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In Portugal and Spain water management undergoes significant restructuring. These processes currently unfold after key competencies in water
management have been re-allocated. Portugal switched from territorially based water management to management within river basin oriented
boundaries. In Spain, concerning selected rivers that cross the boundaries of the Communidades Autonomas, the reverse happens. River basin
management is replaced by river basin planning and territorial management. The paper in hand aims to take stock of these processes and pres-
ent and evaluate an analytical framework to explain described changes in the scalar organisation of water governance. We argue that reform
of water governance in Portugal is a one-level game, while, in Spain it is a two level game with important implications for its reform. The spe-
cific juxtaposition of water system and administrative boundaries as well as the level of water demands and consumptionand ensuing political
economy of water play an important explanatory role 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Since the adoption of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) (CEC 2000), water management has been and continues to be significantly re-
structured in Europe, providing an important driver for institutional change. In this context, the paper presents research on one of the issues
raised by the WFD: “the right geographical scale …for water management” (CEC 2007). The WFD organizes water management according to
River Basin Districts (RBD), which mostly coincide with hydrogeographic boundaries, although the scale of the administrative bodies managing
the districts are not stipulated. The concept of the river basin as the ‘natural’ unit for water management co-determining the level of gover-
nance has been criticised by human geographers. They point out that it is presented as a clear-cut and uncontroversial concept which has be-
come a globally hegemonic, practically uncontested, discourse (Molle 2009; Warner et al. 2008). By presenting it as ‘natural’ and thereby
closing debate on the scale at which water management is implemented, the inherently political nature of the choices being made are con-
cealed (Warner et al. 2008: 123-124; Molle 2007: 358). Re-organising water management to fit ecosystem boundaries is not obvious as dis-
crete river basins are often hard to define in biophysical terms and difficulties of institutional mismatch may emerge in relation to other spatially
organised political units (Moss 2004; Mostert 2008). Different member states implement the new obligation for river basin planning and man-
agement differently. In Germany and the Netherlands for example the traditional administrative structure has been maintained (Moss 2004;
Huitema & Bressers 2010). Water governance on the Iberian peninsula has for long undergone significant changes concerning its scalar or-
ganization (Swyngedouw 1999 & 2007; Sauri & del Moral 2001, Lopez Gunn 2009). These authors however do not consider factors and dy-
namics that shaped the specific decisions on the scalar organization of governance at different moments in time (Thiel and Egerton forthcoming).
In this paper we aim to close this gap and reconstruct, explain and compare recent relatively drastic changes in competencies for water man-
agement in Portugal and Spain. The paper is based on extensive interviewing of key actors and stakeholders in Spain and Portugal thoughout
the years 2009 and 2010. In addition secondary documents and newspapers were reviewed to triangulate and substantiate interviews.

2. CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND 

In line with Howitt (2003: 151) we view scale as having three dimensions: size, level and relation. Scalar reorganization of resource governance
then implies a horizontal element, i.e. changes in the size of the area covered by a uniform institutional structure, a vertical element, i.e. the
level within a vertically nested set of jurisdictions with which the respective institutional/ physical infrastructure is associated, and a relational
element, i.e. changes in the vertical and horizontal interlinkages to other institutional/ physical structures and the environment. A number of
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scholars analyse scale against a normative background of match or misfist between social and ecological systems (e. g. Cash et al. 2006).
Young (2002) highlights the numerous implications of re-scaling. Shifts in scale imply variations in the number of actors involved, contexts, log-
ics of action selection, the relationships of power among them, perception of environmental problems, uncertainty of system’s behaviour, financing
mechanisms and accountability . Furthermore, the forces that drive actors’ behaviour at different levels and their social context vary, their com-
plexity varies, and actors at different levels apply different “logics of action selection” because of different contexts (Young 2002: 140ff).

