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The development of the European water policy has been in a continuous improvement process during the last 

fifty years.  The adoption of Water Framework Directive (WFD) enabled the consolidation of a  fragmented 

policy to comprehensive approach with a focus on sustainability. The floods Directive was developed as a 

complement to the WFD and promoted their integration. However, several opportunities have been identified 

in the implementation and in achieving integration. This paper identifies integration gaps faced by practitioners 

and develops an assessment framework which can be used by diverse stakeholders from policy makers to water 

users to understand the degree of integration in a systematic way. Indicators within the framework can shed 

light on the progress and optimize the development of action plans to address integration gaps and achieve 

efficiency gains. Although not a remedy for the complex challenges, establishing measuring systems is a first 

step to ensure integration of current and future directives. 
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Summary: The development of the European water legislation has been in a continuous evolution during the 

last fifty years.  The adoption of Water Framework Directive (WFD) enabled the consolidation of the multiple 

legislations into a single, comprehensive one that embraced them all. It was innovative because it introduced 

a focus on the environment and sustainability. The floods Directive was developed as a complement to the 

WFD and explicitly encouraged their integration. Several opportunities have been identified in the 

implementation of the legislation and in achieving integration. This paper identifies integration gaps faced by 

institutions in charge of implementing the legislation  and develops an assessment methodology which can be 

used by policy makers, researchers and civil society in general to understand the degree of integration in a 

consistent way. Indicators within the framework can shed light on the progress and optimize the development 

of action plans to address integration gaps and achieve efficiency gains. Although not a remedy for the complex 

challenges, establishing measuring systems is a first step to ensure integration of current and future 

legislations. 
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1. Introduction

European water policy has undergone several milestones since the early 1970’s, many of which have 
been important turning points. Initially, it focused on pursuing surface water quality standards for 
drinking water, it later broadened the scope to include living organisms and other water bodies. 
Advancements in scientific knowledge in the environmental field emerged parallel to the concept of 
ecosystems. Increased knowledge led to the consideration of the environment in the public policy 
arena and the water policy was no exception (Kissling-Näf & Kuks, 2004). A distinctive turning point 
was brought forward by the adoption of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) in 2000, when 
environmental and sustainability concerns were incorporated into the water policy (Johnson, 2012). 
The policy has been considered as a unique and holistic approach (Howarth, 2005). It has evolved 
from a fragmented policy that tackled Member States’ emerging concerns in isolation, to an approach 
that promoted a participatory and multi-level integrated governance structure (Newig & koontz, 
2013). With its aspirational objective of achieving “good ecological status of waters”, it also 
recognized the broader complexities and trade-offs of the interactions between environmental and 
socioeconomic systems (Müller-Grabherr et al., 2014). The consistent dynamism that has 
characterized the European water policy led to the further development of the Directive on the 
Assessment and Management of Flood Risks or the Floods Directive (FD), as complementary 
component to the WFD. The FD was established in response to the numerous and significant flooding 
events that affected Europe in the last decades, and which resulted in loss of human life 
and economic losses on an unprecedented scale (EC, 2006). The FD also brought about its own 
paradigm shift by emphasizing risk management over flood protection.  

For several reasons, including overlaps in planning and in geographical areas of influence, as well as 
efficiency gains in the use of resources (EC, 2014), the WFD and FD require alignment, joint 
articulation, and coordination to successfully achieve their objectives. Although several opportunities 
have been identified in the execution of the WFD, which have pertinent implications for the 
integration of the FD. For instance, the main objective of achieving good status of European waters 
has not yet been achieved, considerable delays in the implementation of measures have been reported 
by Member States (MS) and improvements are required to further integrate the policy into other 
related sectors (Voulvoulis et al., 2017; Carvalho et al., 2019). Particularly, shifting to a systems 
(integrated) thinking, which was at the basis of the WFD, has proven to be a central issue in the 
implementation (Voulvoulis et al., 2017). In this context, the incorporation of the FD’s integration 
requirements can make the challenge even more complex. The targets associated with the WFD and 
FD involve a diversity of sectors, stakeholders, and interests. Multiple institutions involved in the 
deployment of the directives can pursue several and sometimes vying concerns. Beyond the mandate 
for integration inherent to the WFD, integration would contribute to an enhanced policy coherence 
and would avoid inefficiencies. 

The WFD has resulted in the development of multiple ecological assessments and monitoring 
methods (Carvalho et al, 2019), however there is no systematic way to measure the progress towards 
the integration of the directives. No metric is available to track or evaluate integration (Waylen et 
al., 2019). In this paper, a set of indicators are developed in response to the identified lack of a 
systematic mechanism to assess integration between the WFD and the FD.   

Additionally, given the dynamic nature of the policies, demands for the incorporation of further 
components to the WFD have emerged and will likely continue to surface. The policy discourse 
points to the absence of considerations for ecosystem services, climate change and drought in the 
WFD, which gives rise to possible adjustments or the creation of supplementary directives by the 
European Commission. (Quevauviller, 2011; Blackstock et al., 2015; Hendry, S. 2017). Therefore, a 
set of indicators to assess integration contributes to streamlining current practices and supports the 
establishment of mechanisms to ensure integration for future policies.  

The indicators were developed by examining the challenges that practitioners have faced and 
applying conceptual frameworks of policy integration. Existing literature suggests that many Member 
States still have a way ahead to achieve integration between the WFD and the FD despite the legally 
binding nature of the policy (Waylen et al, 2019). Weakly established governance mechanisms and 
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budgetary commitments, coordination opportunities in the development management plans, 
inadequate exchange of relevant information, and lenient coordination of participatory efforts were 
some of the main issues identified. Hence, the indicators constitute a tool and a starting point to 
facilitate further development of action plans to address integration gaps for stakeholders. 

The paper is structured in six sections. Section 2 presents a brief background on the WFD, the FD 
and their integration. Section 3 discusses methodology where a literature review is conducted to 
identify key challenges that have had direct or indirect implications for integration. Challenges which 
are later analyzed as inputs for the development of the integration indicators. The methodology also 
outlines a conceptual framework on the policy integration literature. Section 4 presents a breakdown 
of the dimensions, indicators and questions which constitute the assessment framework. The section 
also proposes a pathway to their operationalization by assigning weights to the questions and 
dimensions. Section 5 discusses the potential uses, users, and relevant limitations of the framework. 
Section 6 concludes with final reflections. 

2. Background

European water policies have undergone a process of development since the early 1970´s. Initial 
approaches were concerned about setting standards for European rivers and lakes used for drinking 
water, highly focused on water abstraction and instituting water quality standards. Later the 
regulation extended to pursue the quality of fish and shellfish waters, as well as groundwater. A series 
of regulatory reforms such as the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive; the Nitrates Directive; the 
Drinking Water Directive; and a Directive for Integrated Pollution and Prevention Control were also 
developed in the region between 1991 and 1998 (Hooper, 2005). Each policy was designed to address 
particular issues emerging across different sub-regions within the European Union. Disjointed 
policies often disregarded the big picture requirements demanded by transboundary ecosystem 
complexities (Giakoumis & Voulvoulis, 2018). Additionally, the 1990’s were characterized by the 
emergence of new paradigms. Water policies aimed for a more comprehensive environmental 
management, considering for example ecosystem well-being and the integration of natural and social 
science approaches (Hering et al, 2010).  

