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1. Introduction 

Water is a limited resource essential for life and for economic activity. EU water 

policy has delivered significant improvements to water quality over the past 30 years. 

Europeans can safely drink tap water and swim in thousands of coastal waters, rivers 

and lakes across the EU
1
. Pollution of urban, industrial and agricultural origin has 

significantly diminished. 

The recent Fitness Check of EU freshwater policy has concluded that the overall 

regulatory framework is sound and sufficient. However, implementation remains a 

key challenge. Moreover, both the Fitness Check and the analysis underpinning the 

European Commission's Blueprint to Safeguard Europe's Waters have identified a 

number of elements that require further reinforcement such as better approaches to the 

management of integrated water resources including definition of quantitative aspects, 

sound integrated governance, and the support of an adequate knowledge base. 

This Commission Staff Working Document is part of the Commissionôs third 

implementation report
2
 as required by Article 18 of the Water Framework Directive 

(WFD) and is based on the assessment of the River Basin Management Plans 

(RBMPs) reported by Member States. The report describes in detail the key aspects of 

the results of the assessment based on the information reported by Member States and 

other related official sources of information, and provides a view of the status of 

implementation of the WFD across the EU. This document is accompanied by 

associated country specific Commission Staff Working Documents describing the 

results of the assessment by the Commission of the RBMPs relating to each Member 

State, as well as for the EEA state Norway. All are an integral part of the 

Commission's Blueprint to Safeguard Europe's Waters and are closely linked to a 

report on the State of Waters produced by the European Environment Agency. 

The RBMPs of one European Economic Area country ï Norway ï were also analysed 

alongside those of the 27 EU Member States. This analysis was done in cooperation 

with the ESA (EFTA
3
  Surveillance Authority), responsible for compliance checking 

of WFD implementation in EEA countries applying the Directive. The deadlines in 

the Directive for implementing the various obligations were extended (when the WFD 

was incorporated into the EEA Agreement in 2007), to give the EEA countries the 

same amount of time to implement the obligations as the EU Member States. 
4
 

                                                 
1  E.g. Directive 2006/7/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 February 2006 

concerning the management of bathing water quality and repealing Directive 76/160/EEC, Council Directive 

91/271/EEC of 21 May 1991 concerning urban waste-water treatment, Council Directive 91/676/EEC of 12 

December 1991 concerning the protection of waters against pollution caused by nitrates from agricultural sources, 

Directive 76/464/EEC - Water pollution by discharges of certain dangerous substances 
2
  Earlier WFD implementation reports are available at : 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/index_en.htm 
3  European Free Trade Association 
4  Norway chose to follow the same schedule that applies within the EU for approximately 20% of the 

Norwegian water bodies, on a voluntary basis. This means that Norway has established river basin management 

plans (RBMP) for the period 2009-2015 for selected water bodies, although there is no legal obligation to do so 

until 2018. The Norwegian pilot plans were adopted by the Regional Councils who are competent authorities at 

River Basin District level, and then approved by the Norwegian Government through Royal Decree. 
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2. MAIN ELEMENTS OF THE WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE  

Building on the achievements of existing EU water legislation, in 2000 the WFD 

introduced new and ambitious objectives to protect aquatic ecosystems in a more 

holistic way, while considering the use of water for life and human development. The 

WFD was hailed as a front runner in that it incorporates into a legally binding 

instrument the key principles of integrated river basin management: the participatory 

approach in planning and management at river basin scale; the consideration of the 

whole hydrological cycle and all pressures and impacts affecting it; and the 

integration of economic and ecological perspectives into water management. It 

provides a framework to balance high levels of environmental protection with 

sustainable economic development. 

The WFD foresaw a long implementation process leading to the adoption of the first 

RBMPs in 2009 which describe the actions envisaged to implement the Directive. The 

plans are expected to deliver the objectives of the WFD including non-deterioration of 

water status and the achievement of good status by 2015. The preparatory process for 

the plans has already been subject to two Commission implementation reports, in 

2007 and 2009. 

The WFD introduced a number of key principles into the management and protection 

of aquatic resources: 

(1) The integrated planning process at the scale of river basins, from 

characterisation to the definition of measures to reach the environmental objectives. 

(2) A comprehensive assessment of pressures, impacts and status of the aquatic 

environment, including from the ecological perspective. 

(3) The economic analysis of the measures proposed/taken and the use of 

economic instruments. 

(4) The integrated water resources management principle encompassing targeting 

environmental objectives with water management and related policies objectives. 

(5) Public participation and active involvement in water management. 

The key objective of the WFD is to achieve good status for all water bodies by 2015. 

This comprises the objectives of good ecological and good chemical status for surface 

waters and good quantitative and good chemical status for groundwater. 

The key tool for the implementation of the WFD is the RBMP and the accompanying 

Programme of Measures (PoM). The planning process is a step-by-step procedure in 

which each step builds on the previous one (see Figure 1). Each step is important, 

starting from the transposition and the administrative arrangements, followed by the 

characterisation of the River Basin District (RBD), the monitoring and the assessment 

of status, the setting of objectives, the establishment of an appropriate programme of 



 

6 

 

measures and its implementation including the monitoring and evaluation of the 

effectiveness of the measures supporting the following RBMP cycle. 

The PoM is the tool designed to enable the Member States to respond appropriately to 

the relevant pressures identified at RBD level during the pressures and impacts 

analysis, with the objective of enabling the river basin/water body to reach good 

status. For example, if a significant pressure is overlooked during the pressures and 

impacts analysis, the monitoring programme may not be designed to assess the 

pressure, and the programme of measures may not envisage action to address it. 

 

Figure 2.1: Schematic representation of the WFD planning process 

 

The RBMP is a comprehensive document describing the execution of water 

management and identifying all actions to be taken in the River Basin District. 

3. THE COMMON IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY  

Implementation of the WFD has been supported since 2001 by an unprecedented 

informal co-operation under the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS), led by 

Water Directors of Member States and the Commission with participation from all 

relevant stakeholders. The CIS has successfully delivered more than 30 guidance 

documents and policy papers and has been a valuable platform for exchange of 

experiences and best practices on implementation among Member States. 

