulations in order to be realised. 

Additional types of measures which are proposed in some POMs are: 

• Codes of good practice (esp. in the agricultural sector) and support of voluntary 
initiatives, mentioned in the POMs of IE and CZ. 

• Other management measures, such as improvement of sediment transport by better 
management rules of hydraulics devices, development and use of appropriate dredging 
techniques and disposal options, water level management, more natural coastline 
management where possible; these were reported in the POMs of UK, FR and LV. 

• Further investigations on physical alterations and their impacts to be able to define 
future appropriate measures, proposed in the POMs of IE, LV and CZ. 

Explicit and clear estimates of costs of hydromorphological improvement measures were included in 
only few of the studied POMs (see below an example of hydromorphological measures and related 
costs in a FR dRBMP and in the Netherlands). 

 

Key reflections on findings 
Hydromorphological pressures feature among the key significant water management issues identified 
across the EU with main impacts on habitat alteration. 
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Preliminary data show that rates of HMWB designation vary greatly from country to country. In some 
MS, HMWB designation rates are similar to provisional identification; in other MS, there have been 
changes in %, either decreasing or slightly increasing. 

In most MS, a combination of measures to avoid or reduce effects from hydromorphological pressures 
is being proposed. Regulation-related measures and soft engineering techniques are the most 
common of them. In addition, in a few cases voluntary initiatives as well as further investigations for 
future measure planning are suggested. 

Questions to the conference 
• Are measures proposed in the dRBMPs sufficient to improve hydromorphologically 

degraded waters?  

• How will soft engineering measures be financed? To what extent can proposed regulatory 
measures for hydromorphological improvements deliver the expected benefits? 

5.5 Pollution by households & industry  
Water pollution from household wastewater and industry has diminished dramatically in many parts of 
the EU, but its local importance can still be very high. Especially in some EU-15 Member States which 
are late with the implementation of the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive, and in the new 
Member States which have, in their majority, to implement it in the coming years, water quality 
problems from untreated wastewater are still persistent. 

 

Findings of SWMI analysis 
The analysis of SWMIs indicates that in 70% of SWMI documents, urban wastewater treatment 
(UWWT) plants are linked to nutrient enrichment, in ca. 50% to organic enrichment, and in ca. 60% to 
contamination by priority substances (Figure 33).  

Industrial plants as point sources have similar environmental impacts. In 34% of SWMI documents, 
they are linked to nutrient enrichment, in 31% to organic enrichment, and in 43% of RBDs to 
contamination by priority substances (Figure 34). 

Figure 33: Most important impacts linked to 
UWWT plants (SWMI analysis) 

 

Figure 34: Most important impacts linked to 
industrial plants (SWMI analysis) 

 

First insights from draft RBMPs 
In Chapter 4.2, information presented on GWB status indicates that its current chemical status tends 
to be worse than its quantitative status. Thus, groundwater pollution remains an issue for water 
management. In surface waters, chemical status is in several cases better than ecological status but 
there is still room for improvement in several RBDs. 
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In 9 out of 16 dRBMPs assessed in terms of their PoMs across the EU, water pollution from household 
and industrial sources actually featured among the top two environmental problems targeted with 
specific measures (BG, PL, RO, SK, EE, FI, LV, LU, BE). Households were the main sources of 
pollution. In a few cases, industry as well as other sources such as mining and solid waste were of 
relevance.  

A mixture of basic and supplementary measures was proposed in most POMs to tackle these types of 
pollution. Very frequently measures are very much related to the implementation of earlier directives 
(especially the IPPC Directive and the UWWTD).  

The main types of measures proposed are: 

• New treatment installations: The building of new sewerage systems and wastewater 
treatment plants, as well as the building of effective treatment for industrial wastewaters. 

• Improvement of existing installations and processes: This involves, for instance, the 
rehabilitation and extension of sewage systems and urban wastewater treatment plants 
(UWWTPs). Measures are also proposed to improve the management and efficiency of 
UWWTPs (e.g. in DE), to reduce loading to the plant (e.g. IE) or to control specific 
substances such as medicines (e.g. in FR).  

In some dRBMPs, separate specific measures are proposed to improve wastewater treatment and 
sewage in small agglomerations (SK, RO, LV). In addition, in some countries such as DE, 
measures are proposed to increase connection rates to central sewage systems for some regions. 
In IE, codes of practice are proposed for single houses to deal with unsewered properties.  

Improvement measures are also proposed for industrial wastewater treatment, e.g. measures to 
increase treatment yields for some parameters. 