There was an evident need to integrate a fragmented governance framework under a policy that 
recognized and incorporated environmental, economic, and social interconnectivity as guiding 
principles for undertaking water management solutions (Giakoumis & Voulvoulis, 2018). The Water 
Framework Directive was introduced as a governance instrument for the European Union in 2000, as 
a holistic approach that grouped together the previous water policies. In response to the need of 
coordinated action resulting from major floods that impacted Europe in the early 2000's, another 
complementary policy was drafted, and the Floods Directive (FD) was adopted in 2007.  

2.1. The Water Framework Directive 

The main objective of the Water Framework Directive is to achieve a good ecological status of waters. 
It establishes a framework for the protection of all water bodies by preventing further deterioration, 
promoting a sustainable use, aiming for a gradual reduction of pollution, and contributing to the 
mitigation of the effects of floods and droughts.  The objectives would be achieved by creating 
catchment-based, integrated water resource management plans. The WFD established a series of 
objectives for which MS assigned local competent authorities as steering figures. Competent 
authorities were also responsible for defining appropriate implementation mechanisms through 
management plans (Kissling-Näf & Kuks, 2004). Key required actions included: identifying 
competent authorities; identifying, characterizing, and classifying all national river basins; 
operationalization of water status monitoring; and developing River Basin Management Plans 
(RBMPs). Last, a novel feature introduced through the WFD was its categorical mandate for an active 
participation of the civil society. Although non-prescriptive as to how participation was to be 
achieved. Researchers and policymakers have been strong advocates for the involvement of 
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stakeholders, for instance, in the selection of cost-effective measures (Perni & Martínez-Paz, 2013). 
However, instituting a new participation culture has faced many challenges due to the ambitious 
implementation timelines, lack of experience by authorities and the problem of compromise 
(Voulvouilis et al., 2017). The issue of participation can also be a source of heterogeneity for 
integration due to diverging practices across State Members.  

2.2. The Floods Directive 

The main objectives pursued by the FD are to reduce and manage flood risks and their implications 
for human health, the environment, cultural heritage, and economic activity.  

The Floods Directive has flood risk management and reduction as its main goal. It requires MS to 
establish objectives for the management of risk and design measures to achieve these. The FD instated 
a three-step cyclical approach, where the first step urges MS to develop preliminary flood risk 
assessments. Assessments are conducted with the purpose of identifying potentially significant flood 
risk areas. Next, flood risk and hazard maps were to be created for the identified risk areas. The maps 
also serve a communicational purpose as tool for information dissemination. Maps are useful tools 
to raise awareness, particularly of civil society stakeholders. In the final step, flood risk management 
plans (FRMPs) were to be established for each area identified as having a potentially significant flood 
risk, incorporating all aspects of flood risk management (EC, 2019). Comparably to the WFD, the 
FD encourages citizen involvement across the different cycles. Although this component is not as 
extensively required compared to the WFD. A lower number of participatory approaches have been 
observed in its implementation (Newig et al., 2014). Participatory approaches during the planning 
phase of the policy process have been underutilized and present an opportunity that would lead to an 
improved integration between the directives (Hedelin, B., 2017a).   

2.3. Integration for the WFD and FD 

European water policy has been considered as a blueprint for environmental protection legislation 
(Voulvoulis & Giakoums, 2017). The WFD, is quite ambitious, both in terms of its environmental 
objectives and regarding collaboration and participation. The WFD incorporates key principles of 
integrated water resource management and adaptive management notions into its design (GWP, 
2015).  Whilst it incorporates these key principles of IWRM, some of the main concerns addressed 
by the IWRM such as the need of increased governance, have not been central in its implementation 
(Ibid). Even though article one of the WFD, establishes the reduction of the impact of floods as one 
of the main objectives, it omits to establish the mechanisms by which this objective is to be reached 
(Thorsteinsson et al., 2007). The FD, on the other hand, presents a shift in the European water policy 
from a flood protection and flood administration paradigm towards a focus on risk management 
paradigm (Ibid). Although the FD was designed as an understandable complement to the WFD, a key 
aspect and potentially divisive difference between the WFD and the FD lie in the core objectives 
pursued by an eco-centric WFD compared to a human-centric FD. The differing rationales of the 
policies can be perceived as problematic by practitioners (Waylen et al, 2019). Integration within the 
governance structure and actors is also fundamental because water policies can involve a broad range 
of public stakeholders such as local governments and municipalities, different ministries, as well as 
civil society stakeholders; and because of the transnational nature of river basins shared by MS, 
where changes in water quality or hydrology in one State can have direct impacts in neighboring 
States.  

Early descriptions of governance structures prior to the implementation of the WFD were already 
foreseeing challenges for the implementation and integration. For instance, uncertainties on 
governance structure at the national and local government levels, fragmented geographic and 
organizational water management, highly demarcated areas of influence resulted in push backs on 
the requirements for wider cooperation as outlined by the WFD (Thornsteinsson et al., 2007; Eerl et 
al, 2015). At the implementation level of municipalities, water management responsibilities were 
further divided between different offices. Uncertainty about decision making power over vying 
concerns on flood damage reduction and land planning processes, was also an issue (Ibid). 
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One vantage point of the FD is the ease of its integration into national systems which contributes to 
achieving its objectives (Klijn et al., 2008). Despite early challenges and potentially divisive 
differences, integration in its different dimensions is a cornerstone notion within the WFD. It calls 
for conceptual integration of environmental objectives, values, expertise, and water management 
practices across MS (WATECO, 2003). Although achieving integration of policies with quite 
different structural characteristics can present its challenges. Particularly, in terms of overlapping 
mandates and regarding basic issues of democratic oversight (Hedelin, B., 2017b). At the base, a 
strong emphasis on management at river basin level, opens an opportunity for a thoroughly 
coordinated flood prevention and mitigation.   

In order to tackle some of the challenges in the execution of the directives, MS agreed on a Common 
Implementation Strategy (CIS). Since their deployment, the WFD and later, the FD have been 
supported by the CIS. The CIS has had the direct involvement of relevant stakeholders and 
contributed to the development of multiple knowledge products, policy briefs and reports which have 
been a useful best practice sharing mechanisms for MS. The CIS developed a description of key 
integration concepts underlying the WFD which highlight important aspects to be considered for 
integration. 

3. Methodology

This document summarizes relevant conceptual frameworks for policy integration theory. It conducts 
a desk review of secondary sources, mainly official EU commission documents, government reports 
and academic studies. A cross-examination of integration gaps and opportunities on different MS is 
conducted to understand the milestones that have influenced in the effectiveness of the integration, 
as well as to identify what issues appear to contribute to the divisiveness within the implementation 
of the WFD, and the FD. Drawing on the analytical dimensions proposed by environmental policy 
integration’s conceptual frameworks, a series of indicators and variables are nested within two main 
integration dimensions: political systems and policy analysis.  The thesis outlines a practical 
methodological approach which translates a normative legislative framework with the political 
environments of policy and conceptual frameworks for environmental policy integration into a set of 
evidence-based indicators which could be used to measure progress in achieving successful 
integration. 

