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	1st Day – 29 March

	NRCs on freshwater, NRCs on marine, and members of the Advisory board had been invited to the meeting. Overall, 72 people attended the meeting. The list of participants is at Annex 1.
The agenda of the meeting is at Annex 2.

All presentations of the meeting can be downloaded from:
http://forum.eionet.europa.eu/nrc-eionet-freshwater/library/public-section/2012-state-water-thematic-assessments/eionet-nrc-meeting
Documents for commenting are at:
http://forum.eionet.europa.eu/nrc-eionet-water-interest-group/library/public-section/2012-state-water-thematic-assessments/index_html
Beate Werner, EEA chaired the meeting.



	Introduction

	Beate Werner, EEA gave an introduction to the aim of the meeting (1 - 2012 reports - Intro Eionet WS_clean), which is the presentation of the draft thematic assessments of EEA. These should be published during this year of water.

Five thematic assessments are planned by EEA for 2012:

1. The resource efficiency report is published already

2. Hydromorphology report will be published in summer

3. Ecological/chemical status report and the Vulnerability report will be published in autumn

4. Synthesis Report will be published in November

Input from participants is needed on the correct interpretation of the data. Therefore, the draft reports are in country review. The technical information in the thematic assessments will be condensed into printed EEA reports.

Relevant case studies should enrich the European overview. Case studies should be provided by countries.

Discussion:

Clarification of date for comments was requested: see conclusions at the end of these minutes.



	Session 1: 2012 Publications on water by EEA and DG ENV

	European Commission’s Blue Print on Water

	Lourdes Alvarellos, DG ENV presented the plans of the European Commission for the Blue Print on Water 

(2- Presentation ENV D1 - Water Unit):
The Blue Print will be published in November 2012. It is a strategy, which is focusing on the EU 2020 Strategy and the Resource Efficiency Road Map.

The Blue Print process builds upon 3 pillars: 
· RBMP, 
· Review of WS&D strategy, 
· Climate change and vulnerability. 
It also builds upon the fitness check of water policies. The Blue Print will be a Commission communication.

The programme of measures should be operational by the end of 2012.

There will also be a more technical document, which will be a Commission staff working document which will cover all the details plus an annex with information per each MS.

Some general preliminary findings on the RBMP analysis were presented by Lourdes.

Review of the water scarcity and drought policy: The gap analysis is providing the overview of problems including the indicators on water stress.

ClimWatAdapt project will provide input with baseline scenarios. 

The fitness check was launched for 3 main policies, one of which is water. It assesses the existing legislation on all Water Directives and the policy instruments around it. The result is that better implementation of Water Directives is needed; that a stronger legal basis for WS&D is necessary; that better integration with sector policies should take place. The cost and benefits analysis is weak in the water area.

Currently, a 12 weeks consultation until 7 June on policy options is ongoing. This will be presented on 24-25 May at the 3rd EU Water Conference.
There is a project ongoing on a comparative study on WFD pressures and measures: This study focuses on specific pressures and measures and will support the Blue Print. It has 4 tasks:
1. Governance and legal aspects

2. Methodologies for ecological status classifications and specific pollutants

3. Integration of policies

4. Innovation and development of technology

All tasks are based on reported info from MS via specific questionnaires, and via EEA WFD analysis.

Discussion:

There were no questions on Lourdes presentation.


	European Environment Agency’s 2012 State of Water Assessments

	Beate Werner, EEA presented the plans of EEA for the Thematic assessments and Synthesis Report in 2012
(13 - 2012 reports - Synthesis and structure Eionet WS):
Beate reminded participants of the principles of the WFD and the integrated view on all uses of water by sectors and the sustainability threshold e.g. good environmental status and environmental flow.

The conceptual information will be presented in the EEA Synthesis Report as well as the key messages from the EEA Thematic assessments. It should be easy to read and interlink all the material. There will be a web platform for it with a cascading overview of the information.

The Synthesis Report will provide the baseline.

Case studies and good examples from countries are requested as input into the Synthesis Report.

The Synthesis Report will cover the EU27 MS but also the other EEA countries.

It will be put into the relation to the wider framework of ecosystem assessments.

Discussion:
· Non-EU countries: case studies from non-EU countries are welcome to be included into the assessments. SoE data will be used for trend information, which includes all EEA countries beyond EU-27.
· Interlinking of synthesis and thematic assessments: The Synthesis Report should not repeat the same text as in the thematic assessments. But the main conclusions from the thematic assessments will be used. The synthesis will show more of the complexity based on the existing basic information. The synthesis will also go into country review

· Length of the water quantity assessment: For Water quantity analysis, the assessments will go as far back as possible. 
· The Thematic assessment on groundwater quantity, which is being done under the Commission’s Pressures and measures study will also go into country review until 15 April, which was agreed with DG ENV at the WG D meeting on 28 March.
Peter Kristensen, EEA gave an online presentation on the procedure for the country review on Forum:

The Commission will use the same graphics on WFD pressure/state/impact as EEA is providing in its thematic assessments. Therefore, the country comments are important to provide the correct messages.

The consultation with countries started 2 weeks after the thematic assessments have been uploaded. The invitation for consultation has been sent to more than 200 people.

For the online consultation, the reports are available as pdf and also as online version with a split into chapters and with a comment box after each paragraph/section. For commenting, a log-in with the Eionet password is required. The comments from the other commenters can be seen if logged-in. A review invitation can be sent to invite others. This invitation is for an individual report. Files with correct values can be added as well. Participants should send an email to Peter, if the email with the request for commenting is lost. EEA aims to makes in return remarks to the country comments.

Access to the data tables behind the diagrams is given via the WFD aggregation reports, which are summary tables in the on-line WFD data viewer. The link to the respective aggregation file is given in the text. 

After the consultation with countries, all diagrams in the thematic assessments will be updated.

Discussion:

· Data correction: The tables of the WFD aggregation reports cannot be edited. The source data need to be officially corrected in Reportnet via the WFD reporter. If a country makes a comment on wrong data, in addition the corrected data need to be reported to the Commission via Reportnet 
· Date of data used in thematic assessments: In all thematic assessments it is indicated from which version and data of the WFD Master database the data have been taken from, which is 1st February 2012.
· General comments of country review: There is a website for general comments.
· Extension of commenting: The deadline for commenting will be extended until Monday 16 April. Also WG D is invited to comment.