• Permits & licenses: This refers to environmental permit systems, discharge licences for 
small industrial and commercial sources, prohibition of emissions to surface and 
groundwaters without permit. 

• Measures to reduce stormwater overflows, e.g. in BE, NL and FR. 

• Economic instruments: Tax systems following the polluter pays principle (BE) as well as 
a proposed nature resource tax for discharging priority substances into the environment 
(including waters) (LV). 

Financial support measures were also proposed, such as financial subsidies for building 
individual wastewater facilities and public awareness campaigns (BG), and support for 
sewerage installations in small communities and remote settlements (EE).  

• Measures to reduce accidental pollution: Mainly consisting in proper monitoring and 
crisis plans.  

Key reflections on findings 
Pollution from household sources (point and diffuse) remains a water management problem, 
especially in new Member States. Pollution from industry is of local nature. 

The measures proposed range from cost-intensive measures of constructing new treatment 
installations to measures for the enhancement of existing treatment, the better enforcement of permit 
systems, as well as economic instruments like pollution taxes. 

Questions to conference 
• What are the remaining challenges to European water management from household and 

industrial water pollution?  

• To what extent is the lack of full implementation of the Urban Waste Water Treatment 
Directive and the IPPC directive in some Member States compromising the achievements 
of the WFD objectives? 
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• To what extent are measures other than cost-intensive treatment infrastructure 
considered, e.g. economic instruments? 

 

5.6 Climate change challenges to water 
Main challenges to water posed by climate change include an increase in the risk of floods along 
coastal zones and in river beds, a decrease in the availability of water, as well as impacts on the water 
ecology due to for instance temperature changes. In addition, there are indirect climate change 
effects, which are mediated through impacts of human activities, for instance on hydropower 
generation or agriculture and land use changes. Thus, climate change, in combination with 
unsustainable water management, can result in severe impacts on nature and society. These reasons 
make necessary that MS pay more attention to water conservation, increasing the water storage 
capacity as well as the resilience of ecosystems and infrastructure to climate change impacts. 

The 2000 Water Framework Directive (WFD) does not explicitly address climate change. Water 
Directors have however agreed that it is necessary to integrate climate change into its implementation. 
European water managers recognise that climate change may interfere with river basin planning under 
the WFD, and also that the WFD provides scope and tools for integrating climate change adaptation 
measures.  

The strategic steering group on WFD & climate change20 developed recommendations on how to 
include climate change in the first RBMPs, aiming to inform the public, facilitate public consultation, 
improve awareness for climate change trends and impacts, and pave the way for further action in later 
WFD management cycles. This chapter should include a summary of existing knowledge on climate 
change trends and expected impacts in the river basin, and outline options and envisioned action for 
incorporating climate change impacts into the planning process. In addition, a “climate check” was 
suggested to ensure the adaptiveness of the Programmes of Measures,21 based on readily available 
data and common sense.   

A questionnaire asking for the approach of Member States on how they are planning to include issues 
related to climate change (CC) in the first RBMPs gave the following result: 

Will CC be an issue in the first RBMP? 18 4 

Will RBMPs contain a separate chapter on CC? 9 9 4 

Will the first RBMP undertake a climate check of 
POMs? 10 8 4 

Will specific measures for CC adaptation be 
included into first POMs? 6 13 3 

 No. of MS answers (22) 

Yes  No separate chapter, but CC 
included into different chapters 

 Answer is undecided or unclear  No  

 

In the subsequent WFD management cycles, more specific action on climate change adaptation is 
foreseen. Programmes of Measures should be made climate resilient based on existing scientific 
evidence and taking into account scientific progress through iterative climate-checking. Ensuring 
compatibility between Programmes of Measures and adaptation concerns is considered particularly 
important in the case of measures that involve long-term investments, most notably large 
infrastructure projects. This approach was endorsed by Water Directors in June 2008.22  Guidelines for 
ensuring climate change resilience of the second and third River Basin Management Plans are being 
developed for the end of 2009.                                                         
20  For more information about the Common Implementation Strategy see: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-

framework/objectives/implementation_en.htm 
21  Water Directors’ policy paper on climate change and water. June 2008. Available at: 

http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/climate_adaptation&vm=detailed&sb=Title. 
22  Ibid. 

http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/climate_adaptation&vm=detailed&sb=Title
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Findings of SWMI analysis 
In general, climate change is not addressed by a large number of SWMI documents (ca. 20% of 
SWMI documents address climate change). Specifically, it has been reported in the SWMI 
assessment of the following Member States: AT, BE, CZ, FI (1 of 7 RBDs), FR (4 of 11 RBDs), HU, SI, 
ES (2 of 11 RBDs), SE (4 of 5 RBDs) and the UK (4 of 16 RBDs).  

