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One finds it difficult to separate reflections on water 
from the experience of the catastrophic flood which 
affected numerous areas and communes of the Lower 
Silesian and Opole voivodeships in September 2024. In 
hindsight, it becomes apparent that there are no so-
lutions capable of preventing a “great deluge” of wa-
ter. At the same time, the flood prevention measures 
undertaken in the past were not only insufficient (for 
they could not be sufficient) but also largely inadequ-
ate, as they were designed to prevent floods that had 

already occurred in the given area. Meanwhile, the inevitably progressing climate 
changes and many other circumstances cause the emergence of new types of floods 
(for example, urban flash floods, as in the tragic case of flooding in Valencia, referred 
to as the “rain river”).

What we need is an institutional framework which will make it possible to over-
come limitations of extrapolative managerial thinking and to develop a regenera-
tive and transformative approach, in which preventive actions are intelligently linked 
with those aimed at developing the capacity for comprehensive crisis response and 
regenerative adaptation.

Water security may only be achieved when it is collectively and developmentally 
produced through active involvement. Technical and infrastructural solutions must 
be accompanied by social and organisational ones. Technical circularity (recycling) 
needs strengthening by socially embedded regeneration (developmental circularity).

Water (as well as other critical resources) should be put at the centre of social 
thinking and design. Yet, as proved by the experience of many flood-affected areas, 
it disappears from collective reflection and activity once it disappears from the me-
dia. In the case of water, this is the rule. Cut-down trees are visible, whereas the de-
struction of life in rivers usually is not, that is until shoals of dead fish surface. Hence, 
among other, the proposal to grant rivers legal personality and to establish by law the 

prof. Jerzy Hausner

INTRODUCTION
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social role of “river advocates.” May as justification serve also the fact that the natural 
“logic” of a catchment area does not coincide with the formal “logic” of administra-
tive divisions. Only a healthy river is capable of regeneration.

Water and wastewater companies are no longer to be treated merely as organ-
isations responsible for producing and delivering clean water, focused on cost re-
duction and fee collection, both seen as determinants of their efficiency. They must 
become advanced centres of knowledge on water management and providers of 
a range of public utility services.

The value of the water sector cannot be determined by the value of its assets, 
its turnover, or profit. Calculated in such way, for instance in comparison with the 
cosmetics or pharmaceutical industries, it fully legitimises the profitability of water 
pollution.

An existential good, water cannot be treated as a commodity. It must be recog-
nised as a valuable resource, access to which conditions the production of other 
goods - both market-based and public utility ones. Therefore, the value of water-sec-
tor organisations should be assessed through the value and indispensability of the 
range of goods provided thereby.

Water-sector organisations, as public utility entities, should be regarded as key 
nodes of cooperation among various types of actors within a given locality, including 
investors from other sectors, such as energy, food, or health. This would enable joint 
development of a definition of the public purpose in the discussed area and an ade-
quate investment strategy oriented towards the co-generative production of goods 
and maintenance of regenerative processes.
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At present, more than 60% of Poland’s inhabitants live 
in cities, with a particularly significant increase in the 
number of inhabitants in large cities recorded over 
the last decades. This dynamic growth of urban pop-
ulations in recent years generates problems related to 
their management and to the planning of their devel-
opment. One of these problems is the excessive bur-
den on the natural environment caused by the rapid 
and not always properly controlled process of urban 
expansion, as well as by the living and professional ac-

tivity of such large masses of people. Therefore, there arises a need for the adaptation 
of cities to climate change, but also to changes taking place in the material and social 
structure of cities. This poses a number of tasks for the authorities responsible for 
water management, the most important of which are:

	� necessity to adjust water supply and wastewater disposal systems to the rapidly 
increasing number of inhabitants of cities, while striving to improve their quality 
of life;

	� shaping of the green and blue infrastructure of cities in such way as to ensure 
their sustainable social and economic development in harmony with environ-
mental protection.

Within the framework of the Water City Index report, readers will find the results 
of assessment and ranking of selected cities according to the degree to which they 
cope with these most important challenges. For assessment of cities, there were 
employed determined values of all components of their water footprint, as well as 
values of the original index characterising the impact of these cities on the local hy-
drological water cycle. The results presented in the report will enable not only as-
sessment of the efficiency with which individual cities make use of available surface 
and/or groundwater resources, but also evaluation of the challenges faced by cities 
and resulting from the periodic shortage or excess of precipitation water caused by 
disturbance of the natural hydrological water cycle.

It is my desire that you recognise the benefits brought by our elaboration of pub-
licly available data in the process of integrated management of your city’s water re-
sources.

Andrzej Tiukało
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We hereby present to you the latest edition of the Wa-
ter City INDEX report. Ours is a belief that our work 
makes a significant contribution to the ongoing dis-
course on water in urban environments. Water under-
stood as a threat, an indispensable resource for the de-
velopment of cities and economies, but also a source 
of inspiration for the creation of culture.

The past year has not spared us challenges and 
phenomena directly marked by water. Much has hap-
pened not only in Poland but also worldwide. Climate 

change is taking place before our eyes, and its consequences affect – directly or indi-
rectly – each of us. In cities, we face the problem of historically low water levels, as in 
this year’s example of the Vistula River in Warsaw. There are also catastrophic urban 
floods, for instance in Valencia or in Italy (Bologna, Ravenna, the Emilia-Romagna 
region). This speaks to the importance of reflecting on resilience of cities.

However, urban resilience cannot be limited solely to floods and droughts; it also 
means the necessity to secure drinking water resources as well as those required 
to maintain competitiveness of urban economies. Action should be taken not only 
during and immediately following a crisis. It is essential to seek permanent systemic 
solutions, to support local governments, and above all, to build awareness among 
residents concerning water management.

Unfortunately, the frequent lack of knowledge and inadequate use of “weather 
events” result in our forgetting how important protection is – protection of us, the 
inhabitants – which must often be implemented at our expense, yet for our own 
benefit. The memory of tragedy fades when we are required to sacrifice something 
for the protection against high water. Many losses could have been avoided and may 
still be possible to compensate in the future.

Particularly important is agency in the implementation of already planned actions 
and execution of the vision for improving the resilience of areas, which in the past 
were already affected by water crises. The interest among decision-makers appears 
also to be increasing, which raises hopes of improving water security in Poland.

Of great concern, however, is the shortage of qualified personnel in the field of ur-
ban water management. There remains much to be done for the current and future 
generations in this area. Yet there is hope, as the “water” community is becoming 
increasingly visible and stronger. Water is being discussed more and more, and with 
greater openness – among others, by means of events such as the City – Water – 
Quality Congress and by means of the Water City INDEX.

Krzysztof Kutek
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Applied research 
methodology

The 2025 Water City Index was developed on the basis of the same methodology 
as the one used in the previous ranking’s editions. Similarly, great emphasis was 
placed on measuring the activity of local governments and on direct effects of 
implemented policies by means of indicators which reflect changes in their val-
ues occurring in the years 2020–2024.

The 2025 Water City Index was traditionally drawn up for three categories of Polish 
cities: metropolises (8 cities), other cities with poviat rights (58), and cities without 
poviat rights which, in the year of the first WCI edition, had at least 20,000 inhabit-
ants (152). There were distinguished 8 metropolises from the group of cities with pov-
iat rights on the basis of such criteria as the number of inhabitants (at least 200,000), 
the level of technological advancement of the water and sewage infrastructure, and 
the complexity of social and economic problems.