3.1. Literature review on integration challenges 

An overview of existing literature can shed light into common difficulties and obstacles that have 
been studied by different researchers and encountered in practice by different MS. Challenges which 
are particularly relevant in the quest to attain compliance with the art. 9 of the Floods Directive and 
related guidelines, which encourage MS to take necessary steps to coordinate the application of the 
FD and the WFD. The main question that has guided this review is to understand what have been the 
key challenges that have had direct or indirect implications for integration.  

Case studies and research conducted across different MS show that there is progress to achieve 
integration and coordination. The review of both theoretical and practitioner-based literature suggests 
of integration opportunities. Weak governance elements such as ambiguities, a national legislation 
that does not include requirements for coordination, a missing budgetary allocation for execution and 
coordination efforts are key challenges. Opportunities in the policy cycle such as fragmentation in 
the development and implementation of RBMPs and FRMPs are highlighted. Much of the literature 
discusses gaps in the coordination of multistakeholder participation. Issue which also raises the 
questions for the integration of data collection and the related implications for evidence-based policy 
making. 

Governance ambiguities. Enabling governance arrangements at the highest level is a requisite for 
successful integration. Given that different stakeholders work across scales, well documented 
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guidelines on the responsibilities and scope of action of involved competent authorities are necessary. 
It has implications on the alignment and integration of multi-level government processes. In the 
experience of the Netherlands, reports on the implementation of the WFD indicate that a complex 
number of plans and competences distributed across different authorities at national, regional, and 
local levels led to ambiguities on the coordination for their execution (EC, 2012). Scotland reported 
difficulties for governance mechanisms to effectively address change linked to the implementation 
of the directives (Rouillard et al, 2013). A similar process was observed during the implementation 
of the FD. Although positive experiences are recorded in the fulfillment of obligations in a timely 
manner, the coordination by the national government was perceived as limited and led to certain 
ambiguity regarding the division of implementation responsibilities and scope, which was also 
reflected by the lower levels of ownership in subsequent levels of the governance structure with 
respect to the FD (Eerd et al., 2015). As a result, relevant stakeholders had an unclear picture of the 
roles and responsibilities for the implementation, which has also been observed in the Swedish 
experience (Hedelin, 2017a).  

Coordination requirements embedded in national legislation. When connecting national and local 
processes, research suggests of a need for a legal framework, or at least an established policy 
structure, that stages interests of local actors while improving implementation of broader, national 
objectives (Rouillard & Spray, 2017). This is especially significant given the multi-institutional 
structure of the water policy. Coordination between directives has been integrated into the national 
legislations for example in Germany. Although experience from the country suggests that it might 
not be a sufficient condition and greater detail is required in the legislation to ensure coordination 
(Albretch, 2016). Instituting a statutory framework enables the creation of collaborations between 
public and private actors to formalize arrangements, including contractual agreements to leverage 
financing across organisations (Carvalho et al., 2019) which becomes pertinent due to the funding 
structure and cost recovery mechanisms established in the WFD. 

Allocation of resources for implementation: The WFD and FD do not have a specific EU funding 
for implementation, although it is partially integrated into the EU's LIFE financing instrument for 
environment nature conservation and climate action projects. The implementation of the water policy 
depends mainly on national funding and other financial instruments within alternate sectoral policies. 
The availability of financial resources for the implementation of activities as well as to ensure 
integration of the policies is fundamental. Evidence from Germany, Netherlands and Sweden suggests 
that budgetary constraints limit the operationalization. Clearly a factor that trickles down to the 
integration capabilities as required by the FD and result in a low mobilization of resources for 
example for public and stakeholder involvement, or to meet data collection requirements (Kjellgren 
S. 2013; Eerd et al., 2015; Hedelin, 2017b).

Preparation of the RBMPs and FRMPs. The RBMP and FRMP are the cornerstone documents that 
establish the objectives as well as the measures to achieve the objectives through their Programme 
of Measures. These operationalize the implementation of the directives by indicating “what”, 
“where”, “how”, and “when” for each measure (EC, 2019). Early reports on implementation by MS 
identified gaps in this area. Lacking information on specific measures to achieve objectives or 
missing links between the measures and the objectives were identified as weaknesses for example in 
Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden (EC, 2012a; EC, 2012b; EC, 2012c). These discrepancies constitute 
a concern for outlook on transparency for public interest as well as for the authorities in charge of 
executing measures (EC, 2012a) 

In the majority of MS and units of management assessed by the European Commission (2019), 
separate FRMPs and RBMPs are prepared.  Even though in most of the States these documents were 
prepared by the same authorities, sometimes these were prepared by different teams, often with a 
faulty process of draft consultation (EC, 2019).  A challenge can arise when synchronization in their 
preparation is not achieved. Wayle (2019) finds that formal cycles for implementing and reporting 
the directives has not been entirely aligned across several MS. Resulting in decreased opportunities 
for relevant actors to make linkages on related issues. Another issue can be when all significant 
stakeholders do not partake in the development of these key documents, specially when 
implementation units are not involved in their preparation, as seen in Sweden (Hedelin, B., 2017a). 
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The German experiences finds that even though the FD suggests close alignment with the WFD in 
the development of management plans, this seems to be not often the case in practice and find 
institutional resistance to alignment (Newig, 2014). Additional integration in the planning and 
implementation of measures was also identified as a relevant area for further progressing WFD 
objectives in Portugal (Fidelis & Rodrigues, 2019). Related to misalignments in the preparation of 
management plans, coincidence in geographical areas managed under the WFD and the FD was 
another identified challenge, with opportunities to consider flood management within river basin 
planning, as in the case of Scotland (Rouillard et al., 2013). Coordination at the catchment scale is 
important to ensure multi-level collaboration (Rouillard & Spray, 2017). Most MS have designated 
Units of Management (UoM) under the FD which correspond to River Basin Districts (RBDs) 
designated for the WFD (EC, 2019). However, compartmentalization of responsibilities in 
development of management plans and other relevant documents can lead to inaccuracies and a 
fragmented implementation. In the case of Sweden, several expert authorities participated in the 
drafting of preliminary flood risk assessment, however none of the County Administrative Boards 
(CBAs), the authorities in charge of preparing flood risk maps, were involved. As an outcome, there 
was a potential exclusion of relevant territories as perceived by the CABs (Hedelin, 2017a). 
Similarly, uncertainties in the scope of the FD resulted from the decision to not conduct preliminary 
flood risks assessments in the Netherlands (Eerd et al., 2015). The issue of knowledge sharing for 
example of catchment conditions and processes was also raised by Waylen et al. (2019) in their 
analysis of management plans for nine countries. Knowledge sharing can enable and be seen as both 
outcome and requirement of collaborative teams.  