	Session 2: WFD hydromorphological pressures

	Thematic assessment on WFD hydromorphological pressures

	Peter Kristensen, EEA presented the Thematic Assessment on WFD hydromorphological pressures
(3 - EEA_ state_of_water_reports_HYMO):
It was difficult to compile the Hydromorphology report, since the information obtained via the WFD and RBMPs is difficult to compare. The EEA aims to have a small and condensed document published. In the current consultation are documents with 120 pages to enable consultation all details. These will be published as Technical Reports.

The WFD provides 10 times more details compared to the SoE reporting. 

Hydromorphology was not addressed by EEA before. The SoE data collection focusses on water quality. The other aspects are not covered. This is now the focus of the thematic assessment. A good overview of all hydromorphological pressures is not possible yet. The hydromorphological assessment  the starting point for more work in the coming years.

Chapter 4 is the main chapter showing WFD data analysis of hydromorphological pressures. Then the individial pressures are described in more detail. 

Many case studies are taken from the RBMPs. It shows e.g. a map with the overview of barriers across the country.

Hydromorphology is effecting half of the river water bodies.

Chapters on sectors are included, e.g. on the number of hydropower plants in Europe.

Early June, the technical report should be ready for publication.

EEA requests countries to criticaly review the information presented.

Discussion:

· Presentation of water bodies by count or length/area: This was checked during the analysis. There is little difference in the presentation of the results, except for a waterbody with a large area (lake). Therefore, most results are presented by count only. Also, some countries had reported the length and area wrongly. In order not to losse these countries in the presentation, only the count of water bodies was used in the analysis.

· Costs and benefits of heavy modifications of waterbodies for sectors: EEA tried to link the pressures to driving forces by having separate chapters for sectors. Cost of measures can only be evaluated jointly with the Commission. This cannot be part of this report now and can only be brought into the synthesis. There is also a hydromorphology chapter in the resource efficiency report. EEA could include a case study into the hydromorphology report.
· Terminology: this needs to be harmonised across the report. 
· Ecological status of natural waterbodies: This is currently covered on 2 pages only, which needs to be improved. Have a separate chapter for natural waterbodies.
· Flood Directive: The Flood Directive is referred to at the end of chapter 12 and refers only to 2 countries, DE and IE, since these countries have already some of their flood risk management plans available.
· Data from Switzerland: Switzerland can provide data to fill the Swiss gaps in the maps. This should be bilaterally arranged with EEA. Switzerland has uploaded links to many documents to from Switzerland into the comments boxes of the online consultation.
· Information from existing sources: Sources should be cited (Common implementation strategy, CIS papers, diagrams from the political process, case studies and best practice examples from DE and FR). 
· Why a report on hydromorphology: Describe why this report has been done. Why no report on agriculture has been made and what  the difference to the ecological status report is. 

· Background documents prepared by the ETC on WFD data analysis as basis for the thematic assessments: These contain lots of graphics and can be provided to participants.
· Hydromorphology in agriculture: There is a missing chapter on agriculture and drainage. 

· Another commenting rounds with the conclusions: There is not enough time until the Green week for another commenting round, but the facts are available for further discussion. The link to the Blue Print will be made in the conclusions.



	Session 3: WFD Ecological and chemical status and related pressures and impacts

	Thematic assessment on WFD ecological and chemical status

	Peter Kristensen, EEA gave an introductionary presentation on the Thematic assessment on WFD Ecological and chemical status and related pressures and impacts

(4 - EEA_ state_of_water_reports_ECO_PRESSURES):
Peter gave an overview of the thematic assessment. It is covering all surface waters and groundwaters incl. Transitional and coastal waters and ecological as well as chemical status. 
Not all EU memeber states have reported their WFD data yet. 24 member states had reported their data by 1 February – these data have been used for the analysis. He explained how many data were available and how the data have been used. 
Peter gave the overview of chapters of the report. The SoE information is brought in in chapter 7.

Discussion on the structure of the thematic assessment:

· Status of groundwater: Groundwater not much covered and it does not fit so much into the structure. Will that be included? Find a way to link the chapters and refer to pressures and groundwater. Make references to the other chapters. The background reports on groundwater analysis have been done by the ETC last year and can be brought in by updating the graphics. This is supported by the meeting.

· Significant pressures. Waterbodies without pressures have been included into the analysis.
· Uncertainty: EEA will refere to the intercalibration exercise.


	WFD ecological status in rivers and lakes

	Anne Lyche Solheim, ETC/ICM presented the analysis and assessment of WFD ecological status in rivers and lakes (5 - WFD Ecostatus and pressures Rivers and Lakes EIONETv2):

Anne focussed her presentation on chapter 3,4,5 of the thematic assessment  providing the analysis of ecological status of waterbodies in rivers and lakes. This analysis of ecological status was the biggest piece of work which she has done on Art. 18. She thanked ETC colleagues, Kari Austnes, Hana Prchalova and her colleagues, who did the analysis and produced the graphics.

Anne explained the methodology: 

· Only classified waterbodies were analysed. About 85% of all waterbodies have been classified. All graphics show classified WBs only. 

· The confidence is shown in a bar chart. Anne asked the meeting, what Member States mean with high, low, medium confidence? 

· Ecological potential and ecological status are combined in all graphics to avoid the double number of figures, and also because some MSs and regions/RBDs have almost only heaviliy modified and artificial water bodies (e.g. NL, Northern Germany).

· Mostly, supporting elements have been used for the classification. – does this mean that many water bodies have been classified without monitoring? Among the low proportion of water bodies classified with biological quality elements,  macroinvertebrates is the most commonly used BQE in rivers, whereas in lakes, phytoplankton has been most commonly used (probably this is mostly restricted to chlorophyll a)
· Graphics show the following level of detail: At European level, Member State level and  RBD level. MS are ranked by the proportion of water bodies in good or better ecological status or potential, with the member state with the highest proportion in good or better status at the top of the figures and the member state with the lowest proportion in good or better status at the bottom.
Anne presented the results: 

· More than half of the surface waterbodies  are in less than good ecological status/potential in the EU.