The 2025 WCI covers three categories and thirteen subcategories of assessment. The 
index for cities without poviat rights was developed on the basis of a single aggre-
gate category. Their structure is presented in the figure below.
The sequence of activities undertaken in creating the index was as follows:

	� division of urban water policy into three areas;

	� division of the areas into thirteen categories;

	� quantification of the thirteen categories with the use of a set of over forty indi-
cators;

	� obtaining of quantitative data;

	� assignment of weights to indicators and indices for individual categories;

	� aggregation of results and interpretation of data.
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Figure 1. Areas and categories of municipal water policy assessment
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The assessment in the “Life” category was based, among others, on the following 
indicators: the price and change in water consumption in the city, the price and pro-
duction of wastewater, density of the water supply and sewage networks in the city, 
and expenditures incurred by cities on wastewater management and water protec-
tion. In the “Threat” category, the index was calculated on the basis of indicators 
such as: the share of the city’s area within the flood risk zone, the length of flood 
embankments in relation to the area of flood risk zones within the city, annual pre-
cipitation per sealed surface, the number of water supply failures per total network 
length, and the percentage of biologically active areas within the city. The index for 
the “Economy and Business” category was calculated, among others, on the basis 
of water consumption by industry, the number of enterprises operating in the wa-
ter transport sector, and the number of watercourse crossings (bridges) in relation 
to the total length of watercourses in the city. The last area (“Culture and Inhabit-
ants”) was based on indicators such as: the length of the shoreline within the city, 
the percentage share of surface waters in the total city area, the share of parks, green 
squares, and housing estate greenery in the total area, as well as the share of munic-
ipal expenditures on green space maintenance in the city’s own revenues.
All indicators were standardised with the use of the following procedure:

mieście. Ostatni obszar („Kultura i mieszkańcy”) był oparty na takich miernikach jak: długość 
linii brzegowej w mieście, procentowy udział wód powierzchniowych w powierzchni miasta, 
zmianę udziału parków, zieleńców i terenów zieleni osiedlowej w powierzchni ogółem czy 
zmianę udziału wydatków miast na utrzymanie zieleni w dochodach własnych. 

Wszystkie wskaźniki zostały poddane procesowi standaryzacji z wykorzystaniem następującej 
procedury: 

𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =
𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 − 𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
 

 

gdzie: 
tij – wartość znormalizowanego miernika j dla miasta i 
Xij – wartość miernika j w mieście i 
Xj – średnia arytmetyczna miernika j 
Sj – odchylenie standardowe miernika j 

 
W wyniku przeprowadzonej standaryzacji w poszczególnych kategoriach oceny powstały 
cztery indeksy (WCI-Ż, WCI-Z, WCI-G, WCI-K), które stanowiły podstawę do budowy jednego 
indeksu głównego (WCI). Wartości osiągnięte przez metropolie i pozostałe miasta na prawach 
powiatu były podstawą do przygotowania rankingów głównych oraz szczegółowych (osobno 
dla każdej kategorii) zaprezentowanych w niniejszym raporcie. 

Rysunek 2. Struktura indeksów Water City Index. 

 

Źródło: opracowanie własne. 
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where:
tij – value of standardised  indicator j for city i, 
Xij – value of indicator j in city i,
Xj – arithmetic mean of indicator j,
Sj – standard deviation of indicator j.

As a result of the standardisation process, there were developed four sub-indices 
(WCI-Ż, WCI-Z, WCI-G, WCI-K) in the respective assessment categories, which served 
as the basis for constructing the main index (WCI). The values achieved by metropo-

In the calculations of the index for cities with poviat rights, there were used over forty 
different indicators, derived from the following sources:

	� Local Data Bank of the Central Statistical Office of Poland (Bank Danych 
Lokalnych Głównego Urzędu Statystycznego, BDL GUS);

	� Topographic Object Database (Baza Danych Obiektów Topograficznych, BDOT10k);

	� Flood Risk Maps (Mapy Zagrożenia Powodziowego, MZP);

	� Institute of Meteorology and Water Management – National Research Institute 
(Instytut Meteorologii i Gospodarki Wodnej – Państwowy Instytut Badawczy, 
IMGW – PIB);

	� Polish Waterworks Chamber of Commerce (Izba Gospodarcza Wodociągi Polskie);

	� authors’ own survey conducted among cities with poviat rights.
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The authors are aware that some of the strengths and weaknesses of cities in the con-
text of the Water City Index may result from natural conditions (determinants beyond the 
control of city authorities), while others arise from controllable spatial, environmental, eco-
nomic, and social factors. Therefore, within the framework of the Water City Index, there 
were applied numerous indicators in order to illustrate the progress of cities over the past 
four years (the years 2024 versus 2020). However, the classification should be interpreted 
primarily from the perspective of changes achieved by a given city over recent years, rath-
er than solely on the basis of its absolute score and position in the ranking.

Figure 2. Structure of the Water City Index.
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and detailed rankings (separately for each category) presented in this report.
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water city index

The 2025 WCI Results
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water city index

INTERPRETATION OF THE RANKING
For metropolises and cities with poviat status , the main ranking lists the results of 
the rankings inindividual categories: The results are presented in the form of num-
bers indicating the position of agiven city in each category, shown on the corre-
sponding bar of the graph.
In the case of the charts prepared for the ranking of metropolises and the ranking of
cities withpoviat rights, the width of individual blocks in the chart reflects the share 
of a given category in theoverall rating of the city, and since different weights were 
used for the three categories in the finalrating, the width of these blocks is not al-
ways comparable between cities.

47,632. Kraków 372

Number of points inrelation 
to the averagevalue for the 

entiregroup of cities

The place  
in the ”Life” 

category

The place  
in the ”Threat” category

The place in the  
”Economy and Society” category

The place 
in themain 
ranking

https://watercity.com.pl/
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water city index

The 2025 WCI Results – Metropolises

47,75

47,63

44,46

43,71

29,33

16,76

24,23

43,51

1. łódź

2. kraków

3. wrocław

4. bydgoszcz

6. gdańsk

8. Poznań

7. warszawa

5. szczecin

   Life Threat Economy and society

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1

2

5

4

6

7

3

6

7

3

1

2

4

5

6

3

2

7

5

4

1



16
T H E  2 0 2 5  W A T E R  C I T Y  I N D E X

water city index

The 2025 WCI Results – cities with poviat rights
1. Gdynia

2. Tarnobrzeg
3. Gorzów Wielkopolski

4. Piekary Śląskie
5. Jastrzębie-Zdrój

6. Elbląg
7. Leszno
8. Słupsk
9. Gliwice

10. Skierniewice
11. Koszalin

12. Żory
13. Białystok

14. Olsztyn
15. Ruda Śląska

16. Zamość
17. Toruń

18. Rzeszów
19. Częstochowa

20. Dąbrowa Górnicza
21. Grudziądz

22. Radom
23. Bytom

24. Jaworzno
25. Włocławek

26. Rybnik
27. Suwałki

28. Kielce
29. Opole
30. Konin

31. Świnoujście
32. Biała Podlaska

33. Tychy
34. Piotrków Trybunalski

35. Płock
36. Zielona Góra
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38. Tarnów
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41. Siemianowice Śląskie
42. Lublin
43. Kalisz
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45. Nowy Sącz
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48. Siedlce
49. Katowice
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51. Wałbrzych
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53. Łomża