Coordination for public participation and information availability. The issue of public 
participation has received quite a lot of attention by the scientific community, likely because it 
provides an interesting quasi‐experimental setting for the analysis of the effects of mandated 
participatory planning (Newig, 2014). Ensuring participation is of particular relevance because of the 
cost recovery mechanisms found in article nine of the WFD. It establishes that costs of achieving the 
environmental objectives should be transferred to the users of water. As a result, practitioners not 
only have to find optimal, cost-effective solutions, but there is a need to effectively collect and 
transfer information to civil society stakeholders (Carvalho et al., 2019).  The coordination of 
participation activities is also relevant to prevent multiple, unrelated participatory procedures 
operating in parallel (Albretch, 2016), and therefore failing in achieving and efficient and synergic 
coordination. Participatory processes are stipulated by FD art. 10(1). Article 14(1) of the WFD goes 
further and requires the involvement of all interested parties also in the implementation of the WFD. 
Requirements for stakeholder involvement can vary according to the different stages of the execution 
and stakeholder participation can in turn vary according to the extent in which they are affected by 
the directives, their motivation, knowledge, and quality of available information (Ibid). Broad 
stakeholder consultation has however been identified as a good practice by the European 
Commission.  According to Newig (2005), providing information to the public is the first step to 
ensure public participation. Some obstacles that have affected are decentralized availability of 
appropriate information or information being displayed at and corresponding to different time 
periods. Opportunities in this area were for example identified in Germany, Austria, England, and 
Wales (Unnerstall, 2010; Albrecht, 2016; Newig, 2014). Sometimes it was limited to specific 
audiences, such as the case of Belgian Flanders, where only professionals and experts engaged in 
such processes (Kellens et al, 2013). The degree in which participation principles are operationalized 
basin‐wide, in the case transnational processes, also remains unclear (Newig, 2014).  

Synergies in the production, analysis and diffusion of data are also crucial in construction of 
evidence-based knowledge products and knowledge exchange to inform policy. When implementing 
stakeholders use different data collection systems, models and approaches, integration efforts are 
significantly hindered and leads to multiple inefficiencies. It also constitutes an obstacle for the 
regional aggregation of inputs into comprehensive plans at the national level (Eerd et al. 2015). A 
need for evidence and dialogue to identify and select optimal management solutions was an 
opportunity identified in Portugal (Fidelis & Rodrigues, 2019).  
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3.2. Theory of policy integration 

In Europe, the implementation of policies has been quite heterogeneous across MS (Héritier et al., 
2001). Academic perspectives that aim to explain such diversity focus on administrative 
characteristics of institutions (traditional implementation literature), the interests and incentives that 
influence the willingness of political actors (rational choice and social normative institutionalism) 
and contextual factors (institutional processual approaches) (Eer et al., 2015). Achieving the 
integration of two different policy instruments such as the WFD and the FD adds another layer of 
complexity to the implementation of the broader water policy. Integration challenges have been 
debated in different public policy spheres (Persson, 2004). Policy Integration literature for example, 
is a framework that tackles this complexity. It highlights the different elements of the political and 
policy processes that shape its dynamic. In terms of the policy process, Peters (1998) considers 
integration as an end-state in which the policies are characterized by minimal redundancy, that is 
when multiple authorities conduct the same tasks; incoherence, when these authorities have the same 
goals and requirements; and lacunae, when no authority performs necessary tasks. To achieve 
integration there is a strong coordination effort through an international and highly hierarchical 
system of public policy governance. Coordination requires multiple rounds of negotiation and 
dialogue between different authorities. It requires, for example, a central authority steering 
governmental priority to the likely multiple competent authorities involved in the implementation of 
a policy. Authorities and institutions have then to engage in communication and consultation with 
further independent authorities to avoid divergences, establish arbitration mechanisms and execution 
parameters (Metcalfe, 1994).  

Integration also has a more practical side. Underdal (1980) suggests that integration and its 
achievement should be seen through the alignment of three requirements with the stages of the policy 
process: comprehensiveness to the input stage; aggregation to the processing of inputs; and 
consistency to outputs. Therefore, in an integrated policy “all significant consequences of policy 
decisions are recognised as decision premises, where policy options are evaluated on the basis of 
their effects on some aggregate measure of utility, and where the different policy elements are in 
accord with each other” [] 

A pertinent framework that also incorporates the conceptual difference of political and policy 
processes, and that could bring important insights to the issue of integration for European water 
policy is the Environmental Policy Integration (EPI). The concept of environmental policy integration 
has been used to assess coordination initiatives. It has been concerned with the incorporation of 
environmental aspects to policy, as well to the address sector integration. Both lines of action which 
are appropriate to the matter at hand of this document. As a governance framework, EPI seeks to 
contribute to the incorporation of new goals to sectoral policies through vertical integration. It also 
aims to contribute to the horizontal integration by instituting procedures and mechanisms to improve 
the effectiveness of the policy implementation across political levels. (Lafferty and Hovden, 2003). 
Therefore, EPI can be a useful a conceptual basis for the development of integration indicators. 

3.3. Development of integration indicators 

Conceptual inputs from Peter’s (1998) principles of redundancy and lacunae were used in the drafting 
of the first three indicators. These indicators assess whether there are potentially overlapping tasks, 
weak governance structures or lacking conditions for competent authorities to pursue integration. 
Elements from Underdal’s (1998) practical approaches were a useful guide in the design of the 
indicators 4 and 5, which focus on assessing if inputs for integration are comprehensive at the 
foundation. Comprehensiveness would be achieved during the development of the RBMPs and 
FRMPs because these documents steer the policy cycle process. Indicators 6 and 7 explore if inputs 
are aggregated through the extent in which data and information is cohesive, and whether consistency 
is achieved in the drafting of reports and in the mechanisms to make information available to 
stakeholders. 
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4. An integration assessment framework for the FD and WFD

Following the environmental policy integration dimensions, the proposed indicators are separated 
into two dimensions. The first dimension is the Political system dimension, which is related political 
commitment and governance, covers those activities that take place by decision makers to enable the 
execution of a policy. The second dimension is policy process dimension, which identifies important 
component and processes within the policy cycle.  Besides drawing from conceptual frameworks and 
existing literature, the indicators take into consideration explicit mandates found in the directives.  

Each indicator requires particular information to verify its compliance. Some examples of the 
type of information needed for compliance checking have also been included. Finally, this section 
outlines alternatives to operationalize the indicators by exploring whether weights should be assigned 
to questions, to the dimensions or both. It also explores whether the questions should be considered 
as closed ended questions or instead treated as multiple choice questions. 

4.1. Political system dimension 

Indicator 1. High level governance mechanisms formally established. 

1.1 Is coordination between the WFD and FD is embedded in legislation? 

1.2 At the highest governance levels, is there a single competent authority responsible for the 
deployment of the WFD and the FD?  If not, are there formal integration mechanisms 
established? 