The three most important environmental impacts linked to climate change in SWMI identification are 
excessively low water levels, excessively high water levels, and altered habitats.  

First insights from draft RBMPs 
Out of the 16 POMs assessed from 16 MS, climate change has been addressed with proposed 
measures or actions in the following:  

• BG East Aegean dRBMP: Measures to deal with the driver of climate change include the 
rehabilitation of the water supply and irrigation systems for the reduction of water 
leakages, the renovation of forests and new planting activities, as well as the planting of 
grass and trees against erosion in the catchment. 

• NL Rhine dRBMP: It is mentioned that supplementary measures are needed to deal with 
the challenge of climate change.  

• SK Danube dRBMP: Updating the National Climate Plan is proposed as a supplementary 
measure. 

• CZ Lower Vltava dRBMP: Measures in view of climate change relate to the water 
management balance target for the future, as well as to the quality and quantity required 
in surface waters and groundwater. 

In the following MS, specific chapters, separate reports or annexes to the dRBMP deal with the 
challenge of climate change, even though specific measures are not described in the selected POMs: 

• IE: Climate change is pointed out as a future issue and all measures are being assessed 
to ensure that the plan adequately considers its potential impacts.  

• UK: A specific annex on adapting to climate change includes a summary of climate 
change impacts, the impact of climate change on the identified pressures, and the 
discussion of possible adaptation strategies.  

• DE: A section on climate change adaptation strategies is included in the POM. A “climate-
check” was carried out on the nationally developed catalogue of measures to assess the 
effect of climate change on proposed measures. 

• BE-FL: A climate check was performed for all measures. A specific report can be 
downloaded separately from the dRBMP. In Flanders, climate change is identified as 
important pressure on water quantity and flooding issues.  

It is also possible that climate change is addressed in other POMs of a MS, even though not 
addressed in the selected POM of this survey. For instance, the checked French dRBMP of Rhône 
Méditerranée refers to climate change in its dispositions, but not in the POM. In general, in France the 
climate change issue is mentioned in 9 dRBMPs, mainly in relation to the risk of flooding, either 
through extreme weather events or sea level rise. In 2 dRBMPs, it is actually specified in the POMs 
that combating risks related to global warming is a national priority. 

Key reflections on findings 
Only few of the 16 POMs assessed EU-wide include specific measures to address the challenge of 
climate change. However, several other MS (without specific measures) identified climate change as 
an issue, devoted a specific chapter to this matter or carried out a climate check of first proposed 
measures. Thus, climate checking of the first RBMPs has proven to be feasible at least in some MS.  

It should be kept in mind that dRBMPs from the Mediterranean region, where it is most likely that 
climate change impacts on the hydrological cycle will be felt first (esp. droughts), were not available at 
the time of writing this document. 



 

 

53 

Questions to conference 
• Are the 1st River Basin Management Plans addressing to a sufficient extent strategies 

which increase the resilience to climate change of human health, property and the 
productive functions of land, inter alia by improving the management of water resources 
and ecosystems? 

• Is climate change considered in terms of integration of floods risk management measures 
and measures relating to the marine environment? 

• To what extent do the dRBMPs address the issue of water scarcity and droughts in 
countries where this is an important problem?  

• Will the River Basin Management Plans include measures to enhance water efficiency in 
agriculture, households and buildings? 

• Will River Basin Management Plans include policies and measures to boost ecosystem 
storage capacity for water in Europe? 
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ANNEX: CODES OF DRBMPS  
The following are the 114 dRBMPs screened for the preparation of this document: 

Code Draft RBMPs 
NL-1 Eems 
NL-2 Rhine 
NL-3 Meuse 
NL-4 Scheldt 
BE-FL-1 Scheldt 
BE-FL-2 Meuse 
CZ-1 Upper and Middle Elbe 
CZ-2 Bottom Elbe and Ohre 
CZ-3 Bottom Vltava 
CZ-4 Upper Vltava 
CZ-5 Berounka 
CZ-6 Morava 
CZ-7 Dyje 
CZ-8 Oder 
DE-1 Danube, Federal State of Baden-Württemberg 
DE-2 Danube, Federal State of Bavaria 
DE-3 Eider, Federal State of Schleswig-Holstein 

DE-4 
Elbe, Federal States of Bavaria, Berlin, Brandenburg, Hamburg, Mecklenburg-
Western Pommerania, Lower Saxony, Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt, Schleswig Holstein, 
and Thuringia 