We conceptualise re-scaling as a phenomenon of institutional change and emergence (North 1990, Knight, 1992) and develop a heuristic
framework for its explanation. We define governance as “the establishment, reaffirmation or change of institutions to resolve conflicts [or to
coordinate] over environmental resources” (Paavola 2007: 94). Re-scaling implies change in the scale associated with governance. We propose
volitional pragmatism (Bromley 2008) as plausible microfoundation for individual and joint reasoning leading to institutional change. It con-
tends that “[i]ndividuals and groups work out what seems best by working out what seems possible as they work their way toward what they
will come to realize seems best.” (Bromley, 2008: 233). Thus, not only means but also ends are subject to constant revision. Actors hold “plau-
sible causal (epistemic) connection between outcomes and institutional arrangement on which they are plausibly predicated” (Bromley, 2008:
233). Group action requires consensus on what is regarded as (1) feasible; and (2) the best thing to do at this particular time. Contextual cat-
egories in our conceptual framework resemble drivers of what groups of society and individuals consider the best thing to do at a particular
moment in time. We derived them from economic theories of institutional change. It is co-determined by the process that applies to decisions
on the scalar organization of governance. We conceptualize it, at least metaphorically, as a bargaining game. The specific decision on the scalar
organization of environmental governance is structured by the corresponding legislative processes. For example, we have to consider that it makes
a difference if re-scaling is negotiated in a federal or in a unitary state, and whether negotiations are settled as a constitutional matter of dis-
tribution of competencies among levels of representative government, or as a legislative matter (Benz, 2009: 198ff). Considering the institu-
tional set-up of the decision making on the scalar organization of governance, along with Knight (1992) we argue that institutional change
occurs when the equilibrium of bargaining powers, which determine what is feasible, and the gains experienced from either, the status quo or
plausible imagined institutions (what is best) changes. From theory of veto players (Tsebelis, 1995; 2000) we derived that in federal states ne-
gotiations on the scalar organization of governance need to be conceptualised as a two-level game in contrast to unitary states. In two-level
games only those alternatives are realisable and credible which reach consensus on both levels (Putnam 1988). Restrictions emerge as actors
may be mediators of lower level politics and agreement must be reached between parties legitimised by differently composed constituencies.
Putman proposes the determinants for the success of such negotiations: (1) preferences and coalitions in national politics; (2) institutions of
the states involved, (3) strategies of actors that negotiate on the higher level 4) “suasive reverberation and social learning” (Putnam 1988: 454)
and 5) the role of the chief negotiator. 

In the case studies below we will scrutinize the various
factors referred to above for explaining changes in the
scalar organization of water governance in Spain and
Portugal. We will put specific emphasis on changes in
contextual factors and in the decision making process
and actor constellation concerning the scalar organi-
zation of governance.

3. THE CASE OF PORTUGAL 

Continental Portugal can be equated with a unitary
state. In 1979 five Regional Coordination Commissions
(Commissão Coordenadora Regional - CCR) were es-
tablished (North, Centre, Lisbon and the Tagus Valley,
Alentejo and the Algarve). Since the beginning of the
nineties the central ministries have representatives at
this level. Until the transposition of the European WFD
into national law in 2005, Portuguese water law was
somewhat fragmented (Cunha Serra 2003). Through-
out the nineties a more holistic approach to water
management was adopted (Correia 1999), and envi-
ronmental issues became a concern. The concept of
river basin management was sidelined in favour of con-
centrating on achieving compliance with European
water supply and sanitation standards (Thiel 2010). 
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Figure 1. Analytical framework of processes shaping the scalar organization of governance.
Source: own



Until 2007 water was managed within the boundaries of the CCRs (which later had become CCDRs) either by these bodies themselves or by
separate bodies (Thiel & Egerton, forth, IAMO). Competencies for managing water resources were shared with the National Water Institute
(INAG). The decentral level was in charge of water pricing, monitoring, implementation and enforcement of national legislations, licenses, river
basin planning for non-transboundary rivers, and impact assessments. INAG would plan and contract the execution of infrastructure works, un-
dertake river basin planning for transboundary rivers and overall supervision of the deconcentrated administrations. Deconcentrated bodies
were viewed as “letter boxes” of the central level. After 2005 all competencies of the CCDRs were directly related to the Ministry of Environ-
ment, which had expanded to take on areas previously covered by other Ministries. In Portugal transposition of the European WFD was signif-
icantly delayed because of extensive efforts to develop the law according to the preferences of the various Ministers of the Environment in office.
Four ministers held the position between 2003 and 2005. Six versions of the legislation had been developed. It was transposed in 2005 as Lei
da Àgua (Water Law), with a parliamentary majority of 90%. The passing of the law followed the advent of a new government headed by José
Socrates, former Minister of the Environment, as Prime Minister. It was accompanied by a raft of legislations detailing its application. Of par-
ticular importance were the new economic and financial regime (TRH – Taxa de Recursos Hidricos), which regulated taxes for water use and
the definition of public and private waters and user rights. 