· Pressures from pollutants and from hydromorphology are strongest in central Europe.

· Case studies were included on larger and smaler rivers and lakes.

There are needs for clarification with Member States:

· Will missing RBDs still be reported?

· Is the classification for single quality elements reported only for water bodies where they are measured or also if obtained  by grouping of water bodies assumed to have the same status, but that does not have such monitoring data?

· Member States who have not reported significant pressures and impacts: Will these be able to report the pressures and impacts in time for the final version of the thematic assessment?

· Mercury (Hg) in Sweden was measured in biota : For water bodies reported to be affected by general diffuse pressures (pressure category no. 2, no sub-categories reported), is it correct of the ETC to assume that these water bodies are only affected by airborne Hg pollution? 

Discussion:

· Ecological status/potential:  The UK agrees that it is ok to present the overall picture and keep status and potential together. Anne explains that an analysis was made, if the results were different for natural and heavily modified separately. This showed that the results are similar. (This statement was wrong, since this test showed that the HM and AWBs have a higher proportion in less than good potential than what was found for the ecological status in natural water bodies. But the number of HMWBs and AWBs is small relative to the total number of all WBs, so the picture we get when merging natural and non-natural WBs are mostly the same as showing only the natural WBs. The HyMo report shows the ecological potential for the HMWBs and AWBs relative to the ecological status of natural WBs in one figure. So the information on the difference between these major types of water bodies ais given in the HyMo report.)
· Classification by expert opinion: The majority of waterbodies has been classified without monitoring data (using expert judgement). In Poland, the approach was different and Poland reported only those waterbodies, which were especially monitored and assessed for the WFD, and there was no expert judgement at all. Germany has a different understanding: The confidence has to do with intercalibration, matching with the type, etc. Therefore, an expert judgement can be very certain, if it is based on WBs of the same type and pressures as those that are classified with intercalibrated biological assessment methods. 
· Confidence of the classification and nutrient standards: The confidence is difficult to state, as the classification is not only based on biological quality elements, but also on physical/chemical ones. Then the one out all out principle was applied. In Poland, the majority of waterbodies is of moderate status due to physico-chemical quality elements. Since the nutrient standards across the EU are different, and not well linked to intercalibrated biological methods, the classification is difficult to compare and  this needs to be improved. Germany thinks that nutrient standards do not match with the biological ones, since they are the old ones. The connection between nutrients and ecology is well known. Anne replies that the old standards of nutrients are in some countries much more relaxed than the standards (i.e. the GM boundaries) for biology. If these relaxed nutrient standards are used to make programme of measures, this is a big problem, prevented achievement of good ecological status.
· Link to biodiversity: What about biodiversity in the problematic areas in Europe? Can the WFD results be compared with the protection of aquatic biota in Europe? To do this properly, the biodiversity data should be at the same level of aggregation as the WFD data. There is a lot of research data (e.g. WISER, BIOFRESH), which are not easily available for comparison with the WFD data. Natura 2000 data on conservation status of the Natura 200 sites could be used to check against the ecological status  reported in the WFD data for the same sites.



	WFD ecological status in transitional/coastal waters

	Monika Peterlin, ETC/ICM presented the analysis and assessment of WFD ecological status in transitional/coastal waters (6 - MPeterlin_WFD 2012 TC waters _ Eionet march 2012_V2):
Monika focussed her presentation on chapter 3,4,5 of the themativc assessment  providing the analysis of ecological status of waterbodies in transitionla and coastal waters.

· 15 Member States reported on transitional waters and 19 coastal waters.

· 76% of the water bodies of transitional/coastal  (TC) waters were classified. 44% of WB had high and medium confidence of the classification. This was possible thanks to the intercalibration work.

· Non- priority specific pollutants: 220 substances have been reported, but a small proportion of the water bodies was classified due to these.

· TC waters in less than good status are mostly in the Baltic Sea and North Sea.

· TC waters are in worse status than the coastal waters.

· There were problems with the analysis regarding the way how pressures and impact have been reported.

· Countries were grouped by regional sea for the bar charts.

· The intercalibration was not finished at the time of reporting, which can mean that the combarability of the data is lower.

Discussion:

· Desalinisation: This was reported for about 2 waterbodies only and was therefore not taken into account for the report.

· Pressures: The pressures maps for the Baltic Sea show different pressures for neighbouring countries. This must reflect the different approach to reporting of significant pressures. Finland would like to check this back home. Working Group D has discussed the definition of significant pressure and has agreed that this needs to be better defined for the next reporting round.



	Discussion

	The meeting of the first day ended with an overall discussion of the Thematic assessment on WFD ecological status:

Discussion on uncertainty:
· Text on uncertainty to be added:  People, who are not experts in the WFD (polititians or tourists, use by the public), cannot easily read the results of the thematic assessment. Information about uncertainties, that things are not so clear as seen from the maps, need to be written in the opening part/foreword of the report and in the conclusions. The WFD was difficult to implement. The uncertainty is less on the European level, but in the detail it is becoming more uncertain. 
· Intercalibration: The intercalibration in TC waters is still going on. Therefore, some data cannot be compared. Training on the intercalibration at local level experts is needed and the application the new methods for the reporting cycle.

· Definition of confidence and significant pressures. There were boxes in WISE how this have been defined. Get these boxes extracted from WISE.

Discussion on link of WFD ecological status to biodiversity:

· EEA wants to link WFD and Biodiversity Art. 17. How is the interrelation between good ecological status and biodiversity status?
· Proposal to focus on groundwater dependent ecosystems. This needed to be reported. Also water dependend ecosystems needed to be reported.
· Comparison of types: 
· The solution lies a few year ahead. Memeber States could habe divided their water bodies by type. There is an activity to identify common WFD types. Those could then be related to habitat types. There might be a red list of habitat types in Europe. The status of these habitats could be monitored. This could be an option to link the two directives. 
· Swedish case study: There is a study available comparing in Sweden WFD types with Natura 2000 regarding macrophytes. This study was not so easy, but it can easily be done if the data are available.
· Such comparison is not  possible in alkaline and low land water body types. In other types the comparability might be much better. Sensitive taxa decrease more clearly at the threshold. 
· Such comparison of types would be a nice example for a case study.
· EEA wants to do a trial with the EEA biodiversity colleagues and highlight it in the report as area which needs to be developed. DG ENV has a project with Member States to map their ecosystem services, which is relevant for water as well.