The CIS is currently the platform used by Member States and the Commission to 

facilitate implementation, providing a common interpretation of the WFD, exploring 

common issues of concern and joint responses. This informal mechanism of co-

operation under the WFD has been used as a model in other environmental sectors, 

inspiring compliance promotion activities and supporting the implementation of the 
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environmental acquis through a common platform for electronic reporting and 

information exchange. 

4. APPROACH TO THE ASSESSMENT OF THE RIVER B ASIN MANAGEMENT PLAN S 

This is the European Commission's third implementation report under the WFD. It is 

based on the assessment of the RBMPs and is an integral part of the Commission's 

Blueprint to Safeguard Europe's Water Resources. The publication of this 

implementation report is a requirement of Article 18 of the WFD. The assessment is 

based on the information reported by Member States, consisting of the published 

RBMPs and accompanying documentation
5
, the electronic reporting through the 

Water Information System for Europe (WISE)
6
 in predefined formats, and any 

additional background documents that the Member States considered relevant. 

The Commission has co-operated closely with the European Environment Agency 

(EEA) on the preparation of this implementation report. The WISE reporting has been 

facilitated through the Water Data Centre hosted by the EEA. The EEA has published 

a report on the State of Water resources based primarily on the data reported under the 

WFD. The report has been preceded by a number of thematic assessments on different 

aspects of water status and pressures. 

The RBMPs are comprehensive documents that cover many aspects of water 

management, consisting of hundreds to thousands of pages of information, published 

in national languages. The assessment of the RBMPs has been a very challenging and 

complex task that has involved dealing with extensive information in more than 20 

languages. 

The quality of the Commission assessments relies on the quality of the Member 

States' reports. Bad or incomplete reporting can lead to wrong and/or incomplete 

assessments. It is recognised that reporting is a big effort for Member States, in 

particular the electronic reporting to WISE. There are examples of very good, high 

quality reporting. However, there are also cases where reporting contains gaps or 

contradictions. 

In the context of the preparation of this report, the Commission maintained regular 

informal contact with the Member States to validate its findings and to ensure that the 

assessment reflects reality. 

This document presents the findings of the Commissionôs assessment of the RBMPs, 

structured according to the WFD planning process presented above. 

In the frame of the Common Implementation Strategy of the WFD Member States 

agreed that besides submitting their RBMPs to the Commission they would report 

                                                 
5  All reported RBMPs are publicly available at 

www.circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/implementation_documents_1/

submitted_rbmps&vm=detailed&sb=Title    
6  See http://water.europa.eu and in particular  

http://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/water/interactive/water-live-maps/wfd  

http://www.circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/implementation_documents_1/submitted_rbmps&vm=detailed&sb=Title
http://www.circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/implementation_documents_1/submitted_rbmps&vm=detailed&sb=Title
http://water.europa.eu/
http://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/water/interactive/water-live-maps/wfd
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pre-defined key information of their RBMPs electronically through the Water 

Information System for Europe (WISE; http://water.europa.eu). WISE is a web-portal 

entry to water related information ranging from inland waters to marine that helps 

streamlining reporting under different water related EU legislation and allows the 

different European bodies to more easily collect and share information as well as 

public access to water data and information reported by Member States. WISE is 

planned to be further developed in the upcoming years to become an even more user-

friendly, shared environmental system fully based on the principles of the INSPIRE 

Directive. 

Member States were required to report WISE data until March 2010. After this date 

updating of the reported data and submission of late reporting was still allowed to 

Member States in order to ensure the high quality of the dataset. The Commission, 

where it was available, used the most up-to-date information from WISE (2012) in its 

Communication and Commission Staff Working Document. Where data was not 

available in WISE, the RBMPs (2009) and / or other information were used with the 

indication of the source. The different sources explain the diverging values in some of 

the tables and figures that the reader may find in the abovementioned documents.   

 

5. STATUS OF ADOPTION AN D REPORTING OF RIVER  BASIN MANAGEMENT 

PLANS 

Figure 5.1 presents the state of play regarding the adoption of the RBMPs
7
. 25 

Member States plus Norway have adopted and reported 121 RBMPs for their national 

parts of the River Basin Districts (RBDs)
8
 (out of a total of 174).  

In Belgium, the Flemish Region, the Federal Government (responsible for coastal 

waters) and the Brussels Region have adopted plans; the plans for the Walloon 

Region are awaited. In Spain, only one plan out of the 25 expected, the plan for the 

Catalan River Basin District, has been adopted and reported. In Portugal and Greece, 

no plan has yet been adopted. 

                                                 
7  Updated overview at http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/map_mc/map.htm 
8  Norway has adopted 11 pilot RBMPs. Norway is implementing the Water Framework Directive as part 

of the European Economic Area Agreement, with the specific timetable agreed therein. 

http://water.europa.eu/
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Figure 5.1: State of adoption of the RBMPs. GREEN - River Basin Management Plans adopted. RED - 

Consultation has not started or is on-going. YELLOW - Consultation closed, adoption pending.   

 

For Belgium, the Brussels Region adopted its RBMP for its part of the Scheldt RBD 

on 12.7.2012, but due to the late adoption it has not been possible for the Commission 

to analyse it for this implementation report. The RBMPs for part of the RBDs on the 

territory of the Walloon region (Seine, Scheldt, Meuse and Rhine) are due to go out to 

public consultation by the date this report is published, and adoption is foreseen in 

April 2013. 

 

5.1. Overall geographical scope of the River Basin Management Plans 

There are 128 RBDs designated in the EU, of which 49 are international. If each 

national part of an international RBD is counted separately, the total number of RBDs 
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is 170
9
. The geographical scope of the RBMPs does not correspond exactly to the 

number of RBDs, and a number of different models can be identified: 

- Most Member States have prepared one RBMP for each RBD exclusively 

within their territory, and 40 such plans were received. 

- Most Member States who have part of an international RBD within their 

territory have produced one RBMP for the national part of the international 

RBD. 63 such plans were received. In some cases they have also reported 

international RBMPs produced for the whole international RBD. Where such 

international RBMPs are available, this can be seen as being a successful 

result of the implementation of the WFD.  