Concerning the scalar organization of water governance the law introduced Regional Hydrographic Administrations (Administrações das Regiões
Hidrográficas- ARH) which assumed water competencies from the CCDRs and took over important competencies from INAG. They are decon-
centrated organs of the Ministry of the Environment, have a considerable degree of administrative and financial autonomy and are intended
to generate approximately two-thirds of their income themselves. ARHs are responsible for a range of activities (elaboration and execution of
river basin management plans, identification and monitoring of water resources, registration, licensing, enforcement of licenses, financing of
water use, execution of certain works, Environmental Impact Assessments and ensuring public and stakeholder participation). They were es-
tablished according to river basin areas, and are not territorially congruent with the CCDR (see Figure 2). The 15 river basins identified in main-
land Portugal were grouped into 8 hydrographic regions. Concerning their territorial delimitation, efforts were made to consider aquifers as well
as surface water, and also the implications of boundaries for specific municipalities. The ARH administrative bodies have their headquarters in
the same town as the CCDR, and often in the same building. Thus, much of the administrative infrastructure remained the same, and many staff
were transferred from the CCDR to the new ARH (or from INAG in the case of ARH Tejo). INAG only retained responsibility for national level
planning, coordination and regulation, and for international cooperation. The CCDRs lost all competencies for the water sector. 

In consideration of the above described an-
alytical framework the following aspects
provide an explanation for changes in the
scalar organization of water governance in
Portugal. Concerning contextual factors the
WFD as interdependent external institu-
tional prescription concerning river basin
planning and management provided an im-
portant input in mainstreaming the idea of
river basin management as an “ideology”
or paradigm as well as in designing admin-
istrative areas that are compatible with the
reporting requirements of the European
Commission. Problem perception in this pe-
riod changed from solving urban water sup-
ply and sanitation problems to addressing
the ecological and chemical status of water
in the basin as required by the WFD and fa-
cilitating coordination with upstream Span-
ish river basin authorities. This may have
been influenced by the fact that water use

from surface water sources has increased throughout the last two decades in Portugal and will continue to do so with water supply for urban
areas, irrigation and tourism, and energy production being at the forefront of increasing uses. This probably further reinforced arguments made
by Portuguese expert bodies that favored watershed management. 

The principal explanation in the way water management was reorganized can be found in the contingent structure of the decision making
process. The minister competent at the time was an important member of the Portuguese water expert community. He enjoyed great integrity
and was a firm defender of river basin management. When he became minister a window of opportunity opened up to reorientate water man-
agement. A new water law was urgently needed and the ministry at the time held key competencies interrelated with water management. All
opposing bodies (INAG, CCDRs) were part of his competencies. The only effective opposition came from the Ministry of Finance which feared
higher expenses after the foundation of 5 new water administrations. However, even the prime minister favoured river basin management and
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Figure 2. Boundaries of Administrations of Hydrographic Regions (ARH) and deconcentrated central 
administrations (CCDRs).
Source: Brito et al. 2008



new administration. Therefore, opposition from the Ministry of Finance was overcome by linking the reform to the introduction of water taxes
and further means through which the newly founded ARHs could finance themselves. In addition, ARHs were to rely largely on established struc-
tures taken over from the CCDRs. That way transition costs (costs of establishing new institutional structures, Challen, 2000) were kept low. In
the end the introduction of water pricing led to greater societal opposition than the scalar reorganization of governance. 