54. Chorzów
55. Świętochłowice

56. Mysłowice
57. Zabrze
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water city index

1	 Mrągowo	 0,785

2	 Augustów	 0,434

3	 Swarzędz	 0,413

4	 Jawor	 0,368

5	 Iława	 0,360

6	 Mława	 0,358

7	 Police	 0,357

8	 Wieliczka	 0,326

9	 Czeladź	 0,316

10	 Kwidzyn	 0,267

11	 Lubliniec	 0,246

12	 Puławy	 0,237

13	 Zakopane	 0,236

14	 Jarocin	 0,226

15	 Wałcz	 0,215

16	 Świebodzice	 0,209

17	 Pruszcz Gdański	 0,205

18	 Nowy Dwór Mazowiecki	 0,201

19	 Kętrzyn	 0,194

20	 Żywiec	 0,192

21	 Giżycko	 0,184

22	 Malbork	 0,176

23	 Nowy Targ	 0,173

24	 Luboń	 0,172

25	 Knurów	 0,170

26	 Rawicz	 0,165

27	 Żary	 0,156

28	 Ełk	 0,153

29	 Śrem	 0,153

30	 Legionowo	 0,149

31	 Działdowo	 0,138

32	 Oświęcim	 0,133

33	 Świecie	 0,133

34	 Mińsk Mazowiecki	 0,132

35	 Biłgoraj	 0,128

36	 Zgorzelec	 0,127

37	 Koło	 0,126

38	 Bełchatów	 0,122

39	 Racibórz	 0,112

40	 Myszków	 0,096

41	 Nysa	 0,085

42	 Kobyłka	 0,083

43	 Kraśnik	 0,082

44	 Bartoszyce	 0,082

45	 Ciechanów	 0,082

46	 Czechowice-Dziedzice	 0,082

47	 Zgierz	 0,072

48	 Otwock	 0,070

49	 Wołomin	 0,067

50	 Grajewo	 0,066

51	 Ostróda	 0,063

The 2024 WCI  – medium-sized cities
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52	 Chrzanów	 0,062

53	 Goleniów	 0,062

54	 Orzesze	 0,060

55	 Mielec	 0,060

56	 Turek	 0,057

57	 Ząbki	 0,057

58	 Starogard Gdański	 0,056

59	 Inowrocław	 0,056

60	 Kościan	 0,054

61	 Łowicz	 0,054

62	 Tczew	 0,054

63	 Wejherowo	 0,046

64	 Dębica	 0,025

65	 Olkusz	 0,022

66	 Bielsk Podlaski	 0,021

67	 Bolesławiec	 0,017

68	 Marki	 0,014

69	 Będzin	 0,012

70	 Pszczyna	 0,010

71	 Rydułtowy	 0,005

72	 Sochaczew	 -0,004

73	 Czerwionka-Leszczyny	 -0,006

74	 Brodnica	 -0,007

75	 Bielawa	 -0,010

76	 Żyrardów	 -0,010

77	 Szczecinek	 -0,010

78	 Piastów	 -0,016

79	 Nowa Sól	 -0,017

80	 Reda	 -0,021

81	 Wieluń	 -0,026

82	 Piła	 -0,029

83	 Mikołów	 -0,032

84	 Skawina	 -0,035

85	 Łaziska Górne	 -0,037

86	 Aleksandrów Łódzki	 -0,038

87	 Zambrów	 -0,041

88	 Świdnik	 -0,043

89	 Środa Wielkopolska	 -0,045

90	 Lębork	 -0,049

91	 Opoczno	 -0,054

92	 Krotoszyn	 -0,054

93	 Kołobrzeg	 -0,055

94	 Tomaszów Mazowiecki	 -0,057

95	 Andrychów	 -0,065

96	 Wągrowiec	 -0,065

97	 Gostyń	 -0,067

98	 Gryfino	 -0,071

99	 Polkowice	 -0,072

100	 Nowa Ruda	 -0,080

101	 Zduńska Wola	 -0,080

102	 Bochnia	 -0,081
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103	 Żagań	 -0,085

104	 Białogard	 -0,086

105	 Świebodzin	 -0,086

106	 Ostrów Mazowiecka	 -0,089

107	 Piaseczno	 -0,092

108	 Szczytno	 -0,093

109	 Grodzisk Mazowiecki	 -0,093

110	 Kościerzyna	 -0,106

111	 Ostrowiec Świętokrzyski	 -0,108

112	 Skarżysko-Kamienna	 -0,113

113	 Kutno	 -0,117

114	 Starachowice	 -0,118

115	 Września	 -0,119

116	 Sieradz	 -0,120

117	 Oleśnica	 -0,121

118	 Wodzisław Śląski	 -0,122

119	 Stalowa Wola	 -0,123

120	 Gniezno	 -0,131

121	 Chojnice	 -0,138

122	 Józefów	 -0,149

123	 Dzierżoniów	 -0,150

124	 Brzeg	 -0,154

125	 Pabianice	 -0,157

126	 Prudnik	 -0,160

127	 Lubin	 -0,168

128	 Jasło	 -0,169

129	 Jarosław	 -0,187

130	 Kłodzko	 -0,190

131	 Kluczbork	 -0,192

132	 Oława	 -0,195

133	 Zawiercie	 -0,206

134	 Rumia	 -0,213

135	 Płońsk	 -0,219

136	 Głogów	 -0,220

137	 Lubartów	 -0,228

138	 Radomsko	 -0,232

139	 Tarnowskie Góry	 -0,234

140	 Pruszków	 -0,256

141	 Cieszyn	 -0,279

142	 Gorlice	 -0,285

143	 Lubań	 -0,286

144	 Łuków	 -0,296

145	 Świdnica	 -0,298

146	 Sanok	 -0,361

147	 Wyszków	 -0,369

148	 Ostrów Wielkopolski	 -0,395

149	 Kędzierzyn-Koźle	 -0,420

150	 Hajnówka	 -0,444

151	 Stargard	 -0,454

152	 Sandomierz	 -0,527
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foreign cities
The 2025 WATER city index

 

 
 

Nice

Bratislava

Budapest

Kaunas

Riga

Tampere

In the 2025 WCI edition, we undertook a new challenge related to the collection 
of data from foreign cities. Participating in the survey were six European cities 
(Figure).  Despite their location on the same continent, climate and hydrological 
conditions of these cities are highly diverse.

Figure. Cities included in the 2025 WCI survey.
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Situated by the sea, Riga and Nice are important centres of maritime transport 
and recreation, whereas Budapest and Bratislava lie on the Danube River, Kaunas 
on the Neman River, and Tampere sits between lakes. Such near-river and water 
reservoir location determines directions of water management, shaping both water 
supply systems and flood protection as well as retention infrastructure.

While significantly different from one another, the analysed cities share certain 
common elements. According to their declarations, the cities all undertake signifi-
cant actions for development of coastal areas. All are oriented toward water, which 
determines their functioning and the well-being of their inhabitants. As far as possi-
ble, the cities in question invest in blue-green and grey infrastructure. Adaptation to 
climate change is implemented, among others, through programmes for stormwa-
ter management, drought response, and development of coastal areas.

The lack of funds is undoubtedly an important factor limiting investments in mo-
dernity and sustainable development. Water and wastewater infrastructure is most-
ly financed from fees for water supply and wastewater disposal services. Water tar-
iffs in European cities are gradually levelling out. The cost of water supply ranges 
between 1 and 2 euros. Slightly higher tariffs apply to wastewater. However, it should 
be remembered that the household income in the analysed cities differs, and some 
cities have introduced a fixed (subscription) fee. In addition, the value of the VAT 
on water and wastewater services is diversified. In Finland, VAT for both water and 
wastewater amounts to 25.5%, and in Hungary to 27%. Some countries, however, 
have introduced reduced rates for water supply; it is 9% in Lithuania and 5.5% in 
France. This significantly affects the total value of the bill for water services.
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The Tampere inhabitants are supplied with water by the Tampereen Vesi company, 
which delivers approximately 20 million m³ of water annually, of which 75% originates 
from surface sources and 25% from groundwater.