- Some Member States have prepared one plan covering all of their territory (for 

instance in Slovakia or in Slovenia) but which includes sections on each of 

the relevant RBDs. In these cases, they have been counted as having prepared 

one RBMP per RBD.  

- Some Member States have prepared several RBMPs for each RBD and for 

sub-basins. For instance, in Romania all of the territory falls within the 

Danube RBD and is covered by the Danube International RBMP (A-level), as 

well as by the national Romanian Danube RBMP (B-level). In addition, and 

fully in accordance with the Directive (Article 13.5 WFD), more detailed sub-

RBMPs have been prepared for each of the 11 sub-basins. For the purpose of 

this assessment, the Romanian Danube RBMP has however been considered 

as one RBMP. 

- In Denmark, 15 RBMPs were reported for the Jutland and Funen RBD, and 7 

RBMPs were reported for the Sjaelland RBD, but no overall single RBMP for 

the whole respective RBD was submitted. For the purpose of this assessment 

these RBMPs have been assessed as two RBMPS, that is one per RBD.   

- In Germany, where most of the territory is covered by international RBDs for 

which international RBMPs exist (Danube, Elbe, Rhine, Ems, Odra), no 

RBMP for the national parts of these RBDs were adopted. Instead RBMPs 

were adopted at the Federal State level. For the purpose of this assessment, the 

German plans were assessed as one RBMP per RBD, although in reality 16 

RBMPs were adopted.  A similar situation applies in Belgium, where the 

RBMPs are adopted by the respective regions, and where the three regions 

have different timetables relating to the implementation of the Directive due to 

serious delays in Wallonia and the Brussels Region.  

As a result the number of RBMPs assessed for this report is 112, unless otherwise 

indicated. The subsequent assessment may refer to a different baseline, partly since in 

                                                 
9
  This means the Danube would be counted as 9 instead of 1, if only the EU national parts are 

counted. 
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some cases, data were reported to WISE also by Member States who had not yet 

adopted their RBMPs. This may vary by topic.  

It should be noted that 11 pilot RBMPs were also adopted by Norway relating to part 

of their RBDs in advance of the deadline for implementation of 2018 as agreed under 

the EEA agreement. These pilot RBMPs were assessed alongside EU RBMPs, and the 

results of the assessment can be found in the relevant annex to this report. However, 

the statistics in the main body of the report do not include results relating to Norway. 

6. OVERVIEW OF LEGAL ACT ION BY THE COMMISSION  

6.1. Introduction  

Where needed, after informal compliance promotion activities, the Commission has 

pursued targeted legal action to enforce the WFD since the transposition deadline of 

2003. This compliance promotion has focussed on two main priorities - enforcement 

of deadlines and conformity of transposition: 

¶ Enforcement of the deadlines: whenever a reporting deadline lapsed, the 

necessary legal steps were taken against those Member States which failed to 

respect those deadlines. For the WFD itself this concerned the following 

deadlines: 

-  2003: transposition 

-  2004: RBD delineation, competent authorities and administrative arrangements 

-  2007: adoption of the monitoring programmes 

-  2009: adoption  of River Basin management plans (reporting deadline 

22.3.2010) 

As a consequence of this action, by the time the Member States needed to adopt 

their RBMPs they had, in principle, undertaken the required preparatory steps 

(with the exception of Malta for the monitoring programmes, a case that was still 

before the Court in 2009). Shortcomings have however been identified in the first 

implementation stages identified in several Member States, as set out in this 

assessment.   

¶ The Commission also pursued actions to address issues of non-conformity  of the 

national legislation transposing the provisions related to the RBMPs with a view 

to ensuring that the national legal framework correctly reflects the different EU 

requirements for the WFD.  

The Commission first addressed the gaps identified in the two previous 

implementation reports through informal mechanisms and dialogue with Member 

States and, only if this did not prove satisfactory, took the required legal action, 

always with the objective of ensuring that the issues were addressed in time for the 
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reporting of the RBMPs. In cases where such shortcomings in the national legal 

framework were not addressed by Member States, they are likely to be gaps or delays 

related to the RBMPs.  

 

6.2. Transposition of the Water Framework Directive into national law 

By the latest 22 December 2003, Member States had to bring into force the laws, 

regulations and administrative provisions necessary to comply with this Directive. 

Member States must also continuously communicate to the Commission the texts of 

the main provisions of national law which they adopt in the field governed by this 

Directive. 

After this deadline had passed, and after providing the Member States with a final 

opportunity to inform the Commission of the adoption of the national measures, the 

Commission opened so called 'non-communication infringement cases' against those 

Member States which had not notified transposing legislation to the Commission. Of 

the 11 non-communication cases mentioned in the first WFD implementation report 

issued in 2007, the last case was closed in 2009.  

After the transposed legislation was notified, the Commission carried out conformity 

studies to assess the quality of the national transposition into national law. From this 

first assessment it was clear that a number of Member States would not face 

infringement proceedings as the transposition was found satisfactory at the time 

(Austria, Cyprus, Malta and Portugal). Since 2007, non-conformity cases have been 

opened against 22 Member States. By October 2012, 12 of those cases have 

meanwhile been closed whilst 10 are still open (see table 6.1 below). 

It is, however, inherent in conformity checking that it can never be excluded that new 

issues of non-conformity reveal themselves even after the closure of the infringement 

procedure. This can be the result of either new legislation adopted by the Member 

States or because of a new appreciation of the national legal framework in the light of 

complaints or experience brought to the attention of the Commission. For this reason, 

the Commission will continue to stay alert for such issues as they affect the 

achievement of the objectives of the Directive. It is, therefore, also important that 

Member States systematically communicate to the Commission changes to their 

national laws in the field governed by this Directive (Article 24(2) WFD). 

In 2006, the European Commission received a horizontal complaint covering 11 

Member States on the interpretation of the term 'water services' (Article 2(38) WFD). 