4. THE CASE OF SPAIN 

According to the Spanish Constitution the state has exclusive competencies on legislation, planning and concession of resource and hydraulic
use whenever the water flows through more than one Autonomous Community (AC) (art. 149.1.22). Nevertheless, the Constitution also de-
fines that ACs are allowed to assume competencies on projects, construction and exploitation of hydraulic uses, canals and irrigation areas of
interest to the AC (art. 148.1.10). On this basis the Water Acts of 1985 and 2001 regulate the exercise of the competencies assigned to the
state. It addresses the application of integration and the concretization of the concept of intercommunitarian and intracommunitarian basins,
and questions such as the regulation of the public hydraulic domain, public water administration and hydrological planning (Embid 2008).
In Spain River Basin Authorities are constituted in all basins whose territory exceed that of one AC (intercommunitarian) and have a great tra-
dition. River Basin Authorities bear “most of the administrative weight of water management in the river basin with a high degree of organi-
zational, functional and economic autonomy” (Varela & Hernández-Mora 2008: 119). They administer and control the public hydraulic domain
as well the elaboration, monitoring and review of the River Basin Plans. For basins that lie entirely within the boundaries of one AC the hydraulic
administration of the corresponding subnational governments can exercise these competencies. In general, ACs have the right to request com-
petencies within what is prescribed in their specific statutes. Statutes detail the differentiated division of competencies between the national
state and specific ACs within the scope of the constitution. ACs can claim reform of statutes in two ways. “The slow track requires an initiative
from the provincial councils and two-thirds of the municipalities, representing at [ ] least half of the regional population. Along with the list of
senators and MPs for the Spanish AC, these can propose a statute of autonomy, to be ratified by the Spanish Parliament. There is a list of pow-
ers that ACs can gain immediately and after five years they can gain even more. The fast track (art. 151) allows regions to gain full powers im-
mediately. It requires support from all the provinces concerned, three quarters of the municipalities in each province and approval by a referendum
with an absolute majority of registered electors in each province [of the AC concerned]. The only region to achieve this was Andalucia.” (Keat-
ing & Wilson, 2009: 539) ACs can subsequently claim rights to competencies that are codified in the statutes. In order to detail the process of
transfer of competencies, structured negotiations are undertaken in so-called “mixed commissions” between the national and subnational gov-
ernment. This specifically concerns the practicalities of the transfer of competencies and the associated financial and physical means that are
necessary for the region to adopt the corresponding competencies. Agreement in these commissions is a precondition for the transfer of com-
petencies. 

Over the last six years, the water administration has reorganized as an outcome of reforms of the Statutes of Autonomy. In consequence of the
first reform of Statutes right after beginning democratization over the last 25 years a wide range of competencies had been transferred from
the state to ACs. While during the Aznar governments (1996-2004) the autonomous structure did not evolve, the government of José Luis Ro-
dríguez Zapatero provided new stimulus (Hildenbrand 2008: 146). The reorganization of the competencies of water management were among
the few common topics that appeared in all modified statutes. The link to water within the statutes is established in different terms. They led
to several legal disputes between ACs (see table 1). In general surplus basins adopted measures in order to protect part of their resources, while
a deficient communities as Valencia included a right of water of surplus basins into its statutes. In this sense, ACs like Aragón and, in the
statute’s first draft, Castile-La Mancha, claim a water reserve of 6.550 and 4.000 hm3/year, respectively, for exclusive use in their territory. Fur-
ther, Catalunya, Aragón and Castile and León reserve themselves the right to consultation in cases of proposed water transfers that impinge
on their reserve. Finally, due to the fact that over 90% of the corresponding Spanish basins lie within its boundaries, Andalucia and Castile and
León stipulated the transfer of significant competencies over water management for these basins.

Based on this legal situation the scalar reorganization of governance is discussed here occurred in the Douro basin and in the Guadalquivir basin.
The following discussion will focus on these two intercommunitarian basins. The necessary condition in both ACs cases seems to be that Span-
ish parts of the basins are over 90% part of the corresponding ACs (see figure 3). The Guadalquivir is a national river that flows into the At-
lantic, the Douro is an international river of which 18,9% are located on Portuguese territory, where it flows into the Atlantic. Both rivers have
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Table 1. Statutes’ link to water.
Source: own



an extraordinary economic and symbolic value for re-
gional the corresponding ACs. In both cases irrigation
is one of the main economic sectors and representa-
tives of the sector (irrigation communities and associ-
ations) have an important political role. Water is a
crucial factor for economic development in both ACs
and obtaining competencies over its management is
considered of great importance at the level of the ACs. 

The basic outcome of these debates differ significantly
between the two ACs. Andalucia obtained its compe-
tencies in water management over the Andalucian part
of the Guadalquivir Basin in 2009. The Andalucian
Water Agency (Agencia Andaluza del Agua) has re-

ceived all competencies of water management from the River Basin Authority (Confederación Hidrográfica del Guadalquivir) except for man-
agement of some reservoirs of importance for neighboring ACs, infrastructures of national importance and river basin planning. Furthermore,
today it holds full competencies in all intracommunitarian basins. In contrast and despite of a similar geographical setting of the river basin, in
Castile León the negotiation with the central government is making very little progress at the moment due to the political context and the re-
quirement to clarify the legal problems concerning the Albufeira Agreement. 