Indicator 2. Budgetary coherence 

2.1 Have financial resources have been allocated for the deployment of the WFD and FD? 

2.2 Are budget allocations aligned to objectives and timelines established by the WFD and FD 

2.3 Are funding mechanisms for institutions involved in the execution of the WFD and FD 
different? 

2.4 Does the Institutional budget of competent authorities contain specific integration items? 

Indicator 3. Administrative arrangements by competent authorities 

3.1 Does the institutional /strategic plan include explicit integration objectives, strategies, and 
expected integration results for the WFD and FD 

3.2 Did competent authority or authorities assign and communicate roles, responsibilities, and 
integration objectives for the deployment of the WFD and FD to relevant stakeholders within 
the organization 

3.3 Is a monitoring mechanism in place to track progress of integration objectives? 

Figure 1. Political process indicators and variables to gauge extent of integration 

The methodological framework presented in this section suggests that a point of departure for 
analyzing integration relies primarily on high level political buy-in. At the political level, the purpose 
of the indicators is to gain understanding on whether decision makers have stated their interest in 
advancing towards integration.  Political buy-in is manifested through legislation, assigning 
competent authorities to ensure the availability of human resources, and the allocation of financial 
commitments for the execution of the policy. Therefore, Indicator 1. High level governance 
mechanisms formally established and the two questions under the indicator explore whether 
coordination requirements are embedded in legislation (Q1.1) and whether policy makers assigned a 
single competent authority for the execution of the policy (Q1.2). When different competent 
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authorities are assigned, the integration challenge increases because authorities can have contending 
objectives, such as prevailing interest on the protection of social infrastructure over ecological 
objectives. Authorities can also have unequal execution capabilities or decision-making power. 
Furthermore, the inclusion of additional institutional stakeholders without a clear governance 
mandate can lead to inefficiencies. Therefore, formal coordination mechanisms and governance 
guidelines should be established by policy makers. National legislation and EC assessment reports 
could be used as mean of verification for this indicator.    

Once governance mechanisms are in place, Indicator 2. Budgetary coherence looks at whether 
budget allocations reflect the political commitment to support the execution of the policy and the 
integration between directives, through four questions. It aims to gain understanding on whether 
funds have been allocated for the general execution of the policies (Q2.1). If there is no availability 
of funds for implementation, it is unlikely that funds will be available to ensure coordination between 
the directives.  Financial resources should be coherent and aligned with financial implications 
established for the execution (Q2.2). Access to funds must therefore be designed in such way that 
disbursements coincide with pertinent timeframes for the submission of reports, activities, and the 
achievement of respective Programme of Measures milestones established in the RBMPs and FRMPs. 
Particularly in the case in which there are different competent authorities participating in the 
implementation of the directives. Different funding sources may be employed, which might imply 
different bureaucratic processes that can facilitate or obstruct the acquisition of funds for each 
authority. Consequently, understanding if there are multiple funding mechanisms becomes relevant 
(Q2.3). Ensuring the existence of specific items to ensure the institutional commitment for integration 
(Q2.4) is evaluated in the last question of this indicator. National, institutional budgets, financing 
documents and EC implementation reports are examples of means of verification that can be used to 
measure compliance for questions under this indicator. 

In addition, competent authorities should establish integration objectives, oversee, and coordinate 
the integration across institutions. Since integration involves various institutions and territorial, 
governance mechanisms to facilitate vertical and horizontal integration, coordination in the 
development of RBMPs and FRMPs is fundamental, as suggested by Lafferty and Hovden (2003). 
Ensuing clear mandates, scopes, division of responsibilities, coordination of data and knowledge 
capabilities and participatory approaches are essential to advance in improving integration, synergy 
and collaboration within and between institutions, and actors. When policy makers effectively assign 
attributions including integration requirements to competent authorities, these in turn take general 
administrative actions to acknowledge their mandates by establishing internal governance 
mechanisms and facilitating vertical integration. Indicator 3. Administrative arrangements can be 
used to verify the extent in which competent authorities ensue clear mandates, scopes, division of 
responsibilities prior to the formulation stage of public intervention. Different statutory documents 
such as institutional or strategic plans (Q3.1) are useful ways to understand the degree of commitment 
for integration that Competent Authorities establish across their institutions. Internal communication 
processes where authorities inform, assign, and communicate roles, responsibilities, and integration 
objectives to appropriate institutional stakeholders is also an important component. (Q3.2). 
Monitoring mechanisms are usually used to track progress and enforce the implementation of 
measures (Q3.3). In so far an integration monitoring mechanism is established, competent authorities 
show their commitment to track their progress towards the achievement of this goal. Institutional 
strategic plans, reports, monitoring reports listing integration objectives and indicators can be used 
as means of verification to measure compliance for questions under this indicator. 

The indicators in this section set the foundations for an enabling environment where institutional 
stakeholders can operate under clear goals and responsibilities, design budgetary realistic objectives 
and strategies. Undoubtedly a key to achieve both the implementation as well as the integration of 
the WFD and FD. 
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4.2. Policy process 

Indicator 4. Coordinated planning and implementation RBMPs and FRMPs 

4.1 Actors involved in developing RBMPs and FRMPs have a common understanding of their 
roles, mandates, and responsibilities in the execution? 

4.2 Is the authority in charge of the implementation involved in the preparation of the RBMP and 
FRMP? 

4.3 Are there coordination mechanisms in place between competent authorities and stakeholders 
responsible for the planning and implementation of the RBMPs and FRMP. Alternatively, are 
the management plans developed independently by the respective competent authorities? 

4.4 Do FRMPs take into account the environmental objectives of Article 4 of the WFD? 

4.5 Does the implementation of the RBMP and FRMP share human resources and expertise and 
training? 

4.6 Is there a goal for the alignment of policy cycle timelines between RBMP and FRMPs? 

Indicator 5. River Basin level integration 

5.1 Is the river basin management perspective used in the administration of the FD? Are flood 
risk management plans coordinated at the level of the river basin district, or unit of 
management?  

5.2 Is there coordination between the geographical areas managed under the WFD and the FD? 

Indicator 6. Evidence-based integration 

6.1 Does the exchange of relevant information take place between and within competent 
authorities’ stakeholders who are involved in the execution of the RBMPs and FRMPs? 

6.2 Was relevant data used for the initial drafting of RBMPs used in the drafting of the FRMPs? 

6.3 Is there a calibration process to identify common data collection requirements been 
conducted between different stakeholders and competent authorities in charge of the 
execution of the WFD and FD?  

6.4 Do RBMP and FRMP use compatible approaches to data?  i.e., data systems, coverage, 
quality requirements, models, tools. 

6.5 Are exchanges of expertise and data coordinated for the elaboration of reports between the 
WFD and FD? 

6.6 Are FRMP monitoring indicators reported independently or integrated into WFD/RBMP 
monitoring? 

6.7 Is pertinent information for stakeholders available in a centralized repository/website? 

Indicator 7. Participation 

7.1 Are there coordinated participatory processes organized to incorporate relevant governmental 
and civil society stakeholders? 