The scope given to the notion of water services is relevant for the scope of the 

obligation to apply cost recovery for water services (Article 9 WFD). For pragmatic 

reasons it was decided to address the interpretation issue, where possible, in the 

context of the non-conformity cases opened since 2007. Meanwhile, these cases have 

reached different stages of the infringement procedure. The most advanced case 

concerns Germany as the Commission decided on 31 May 2012 to ask the European 

Court of Justice for its views on the interpretation of water services, and other cases 

may follow. 
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The outcome of these legal proceedings will play a crucial role in the further 

implementation of water pricing policies, as further reflected in chapter 8.15 of this 

report. 

Table 6.1 includes an overview of transposition-related infringement cases.  

 

6.3. Bad application cases 

A rather extensive number of so called 'bad application' infringement cases have been 

opened since 2003 in relation to the implementation of the WFD. Bad application 

refers to the Commission's assessment that an infringement of EU law is not due to 

deficiencies in the legislative framework but due to non-respect by the authorities of 

that framework. Typically, the majority of the cases related to the WFD concern the 

failure of a Member State to submit a report by a given deadline. Once the report is 

received such cases are normally closed. 

For the WFD, such cases have concerned the failure to report administrative 

arrangements (Article 3) or to submit the report on the characterisation of the RBDs 

(Article 5) as explained in the first implementation report
10

. It also concerns cases for 

failure to report monitoring networks (Article 8) as explained in the second 

implementation report
11

. Each of these implementation reports identified a number of 

shortcomings in the quality of the implementation. If, despite the Commission having 

communicated their findings to the respective Member States in these implementation 

reports, the situation has not been redressed and adequately reported in the RBMPs, 

the Commission intends to address these issues in bad application cases based on the 

assessments summarised in this third implementation report. 

An update on the progress of these cases since the respective implementation reports 

is given in Table 6.2. This table also presents an overview of  the progress on the  

latest horizontal set of cases related to the failure to comply with Articles 13 (to adopt 

RBMPs), 14 (to carry out consultation on draft RBMPs) and 15 (to report the RBMPs 

to the Commission by 22.3.2010). Since it is of utmost importance that the RBMPs 

are adopted in a timely manner and that they are subject to the required consultation 

procedures, the Commission decided to proceed swiftly with these infringement 

procedures. 

Following the pre-infringement correspondence which started in April 2010, 11 

Member States received a first warning in June 2010. In 2011 the Commission 

decided to bring 5 Member States to Court for failure to adopt all their RBMPs. One 

case (Denmark) was withdrawn by the Commission after the RBMPs were adopted 

and reported. In 2012 the European Court of Justice (ECJ) ruled against Belgium
12

, 

                                                 
10 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0128:FIN:EN:PDF  
11 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/com_209_156_en.pdf  
12 Belgium - C-366/11 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62011CJ0366:FR:HTML 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0128:FIN:EN:PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/implrep2007/pdf/com_209_156_en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62011CJ0366:FR:HTML
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Greece
13

, Portugal
14

 and Spain
15

.  Immediately after the rulings the Commission 

initiated the procedure for ensuring timely respect of these rulings. 

The absence of a RBMP, including the Programme of Measures (PoM - considered a 

key component of the RBMPs, enabling Member States to achieve the objectives of 

the WFD by 2015), obviously remains of great concern to the Commission. The 

absence of a RBMP compromises the (timely) achievement of good status of surface 

and groundwater. The lack of synchronisation of the consultation and adoption 

processes in RBDs shared by different countries or regions leads to serious problems 

in co-ordination. 

Moreover, the non-timely adoption of a RBMP may also compromise the 

effectiveness of the second updated RBMPs due for adoption in December 2015, if 

planning cycles are not synchronised between the Member States. The Commission's 

efforts will be aimed at preventing delays occurring in one Member State that may 

have a knock-on effect on the co-ordination and implementation of the second, 

updated, RBMPs. It is important to highlight that the  first step of consultation should 

start with a 6-month public consultation on the work programme and timetable for 

preparation of the RBMP according to Article 14(1)(a) and 14(3). 

                                                 
13 Greece - C-297/11 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62011CJ0297:FR:HTML 
14  Portugal - C-223/11 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62011CJ0223:FR:HTML   
15 Spain ï C -403/11 

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=128021&pageIndex=0&doclang=FR&mode

=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=5324214 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62011CJ0297:FR:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62011CJ0223:FR:HTML
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=128021&pageIndex=0&doclang=FR&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=5324214
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=128021&pageIndex=0&doclang=FR&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=5324214
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Figure 6.1: Overview map of timing of adoption of the River Basin Management Plans.   Plan 

adopted and reported by:  March 2010 (Green), October 2010 (Yellow), March 2011 (Orange), 

October 2011 (Purple), March 2012 (Blue);   Red: Still not fully compliant.  

Notes :  
(1) 

BE (Flemish region reported 08/2010, Brussels Region adopted 07/2012, Walloon region has not 

adopted its plans)  
(2)

 ES (Only Catalonia RBD reported on 14/10/2010).   

*  Norway is implementing the Water Framework Directive as part of the European Economic Area 

Agreement, with specific timetable agreed.  

 

Apart from bad application cases based on the non-timely adoption of the RBMPs, the 

Commission envisages that action may need to be taken on the basis of the assessment 

it has carried out on the quality and completeness of the reported RBMPs, based on 

the analysis presented in this report.  

 

AT 03/2010 

BE (1) 

BG 03/2010 

CY 06/2011 

CZ 12/2009 

DE 12/2009 

DK 12/2011 

EE 04/2010 

EL - 

ES (2) 

FI 12/2009 

FR 12/2009  

HU 05/2010 

IE 07/2010 

IT 03/2010 

LT 11/2010 

LU 12/2009 

LV 05/2010 

MT 03/2011 

NL 11/2009 

PL 02/2011 

PT - 

RO 01/2011 

SE 12/2009 

SI 07/2011 

SK 12/2009 

UK 12/2009 

NO* 06/2010 
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6.4. Court rulings related to the WFD 

The Court of Justice of the European Union (ECJ) has issued several rulings on the 

basis of the WFD. However, these cases dealt with provisions of the WFD which may 

be seen as straightforward (such as non-communication of the transposing measures, 

late reporting, late adoption of monitoring programmes and RBMPs), rather than with 

less straightforward cases concerning the interpretation of key notions such as water 

services or the application of exemptions under Article 4 WFD.  