Discussion on mercury issue in Sweden:

· The question is posed to the meeting, if  the ETC has interpreted it correctly that airborn Hg is causing the high values of Hg in Sweden. How do we deal with cases, where there is old pollution such as from mining. Acidified lakes will never come back to good status.

· Sweden informed that  monitoring in fish has been used, but that the hight HG values do not only result from airborn pollution of Hg.

· According to EEA, only subcategories have been analysed for Sweden
· If Germany would have assessed Hg, also Germany would have all waterbodies in poor status. There was a lot of national discussion about this in Germany. Hg will be solved with the new Directive from January onwards. This includes ubiquitary distributed substances incl Hg, old pollution, vulcanos etc.

· The UK had similar discussions. The data should be shown as they are in the chemical status chapter.

Participants should use the online consultation anfd the commenting boxes in report to comment on the two remaining questions from Anne.

	2nd Day – 30 March

	Beate opened the second day of the Eionet workshop saying that integration of WFD and SoE data is the issue of this second day.

	WFD ecological status and SoE water quality

	Peter Kristensen, EEA gave a presentation on the relation of WFD ecological status and SoE water quality
(7 - EEA_ state_of_water_reports_ECO_Water_quality):
Peter‘s presentation related to chapter 7 of the Ecological and chemical status report with a focus on water quality of rivers and lakes. Ppt is on forum already.

Since the WFD is covering the period 2003-2009 without trend information, the SoE indicator information was added in chapter 7 to put the WFD data into perspective to SoE trends. 

· The UWWTD indicator shows point source reduction of nutrients in waste water. 

· The European indicator on BOD and nutrients reflects also this improvement. WISE maps show the concentrations per RBD. 

· Peter compares the phosphate map with the WFD ecological status map – the SoE phosphate map is seemingly much better than the ecological status map. Is this due the hydromorphology pressures, or is the better picture showns for phosphate due to the SoE phosphate categories being quite relaxed compared to the class boundaries for ecological status? 

· The stations of WFD and SoE overall do not match, but 3000 – 3300 common stations (dominated by the many matching French stations) have been found. 

· The graphic comparing the 5 ecological status classes with the SoE river water quality concentrations. The graphics showed a increasing nutrient concentrations going from  water bodies in high/good  to moderate and worse ecological status/potential. A similar situation exists for lakes, indicating the strong impact of nutrients on the ecological status. The graphics show that  there is most a need to lower the concentration levels in waterbodies to those in the waterbodies having high/good status. In some water bodies in moderate or worse status, the nutrient concentrations are not very high, which indicates that the moderate or worse status is caused by other pressures, e.g. hydromorphology.

21 Member States have reported SoE biological quality elements in rivers and lakes in 2011. Much less has been reported for TC waterbodies.

Environmental objectives and measures: Com will focus in their assessment  for the Blue Print on measures and the 2015 status. The results  will be integrated into the EEA reports. EEA has done the analysis on status 2009 and pressures.

Discussion:

Beate wants to discuss the limit of the EEA report. Have the right measures been taken? There is a time lag between the reduction of pressures and the reaction of the ecosystem. Beate thinks that case studies are needed to tell this story. She would like to hear the Member State experience on these relations.

· Mircropollutants versus nutrients: Micropollutants has not been touched. In Switzerland,  the nutrient problems has been solved, but the micro pollutant problems has not been solved. This is not relevant for the whole of Europe. There is still a sewage problem, as well as widespread agricultural nutrient emissions, and the water quality objective is not reached yet. There is still a big problem with nutrients, whereas  micropollutant problems are rarely affecting natural populations of any BQE, with the exception of mining streams with much heavy metals and small streams in intensively agricultural areas with heavy pesticide loads. Environmental quality objective of good chemcial status for priority substances is the WFD political legislation to most micropollutants. In Germany there is a large nutrient problems in lakes, as well as in rivers. Small UWWTP do not need to have the reduction needs for P as large ones. This can be improved. There is also leaching of P from sewage systems, as well as scattered dwellings still not connected to sewage systems in many parts of Europe.
· Use of single ecological quality elements:  The overall ecol status maps have been masked by the hydromorphology. Water quality maps have to be mapped against sensitive biological quality elements to tell the story. In the graphic comparing the 5 ecological status classes with the SoE river water quality concentrations, the bottom parts of the comparison figures might be caused by hydromorphology, since at some of the water bodies in less than good status have quite low concentrations of nutrients.
· Time lag of reaction by biological quality elements: The comparison graphic of SoE with ecological status is good. The time lag of reaction of the ecosystem to the nutrient reductions is important. Macrophytes are reacting slowly. In Iceland, who has not reported WFD yet, is a high natural variation in nature with 10years cycle.
· Comparison graphic: It compares on the one side monitoring measurements and on the WFD side also a lot of expert judgement. To improve the comparibility of SoEW and WFD data, the same waterbodies have been compared. These are the water bodies, where there is good monitoring. 
· Principle of fixing the class limit on ecological status should be in line with the biology, but this cannot be fully implemented. This might explain some of the differences. The graphic shows that the nutrient data have been used a lot to make the classification.

Discussion on WFD and SoE station match:

· Waterbody ID: is important in the WFD database. Many Member States have not reported the waterbody ID, since it is not mandatory. For the EU  Member States it should be mandatory. The same code as the WFD reporting should be used in the SoE reporting.