Figure 2. Policy process indicators and variables to gauge extent of integration 

The policy process indicators shown in figure 2. incorporate aspects suitable for the public policy 
cycle. The RBMPs and FRMPs guide the planning, execution, monitoring and evaluation phases of 
the policy cycle for each directive, therefore integration at this level is fundamental, as these 
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documents set the stage for execution, define the specific integration actions, and contribute to 
ensuring multi-level collaboration. Indicator 4. Coordinated planning and implementation 
RBMPs and FRMPs evaluates the degree of compatibility between the RBMPs and FRMPs. The six 
questions under this indicator start by evaluating the effectiveness in which competent authorities 
communicated clear mandates, scopes, division of responsibilities to stakeholders involved in 
developing the RBMPs and FRMPs within a Competent Authority (Q4.1). Failing to appropriately 
clarify the roles and responsibilities to related stakeholders will likely result in inefficiencies, 
redundancy, and general disorganization in the execution of the policy. Similarly, different 
stakeholders can be involved in different phases of the execution of the RBMPs and FRMPs. 
Participatory efforts within the institutions are necessary, and all stakeholders involved in the 
execution should also be involved in the preparation of RBMPs and FRMPs. Especially the 
authorities in charge of their implementation. Discrepancies and lack of synergy can arise when not 
all actors that are directly involved in the execution of the process can participate in the drafting of 
the RBMP and FRMP (Q4.2).  Once the roles, responsibilities and involvement by appropriate 
internal stakeholders are clear, understanding whether management plans for both directives are 
prepared independently of each other, if there are coordination mechanisms in place or, ideally if 
FRMPs are integrated into RBMPs (Q 4.3) becomes pertinent. The drafting of these guiding 
documents will define the integration performance of the following stages of policy implementation. 
Because the objectives pursued by the WFD and the FD are different and because the measures 
established in the RBMP and FRMP can have vying goals, taking into account environmental 
objectives in the development of FRMPs (Q4.4) is relevant not only because it is mandated in article 
7(3) of the FD. In complying with this mandate, integration would be enhanced from a structural 
perspective. Furthermore, given that both directives incorporate components of integrated river basin 
management, they could benefit from potential synergies by integrating environmental objectives to 
the FRMPs.  In terms of the execution, sharing human resources, expertise, training (4.5), and the 
general carry over of institutional knowledge is an important avenue to attain efficiency and synergy. 
It promotes the alignment of views and approaches and prevents investment on capacities that are 
available within institutions.  Comparably, synchronization of RBMPs and FRMPs timelines should 
not only be aligned in terms of reporting by encompass synchronization implications on the 
implementation cycle (Q4.6). EC Assessments and implementation reports as well as Programme of 
Measures reports, working sessions and training events that included the participation of relevant 
institutional stakeholders, and existing of taskforce groups can be used as means of verification to 
measure compliance for questions under this indicator. 

Integrated river basin management is a corner stone for the water policy. Indicator 5. River Basin 
level integration aims to understand whether there is integration at the base of the management 
perspectives for the formulation of the RBMPs and FRMPs (Q5.1) given the extent in which there is 
convergence on geographic areas each directive covers (Q5.2). Flood management requires data and 
forecasts from the entire river basin (UNECE, 2009) and integration is also mandated in article 7(1) 
of the FD. EC Assessment reports, RBMPs, FRMPs and Programme of Measures reports, coherent 
territorial coverage in the generation of data and registration units for data collection can be used to 
measure compliance for questions under this indicator. 

The diverse and complex governance structure of the WFD and FD demands new forms of 
collaboration through exchanges of policy pertinent information and identification of common 
research needs across authorities and institutions. Obtaining synergies and capacities for information 
management chain, that is the processes of data collection, processing, analysis, and dissemination 
is required for an effective evidence informed policy. Transparency of information is also pertinent 
given the cost recovery principle of the WFD where costs are transferred to users.  Information is 
also used by other stakeholders external to the competent authorities given the emphasis on 
participatory approaches of the WFD. Indicator 6. Evidence-based integration through seven 
questions assesses the integration at different stages of the information management cycle. It starts 
by gauging into the extent in which the exchange of relevant information takes place between and 
within competent authorities’ stakeholders involved in the execution of the RBMPs and FRMPs 
(Q6.1). Beyond the sharing of pertinent information, a following question was designed to understand 
if the information is employed in the drafting of documents.  For example, because the drafting of 
RBMPs has been ongoing for a longer time than the FRMPs, it makes sense that pertinent information 
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was collected prior to the development of the FRMPs. Hence a need to assess whether information 
produced for the WFD was employed in drafting of FRMPs (Q6.2).  New data will be required to 
monitor technical aspects and progress. Integration requires a calibration process to identify common 
data requirements and the frequency in which data must be collected to avoid duplicating data 
collection efforts (Q6.3). Compatibility in the approaches to data collection and processing between 
different stakeholders and competent authorities then surfaces as a consideration, for example of 
systems, quality, tools, models (Q6.4). Omitting this component can result in data efforts that require 
additional investment of software, investing on human resource capacities, data that is not fit for the 
requirements of users, and other inefficiencies. Under the WFD and FD, MS are required to 
periodically prepare, review, and update a series of reports. Achieving synergies in the production of 
data leads to synergies in the use of said data.  Integration in the use of information can be assessed 
by understanding the extent in which there is a coordination of expertise and data for the preparation 
of the reports presented to the European Commission (Q6.5). As well as through the reporting of 
monitoring indicators for the FRMPs (Q6.6). Understanding whether indicators of the FRMPS are 
integrated into the reporting of RBMPs, reported independently but drawing on data from the WFD 
or have a completely independent reporting, speak to existing degrees of integration. Finally, Q6.7 
explores if the relevant information for both the WFD and FD is posted in a single repository so that 
different stakeholders can access the information. Dispersed information limits stakeholder 
engagement and is an outcome of integration gaps. Meeting minutes, compatible software, data 
sharing sites, data collection and processing protocols, compatible tools for data processing, coherent 
periodicity in data collection, training events that included the participation of appropriate 
institutional stakeholders, documented taskforce groups, joint reports, or catalogues detailing shared 
metadata can be used as means of verification to measure compliance for questions under this 
indicator. 

Finally, Indicator 7. Participation assesses the extent in which participatory processes are organized 
collaboratively to increase efficiency, reduce costs, as well as to systematically integrate insights 
from multiple stakeholders. Joint calls for participatory processes, list of attendees that show 
participation of civil society organizations, funding secured through organizations, surveys, one-stop 
shops for information solutions can be used as means of verification to measure compliance for 
questions under this indicator. 

4.3. Operationalization pathways 
Applying the indicators in practice to evaluate integration is not within the scope of this paper; 
however, I explore potential operationalization approaches by which indicators could be applied to 
assess integration. 

In a first step, the questions under each indicator can be rated as “yes” or “no” questions. A value of 
1 is assigned to “yes” and 0 to answers scored as “no”. A first approach assigns an equal weight to 
all questions no matter the dimension to which they belong to.  The values accumulated are added 
and then divided by the sum of the maximum values (i.e., a sum of 1s) as shown in equation (1). This 
approach assumes that all questions are equally important to achieve integration. The approach does 
not take into consideration potential differences in compliance, advances or varying priorities when 
assigning weights. 