 

Relevant case law by the ECJ so far: 

 

- Commission vs. Luxembourg (Case C-32/05, ruling of 30.11.2006) ï 

Non-Communication Transposition ï The Court ruled that Luxembourg had 

failed to transpose, or to notify transposition, of the Directive to the Commission.  

Luxembourg argued that their existing legal framework was sufficient; the Court 

found that this was not the case. Luxembourg has since complied and the case is 

closed. 

 

- Commission vs. Germany (Ref. Case C-67/05, ruling of 15.12.2005) ï 

Non-Communication Transposition ï The Court ruled that Germany had failed to 

transpose, or to notify such transposition of the Directive to the Commission 

within the deadline, since the law had not been transposed into the legislation of 

all Bundesländer. Germany has since complied and the case is closed. 

 

- Commission vs. Italy (Case C85/07, ruling of 18.12.2007) and vs. Greece (Case 

C264/07, ruling of 31.1.2008) ï Bad application - Non-reporting ï For failing to 

submit the reports required under Article 5 of the Directive,  on Characterisation 

of the River Basin Districts, review of the environmental impacts of human 

activity and economic analysis of water use. Italy and Greece have since 

complied and the cases are closed. 

 

- Commission vs. Spain (Case C-516/07, ruling of 7.5.2009) ï Administrative 

arrangements ï Spain had failed to notify all competent authorities in accordance 

with Article 3. In this case the Court also emphasised the importance of 

designating the River Basin Districts in accordance with the hydrological 

boundaries rather than administrative boundaries. Spain has since complied and 

the case is closed. 

 

- Commission vs. Malta (Case C-351/09, ruling of 22.12.2010) ï Bad application -

Monitoring networks ï For not having established a network for monitoring of 

inland waters, and for failure to submit a summary report to the Commission. In 

this ruling, the court found that even if the Maltese inland surface water bodies 

are small, there is a need to ensure monitoring. 

 

- Commission vs. Greece (Case C-297/11, ruling 19.4.2012.), vs. Belgium (Case 

C-366/11, ruling 24.5.2012), vs. Portugal (Case C-223/11, ruling 21.6.2012), and 

vs. Spain (case CΆ403/11, ruling 4.10.2012) - On the failure to adopt and report 

River Basin Management Plans for all of their respective River Basin Districts. 
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- A preliminary ruling in case C-41/10 on the Acheloos in Greece was issued on 

11.09.2012 ï On the interpretation of the WFD 2000/60/EC, of Council Directive 

85/337/EEC on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects 

on the environment, of Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of 

certain plans and programmes on the environment and of Council Directive 

92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora. 

 

6.5. Key complaints and other cases 

The WFD is also the object of complaints received by the Commission. These 

complaints concern inter alia existing or future projects which may impact water 

(such as the construction of new hydropower facilities and works related to navigation 

which allegedly fail to give proper attention to the impact on the ecological and 

chemical status of the water) and existing or future activities which impact water 

(such as discharges of salt resulting from mining activities into sweet water negatively 

affecting water quality). These complaints are all assessed individually and, where 

needed, the Commission enquires with the Member State authorities as a preliminary 

step towards formal enforcement action. 

Complaints sometimes invoke in particular deficiencies in the RBMPs, such as that 

the measures proposed are not sufficient or that certain exemptions under Article 4 of 

the WFD are unlawfully invoked by the authorities. Where possible, complaints 

related to the RBMPs as such are pursued under the on-going assessment of the 

RBMPs by the Commission. 

6.6. Legal implementation of related Directives adopted in accordance with 

Article 16 (Environmental Quality Standards) and 17 (Groundwater) of 

the WFD 

Two closely related Directives have been adopted since 2000, one further specifying 

the legal requirements in relation to groundwater status (Directive 2006/118/EC, also 

known as the Groundwater Directive, transposition deadline 18.1.2008) the second 

regarding the chemical status of surface waters (Directive 2008/105/EC, also known 

as the Environmental Quality Standards (EQS) or Priority Substances Directive, 

transposition deadline 25.7.2010). Non-communication procedures were opened 

against 22 Member States on Directive 2008/105/EC but they have all since been 

closed. Non-communication procedures were opened against 20 Member States on 

Directive 2006/118/EC and these have also since been closed. 

The Commission has, in the meantime, performed an assessment of conformity for 

both Directives. On the Groundwater Directive the first steps were taken (requests for 

clarification sent through the EU Pilot) in 2012 against 17 Member States, and two 

cases have been opened. In the second half of 2012 the Commission also raised 

conformity issues with the national legislation transposing the EQS Directive with six 

Member States.  



 

 

MS Non-communication of transposition  

into national law  

Non-conformity ï state of play Water service interpretation (bad 

application case) 

AT - - Case 2006/4634  

BE Case 2004/0005, closed 2006. Case 2007/2233, closed 2011. Case 2006/4635  

BG  Case 2009/2256, Letter of formal notice.   

CY  -  

CZ  Case 2007/2234, closed 2012.    

DE Case 2004/0017, closed 2006. Case 2007/2243, Case submitted to Court 2012.  Case 2006/4639 ï saisine 258 under non-

conformity case 2007/2243.  

DK  Case 2007/2235, closed 2011.   Case 2006/4636  

EE   Case 2007/2236, closed 2010.   Case 2007/4637- closed in 2012 

EL  -  

ES  Case 2009/2003. Case submitted to Court 2012.   

FI Case 2004/0108; closed 2005. Case 2007/2237, Reasoned opinion Case 2006/4638 

FR Case 2004/0048, closed 2005. Case 2007/2242, closed 2010.    

HU  Case 2007/2249, closed 2010 Case 2006/4640 

IE  Case 2007/2238, Reasoned opinion Case 2006/4641 - IE accepts the COM 

interpretation 

IT Case 2004/0059, closed 2008. Case 2007/4680, Reasoned opinion.  

LT  Case 2007/2245, closed 2010.    

LU Case 2004/0073, closed 2009. Pilot  

LV  Case 2007/2244, closed 2009.    