The Guadalquivir basin is characterized to a large extent by irrigation agriculture, a relative dense population and the periodic emergence of
drought. All of these factors require a coordinated and careful management of water resources. Its River Basin Authority is one of the oldest
ones. Originally, it planned and managed water resources of the Guadalquivir basin Barbate and Guadalete. The new Statute of Autonomy, ap-
proved by the national parliament in 2006 and by referendum in 2007 allowed the transfer of competencies over water management in the
Guadalquivir (article 51). After two years of negotiation about this transfer following the above described process, the competencies of water
management were transferred to the Andalucian Water Agency in 2009. Nevertheless, the Constitutional Court received an appeal of incon-
stitutionality by Extremadura and the Supreme Court received a complaint by Castile-La Mancha concerning specificities of the transfer decree.
Castile and León is now waiting for the result of both legal processes as it asks for the same treatment given that it occupies an even higher
percentage of the Douro basin. Nevertheless, no political agreement has been achieved yet concerning the set-up of the bilateral Mixed Com-
mission between the State and the AC. 

Generally, technical, political and economic aspects need to be considered in any transfer of competencies. Further, concerning competencies
for water management the role of rivers for regional identity needs to be taken into account (Tudela 2008). Officially, the most important rea-
son to demand the competencies from the central state is to approximate the administration to the citizen leading to lower administrative
costs and better solutions that take citizen’s claims into consideration. Further integration of competencies that are of cross-sectoral importance,
such as water, is assumed to facilitate coordination within levels of administration. In addition to these technical reasons economic and finan-
cial implications are considered such as the transfer of important human, economic resources, facilities and infrastructures. For example, the
government of the AC Andalucia significantly increased its staff, assets and budget after assuming competencies for water management. At this
stage transfer of competencies also gain a political role. Besides control over the mentioned budget, the transfer represents the control of often
highly political decisions about water issues. Water is a crucial and often scarce factor of production that is of great relevance for the develop-
ment of economic sectors and corresponding policies. Once competencies for water are transferred to the ACs, often continuous struggle and
disputes over water management between the centrally controlled River Basin Authorities and the government of the ACs end because deci-
sions about sectoral water use and licenses can be taken within the ACs.

Also, the positions of the actors involved are similar in both basins. Even if it only was for the interest of voters in the AC all political parties at
the level of the ACs favour a transfer of competencies as it increases its political power. In contrast traditional water users such as the irriga-
tion communities that rely on surface waters strongly criticize the transfer suspecting a deterioration of water management. At the same time
they fear a disruption to their well established links and influence over water management through the centrals state’s River Basin Authority.
In general environmental NGOs expected a deterioration of water management and less respect for the environment. In fact, they suspect that
ACs will reduce water to a factor of production and neglect its ecological value. Finally, new user groups, such as the energy sector or irriga-
tion farmers that are not part of the traditional surface water associations welcome the transfer as they expect that it might lead to a more
flexible redistribution of water use licences and concessions that allows them access to this indispensable factor of production.

Concerning contextual factors we would argue that in both Spanish cases the WFD did hardly play a role in the scalar reorganization of gov-
ernance described. On the other hand changes in transactions did play a role to some extent as new water sources have been emerging asso-
ciated with different supply and monitoring infrastructures and problems, which obey a different spatial logic. Furthermore, a relative reevaluation
of water as a factor of production in alternative uses has taken place with the arrival of new uses and groups of users. Their voice and role as
voters and supporters of a decentralization of water management and dismantling of traditional River Basin authorities changed the political
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Figure 3. Territorial distribution in the Guadalquivir and Douro basins.
Source River Basin Authorities



economy of the scalar organisation of water governance. They reinforced already existing claims for greater competencies of the ACs (Bhat &
Blomquist 2004). 