DE-5 Ems, Federal State of Lower Saxony 
DE-6 Ems, Federal State of North-Rhine Westfalia 
DE-7 Maas, Federal State of North-Rhine Westfalia 
DE-8 Oder, Federal States of Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-Western Pommerania, Saxony 
DE-9 Rhine, Federal State of Baden-Württemberg (Alpenrhein) 
DE-10 Rhine,  Federal State of Baden-Württemberg (Hochrhein) 
DE-11 Rhine, Federal State of Baden-Württemberg (Main) 
DE-12 Rhine, Federal State of Baden-Württemberg (Neckar) 
DE-13 Rhine,  Federal State of Baden-Württemberg (Oberrhein) 
DE-14 Rhine, Federal State of Bavaria 
DE-15 Rhine, Federal State of Hesse  
DE-16 Rhine, Federal State of  North-Rhine Westfalia 
DE-17 Rhine, Federal State of Rhineland-Palatinate 
DE-18 Rhine, Federal State of Saarland 
DE-19 Rhine, Federal State of Thuringia 

DE-20 Schlei-Trave, Federal States of Mecklenburg Western-Pommerania and Schleswig-
Holstein 

DE-21 Warnow-Peene, Federal State of Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg 

DE-22 Weser, Federal States of Bavaria, Bremen, Hesse, Lower Saxony, North-Rhine 
Westfalia, Saxony-Anhalt, and Thuringia 

EE-1 East-Estonian 
EE-2 West-Estonian 
EE-3 Koiva 
FI -1 River Vuoksi 
FI -2 River Kymijoki - Gulf of Finland 
FI -3 River Kokemäenjoki -Archipelago Sea - Bothnian Sea 
FI -4 River Oulunjoki - River Iijoki - Bothnian Bay 
FI -5 River Kemijoki 
FI -6 River Tornionjoki 
FI -7 River Tenojoki - River Paatsjoki 
FR-1 Artois Picardie 
FR-2 Réunion 
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Code Draft RBMPs 
FR-3 Rhône Méditerranée  
FR-4 Corse 
FR-5 Adour-Garonne 
FR-6 Guadeloupe 
FR-7 Rhin 
FR-8 Meuse 
FR-9 Martinique 
FR-10 Loire Bretagne 
FR-11 Mayotte 
HU-1 Danube 
LU -1 Rhein (1 dRBMP for LU) 
LU-2 Maas (1 dRBMP for LU) 
LV-1 Daugava  
LV-2 Gauja  
LV-3 Lielupe  
LV-4 Venta  
PL-1 Vistula 
PL-2 Odra 
PL-3 Danube 
PL-4 Dniestr 
PL-5 Elbe 
PL-6 Jarft 
PL-7 Nemunas 
PL-8 Pregolya 
PL-9 Swieza 
PL-10 Ucker 
UK-1 EW-Anglian 
UK-2 EW-Dee 
UK-3 EW-Humber  
UK-4 EW-Northumbria 
UK-5 EW-North - West 
UK-6 EW-Severn 
UK-7 Scot-Solway Tweed 
UK-8 EW-South - East 
UK-9 EW-South - West 
UK-10 EW-Thames 
UK-11 EW-Western Wales 
UK-12 Scotland 
UK-13 NI-NeaghBann 
UK-14 NI-North Eastern 
UK-15 NI-NorthWestern 
Rhine Int-1 Rhine international 
BG-1 Black Sea 
BG-2 Danube River Basin 
BG-3 East Aegean 
BG-4 East Aegean - Arda river subbasin 
BG-5 East Aegean- Tundzha river subbasin 
BG-6 East Aegean - Maritsa river subbasin 
BG-7 West Aegean 
RO-1 Danube /Banat Hydrographical Area 
RO-2 Danube/Crisuri  Hydrographical Area 
RO-3 Danube/ Dobrogea Hydrographical Area 
RO-4 Danube/Prut Barlad  Hydrographical Area 
RO-5 Danube/Arges-Vedea Hydrographic Area 
RO-6 Danube/Buzau-Ialomita River Basin 
RO-7 Danube/Olt Hydrographical Area 
RO-8 Danube/Somes Tisa  Hydrographical Area 
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Code Draft RBMPs 
RO-9 Danube/JIU River Basin 
RO-10 Danube/Mures  River  Basin 
RO-11 Danube/Siret  Hydrographical Area 
ES-1 Islas Baleares (Balearic Islands) 
IE-1 Shannon International 
IE-2 South Eastern 
IE-3 South Western  
IE-4 Western  
IE-5 Eastern  
SK-1 Danube and Visla 
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