MT  -  

NL Case 2004/0086, closed 2005. Case 2007/2248, closed 2010.   Case 2006/4644 

PL Case 2004/2309, closed 2004. Case 2007/2246, Additional reasoned opinion.  Case 2006/4642 

PT Case 2004/0120, closed 2006. -  

RO   Case 2008/2274, closed 2011.    

SE Case 2004/0142, closed 2004. Case 2007/2239, Additional LFN. Case 2006/4643 

SI  Case 2007/2240, closed 2009.    

SK  Case 2007/2247, closed 2011.    

UK Case 2004/0152, closed 2004. Case 2007/2241, Additional LFN  

Table 6.1 ï Overview of open WFD infringement cases, non-communication of transposition, non-conformity and/or interpretation of Article 2(38) WFD 



 

 

MS Administrative arrangements 

Article 3 reporting 

Characterization,   impact 

assessment (Article 5 WFD) 

Monitoring networks 

(Article 8 WFD) 

River Basin Management Plan consultation, adoption (Articles  13, 14 & 15 

WFD) 

 Reference Closed Reference Closed Reference Closed Reference Articles 

concerned 

Closed/Status 

AT          

BE A2004/2303 2004     2010/2070 13, 14, 15 Court ruling 2012(Brussels and Wallonia 

Regions) 

BG          

CY       2010/2071 13, 14,15 Closed 2011 

CZ          

DE          

DK A2004/2304 2004     2010/2072 13, 14, 15 Closed 2012 . Plans adopted December 2011. 

EE       2010/2073 13,   15  

EL A2005/2033 2004 A2005/2317 2008 2007/2490 2009 2010/2074 13, 14, 15 Court ruling 2012 

ES A2004/2305 Court ruling 

2008  

A2005/2316 2006   2010/2083 13, 14, 15 Court ruling 2012. Plans for one RBD adopted 

2010. 

FI          

FR A2004/2306 2004        

HU       2010/2075 13,   15  

IE       2010/2076 13,   15  

IT A2004/2307 2004 A2005/2315 2008       

LU          

LT       2010/2077 13,  14,  15 Closed  2011 

LV          

MT A2004/2308 2004   2007/2491 Court ruling 

258 of 

22/12/2010, 
currently at art 

260 stage  

2010/2078  Closed  2011 

NL          

PL A2004/2309 2004     2010/2079 13,   15 Closed 2011. Plans adopted 1
st
 semester 2011. 

PT   A2005/2318 2005   2010/2080 13,  14,  15 Court ruling 2012 

RO       2010/2081 13,   15  

SE A2004/2310 2004        

SI       2010/2082 13, 15 Closed  2011.  Plans adopted summer 2011. 

SK           

UK          

Table 6.2 ï Overview table on non- communication / bad application infringements  
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7. OVERVIEW OF THE STATU S OF EU WATERS AND OUTLOOK  

The sources of the figures and maps (except for tables 7.1 and 7.2) in this chapter are the EEA 

draft reports on 'Ecological and chemical status and pressures draft for consultation' and on 

'Ecological status and pressures draft July 2012'
16

.  

Overview of ecological status and potential of surface water bodies 

Figure 7.1 shows the distribution of ecological status or potential for the different types of 

water bodies (rivers, lakes, transitional and coastal). Overall, more than half (55 %) of the 

total number of classified surface water bodies in Europe are reported to have less than good 

ecological status/potential. Only around 44% of rivers and 33% of transitional waters are 

reported to be in high or good status. 56% of the lakes are reported to be in good or high 

status, and 51% for coastal waters. 

 

Figure 7.1: Distribution of ecological status or potential of classified rivers, lakes, coastal and transitional 

waters, calculated as percentage of the total number of classified water bodies. 

Source:EEA.  

 

Figure 7.2 shows the classification of ecological status across the EU. There are some River 

Basin Districts in Northern Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium where the reported status 

or potential of more than 90% of the water bodies is less than good. Many other RBDs in 

Northern France, Southern Germany, Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary and Southern 

England have reported between 70 and 90% of their river bodies in less than good status or 

potential. There are also significant variations in the status or potential of water bodies within 

Member States. 

                                                 
16 http://forum.eionet.europa.eu/nrc-eionet-freshwater/library/eea_2012_state_report/july-2012-draft-versions/ 
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Figure 7.2: Proportion of classified surface water bodies in different River Basin Districts in less than good 

ecological status or potential for rivers and lakes (left panel) and for coastal and transitional waters (right 

panel) (percentage, based on number of classified water bodies). 

Source:EEA 

 

Overview of chemical status of surface and groundwater bodies 

There is a high percentage of surface water bodies for which the reported chemical status is 

'unknown'. This has consequences for the whole planning process, in particular for 

establishing the environmental objectives and defining appropriate measures.  

In many cases, the main reason for this gap is that the status assessment methods have not 

been fully developed yet or there were not enough monitoring data in this first cycle. In that 

case, it is advisable to adopt and implement "no-regret" measures, at the same time as further 

developing the assessment methods and monitoring networks. However, in most RBMPs, 

there is no information on what actions will be taken to improve the monitoring and 

assessment methods for the next cycles. 
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Figure 7.3: Percentage of rivers, lakes, groundwater, transitional and coastal waters in good, poor and 

unknown chemical status. 

Source: WISE 

Note 1: Number of Member States contributing to the dataset: Groundwater (26); Rivers (25); Lakes (22); 

Transitional (15) and Coastal (20). Percentages shown for rivers, lakes, transitional and coastal are by water 

body count. Groundwater percentages, however, are expressed by area. The total number of water bodies is 

shown in parenthesis.  

Note 2: Data from Sweden are excluded from surface water data illustrated in the figure. This is because 

Sweden contributed a disproportionately large amount of data and, classified all its surface waters as poor 

status since levels of mercury found within biota in both fresh and coastal waters exceed the quality standard.  
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Figure 7.4 shows the percentage of groundwater bodies in good and poor chemical status in 

the different Member States.  

 

Figure 7.4: Percentage of groundwater bodies in poor and good chemical status, by area. 