The new Central Wastewater Treatment Plant in Sulkavuori is an underground 
facility serving six municipalities and boasting to be one of the most modern instal-
lations in Finland to date. Its underground location minimises its impact on the land-

Tampere (Finland)
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scape and environment, reduces effects of low temperatures, and limits emission of 
unpleasant odours.

Thanks to producing energy from biogas generated from sewage sludge fermen-
tation, the plant covers approximately 50% of its own energy demand. A significant 
improvement of the system was the construction of the new Viinikanlahti pumping 
station, commissioned in 2024, which takes over sewage from the old treatment 
plant and transfers it to Sulkavuori.

Simultaneously, the city implemented the Stormwater Management Programme, 
whose 2023 update for the first time covered the entire area of Tampere. The docu-
ment in question includes flood threat maps and guidelines for natural stormwater 
management through blue-green infrastructure. The programme objective is to im-
prove water quality and the efficiency of its use by infiltrating stormwater into the 
ground, delaying runoff, and using urban greenery for natural retention. Blue-green 
infrastructure integrates wetlands, ponds, and parks, both for the purposes of flood 
control and recreation.

Tampere monitors the risk of flooding from two lakes (Näsijärvi and Pyhäjärvi) 
and adjusts shorelines by creating retention reservoirs and natural buffer zones. The 
lakes constitute both a strong asset and a distinctive feature of the city, while the 
waterfront plays a crucial role in recreation, swimming, and water sports.

P
h

ot
o:

 u
n

sp
la

sh
.c

om



2 4
T H E  2 0 2 5  W A T E R  C I T Y  I N D E X

Good practices

Riga (Latvia)
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The capital of Latvia, Riga draws water from two main sources: surface water 
from the Daugava River, supplying the left-bank part of the city, and groundwater 
intakes at Baltezers–Zaķumuiža for the right-bank part. The country’s largest waste-
water treatment plant, Daugavgrīva, serves over one million inhabitants. Between 
the years 2021 and 2024, the city modernised its key sewage pumping station, 
thus eliminating consumption of 300,000 m³ of drinking water annually for pump 
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cooling. Electricity expenditures were reduced by 55%, which translated into a de-
crease in energy demand by 2.5 million kWh. In 2023, the new facility pumped nearly  
25 million m³ of wastewater. This is an example of an investment combining energy 
efficiency with protection of water resources. Worth 13.4 million euros, the facility 
replaced an outdated pumping station that had been in operation for thirty years.

The city invests in information systems, modernises treatment processes, and de-
velops biogas production from sewage sludge. All these measures bring the waste-
water treatment plant closer to achieving energy neutrality.

An important element of activities benefiting the city inhabitants was the intro-
duction of free drinking water access points in public spaces.

Through continuous improvement of its infrastructure, Riga has become a model 
for other cities which respond to contemporary challenges of water management in 
a sustainable and innovative manner while caring for the environment and comfort 
of their inhabitants. Riga has developed a master plan for a new district, Andrejsala, 
in a post-industrial area on the Daugava River. The master plan integrates the indus-
trial heritage of the waterfront with the charming UNESCO-listed historic centre of 
Riga. In addition to new housing, the plans include commercial, hotel, and enter-
tainment functions, a cruise terminal, cultural facilities, schools, community spaces, 
and green areas. The Daugava River waterfront is being transformed through the 
development of public spaces, pedestrian zones, and multifunctional projects, thus 
linking water management with urban life quality.

The coastal and riverine location made Riga invest in flood embankments, pump-
ing stations, and monitoring systems protecting against Baltic storms and Daugava 
River floods.

The Daugava waterfront and canals are integrated with tourism, where boat cruis-
es, recreational areas, and seasonal attractions are offered.
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Kaunas (Lithuania)

UAB Kauno vandenys is the municipal water and wastewater company which bases 
its water supply on groundwater and its wastewater management on the central 
wastewater treatment plant in Marvelė (Kauno nuotekų valykla). The company treats 
the vast majority of wastewater generated in the city and plays an important role in 
protecting the waters of the Neman River - the longest river in Lithuania. In order to 
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comply with the European Union’s environment protection requirements, the facility 
has recently undergone a thorough modernisation. In recent years, Kaunas has also 
undertaken investments in the digitisation of water and wastewater management 
systems, improving water quality monitoring, and technologies enabling recovery of 
energy and raw materials from wastewater.

Kaunas actively develops the banks of the Neman and Neris rivers, combining 
flood protection with public space, parks, and cycling paths. Considerable emphasis 
is put on river cruises, kayaking, and urban beaches along the Neman River.

The city, located at the confluence of two rivers, has flood embankments and spill-
ways coordinated with energy production at nearby hydropower plants.
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Bratislava (Slovakia)

The capital of Slovakia, Bratislava provides access to clean water and sanitation ser-
vices daily for over 800,000 inhabitants through the Bratislava Water Company (BVS/
BWC). The city’s water supply system requires numerous investments, as most pipe-
lines are over 70 years old. As a result, the water loss index reaches 27%, correspond-
ing to leaks of approximately 17 million m³ of water annually. In order to address 
these issues, the European Investment Bank granted BVS financing of 50 million 
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euros for the modernisation and expansion of water and wastewater infrastructure. 
The modernisation programme includes replacement of networks and equipment 
with modern, technologically efficient systems to minimise water losses, improve 
distribution quality, and enhance reliability of water supply.

The project also includes expansion of the water supply network, aimed at improv-
ing protection of surface and groundwater in the metropolitan region and strength-
ening safety of the Danube River itself. An important element of the investment is 
also the use of energy from biomass, which will significantly reduce the company’s 
carbon footprint and support the city’s climate action strategy. At the same time, 
BVS operates three wastewater treatment plants: the Vrakuňa Central Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, the largest wastewater treatment plant in Slovakia with a capacity 
of 172,800 m³/day, as well as facilities in Petržalka and Devínska Nová Ves, respon-
sible for effective wastewater treatment and protection of water resources in the 
region.

Flood protection of the Danube River is of key importance, the reinforced em-
bankments and adaptation projects having been co-financed by the European 
Union. Redevelopment of the Danube waterfront (Eurovea, River Park) integrates 
promenades, business, and recreation with the aquatic landscape. The proximity of 
the Danube’s floodplains (areas protected under the Ramsar Convention) supports 
ecotourism and recreation in the nature.

P
h

ot
o:

 u
n

sp
la

sh
.c

om



3 0
T H E  2 0 2 5  W A T E R  C I T Y  I N D E X

Good practices

Budapest (Hungary)

Budapest supplies drinking water to approximately two million consumers, drawing 
mainly from infiltration water from the Danube River - one of Europe’s longest rivers. 
This is a natural, low-energy purification method protected by the EU environment 
legislation. Water from the Danube is naturally filtered through gravel-sand bottom 
and bank layers. Development research is being conducted on modern water treat-
ment and quality monitoring methods, including elimination of micro-pollutants.
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In the Hungarian capital, the responsibility for water supply and wastewater col-
lection is divided between two entities. Water supply is managed by Fővárosi Víz-
művek, while the sewage system is operated by Fővárosi Csatornázási Művek Zrt.

The city operates three main treatment plants: two on the Pest side and the larg-
est -central one - on the Buda side. Under dry weather conditions, the plants treat 
approximately 230,000 m³ of wastewater per day.