· Relating the WFD waterbody IDs with the SoE stations: Before the next WISE SoE reporting, a QA check of the reporting needs to be done by Member States to match the WFD IDs. Else, the EEA/ETC has difficulty to do the comparison of ecological status classification with SoE water quality. This needs to be included by the ETC into the next WISE SoE data request. 
· Comparison of WFD and SoE data: This should be done on a type basis. In Iceland are lakes with high natural nutrient concentrations, which would disturbe the picture. This could be done after summer, when the common types have been sorted out.



	WFD chemical status in rivers, lakes and groundwater

	Vit Kodes, ETC/ICM presented the analysis and assessment of WFD chemical status in rivers, lakes, groundwater and transitional/coastal waters (8 - WFD_SoE_HS):
Vit focussed his presentation on chapter 6 of the themativc assessment  providing the analysis of chemical status of waterbodies in rivers, lakes, groundwater and transitional/coastal waters. The chemical status chapter 6 was based on several background documents produced by the ETC/ICM last year.

· 112000 waterbodies were assessed. 

· 25% of groundwater bodies were in poor status and 10% of river/lakes/TC waterbodies (Swedish data were excluded). 
· Poor status was caused by the following substances: 

· PAHs, heavy metals, DEHP, pesticides – rivers, lakes
· PAHs, TBT, heavy metals – transitional waters
· Heavy metals, TBT – coastal waters
· Nitrates, pesticides, heavy metals - groundwater
· There is a problem of grouping of pollutants, since Member States did this differently. Some Member States grouped them, others didn’t, others combined both approaches. If groups are reported to cause poor chemical status, we don’t know, which ones are causing the problem. 
· In surface waters, heavy metals cause the major problem, in groundwater it is nutrients.

· A harmonisation of monitroing is needed to compare the results. The guidance document 25 on chemicals monitoring provides good guidance. It would be good, if Member States follow that guidance.
· Map on chemical status: Sweden fails due to mercury in biota. Probably,  the other countries would fail as well, if they would have used Hg in biota for the classification. Vit has check and confirmed this for the Czech Republic.
· Member States with poor chemical status in surface waters: Across Europe it is a similar picture as in ecological status.
· In groundwater, the exceedence of quality standards is causing poor chemical status. The difference to surface waters is that national standards are used, e.g. Malta used drinking water standards. The distribution of poor quality of groundwater in European Member States is matching as well the ecological status map with central Europe being worst.
· A figure is missing in the WFD reporting, which is  telling which pollutants were taken into account  by Member States when determining the chemical status.

Discussion:

· Measurements and reporting of mercury: the approach to use sediments and biota instead of water is the correct one. Else, Member States spend the money for monitoring something which cannot be found in water. The guidance document no 25 is decribing the right matrix. Costs for this correct monitoring are not high since not many samples have to be taken. Better results can be achieved for the same money.

· Issue in Sweden: Mercury standards might have to be type specifc regarding humic and non-humic waters, since the uptake in biota is different.
· Map on RBD failing good chemical status: the map where almost all RBDs of Europe were failing the good chemical status is misleading and should be taken out of the report or amended to show the mean of all stations for each RBD. The RBDs should not get red colour if only one station in the RBD fails the good chemical status objective, which was the approach used and which is why all RBDs are red. 

· More results on groundwater to be added to chapter 6: Increase the contribution on groundwater, especially since the methodology is different compared to surface waters. Link to surface waters, since good status of ecology is linked to the groundwater status. Quality standard and groundwater threshold which are national and type specific. Take natural geology into account. If an aquatic ecosystem is connected, the surface water EQS needs to be taken into account. This needs to get into the chapter.



	SoE Hazardous substances in rivers, lakes, groundwater, marine environment

	Vit Kodes, ETC/ICM presented the ETC/ICM Technical Report on SoE Hazardous substances in rivers, lakes, groundwater, marine environment (8 - WFD_SoE_HS):
Vit presented an overview of the main results of the ETC/ICM Technical Report, the outcome of the recent country review of it and the link to the WFD chemical status.

He explained the methodology of the SoE data analysis:

· Its the first time that SoE hazardous substances data have been analysed. Its important to report disaggregated data so that they can be compared in a similar way across Europe.

· NRCs are needed to clean up the database for extreme values.

· QS exceedence are casued by the same substances as identified in the WFD chemcial status.

· Vit explains, how the graphics of the report can be read: The number of reported stations over time has increased. Map show for surface waters, which values are above the EQS. For groundwater, a different approach was used: some data are aggregated per groundwater body and there is no reference layer for groundwater bodies available yet. Therefore the data have to be presented at Member State level in the maps.

Vit compared the SoE Hazardous substances assessment and WFD chemical status assessment:

· Time span of SoE data is 1999-2009 and WFD 2005-2008?

· Stations: WFD stations and  SoE stations might differ

· Waterbodies: 100288 WFD waterbodies in surface waters against 2500 SoE stations for surface waters. The same relation in numbers is the case in groundwayter. This means that SoE does not have data for each waterbody.

· In surface water, EQS standards were used. In groundwater, 2 types of standards were used  for the WFD which differ. Drinking water standards have been used for SoE since they are the same for all countries.

· Choice of substances: For WFD priority substances were used, for SoE their spatial and temporal availability.

· SoE pollutants are based on a clean up of the SoE databases for national names.

· Threshold values differe a lot between Member State, which results in low comparability.

Vit showed some comparison figures beween the SoE maps and the WFD overview of substances used for the chemical status:
· Some countries did not report important substances causing poor chemcial status to SoE. The way out of this to make both datasets comparable: use the same time span, use the same stations, same set of hazardous substances, same assessment methods.

· An assessment is still possible at pan European picture, but not in the detail. There is a difference in compounds which are pesticides under WFD. These might be in small streams not covered by SoE reporting. Vit recommends to keep the assessment at European level only.

The country comments to the Hazardous substances report  were the following:

· On data quality: units, data reliability, below LOQ/LOD needs to be improved.

· On assessment methodology: assessment of metals (hardness of water for Cd analysis), comments to national data, missing introduction, explanations, conclusions, representativity of data.

ETC response to the country comments will be to make the disaggregated data avaialble to NRCs. Extracts from databases will be provided now and  for regular control, the data will be made avaialble online.

