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Floodplains along regulated rivers often suffer from serious environmental degradation. River and floodplain rehabilitation measures along the major rivers of Hungary are motivated by two objectives: to inrease the floodwater retention capacity of floodplains (also beyond the dykes) and to improve the ecological conditions of floodplain habitats (with special regard to oxbow lakes). In this paper reports and documents mostly written in Hungarian are presented for the international public on river and floodplain rehabilitation efforts. Examples for the water management objective are cited from the Tisza and Körös Rivers, while interventions promoting the second, nature conservation (and also forestry and agriculture), aim are mentioned from the Danube and Drava Rivers. A common characteristic of the case studies is that they apply ’hard engineering’ solutions to environmental problems. Although water availability in the Szigetköz floodplain has substantially improved after the building of the bottom weir, the efficiency of the recently implemented engineering measures (the emergency reservoirs along the Tisza and water replenishment structures along the Drava) is too early to judge.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the international literature, several concepts are employed for the remediation of rivers and their flooplains, i.e. repairing degraded conditions. River recovery is defined as a sequence of stages of geomorphic adjustment governed by the nature of the landscape and its sensitivity to floods following disturbance (Sparks, 1990; Fryirs & Brierley, 2000). The narrow active floodplain, however, leaves to little "room for the river" to shape its channel and floodplain and prevents returning to pre-regulation conditions. Therefore, recovery is no option for improving floodplain conditions. River restoration is usually conceived as "the complete structural and functional return to a predisturbance state" (Cairns, 1991). A complete restoration is often mentioned, but hardly achievable nor even desirable (Downs & Thorne, 2000). Even if restoration can never be perfect, there is wide agreement between researchers that rehabilitation, i.e. "the partial structural and functional return to a pre-disturbance state" (Cairns, 1991) or, in a holistic sense, "the return of an ecosystem to a close approximation of its condition prior to disturbance" (National Research Council, 1992) is a feasible way for preventing the further degradiation of the fluvial environment or even for the remediation of past damage to it. The concept of rehabilitation, as used in this paper, covers very similar contents, i.e. measures towards improved ecological (environmental) functioning of the system (Lóczy, 2013). Rehabilitation potential is a concept central to any rehabilitation scheme as it is a tool to measure the realistic opportunities for reestablishing ecosystem services/landscape functions. In spite of rather similar formulations of concepts, in this respect, the target of rehabilitation (e.g. with view of future water availability or species composition) is markedly different from that of restoration defined in a strict sense (Jennings & Harman, 1999; Lóczy et al., 2014). In addition, stabilisation is also cited as another type of river remediation, which aims to exclude both aggrading and degrading conditions over time (Jennings & Harman, 1999).