Source: Based on data available in WISE-WFD database 3rd May 2012 

Note: Groundwater bodies in unknown chemical status are not accounted for in the red and blue bars that 

represent the percentage poor and good chemical status respectively. The reported total area covered by 

groundwater bodies / the area in poor chemical status/ the area in unknown chemical status (in 1000 km2) per 

Member State is shown in parenthesis. Denmark did not report the area of groundwater bodies, whilst 164 of 

385 (43%) Danish groundwater bodies were reported in poor chemical status.  

 

Even though a small percentage of groundwater bodies are reported to be in unknown 

chemical status and a relatively high number of groundwater bodies in good status, there are 

certain shortcomings in most of the Member States regarding groundwater monitoring and 

methodologies for groundwater status and trend assessment that make the results of the 

groundwater chemical status assessment questionable, as is shown in later chapters.     
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Figure 7.5 shows the chemical status of groundwater reported by the different Member States.  

 

Figure 7.5: Chemical status of groundwater bodies per RBD ï percentage of groundwater body area not 

achieving good chemical status  

Note: Groundwater bodies in unknown status are not included in the calculation of the percentage of poor 

chemical status. Source: Based on data available in WISE-WFD database 3
rd

 May 2012 

 

Overview of quantitative status of groundwater bodies 

From the total number of groundwater bodies assessed only 6% are classified as being in poor 

quantitative status in 2009. Only a few countries, namely Spain, United Kingdom, Belgium, 

Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, Malta have groundwater quantitative problems which, 

however, are mainly found in specific RBDs and not in the whole country, with the exception 

of Cyprus where approximately 70% of its groundwater bodies are in poor status. 
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Figure 7.6: Percentage of groundwater bodies in poor quantitative status in 2009 per RBD 

Source: WISE-WFD database  
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Figure 7.7: Percentage of groundwater bodies in poor quantitative status in 2009 per Member State 

Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the number of groundwater bodies 

Source: WISE-WFD database 

Even though a small percentage of groundwater bodies are reported to be in unknown 

quantitative status and a high number of groundwater bodies in good status, there are certain 

shortcomings in most of the Member States regarding the methodologies for groundwater 

status assessment that make the results of the groundwater quantitative status assessment 

questionable, as is shown in later chapters.     
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Overview of environmental objectives ï status by 2015 

Table 7.1 shows the expected ecological and chemical status for 2015 for surface waters 

(SW), in comparison with the current status reported by Member States. The percentage of 

water bodies with unknown status in 2009 is significant in a number of Member States, in 

particular as regards the chemical status (see also section 8.5). 

 

  

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

ecological 

status 2009 

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

ecological  

status 2015 

SW - % 

unknown 

ecological 

status 2009    

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

chemical 

status 2009 

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

chemical 

status 2015 

SW - % 

unknown 

chemical 

status 2009 

AT 42 46 0  AT 99 100 0 

BE* 0 4 1  BE* 24 72 48 

BG 43 71 0  BG 79 97 18 

CY 40 83 21  CY 74 100 21 

CZ 17 15 1  CZ 70 71 1 

DE 10 21 3  DE 88 94 4 

DK 42 75 14  DK 0 100 99 

EE 71 79 0  EE 99 99 0 

EL 38 No plans 30  EL 0 No plans 100 

ES-Cat 46 85 21  ES-Cat 58 97 37 

FI 30 87 52  FI 64 100 36 

FR 41 64 2  FR 43 80 34 

HU 10 12 39  HU 3 97 94 

IE  54 71 3  IE  28 100 71 

IT  25 79 56  IT  18 89 78 

LT  48 57 0  LT  99 99 0 

LU 7 30 0  LU 70 75 0 

LV  49 87 0  LV  6 100 94 
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SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

ecological 

status 2009 

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

ecological  

status 2015 

SW - % 

unknown 

ecological 

status 2009    

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

chemical 

status 2009 

SW ï % in 

good or 

better 

chemical 

status 2015 

SW - % 

unknown 

chemical 

status 2009 

MT  56 6 0  MT  0 100 100 

NL 0 14 1  NL 70 75 5 

PL 3 61 79  PL 3 100 92 

PT 54 No plans 7  PT 43 No plans 56 

RO 59 64 0  RO 93 94 0 

SE 56 62 1  SE 0 0 0 

SI 52 88 10  SI 95 100 1 

SK 64 64 0  SK 95 100 0 

UK  37 43 0  UK  36 99 63 

Table 7.1: Percentage of surface water (SW) bodies in good or high ecological and chemical status in 2009 and 

2015, and percentage of surface waters in unknown status in 2009 

Source: WISE 

Note: BE* data refers to the RBMPs for the Flemish Region and for the Federal Coastal Waters 

 

Table 7.2 shows the expected chemical and quantitative status for groundwater (GW) for 

2015, in comparison with the current status reported by Member States. 

  

GW ï % in 

good 

quantitative 

status 2009 

GW - % in 

good 

quantitative 

status 2015 

GW - % 

unknown 

quantitative 

status 2009    

GW - % in 

good 

chemical 

status 2009 

GW - % in 

good 

chemical 

status 2015 

GW - % 

unknown 

chemical 

status 2009 

AT 100 100 0  AT 98 98 0 

BE* 80 81 0  BE* 43 45 0 

BG 96 96 5  BG 70 71 0 

CY 20 20 0  CY 55 55 5 

CZ 65 66 0  CZ 21 30 0 

DE 96 96 0  DE 63 68 0 

DK 65 65 0  DK 57 57 0 

EE 96 96 100  EE 96 96 0 



 

29 

 

  

GW ï % in 

good 

quantitative 

status 2009 

GW - % in 

good 

quantitative 

status 2015 

GW - % 

unknown 

quantitative 

status 2009    

GW - % in 

good 

chemical 

status 2009 

GW - % in 

good 

chemical 

status 2015 

GW - % 

unknown 

chemical 

status 2009 

EL 0 No plans 1  EL 0 No plans 100 

ES-Cat 75 89 2  ES-Cat 69 83 0 

FI 98 98 2  FI 92 93 6 

FR 89 96 0  FR 59 64 0 

HU 85 85 0  HU 80 80 0 

IE  100 100 32  IE  85 98 0 

IT  53 61 0  IT  49 63 25 

LT 100 100 0  LT  100 100 0 

LU 100 100 0  LU 60 60 0 

LV  100 100 0  LV  100 100 0 

MT  73 87 0  MT  13 20 0 

NL 100 100 0  NL 61 65 0 

PL 82 83 1  PL 93 96 0 

PT 98 No plans 0  PT 84 No plans 1 

RO 100 100 13  RO 87 87 0 

SE 87 87 0  SE 98 98 0 

SI 100 100 26  SI 81 86 0 

SK 69 74 0  SK 61 61 26 

UK  79 80 0  UK  74 79 0 

Table 7.2: Percentage of groundwater (GW) bodies in good quantitative and chemical status in 2009 and 2015, 

and percentage of groundwater bodies in unknown status in 2009. 