(1) 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛	𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ	𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙	𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠	 = 	 !"#	%&	'((	)"*+,-%.+	/',*0	'+	"2*+"
		,%,'(	.%.		%&	)"*+,-%.+

A potential problem with the previous approach is that because the number of questions within each 
dimension is different, each dimension obtains de facto different weights in the formula. A potential 
way to solve it is by considering each dimension as equally important. 

(2) 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛	𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥	𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ	𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙	𝑑𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 =
∑"#		"&'("	)*(+',(
*-.-/	"#	01'(23-*( 4	

∑""	"&'("	)*(+',(
*-.-/	""	01'(23-*(

5%,'(	.%.		%&	0-#*.+-%.+

Where:
 PS Political system dimension 
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PP Policy Process dimension 

(2.1)𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛	𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥	𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ	𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙	𝑑𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 = 	
∑𝑃𝑆(1.1 + 1.2…3.3)

9 + ∑𝑃𝑃 (4.1 + 4.2…7.1)16
2

However, one can argue that in practice, the political process often precedes the policy process 
because it is the former which enables the latter. Consequently, the two dimensions cannot be 
considered equal, and if there were gaps identified in the political system, addressing these would 
constitute a priority. One way to handle this would be to proceed with a formula that gives additional 
weight to the political system dimension.  

(3)𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛	𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥	𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ	𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡𝑒𝑑	𝑑𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠

= 	
2 D∑𝑃𝑆(1.1 + 1.2…3.3)9 E + ∑𝑃𝑃 (4.1 + 4.2…7.1)16

3

An additional challenge can arise given that a dichotomous rating may not be the best fit for some 
questions, such as question 6.4 which assesses the compatibility between data approaches. Data 
approaches in themselves consist of several subcomponents and can be more complex to measure. 
Such a question can be better represented in a multiple value scale. An adapted version1 of the rating 
scale used in the Country-specific assessments for EU MS' first Flood Risk Management Plans2 is 
developed. Numeric values are then assigned to the response alternatives where:  

• No evidence: No information is found, or an explicit statement is found that indicates that
requirements expressed in a question are not compliant. Assigned value of 0.

• Some evidence: There is some suggestion that requirements within each indicator are
compliant. Assigned value of 0.50.

• Strong evidence: Clear information, describing documents/reports/facts that the question is
compliant. Assigned value of 1.

The calculation under equation (3) integration index with weighted dimensions can be once again 
employed to obtain a final integration rating for one or multiple MS. Although it is important to 
mention that there is a subjective component with each attempt to assign values. This last rating scale 
assumes that going from “No evidence” to “Some evidence” is an integration step which is equally 
important than going from “Some evidence” to “Strong evidence”, which can be debatable. 

5. Discussion

Policies operate through a system of processes that work along the policy cycle. The role of indicators 
is to enable the measurement of the performance of processes towards their improvement 
(Franceschini et al., 2007). Indicators are often used as part of quality management and 

1 The rating used by Member States in the reports for the EC contemplates 4 possible answers: 
Evidence to the contrary, no evidence, some evidence and strong evidence. However, since I assign 
numerical values to each option, I consider that the option “Evidence to the contrary” is equal to “no 
evidence.”  

2 https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/impl_reports.htm#fourth 
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standardization systems. The Italian framework for quality management, Ente Nazionale Italiano di 
Unificazione (UNI), for example, defines a quality indicator as “the qualitative and/or quantitative 
information on an examined phenomenon (or a process, or a result), which makes it possible to 
analyze its evolution and to check whether quality targets are met, driving actions and decisions”. 
In the policy arena, measuring is relevant to assess if policy objectives are being met, inform 
stakeholders on whether actions are enabling progress towards objectives, and to guide decision 
making. Frameworks such as the OECD’s Guiding Principles for Regulatory Quality and 
Performance, are used to analyze programs of regulatory reform. The OECD principles can be used 
to evaluate the regulatory practices for the entire water policy. This paper offers a series of indicators 
that have been tailored to assess one relevant aspect of WFD and FD, integration. The questions 
within each indicator have traceability and verification qualities where information can be verified 
through existing documents, reports, and websites. In that sense, the proposed indicators in section 4 
consolidate and propose an evidence-based approach to identify gaps in the execution and integration 
processes of the WFD and FD. The set of indicators can be construed as an assessment tool that can 
be used by researchers to evaluate the status of integration for one or multiple MS. The tool can also 
be used by other stakeholders from civil society, given the strong participatory condition required by 
the WFD and FD. An important characteristic of the indicators is that they offer a standardized way 
to facilitate comparability of the integration status for the WFD and the FD. This is particularly 
pertinent given the existing comparability challenge across MS that have adopted different routes in 
their implementation strategies of the water policy. 

The paper proposes alternatives to the operationalization of the framework by assigning weights that 
enable the assessment of integration. In doing so, it explores possible routes. Assigning a weight is 
an expression of a subjective assessment where questions, indicators or a dimension can be ranked 
as more important over different ones. In the weight assigning exercise of this paper, weights are 
allocated to reflect the fact that the political system dimension enables the policy process. Reports 
from the European Commission indicate for example that in most MS, the FD is implemented at the 
level of River Basin District, and that in general, the competent authorities responsible for the 
deployment of the WFD are also responsible for the FD. A choice can be made to assign a lower 
weight to the questions 1.2 At the highest governance levels, is there a single competent authority 
responsible for the deployment of the WFD and the FD?  If not, are there formal integration 
mechanisms established? and 5.1 Is the river basin management perspective used in the 
administration of the FD? Are flood risk management plans coordinated at the level of the river basin 
district, or unit of management? As there are indications that these requirements have been met by 
most MS and therefore the weights should move forward and assign a higher value to new priorities. 
The question of how this would affect MS that have not reached this point arises. It would make 
sense if further exercises would be the result of consensus and cooperation between practitioners, as 
they are the ones spearheading the priorities for the water policy. Regulators could gauge into what 
is the general level of advancement reached to date and what should be prioritized moving forward. 
Issues related to the ease of access to relevant information, which is required to apply the framework, 
their periodicity, reliability of the sources and whether the indicators are linked to specific 
requirements in the legislation, indicators aligned with principles of integrated water management, 
are also pertinent aspects to contemplate when assigning weights. A related aspect to consider when 
applying the indicators is that these have been developed by identifying the different aspects that 
interact in the formulation of public policy, where political decisions and buy-in facilitate the 
policies. Therefore, there is a causality component within the indicators that should be considered, 
where a source enabling the integration is also being assessed in its the results.   

For their part, States aim to ensure that their policies operate efficiently to warrant social and 
environmental wellbeing (OECD, 2008). In this respect, the indicators can have a normative use to 
support MS in their interest to reach the quality or performance goals for integration. Applying the 
indicators can constitute a learning exercise as well as a guiding tool to generate information that can 
allow for the identification of key strengths and opportunities. It also allows MS to measure their 
progress when advancement towards integration is a goal. Indicators facilitate the development of 
appropriate measures and action plans to address potential gaps.   