Budapest faces a serious problem of an ageing water network. In 2023, there were 
reported 93,969 pipeline failures (an average of 257 per day). According to analyses, 
at the current repair rate, complete replacement of the network would take as long 
as 280 years. Despite its well-developed water and wastewater infrastructure, Buda-
pest faces a significant modernisation challenge. Unfortunately, the politically moti-
vated freezing of water and wastewater service tariffs has led to a sectoral crisis due 
to a lack of investment funds.

Flood embankments along the Danube River and mobile barriers protect central 
districts; ongoing modernisations counteract the increasing flood threat.

The city makes use of its iconic riverbanks (UNESCO World Heritage sites) for tour-
ism, events, and cultural life. Budapest is renowned worldwide for its geothermal 
baths - a key element of the city’s identity and tourism economy. Cruises on the 
Danube, boat tours, and riverside festivals make water a driving force of culture and 
economy.
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Nice (France)

Water management in Nice is the 
responsibility of Eau d’Azur, which 
serves fifty-one municipalities within 
the Nice Côte d’Azur Metropolis. The 
largest water and wastewater man-
agement undertaking in the city’s 
history is the Haliotis 2 project, the 
construction of which is envisaged 
for the years 2024–2031, with an esti-
mated total cost of 700 million euros. 
Located in Nice, the complex is look-
ing at becoming a modern centre 
for treatment and resource recovery, 
created to protect the Mediterrane-
an Sea and to comply with future 
environmental and health stand-
ards. The new wastewater treatment 
plant will be capable of receiving 
and processing sewage from twen-
ty-six municipalities across the re-
gion, corresponding to the needs of 
approximately 680,000 inhabitants. 
The technological efficiency of the 
facility will enable removal of nearly 
90% of microplastics. P
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Furthermore, the complex has been designed as a resource recovery and reuse 
centre, capable of reclaiming 5 million m³ of water for irrigating urban greenery and 
street cleaning. The reuse of treated wastewater directly addresses the problem of 
water shortages for the irrigation of biologically active areas.

Biogas from sludge will be used to produce 43 GWh of energy annually, meeting 
the needs of approximately eleven thousand households or serving as biofuel for 
nearly three hundred buses. The installation will produce four times more energy 
than the treatment plant currently consumes. This will contribute to reducing car-
bon dioxide emissions by fifteen thousand tonnes per year. An innovative element 
of the system will also be the recycling of sand from the sewer network, which will 
be reused in construction and public works. As part of the complex, there will be 
built a pilot fourth-stage treatment unit with a capacity of 150 m³/h, responsible for 
removing pharmaceutical residues and other chemical micro-pollutants.

Another investment, crucial for the environment and local community, involves 
creation of a 4.5-hectare biodiversity island, which will include nearly six hundred 
trees and shrubs, species characteristic of the region and resistant to the local cli-
mate, such as olive, thyme, and rosemary. The island will become a green zone and 
a natural air filter, and provide cool refuge during increasingly hot days, thus creating 
a new source of biodiversity and a relaxation space for inhabitants.

Severe floods in the region are frequent; therefore, modernisation projects include 
stormwater retention, coastal protection, and infrastructure supporting biodiversity.

Nice relies heavily on its coastal location - sailing, bathing areas, and seaside prom-
enades. The new “biodiversity island” will simultaneously serve as an adaptive buffer 
to climate change and as a public amenity.
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Water footprint

The water footprint of a city is a multidimensional indicator of the city’s annual 
“consumption” of water, conventionally referred to as green, blue, and grey water. 
The green water footprint represents the part of the annual volume of precipita-
tion which has evaporated from surfaces, soil (evaporation), and vegetated areas 
(transpiration), as well as the portion of rainfall which has been used by vegeta-
tion located within the city area. The blue water footprint refers to the annual use 
of surface or groundwater for the needs of the city’s inhabitants and other pur-
poses related to the functioning of the city, as well as the portion of annual pre-
cipitation which evaporates from sealed surfaces. Finally, the grey water footprint 
is the annual volume of clean water required to dilute pollutant loads discharged 
by the city into the receiving water body to such a degree that the quality of wa-
ter in the receiving body does not exceed the applicable water quality standards.

As part of the analysis of the water footprint of voivodeship cities in Poland, pre-
sented at the Conference in 2024, there were determined values of all components 
of the water footprint for each city, and on the basis of these data, the city that was 
distinguished by the lowest combined value of the blue and grey water footprint 
per inhabitant was identified. Such an approach resulted from an attempt to focus 
on assessing the efficiency of cities’ use of available surface and/or groundwater re-
sources.
In this year’s assessment of urban water footprints, it was decided to also include the 
green water footprint, in order to raise public awareness of how an urbanised area 
affects the local hydrological water cycle. For this purpose, the value of the “natural” 
green water footprint of the area occupied by the city, that is the water footprint of 
an area covered with forests, was compared with the value of the green water foot-
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print of the city in its current form. Analogous analyses were conducted for the pur-
pose of determining the scale of the city’s lost retention capacity. 
It should be noted that the urbanised part of the city area also participates in the 
hydrological water cycle through evaporation from built-up areas and the loss of the 
soil’s natural retention capacity. Therefore, the difference between the above-men-
tioned water footprints, including the blue water footprint component (related to 
the annual volume of precipitation evaporating from sealed surfaces) and the com-
ponent accounting for retention loss, allows us to determine how a city, through its 
infrastructure, has distorted the natural hydrological water cycle, thus resulting in 
cities alternately struggling with water shortages or surpluses. In our study, this dis-
turbance of the “natural” hydrological water cycle is referred to as the environmental 
and hydrological cost of city functioning.
This year, we have decided to include the city’s green water footprint in the ranking 
process, so as to allow not only for assessment of efficiency of cities’ use of available 
surface and/or groundwater resources but also evaluation of challenges faced by 
cities due to periodic shortage or excess of precipitation resulting from disturbance 
of the natural hydrological water cycle.
Subject to analysis have been a total of 100 of the largest cities in Poland, for which 
there have been obtained appropriate data, broken down into groups according to 
their size. The data for calculations have been collected from the following sources:
Statistics Poland (Główny Urząd Statystyczny) – Local Data Bank

	� Institute of Meteorology and Water Management – National Research Institute 
(IMGW-PIB): Meteorological Yearbook 2024

	� Institute of Meteorology and Water Management – National Research Institute 
(IMGW-PIB): – Characteristics of Selected Climate Elements in Poland in 2024 – 
Summary

	� State Water Holding Polish Waters – Review and Generation of Data Sheets

	� The Official Journal of Laws of the Republic of Poland – Substances Particularly 
Harmful to the Aquatic Environment and Conditions to be Met for the Discharge 
of Wastewater into Water or Soil, as well as for the Discharge of Rainwater or 
Meltwater into Water or Water Facilities

	� Topographic Object Database (Baza Danych Obiektów Topograficznych , 
BDOT10k)

	� Institute of Meteorology and Water Management – Hydroportal: Hydrological 
Map Platform

	� Hoekstra, et al. (2011) The Water Footprint Assessment Manual: Setting the Global 
Standard. Earthscan, London.

	� Małecki, Piotr & Bergier, Tomasz & Wojciechowska, Ewa & Burszta-Adamiak, 
Ewa & Fialkiewicz, Wieslaw & Owsiany, Małgorzata & Rosiek, Ksymena & Rybicki, 
Stanisław. (2019). Racjonalizacja wykorzystania zasobów wodnych na terenach 
zurbanizowanych.

	� This chapter presents results for the largest of these cities, i.e., those whose pop-
ulation exceeds 100,000 inhabitants. The ranking results were broken down into 
groups: the capital city and metropolises (population > 485,000) and large cities 
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(population > 100,000 and < 485,000). The obtained results are illustrated in the 
following figures.