Source:WISE 

Note: BE* data refers to the RBMPs for the Flemish Region and for the Federal Coastal Waters 
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8. RESULTS OF THE ASSESSMENT AT EU LEVEL AND RECOMMENDA TIONS 

This chapter of the Commission Staff Working Document includes the results of the 

assessment of the RBMPs adopted and reported by Member States. 

8.1. Governance 

8.1.1. Introduction 

Directive 2000/60/EC sets out a framework for integrated management of all aspects of water 

policy. A robust legal framework and appropriate and effective multi-level governance 

structures are essential pre-requisites for successful integrated river basin management. 

Vertical co-ordination from the European level to the water-body level, as well as horizontal 

co-ordination of all relevant measures, stakeholders and policies are challenging tasks for 

administrations. As a geographical area of management the river basin or catchment level is 

essential. 

Criteria for successful water governance structures include effectiveness, clear and effective 

alignment of objectives, adequate territorial approaches which take the whole catchment as 

the basis for management, meaningful sectoral and stakeholder involvement, transparency and 

accountability of the institutions and decisions taken, adequate human and financial resource 

allocation, and adaptability of structures and policies to changing circumstances. An OECD 

study (2012) found that key challenges are institutional and territorial fragmentation and 

badly managed multi-level governance, but also limited capacity at the local level, unclear 

allocation of roles and responsibilities and questionable resource allocation. This 

implementation report explores some of these aspects of water governance in the context of 

the implementation of the WFD. 

The basis for the assessment is the analysis of the RBMPs as reported by Member States, 

alongside WISE electronic reporting, but also an additional study on water governance, 

carried out in 2012 in the framework of the contract 'Pressures and Measures study'
17

. This 

study goes beyond the assessment of the RBMPs, which was taken as a starting point. 

Additional information was collected on all Member States to better understand different 

aspects of water governance. Member States themselves contributed in an informal and co-

operative manner to that study by validating information and providing additional 

information. The IMPEL network was also consulted on questions related to enforcement. 

8.1.2. Administrative arrangements ï river basin districts 

The Directive defines the River Basin District (RBD) as óthe area of land and sea, made up 

of one or more neighbouring river basins together with their associated groundwaters and 

coastal waterséô. A 'river basin means the area of land from which all surface run-off flows 

through a sequence of streams, rivers and, possibly, lakes into the sea at a single river mouth, 

                                                 
17 Comparative study of pressures and measures in the major river basin management plans in the EU. Task 1: 'Water 

Governance'.  (WRc et al, 2012)   The report is hereafter referred to as the 'Pressures and Measures study' report, available 

via  : http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/blueprint/index_en.htm  NB. The findings of this study were validated by the 

respective SCG member for all Member States apart from EL, ES, FR, IT, PT, SI, UK. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/blueprint/index_en.htm
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estuary or delta.' One river basin, including all its tributaries, must not be divided between 

different RBDs. One RBD may however include several (sometimes smaller) river basins, and 

shall also include associated coastal areas and groundwaters (e.g. Bothnian Bay (SE), Central 

Apennines (IT), or Adour-Garonne (FR). 

The RBD is the main unit for management of river basins as specified in Article 3(1) for 

which competent authorities (in both national and international RBDs) need to be identified 

that will apply the rules of the Directive (Article 3(2) and Article 3(3)). Through Article 3(4) 

and Article 3(5) there is a requirement to co-ordinate the actions (nationally and 

internationally) to achieve the environmental objectives established by the Directive (Art. 4) 

through the planned PoMs. 

This designation of RBDs is therefore one of the core aspects of the integrated river basin 

management approach setting out the geographical extent for the co-ordination of water 

resources. The principle of holistic water management at the catchment level, from source to 

sea and based on surface waters and associated groundwater, rather than on administrative 

boundaries, is reflected in the requirement for RBD designation. 

In most cases the RBDs have been established respecting the hydrological boundaries of the 

river basins, thereby keeping the catchment intact. There are however two kinds of cases 

where the hydrological boundaries seem not to have been respected: 

¶ In some Member States the administrative boundaries, rather than the hydrological 

boundaries of the catchment, have dictated the designation of the RBD. This was 

raised in the Court case against Spain (Case C-516/07). Another example is the 

Sambre RBD in France where the French part of one sub-basin of the Meuse river 

basin has been separately designated to other parts of the same catchment even in 

France. 

¶ The more common case relates to transboundary river basins, where the river basin is 

designated into different RBDs on each respective side of the border. For instance, 

this is the case for the river basin shared by Italy and Slovenia which is designated as 

the Eastern Alps RBD in Italy and as the Adriatic Sea RBD in Slovenia. This is also 

the case for some rivers forming the border between two countries such as the Torne 

River between Sweden and Finland, designated as The Finnish part of the Torne 

River RBD in Finland and as part of the Bothnian Bay RBD in Sweden. 

Further examples are given in the country specific parts of this report. Transboundary co-

operation is further described in section 8.1.7 below. 

Following the initial designation of RBDs in 2004, and after a number of changes, there are 

now 128 or 170  River Basin Districts in the EU depending on how national parts of 

international RBDs are counted. As explained in section 5.1, there is no one-to-one 

relationship between the number of RBDs and the number of RBMPs reported.  
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Figure   8.1.1: Map of River Basin Districts in Europe (Better quality maps are available at 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/index_en.htm ) 

 