The successful negotiation of the transfer of competencies of water management in the case of the Guadalquivir, and the unsuccessful nego-
tiation in the case of the Douro, specifically depended on the window of opportunity influencing the decision making processes which provided
for by the contingent political context. As mentioned earlier the arrival of the majority held by socialist government between 2004 and 2008
prepared the ground for the approval of several new statutes that included demands on water resources and management competencies. After
the transfer became possible because of the revision of the corresponding statutes in Castile_leon and Andalucia, their specificities needed to
be negotiated. Throughout these negotiations in the politically determined Mixed Commission or during their set-up further obstacles can block
the process. In this context the position of Andalucía was more favourable than the one of Castile León. First and foremost, traditionally An-
dalucía is a socialist stronghold for many decades and also at the time it was governed by a socialist absolute majority. This catered for its great
influence over the national socialist party which significantly facilitated the overall negotiation process. In fact, we would argue that the over-
all statutes were to gain in attractiveness by including the transfer of competencies. Otherwise, they would have risked to go fairly unnoticed
by the regional electorate as they offered little gains in competencies of the AC Andalucía. In this context, after having opened up to a new
round of negotiation on the statutes also the national government had little choice but to give in to most demands by the AC government. Oth-
erwise, it would have risked an electoral backlash at the national as well as at the level of the AC Andalucia. 

In the case of the Douro, the blockage of the negotiation is attributed to fact that the Douro is an international river and the legal difficulty
arising from the Albufeira Agreement. Portugal had vehemently intervened against a decentralization of management of this river as it wanted
to continue to deal with the national government of Spain as opposed to the AC of Castile León. Further internal, political reasons are dis-
crepancies between the socialist national government and government of Castile-León which is in the hands of the conservative party. Officially,
the state’s government waits for the legal judgements on the appeals against the Andalucian statutes and against the decree concerning the
transfer of the Andalucian Guadalquivir. The government of Castile León blames the central government for lack of political commitment to the
transfer. This blockade may also have to do with the upcoming election in Castile-León in May 2011. 

5. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

From the above exposition we learnt that the drivers of the scalar organization of water governance vary significantly. An underlying reason for
these differences seems to be the institutional structure of decision making processes that allows voices at the subnational level to be consid-
ered to different degrees. In addition, water tensions are much less across overall Portugal than in the specific basins in Spain. Therefore, the
political economy of the scalar organization of governance vis-à-vis the users is much more pronounced in Spain. Different user groups view
the scalar organization of water governance as having an effect on their access to water. This is not the case in Portugal. Also, in Spain rivers
entail symbols of identification for the ACs in which they are situated. Such subnational areas associated with specific symbols do not exist to
the same extent in Portugal. In Spain these features associated with water and its management articulate in a way that water is deliberately
included into the negotiations on the Andalucian statutes in order to give the renegotiated statutes political clout. Besides that most reformed
statutes contain little that is of political relevance and public interest at the national or subnational level. Through this deliberate issue link the
Andalucian and Spanish governments aim to gain politically in terms of votes from their significant number of Andalucian supporters as oth-
erwise the reform of the statutes would allegedly go almost unnoticed. The reason for the limited salience of the overall Andalucian statute fur-
thermore origins from characteristics of this domestic two level game. The government has little choice in fact but to give in to Andalucian
demands for further competencies, as long as they respect the Spanish constitution. Otherwise it risks losing votes on the national level as well
as in Andalucía. The situation differs for the ongoing, domestic two-level game negotiations between the socialist central government and the
conservative administration of Castile Leon. In this case the government is unlikely to gain in the same way from the corresponding transfer of
water competencies. In addition, the issue encountered fierce opposition from downstream Portugal and potentially even undermines a bilat-
eral convention. 

In contrast, the Portuguese scalar reorganization of water governance is decided based on dominant “technical” criteria held by the minister
in charge and the expert community from which he originated. Reasons for this entirely different approach are a) Portugal is a unitary state, b)
the Portuguese scalar organization of governance is subject to negotiations for the entire country, and c) that distribution of water is sur-
rounded by less tensions. In the case of Portugal the WFD provided a further legitimization of the approach advocated by the minister and the
occasion to restructure water management in a way that he had already proposed over 15 years earlier, when he was Director of the national
water institute and made first attempts at dismantling it. Stakeholders in Portugal generally welcome the introduction of the river basin approach
while most actors in Spain are skeptical concerning the way Andalucía subsequently reorganized water management in the context of the new
Andalucian Water Law. Many fear that water management will increasingly be subject to local politics as provincial politicians are to gain in
importance. In Portugal as well as in the Guadalquivir basin drastic changes in broader legislations accompanied or followed. The overall out-
come of this legislation package can only be evaluated in the medium term 
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