Environmental and hydrological cost of Polish cities increased by the water 
footprint resulting from human activity in the city – 10 best-performing cities

Environmental and hydrological cost of Polish cities increased by the water 
footprint resulting from human activity in the city – the capital city and 

metropolises

 

 

 

 

Environmental and hydrological 
cost per city inhabitant (m³)

Environmental and hydrological 
cost per city inhabitant (m³)

Volume of water (m³ per inhabitant)

Volume of water (m³ per inhabitant)

Water footprint of urban functioning 
per inhabitant (m³)

Water footprint of urban functioning 
per inhabitant (m³)

119

148

148

183

156

186

166

271

174

1461

175

176

180

181

183

lublin

warszawa

warszawa

białystok

wrocław

radom

łódź

elbląg

kraków

zabrze

gorzów wielkopolski

Koszalin

ruda śląska

gdańsk  
(excluding the sea)

gdańsk  
(excluding the sea)

45

91

91

94

99

117

89

191

76

1371

57

83

72

56

94

74

57

57

89

57

69

77

80

98

90

119

93

108

125

89
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Particular attention should be paid to the very high index values in cities such 
as Sosnowiec and Kraków. The obtained results are not the consequence of low 
wastewater treatment efficiency but rather the effect of poor condition of rivers 
used as receiving bodies. Assimilative capacity of these watercourses has been ex-
ceeded due to their unfavourable physicochemical parameters and low character-
istic flows. Consequently, the volume of treated wastewater discharged into the 
receiving bodies cannot be fully assimilated: the available water flow is too small, 
and the condition of the rivers is already degraded, among others, due to similar 
impacts in previous years.

Environmental and hydrological cost of Polish cities increased by the water 
footprint resulting from human activity in the city – big cities

  Environmental and hydrological 
cost per city inhabitant (m³)

Water footprint of urban functioning 
per inhabitant (m³)

Lublin
Białystok

radom
elbląg
zabrze

gorzów wielkopolski
koszalin

ruda śląska
bydgoszcz

rzeszów
katowice

zielona góra
gliwice

szczecin
toruń

olsztyn
bytom
opole

częstochowa
tarnów

tychy
dąbrowa górnicza

rybnik
bielsko -biała

sosnowiec
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Intepretation of 
the 2025 Water City 
Index results

The triumph of Łódź can be interpreted as the outcome of long-term investments 
and consistent water management policy. Historically, the city has struggled with lim-
ited surface water resources; however, through retention projects and modernisation 
of the water supply network, it has managed to strengthen its water resilience and 
improve the quality of life of its inhabitants. This is now confirmed by the highest 
result among metropolises achieved by Łódź in the “Life” sub-index, which evaluates 
the everyday use of water by inhabitants – from supply reliability and network failure 
rate to consumption and costs. Kraków, which ranked immediately after Łódź, also 
achieved a high result in the “Life” category and a solid third position in “Economy and 
Society.” This points to the city’s potential for development in terms of using water 
to shape competitive economy and the quality of life of its inhabitants. At the same 
time, however, Kraków – similarly to Łódź – still has room for improvement in terms of 
resilience to water-related threats (scoring only as the seventh in the “Threat” subcat-
egory), which signals the need to further strengthen flood protection infrastructure 
and adaptation to extreme weather events.

The analysis of sub-indices reveals interesting discrepancies between subcatego-
ries across individual metropolises. For instance, Szczecin, having achieved only the 
fifth place in the overall classification, clearly leads in the “Economy and Society” area 
– the city effectively converts its water resources into economic development (includ-
ing through its port and maritime projects) and social initiatives. At the same time, 
however, Szczecin achieved a mediocre result in the “Life” category, which means that 
the daily use of water by inhabitants (e.g., the quality of water and sewage networks 
or water consumption levels) leaves much to be desired in comparison with other 
metropolises. Bydgoszcz, on the other hand, presents quite the opposite profile  – the 
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leader in the “Threat” sub-index – which speaks to the effective and coherent adapta-
tion policy and protection against droughts and floods, yet recorded very low values 
in “Economy and Society” field (the seventh position). Intersected by a network of ca-
nals and rivers, Bydgoszcz has for years in-
vested in flood protection – this ambitious 
and multifaceted adaptation programme 
has resulted in the highest water resilience 
among metropolises, although at the ex-
pense of lesser use of water’s potential for 
the city’s economic growth.

Attention should also be drawn to 
Wrocław, which, while it has not retained 
its 2024 leader title, still boasts a high re-
sult in the “Economy and Society” catego-
ry (ranked second). This is the effect of the 
city’s consistent strategy developed in the 
aftermath of the 1997 flood – the ambitious 
transformation of Wrocław has included 
both expansion of polders and flood pro-
tection systems, and economic initiatives 
(such as water and wastewater clusters and 
investments in blue-green infrastructure). 
Warsaw, on the other hand – ranking only 
seventh among metropolises – represents 
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a case of a city with relatively good parameters of everyday water use and manage-
ment (the third position in “Life”, fourth in “Economy and Society”), but at the same 
time one with a very high vulnerability to climate- and water-related threats (having 
taken the ultimate, that is the eight position in “Threat”). The capital city struggles 
with, among others, flood risk on the Vistula 
River and with torrential rainfall combined 
with dense urban development – factors 
which make strengthening the city’s water 
resilience a key challenge for the coming 
years.

The results in the metropolises catego-
ry show that even the largest cities may 
differ significantly in their water manage-
ment profiles. Łódź and Kraków took the 
lead owing to improvements in the quality 
of inhabitants’ lives related to water and ef-
fective use of water investments, yet, both 
cities must continue their efforts in the area 
of protection against extreme phenomena. 
Wrocław remains one of the top performers 
thanks to coherent adaptation policy and 
economic use of water resources, while By-
dgoszcz and Szczecin constitute two con-
trasting examples of one-sided advantages 
in particular areas. Overall, these results are P
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the outcome of long-term investments and strategies – from network modernization 
to adaptation programmes – implemented by metropolises in recent years. The dy-
namic changes on the podium (the advancement of Łódź and Kraków, the decline 
of Wrocław) show that ambitious transformations and continuous improvement of 
water policy translate into rapid improvement in ranking position. At the same time, 
the persistently low position of Warsaw or Poznań flags that neither the size nor the 
wealth of a city guarantees success – consistency and holistic approach to water man-
agement are essential.

In the category of cities with poviat rights (large cities which are not metropolises), 
the 2025 Water City Index revealed an exceptionally balanced top tier and several sur-
prising shifts. Gdynia has emerged as the new ranking leader, while last year’s number 
one – Słupsk – fell to eighth position. The second place was taken by Tarnobrzeg, which 
represents a surprising advancement for this medium-sized city, surpassing many 
larger urban centres. The podium is completed by Gorzów Wielkopolski, which main-
tained its position among the leaders for the second year in a row. The subsequent 
positions were taken by, among others, Piekary Śląskie and Jastrzębie-Zdrój. The high 
rankings of such diverse cities stand to confirm that effective water management is 
not reserved solely for the largest agglomerations – smaller centres just as able to also 
pursue ambitious transformations and water policies which deliver tangible results.