Member states are requested to provide additional information regarding the selection of WFD compounds. What chemcials have been taken into account when groups of chemical have been reported.?
Discussion:

· General comments:  very interesting material! Good groundwater analysis.

· Drinking water standards: are not  the same for every MS. Stricter standards can be used by Member States. This needs to be checked. It needs to be taken into consideration but for European comparison the same needs to be used.

· Nitrate standard: This can be done also for nitrate standard to for the European comparison the same standard.
· Delete the map where Sweden is red.
· Theshold values: There are large differences since they are made up per gw body. Vit is aware of it, but did not have the treshold values avilable.
· Pesticides: Belguim reported pesticides as a group given under the WFD. The parameters change every year in the monitoring. Atrazine is a small problem in Belgium only. There are other pesticides with are more commonly found.  If individual chemicals, are known, then good stories on the metabolites can be told. But the data are missing at the moment. Pesticides which are used EU wide can be assessed for the thematic assessment.
· Groundwater chemical status: The  parameters used are reported in the RBMPs. This can also be given separately.
· Beate concludes that the chemical chapter will have a large methodological part and that EEA want to make regular updates of the Technical Report on SoE Hazardous subatances.
· Maps on groundwater: should be presented in a different way. The GIS reference layer on groundwater should be used. In Cyprus, f 2 substances, were below LOD, but since they are too high, Cyprus is red. Vit: will correct this with a comment, on which basis the data are based or it will be omitted from the analysis.
· SoE Indicators: country groupings are political and they mask the real situation. On 16 April there will be a 1 month consultation on the freshwater CSI (and marine ones). During autum will be the next consultation with the upated indicators. Some of the main WFD diagrams will be used for EEA indicators. The consultation on this will happen during autumn.  Anne encourages to report on biological indicators, which will be an indicator now for the first time. Countries are asked to report more than just one water category.
· WISE SoE dataset  comparison with WFD reporting: Is there a proposal or new guidelines for the SoE set of reporting? Since it was made befor the WFD. Member Stateds could amend it. Improve SoE sets.
· Low values: LOQ was the problem on Hg for Poland. How were the results before the new Directive. 2008 Directive – standard: is to average and to maximum or 90% percentile. This can be used differently by Member States. Vit states that average values have been used by the ETC.
· Beate’s  final remark on  indicators: There needs to be a general upgrading of indicators incl resource efficiency, WFD, etc. EEA want sto make the CSI more appropriate. This includes some country grouping. Updates will not fully in place this year. In 2013/2014 the CSI and the SoE reporting will be brought more in line with the developments. Probably in 2018 will be the next WFD report. The Guidance document with reporting sheets for SoE will also be revised.



	Session 4: Vulnerability in the water area: Floods, droughts, water quantity

	Physical water accounts

	Philippe Crouzet, EEA presented the work of EEA on accounting, policy support and data issues 

(9 - Water accounts - PCSR):
Philippe aims at making water accounts at subcatchment level instead of country level. He delveloped a fundamentally different approach based on the SEEAW approach. Subcatchments are subcatchments of the RBD as Philippe showed in a map (refered as FEC – Funtional Elementary Catchments). The accounts are being done on monthly basis.

Data availability is the problem: 

· Soil water per month ( grid based): A map animation was presented.

· Surface runoff per moth: A computed map animation was presented.

· River discharge („monthly productivity“ , i.e. specific discharge at subcatcment level): A map animation was presented. Philippe also showed a zoom -in for a river system.

Accounts are used for calculating the physical water balances and deriving relevant indicators . The Water Exploitation Index (WEI) wis currently under revision within the EG WSD. Water use is not calculated yet within the water accounts, and in fact abstraction and use data are challenging to get at the correct level of temporal and spatial resolution. The focus will be on big cities and on exchange of water between catchments, following a stratified approch (differentiating large users from small users).. He showed a map on domestic demand of water. The same analysis is carried out for industry and energy.

A regular calculation for 2 times per year and update of the indicator is planned.

Only for 70% of the EEA territory provides stream flow data.

Data sharing is the major challenge. These assessments should contribute to climate change information and water managment. The data should be made available for recalculation by others.

Discussion: 

· The economic water use: is not included into this analysis.

· Impressive results.

· Link to WFD units and NUTS and economic data from Eurostat: FECs are the smallest areas of ECRIN (62km2 in average). Within that are river segments, which are the main drain and the secondary drain of internal rivers to this catcment. A best match with RBD was done to fit them to the WFD. The functional districts were created as well, but not exactly NUTS were used since area covered by EEA member countries is larger than the EU territory. Eurostat has the economic data. The functional districts can be aggegated and linked to Eurostat data.
· Use for individual countries: Can the country set up be provided in the system for a particular country e.g. Hungary. Yes, the modelling will be finished in June and the rest of the systém is available on Circa.
· How is the „productivity“ of rivers calculated: Productivity here refers to specifi discharge. Discharge data from Member States were used, which were collected in a special exercise (stream flow data collection). Some countries do not deliver these data. Gauging station data upstream and downstream  were used instead to construct the data. Big problems are caused by ground water aquifers, since they do not match the WFD groundwater bodies. ETC/SIA is making an aquifer layer now with support from ETC/ICM. The sugar index is used to calculate the transport of pesticides. 
· Water storage by the vegetation:Soil water contributes to natural vegetation and agriculture. This is calculated from soil water within the water accounts. Soil water balance. Rain -fed agriculture is treated separate, since it is added. Different categories of used water need to be calculated separately and in spatial detail.
· Water foot print: the water footprint is good for awareness raising, but the calculated numbers might not be correct. It is different from the water accounting, which aims to be correct and should be used for policy making.


	Thematic assessment on vulnerability in the water area

	Wouter Vanneuville, EEA outlined the planned structure of the Thematic assessment on vulnerability in the water area (10 - WVA_20120330_Eionet_Vulnerabilities_v3 

):

Wouter introduced the planned structure and content of the Thematic assessment on vulnerability in the water area: 
· Hazards and risks are only part of the story. Vulnerability should be linked to ecosystem good and services as well.

· A glossary will be needed in the report for all the terminology.