Even though the proposed set of indicators can provide a systematic approach to assess integration 
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and are designed to address relevant aspects along the policy cycle, different limitations are present 
in the framework. Measurement systems are not a remedy for poor integration. Indicators are but a 
guide which can be used to raise red flags and pinpoint areas that require further examination 
(Franceschini et al., 2007). Such examined areas may be broad in scope and indicators only scratch 
the surface and are meant to provide a general view. Once gaps are identified, information can be 
used to optimize the development action plans to effectively address integration opportunities. If 
action plans are not created, measuring mechanisms are completely inconsequential. When there is a 
lack of political commitment in the execution of the policy, it is unlikely that political commitment 
will be there to ensure integration, or to promote the implementation of quality management systems 
in general. Indicators contribute to narrowing down problem areas which can correspond to or be an 
outcome of complex, structural problems, as well as ineffective policy frameworks and institutions. 
Such fundamental complexities are not easy to tackle and a measurement system by itself is 
insufficient.  

Even though the degree of integration achieved can perhaps be considered as a proxy that helps to 
shed light into the general execution of the water policy, it is only a part and does not address the 
complete picture of the performance of the policy as a whole. A comprehensive assessment would 
still be required to grasp the big picture. Furthermore, an underperforming integration is not 
necessarily equal to an underperforming WFD or FD. Integration does not measure whether the goal 
of ensuring a good status of water is being achieved. A focus on integration derives from the 
assumption that there are efficiency gains from pursuing similar objectives. In this sense, some of 
the perceived strengths of the WFD for example, relate to the successful development of ecological 
assessment methods and monitoring schemes for all waters (Birk et al.,2012; Carvalho, 2019). Such 
methodological advancements undoubtedly provide a sound basis for advancing towards reaching a 
good status of all waters.  

Literature that addresses governance and the assessment of integration of the WFD and FD is not 
abounding. However, I find pertinent to discuss methodological similarities and differences with one 
of the most recent and noteworthy studies. In their research: “Governing Integration: Insights from 
Integrating Implementation of European Water Policies”, Waylen et al. (2019) aim to understand the 
intricacies of the progress and practical aspects of integration between the directives. They do so by 
addressing the questions of how integration was enabled and what were the implications for 
understanding integrated water governance. They examine the content of nine sets of management 
plans and searching for references to integration. They also gather feedback through surveys to 
nineteen MS and conduct interviews with twenty-four with practitioners who are involved in the 
implementation of the policies. The paper presents views on pressing challenges of policy integration 
as reported by practitioners in a cross-sectional exercise. An important result from their study is that 
these confirm the strongly heterogeneous set of challenges and the wide array of initiatives for 
integration implemented across member states. The need to differentiate between formal and informal 
processes and initiatives is also identified. Progress towards integration was perceived by all 
practitioners that participated in their study, although evidence of integration was not easily identified 
when examining the management plans. Each data collection method bore different focus areas 
highlighted by practitioners.  The integration initiatives included activities such as conducting shared 
consultations on the development of plans, environmental assessments, and collaboration.  Key issues 
regarding weak governance, a need to strengthen bottom-up approaches, achieving the consensus of 
general public were identified to hinder integration. Challenges regarding differing rationales, and 
coordination between stakeholders were identified as important obstacles for achieving integration. 
Many of the discussed challenges have been useful inputs in this paper’s section 3.1 Literature review 
of integration challenges, along with gaps identified by several other authors. Particularly, they relay 
the practitioner’s remarks on the lack of a ‘metric for integration’ which is retaken in this paper with 
a framework that allows for a longitudinal perspective of the drivers of integration. The 
methodological approach of this paper incorporates other sources of information by considering 
academic literature. It consolidates a cluster of dispersed challenges into an actionable framework 
and facilitates a higher level of granularity by proposing means of verification for the different 
indicators, which could help practitioners to conduct a self-diagnosis.  Finally, it proposes a 
framework that can be used to assess of integration at various points in time, which enables 
monitoring of the progression of the integration. In many ways, however, this paper could be regarded 
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as methodological complement to the study conducted by Waylen et al. 

Overall, the results of the literature review indicate that practitioners are facing a significant 
difficulty to achieve integration, there is an opportunity to develop guides, mechanisms and provide 
additional support to bridge the integration gap. Given that the integration goals for the 
implementation of the WFD had not yet been procured at the time the FD was deployed, missing the 
mark on the integration with the FD could have been anticipated given the complexity entailed in 
both policies.  However, in the context of unprecedented flooding events, the absolute necessity to 
mitigate and manage risks became an imperative.  The opportunity to ensure integration remains, 
over a decade after the deployment of the FD.  An opportunity to ensure the integration of future 
adjustments to the water policy is also foreseen.   

6. Conclusion

The introduction of the WFD and the FD have constituted innovative approaches towards an 
integrated water management. However, the all-embracing scope of the policies and the 
unprecedented repertoire of requirements, can be quite overwhelming. This paper examines the 
challenges identified by researchers and practitioners from an integration perspective. It translates 
the challenges into a series of indicators and questions with their respective means of verifications 
and proposes approaches to operationalize the measurement. The suggested indicators can be a tool 
used by diverse stakeholders to assess integration in a systematic way. Nevertheless, indicators also 
have their own challenges in their application. Achieving integration should be a priority for 
competent authorities. It contributes to ensuring institutional receptiveness and appropriation, while 
increasing the likelihood of achieving the policy objectives. However, when achieving integration is 
not considered as a priority by MS, the ambitious schedule of deliverables and reports demanded by 
the EC may compel institutions to invest their limited time and resources in meeting those reporting 
needs. Generating the necessary information to assess integration as suggested by the indicators in 
this paper can become less of a priority due to the implications of their application on time and 
resources. Furthermore, given the often-limited resources, assessment processes can be perceived by 
authorities as additional costs, and thus become disincentives. MS can then easily opt to circumvent 
from the efficiency gains and the cost reduction benefits obtained by engaging in an integration 
endeavor.  If assessing integration was instead pursued by civil society stakeholders, obtaining the 
pertinent information to conduct assessments for multiple MS could be cumbersome. Difficulties 
arise given the high dispersion of information sources and because the application of the indicators 
requires an in-depth knowledge of institutional processes and dynamics. For institutions, the risk of 
not assessing integration can result in them being unaware of potential problems. Problems then can 
become too costly or engaging in corrective actions to address the situation, even more complex. 

Measuring systems are not sufficient to overcome structural challenges. A successful implementation 
of the WFD and FD requires much more than measuring mechanisms. It requires a well-functioning 
institutional architecture which is adapted for a successful integration and with decision making 
power. Execution requires funds and coordination at multiple stages of policy formulation, as well 
as a clear understanding of the responsibility and decision-making accountability from stakeholders. 
Strengthening of participation efforts that bring together policymakers, regulators, multidisciplinary 
researchers, and water users increases their awareness of water issues.  Stakeholder involvement 
promotes their participation in the planning and management of the policy but also in the financing 
of water initiatives. Consequently, obtaining stakeholder buy-in is fundamental to achieving 
environmental objectives. 
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