Gdynia’s leading position in this category results from a long-term strategy of 
a port city focused on strengthening water resilience and using access to the sea as 
a developmental advantage. Gdynia has an excellent result in the “Economy and So-
ciety” sub-index (2nd place) – second only to Świnoujście – which speaks to effective 
conversion of water resources into economic development (e.g. through investments 
in port infrastructure, navigation, and maritime tourism) as well as social policies relat-
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ed to water. Importantly, Gdynia also improved its position compared to 2024, when 
it ranked second right after Słupsk – its current victory is the result of long-term in-
vestments in stormwater management systems (including new retention reservoirs 
and green infrastructure within the city). Yet, the advancement of Tarnobrzeg to the 
second position is even more impressive. The city has carried out ambitious transfor-
mation of post-mining areas into a vast water body (Lake Tarnobrzeskie), which has 
contributed both to the development of water recreation and to improvement of in-
habitants’ quality of life, as well as to enhanced flood protection for the region. Tarno-
brzeg achieved very high scores in the “Threat” sub-index (third position), reflecting 
coherent adaptation policy in response to climate change – from flood protection to 
drought prevention. It also ranked among the top cities in “Economy and Society” 
(eleventh position), demonstrating the city’s ability to manage its new water resourc-
es for the benefit of its inhabitants and the local economy. Gorzów Wielkopolski, the 
third-place finisher, presents a coherent and balanced profile: this city has for years 
invested in water and sewage management and flood protection on the Warta River, 
which earned it a solid sixth position in “Economy and Society” and consistently good 
results in other categories (including the sixth position in “Life”). Piekary Śląskie and 
Jastrzębie-Zdrój – both ranking just below the podium – are examples of industrial 
cities which have managed to improve their water situation. Despite its environment 
degraded by mining activities, Piekary achieved an excellent result in the “Threat” 
category (sixth position) thanks to investments in storm drainage systems and land 
reclamation, while Jastrzębie distinguished itself through very high water crisis resil-
ience (ranked second in the “Threat” category, right after Zielona Góra) – likely due to 
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the city’s experience in combating flooding 
in post-mining areas – and also maintains 
satisfactory results in other areas. These ex-
amples demonstrate that the potential for 
development in water management exists 
both in coastal and inland cities as well as 
in industrial centres, provided that they im-
plement well-considered strategies.

The middle and lower parts of the ta-
ble of poviat cities also include interest-
ing cases. For example, Białystok (thir-
teenth position overall) can boast nearly 
the highest result in the “Life” category 
(ranking second, immediately after Zam-
ość), which indicates excellent indicators 
of water supply, water quality, and acces-
sibility for inhabitants. Nevertheless, its 
overall result was lowered by weaker scores 
in “Threat” and “Economy”, which plac-
es the capital of Podlasie in the middle 
of the second tier – this speaks to the im-
portance of maintaining balance across all areas. 
The opposite situation can be observed in Olsztyn (ranked fourteenth), which per-
forms moderately in everyday water use, yet has distinguished itself by ranking third 
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in the “Economy and Society” sub-index – most likely owing to its unique location 
among lakes, used for tourism and development purposes (e.g. inland sailing, promo-
tion of a “green” lifestyle).

Worth noting is also the relatively weak performance of some larger cities in this 
category. For instance, despite their considerable infrastructural potential, Lublin 
(42nd position) and Katowice (49th position) ranked only in the lower half of the poviat 
cities list. Katowice, the centre of the largest Silesian metropolis, has obtained a low 
position primarily due to its weak result in “Life” (50th place), which reflects the diffi-
cult environmental legacy of the region (water pollution and limited access to clean 
resources for inhabitants). 

Ranked last among poviat cities is Legnica (58th place). Its case demonstrates the 
dramatic impact of a single weakness – the city scored very few points in the “Threat” 
subcategory (last place, ex aequo), which points to very high vulnerability to extreme 
events (perhaps due to insufficient flood protection on the Kaczawa River). Although 
Legnica recorded moderate results in “Life” and “Economy”, the extremely low level of 
water resilience pushed it to the bottom of the ranking.

Such striking discrepancies between subcategories are also visible in other cities. For 
example, Świnoujście – the leader in the “Economy and Society” category due to large 
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port and tourism investments – simultaneously ranked last in the “Life” category. This 
suggests that its strong water-based economy has not yet translated into the everyday 
comfort of inhabitants. Such contrasts offer valuable guidance for municipal authorities: 
sustainable development requires simultaneous attention paid to water supply infra-
structure, climate resilience, and the use of water as a developmental asset.

Gdynia and Tarnobrzeg stood out owing to their own unique initiatives (ranging 
from maritime projects to the redevelopment of post-mining reservoirs) and de-
throned last year’s leader, Słupsk. Gorzów Wielkopolski maintained a high position 
thanks to stable, comprehensive policy. At the same time, development potential can 
be seen in cities dominating individual categories – they are now faced with the chal-
lenge of filling gaps in other areas. 

Overall, the ranking reflects ambitious transformations undertaken in numerous Pol-
ish cities: from the industrial centres of Silesia, through the ports of the Tri-City area, to 
smaller poviat capitals. The dynamic changes – such as Tarnobrzeg’s rise or Słupsk’s 
decline – speak to the strengthening of a city’s water resilience and adopting innovative 
approaches to water resource management which promptly bring measurable bene-
fits in the form of improved ranking positions. For this year’s less successful cities, such 
as Legnica or Katowice, this serves as an impulse to intensify activities in adaptation and 
water management, so as to join the leader’s group in the forthcoming index editions.
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The category of medium-sized cities in the 2025 Water City Index includes over one 
hundred urban centres from all over Poland, thus providing an exceptionally diverse 
picture of the effectiveness of water management. Mrągowo once again proved to 
be the ranking’s leader, confirming its position as a model “water city.” Its result – the 
highest in this group – indicates that this Masurian city consistently capitalises on the 
potential of its local lakes and invests in water infrastructure. Once again, Mrągowo 
has been followed by Augustów, thereby consolidating dominance of regions rich in 
water resources (lakes and canals) at the top of the ranking.

The most significant novelty of this year’s edition is the advancement of Swarzędz 
to the third position on the podium – a marked change in comparison with 2024, 
when Swarzędz was not ranked among the leading cities. A medium-sized satellite 
city within the Poznań agglomeration, Swarzędz owes its success, among other fac-
tors, to the expansion of retention reservoirs and improvement of the stormwater net-
work executed in recent years. Its ambitious infrastructural transformation shows that 
even cities without remarkable natural water bodies can rapidly improve their water 
situation thanks to the determination of local authorities and inhabitants.

The remaining cities in the top ten include Jawor (fourth position), Iława (fifth), Mła-
wa (sixth), Police (seventh), Wieliczka (eighth), Czeladź (ninth), and Kwidzyn (tenth). 
This leading group combines both tourist and recreational cities (such as Iława or 
Wieliczka) and industrial or satel-
lite ones (such as Swarzędz, Police, 
and Czeladź), thus emphasising 
the universality of water challeng-
es and solutions regardless of the 
urban profile.

Mrągowo and Augustów, which 
continue to occupy the top posi-
tions, confirm the importance of 
conscious management of natural 
wealth. Located on the picturesque 
Lake Czos, Mrągowo has for years 
invested in ecological infrastruc-
ture (wastewater treatment plants 
protecting water quality, lakeside 
promenades, and small retention 
systems), which translates into ex-
cellent results in both the quality 
of inhabitants’ lives and tourism 
attractiveness. Augustów, with its 
network of lakes and the famous 
Augustów Canal, also achieves 
high results by combining spa and 
tourism traditions with a modern 
approach to water management P
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(e.g. investments in ecological marinas and flood protection on the Netta River). Both 
cities serve as model examples of how local environmental conditions – treated not as 
obstacles but as assets – can drive development for the benefit of both inhabitants 
and the environment.