· ETC/CCA and ETC/ICM are supporting this work and a lot of material has been produced. Other EEA reports on climate change and Natural Hazards  will contribute. There is another country review on the climate change indicator report, which will be used where water quality aspects are included.

· The circulated zero draft should form the basis for this report. The added value of the report is to link all issues, e.g. how climate change is affecting floods and droughts.

Discussion:

· Connection of the report with risk assessment of not achieving the WFD goal: This is an interesting question, but probably EEA cannot go that far with this report. The vulnerability assessment is not directly linked to the WFD, more to the Floods Directive and WS&D. It is more focused beyond the WFD. EEA will touch on the risk assessment.

· Poor water quantity data: The EEA Water quality reports are factual based. On the water quantitative side less comparable data are available. Is this the right way to analyze them for such report? The Blue Print goes further than WFD. It goes into resource management. Quantitative and resource aspects will be supported by this report. Is this covered in the good status? Quantitative and resource aspects will probably be covered in the coming years and will be linked to land use, energy aspects etc. The DG ENV representative agrees that the WFD analysis is only part of the Blue print and that the EEA work is very relevant for the Blue Print.
· Resilience: Strengthen the concept of resilience. In chapter 4 this term should go into the title. This is one of the main terms for the structure.
· Terminology: There shouldn’t be simplistic answers in the report. 7% of ecological focus areas should be in the agriculture. Land use planning, spatial planning – the terminology needs to be used correctly. This is a challenge. It’s difficult to bring in these concepts. Guidance from advisory board is required. The WS&D section will show the problems and underpin them to show the challenges.
· Sectors: DG ENV expects EEA to consolidate the information basis for vulnerability and resource management across all sectors. The water accounts is one of the tools on river basin level to inform water authorities what water is available for use and management.

	Water Scarcity and Droughts incl. SoE water quantity data issues

	Maggie Kossida, ETC/ICM presented the ETC/ICM Technical Report on Water Scarcity and Droughts incl. SoE water quantity data issues, which will be used as basis for the EEA Thematic assessment on vulnerability (11- Vulnerability_WSD_30.03.2012):
The ETC/ICM Technical Report on Water Scarcity and Droughts is in the country review. It has in the Annex a detailed section on the WEI and relevant data issues for consideration by Member States, asking also for clarifications of detected erroneous data which are extremely wellcome

Do we have enough data and what is the quality of the data for the analysis of vulnerability and WS&D? Maggie thought that there are some data that can be used, but probably not enough and of not sufficient quality.

There are  a different conceptual frameworks for assessing vulnerability to WS&D (e.g. combined index, vulnerability profies etc.), probably not as elaborated as for floods, including consideration of adoptive capacity, resilience etc. but are the necessary data available?

· Drivers: data are available

· Pressures: abstraction data from WISE-SoE Water quantity reporting Eurostat Joint Questionnaire and Regional Questionnaire reporting, WFD RBMPs reporting (limited to 2007 abstraction data). The data are patchy across the RBDs, plus thereare big differences in some cases between the data reported for the same year under the different reporting initiatives .

· State on droughts: maps on drought episodes in a country per year and per decade, based on several sources. Member States are requested to have a look at the accompanying table and to correct the data used, considering the assumptions mentioned in the footnotes

· State on WEI: EEA/ETC ICM is working with Member States  of the EG WSD to improve the WEI by e.g.including return water (e.g. cooling) and refining the definition of renewable water resourcesImpacts: the data are not systematically collected. The US has a web tool (impact reporter) to report data on impacts by sector. This could be used also in Europe.

· Response: There is no information on the effectiveness of the measures.

Maggie presented a comparison of data from SoE Water quantity and Eurostat: Member States are asked to check, why the data are different as highlighted in the report. For some countries the problems are listed and should be checked.

There is an issue on actual and potential evapotranspiration, which is wrongly reported and mixed. Actual evapotranspiration should be reported. There is a list of RBDs in the report, which has probably the wrong values.

External inflow needs to be reported.

Do we need to distinguish between large and smaller abstractors?

It is pointed out that the data we publish are accessible by everybody… EEA, stakeholders, researchers etc. and used in various ways. So we should try to clarify such issues and publish data which are correct.

Discussion:

· Link between the WEI and the accounting: The account will feed data into the WEI. The accounting data are additional data and can also be used for cross comparison. Focusing on large abstractors would better serve the water accounts.

· Terminology: Terminology is a potential source of error. Water accounts provide a good overview of the terminology for EEA, Eurostat, and JRC to agree on the terminology. A solution would be a glossary in the reports and a flow diagram to have a common understanding. The ETC/ICM has compared the terminology already. It’s the same now between EEA and Eurostat with the exception for 3-4 parameters. 95% of the definitions are harmonized. The Eurostat network will be contacted regarding the data inconsistencies. 
· Evapotranspiration: Philippe could make maps, which can then be compared with the reporting by countries to check inconsistencies.
· Cooling water subtracting: Not all might be returned to the water. A part evaporates into the air. The ETC should collect data from Member States, how much is being returned.
· Scale of the analysis: Is the data at RBD sufficient? For the small catchments, it will not give data managers on the ground sufficient detail. The RBD is good to represent WS&D, but in some cases WSD might be more regional, observed in a region/part of the RBD. Main and minor abstractors could be a more fair representation.
· Case studies on Cyprus: Cyprus is heavily used for case studies. More explanation on the calculation of vulnerability is needed on the example used in the report. There seems to be an issue about the colors which are misleading. 
· Trends of climate change: There is an issue with10 years precipitation in Cyprus with the trend going down, but for the last 3 years it’s going up. The climate signal becomes bigger than the 10 years changes after 2050.
· The drought episode maps: Why in the 70ties were there no droughts in Italy and the Balkan? Is it a data gap? The maps are based on the data, which have been found. For Italy no data could be found. Ireland had local or national droughts. This should be commented in the comment boxes of the reports.. There should be a scientific criterion behind it. Different sources were used and especially the Member State input into the WS&D communication. On top of that, scientific publications were used.