Swarzędz, Jawor, and Mława – new or higher-ranked members of the top ten – 
demonstrate that even cities without remarkable lakes or rivers can achieve high po-
sitions through determination in improving infrastructure. Swarzędz has developed 
a modern stormwater management system for rapidly urbanising suburban areas of 
Poznań, thus reducing the risk of flooding and increasing water retention in the urban 
landscape. Jawor in Lower Silesia, although not located near a large reservoir, has used 
EU funds to modernise its water and sewage networks, which resulted in significant 
reduction of water losses and network failure rates – thus marking an improvement in 
drinking water supply quality.

A city neighbouring Szczecin, Police, with its industrial background, surprised ob-
servers with its high 7th position, which can be linked to the efforts of local chemi-
cal plants to protect nearby waters (including investments in closed water circulation 
within industrial processes) and improvements in municipal infrastructure supported 
by regional self-government funds.
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In the middle range of the medium-sized cities, there are numerous localities 
whose results are close to the average, which speaks to a moderate level of imple-
mentation of good water management practices. Many demonstrate development 
potential – for instance, cities with valuable mineral or geothermal water sources 
(such as Zakopane, ranked 13th, down from the fourth position in 2024) could make 
better use thereof both for economic purposes and for improving the quality of life 
of inhabitants.

Conversely, several centres recorded noticeable declines compared to the previous 
ranking’s edition. For example, Żywiec – located amidst mountain water reservoirs 
and famous for its brewing tradition – ranked third in 2024, whereas in 2025 it fell to 
the third tier. This may stem from the emergence of new leaders, but it also serves 
as a reminder that maintaining a high position requires continuous improvement of 
infrastructure and adaptation to changing climate conditions (such as increasingly 
frequent periods of drought in mountain regions, affecting replenishment of surface 
waters).

At the very bottom of the ranking there are several cities facing pronounced diffi-
culties. This year’s last position has been taken by Gniezno – the historic first capital of 
Poland. Despite its heritage and moderate size, Gniezno has achieved one of the weak-
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est results, most likely as a consequence of outdated water and sewage infrastructure 
and insufficient adaptation investments. It is worth noting, however, that the point 
differences at the bottom of the table are significant – this suggests that even small 
improvements (for instance, reducing water losses, building retention reservoirs, or 
improving the quality of wastewater discharged into receiving bodies) could to a great 
degree enhance these cities’ positions in the future.

At the same time, environmental constraints have not prevented several cities lo-
cated in regions traditionally considered less water-abundant from achieving strogn 
results. For example, Luboń and Knurów (both in the second tier) are located in areas 
of dense development and limited natural watercourses, yet through targeted actions 
(such as the modernisation of water treatment plants and development of green are-
as which absorb water) both managed to rank higher than many cities boasting the-
oretically better hydrological conditions.

The 2025 Water City Index ranking for medium-sized cities paints a highly diverse 
picture, yet it also provides clear guidance. At the top, there remain those cities which 
have been consistently investing in water management, making use of their natural 
advantages (Masurian cities such as Mrągowo and Augustów) or compensating for 
deficiencies through innovation (Swarzędz, Jawor). Successes of these leaders are the 
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result of long-term investments and creative approaches to water governance, which 
translate into tangible benefits: from improved living comfort, through enhanced eco-
logical safety, to new development impulses (tourism, environmentally friendly indus-
try). On the other hand, rotations in the leading positions – such as the advancement 
or Swarzędz or decline of Żywiec – show that development potential is never perma-
nent. Every city must continuously work on its weaknesses: modernising networks, 
implementing coherent adaptation policies to climate change, and ensuring that it 
does not lag behind.

For many medium-sized cities positioned in the middle or lower parts of the rank-
ing, this year’s results may serve as a stimulus for more intensive efforts. The example 
of medium-sized centres advancing to the top demonstrates that ambitious transfor-
mation in water management is achievable within a relatively short timeframe – what 
is requires, however, are vision, cooperation between local authorities and inhabitants, 
and adoption of best practices from national leaders.

In the era of increasing climate challenges, care for water becomes both a neces-
sity and an opportunity for development – the 2025 Water City Index clearly shows 
which cities are already taking advantage of this opportunity, and which should join 
them by intensifying their efforts toward sustainable management of the most valu-
able resource.
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We Care for Water Coalition:  
A Partnership for the Water 
Security of the Żywiec Region

Climate and Water 
In recent years, the hydrological landscape of Poland has undergone significant 
changes. Prolonged rainless periods, more frequent and violent weather phe-
nomena, a decline in groundwater levels as well as decreasing retention capacity 
are only some of the challenges. Water shortages are no longer a forecast but 
a reality faced by inhabitants, enterprises, and local authorities. The flood threat is 
also on the increase, and it is capable of destroying infrastructure and endanger-
ing lives within moments. Coordinated actions of institutions are among the key 
methods of counteracting these changes and of building the hydrological safety 
of our country.

We Care for Water Coalition – intersectoral partnership
The We Care for Water Coalition 
is an initiative of Żywiec Zdrój 
and the Żywiec Group, aimed 
at building partnerships among 
public, private, and non-govern-
ment entities in order to pro-
tect the water resources of the 
Beskid Żywiecki region and to 
strengthen hydrological securi-
ty. It also carries out education-
al and research activities which 
serve as a foundation for long-
term actions. According to the research conducted by the We Care For Water Coalition, 
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60 percent of the Żywiec region inhabitants are familiar with the Coalition, and 92 per-
cent believe that such initiatives are necessary in their area.

In addition to its Founders, the Coalition includes Partner Members: the UNEP/
GRID-Warsaw Centre, the Żywiec Development Foundation, and the “Żywiecki Raj” 
Local Action Group. As part of the initiative, there operates Scientific Council, which 
ensures substantive support. The cooperation enables  exchanging knowledge and 
creating a model of action which, although rooted in the Żywiec region, can be ap-
plied in other regions of Poland.

Every third Pole and every  
second inhabitant  
of the Żywiec region 

Over half 

7/10

8/10 6/10 Over 90 percent 

believes that flood or its consequences  
may directly affect them

of the inhabitants of the Żywiec poviat 
declare that counteracting both droughts 
and floods should be treated as a priority

respondents from the 
Żywiec region declare 
that changes in 
water resources may 
influence the future 
of the region

respondents from the 
Żywiec poviat have applied 
at least one solution for the 
retention of precipitation 
water

respondents have 
personally experienced 
the effects of summer 
drought and absence of 
snow cover

of respondents assess 
 that initiatives such as the 
“We Care for Water” Coalition 
are necessary in the region

https://dbamyowode.pl/category/raporty/ 
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Key Areas of Activity
	� Building partnerships for the development of small retention solutions.

	� Conducting educational and research activities concerning hydrological and cli-
mate issues and providing inhabitants with reliable knowledge on retention and 
methods of water conservation.

	� Promoting good practices and informing about benefits of retention solutions.

	� Fostering understanding among local communities, self-governments, and in-
stitutions.

Scalable solutions and results
As part of its activities, the Coalition has demonstrated benefits resulting from im-
plementation of retention solutions at both the local and national levels. There have 
been carried out a series of systemic projects, including support for authorities in 
the field of knowledge and tools for obtaining funding for water projects. Launched 
was hydrological monitoring of surface waters in the catchments of the Soła and Ko-
szarawa rivers, and developed was a catchment model - a tool for planning optimal 
water resource management, scalable to regions throughout Poland.

Shared responsibility for water
The hydrological situation in Poland requires joint action. The care for water resourc-
es is a matter of security, quality of life, and development. Through community en-
gagement and cross-sectoral cooperation, it is possible to influence the improvement  
of water conditions – both locally and systemically. We Care for Water Coalition invites 
interested entities to contact and cooperate with us: dbamyowode@247.com.pl.
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