· Hydropower: how much water is abstracted in a part of the river? The ecological damage is related to the water left in the river. For the WEI purposes, hydropower is not considered as abstraction; it might be cooling water as a total or less.  The abstraction for hydropower is confidential, but minimum flow requirements need to be available. This needs to be sufficient for environmental flow. This is a major problem in Norway, since in some cases all water is removed. It was also mentioned that nuclear power is not accepted as a cause of drought in the public.
· Interpretation of vulnerability: It is interpreted in a very wide way by EEA. 

Beate requested participants to do the commenting in the report. The annex can be commented separately. Be aware of the units and definitions when reporting. Be aware of cooling water and include it. Be aware of evapotranspiration (actual vs. potential). Provide comments on the requested data clarifications.



	Floods incl. scenarios

	Henk Wolters, ETC/ICM presented the ETC/ACC and ETC/ICM Technical Report on Floods incl. scenarios, which will be used as basis for the EEA Thematic assessment on vulnerability
(12 - Eionet Flood Vulnerability_30March2012 HW V2):

· The UNISDR glossary is being used for the terminology in the floods report. This is different from what Maggie has presented. The Netherlands uses vulnerability and hazards the other way round.

· Visible trends in the past: land use change, change from agriculture to urban areas is important. Change of flood hazards over the past: the picture is not univocal. It’s increasing In Scandinavia and the UK, but decreasing in other parts of Europe. The damage by floods has increased due to economic developments, but also partly due to better data collection.

· Projections of flood hazards and risks: heavy precipitation events will become more frequent, but not necessarily lead to more floods. As snowmelt floods will decrease due to global warming, flood hazards may decrease in areas where floods are primarily caused by snowmelt. Uncertainties are still considerable.

· From hazard to damage: calculations in the Climate Cost project indicate that in 2080, 50% of the increase in flood damage is due to climate change and 50% to economic development.
Discussion:

· Extreme floods: Flood management is part of the wider water management and related to the Floods Directive. Data on extreme floods is the missing link, but it’s not expected that data from Member States will suddenly pop-up.
· Flooding data for Ireland: data for Ireland are missing on page 5, regarding flooding. The biggest catchments are controlled by the electricity side boards, who have such data available. But these data could not be used, since the study on hazards in the future map looked at non- influenced catchments.
· Coastal flooding: marine submerging and marine flooding was not included in this report, but this will be dealt with in the coastal report.


	Conclusions on sessions 1 - 4

	Beate Werner, EEA reminds the meeting that the aim of the meeting was leading through all draft reports and receiving comments from participants. These will be documented in detailed minutes from the meeting.

Beate concludes on the structure the 2012 reports (13 - 2012 reports - Synthesis and structure Eionet WS):
· Resource efficiency already published as full paper EEA  report

· Thematic assessments on hydromorphology and ecological/chemical status: These will be published in full length as technical reports in web version only.

· A printed EEA report on the baseline will built on these thematic assessments.

· A printed EEA report on vulnerability.

· The Floods and WS&D reports will be either on the EEA or ETC website as Technical reports

· The Synthesis will be an executive summary type document.

The three full EEA reports and the synthesis report will be linked to the Blue Print.

Deadlines for commenting the thematic assessments:

· 16 April for comments using the commenting tool on the Thematic assessments on ecological/chemical status and hydromorphology
· 23 April for comments using the commenting tool on the vulnerability reports

· By 16 of April or as soon as possible for WFD data update and gap filling via schemas. If a longer deadline is needed, the EEA and COM should be informed. 

· In addition, information to EEA is welcome about additional documents from countries with additional data if available.
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	1st Day – 29 March



	Time
	Title
	Presentation and discussion

	10:30 - 10:45
	Introduction
	Beate Werner, EEA

	10:45 – 12:30
	Session 1: 2012 Publications on water by EEA and DG ENV
	

	
	European Commission’s Blue Print on Water
	Lourdes Alvarellos, DG ENV (tbc)

	
	European Environment Agency’s 2012 State of Water Assessments
	Beate Werner, EEA

	
	
	

	
	Discussion
	All

	12:30 – 13:45
	Lunch break

	13:45 – 14:45
	Session 2: WFD hydromorphological pressures
	

	
	Thematic assessment on WFD hydromorphological pressures
	Peter Kristensen, EEA

Janos Feher, ETC/ICM

	
	Discussion
	All

	14:45 – 15:15
	Coffee break

	15:15 – 17:30
	Session 3: WFD Ecological and chemical status and related pressures and impacts
	

	
	Thematic assessment on WFD ecological and chemical status
	Peter Kristensen, EEA

	
	WFD ecological status in rivers and lakes
	Anne Lyche Solheim, ETC/ICM

	
	WFD ecological status in transitional/coastal waters
	Monika Peterlin, ETC/ICM

	
	Discussion
	All

	
	
	

	
	Possibility for a Joint dinner
	


	2nd Day – 30 March



	Time
	Title
	Presentation and discussion

	09:00 – 10:45
	Session 3 continued
	

	
	WFD ecological status and SoE water quality
	Peter Kristensen, EEA

Anne Lyche Solheim, ETC/ICM

	
	WFD chemical status in rivers, lakes,groundwater and transitional/coastal water
	Vit Kodes, ETC/ICM

	
	SoE Hazardous substances in rivers, lakes, groundwater, marine environment
	Vit Kodes, ETC/ICM

	
	Discussion
	All

	10:45 – 11:15
	Coffee break
	

	11:15 – 13:00
	Session 4: Vulnerability in the water area: Floods, droughts, water quantity
	

	
	Physical water accounts
	Philippe Crouzet, EEA

	
	Thematic assessment on vulnerability in the water area
	Wouter Vanneuville, EEA

	13:00 – 14:00
	Lunch break
	

	13:15 – 15:30
	
	

	
	Water Scarcity and Droughts incl. SoE water quantity data issues
	ETC/ICM 

Maggie Kossida,

	
	Floods incl. scenarios
	Henk Wolters, ETC/ICM

	
	Discussion
	All

	15:30 – 16:00
	Conclusions on sessions 1 - 4
	Beate Werner, EEA

	16:00
	End of meeting
	


PAGE  
16

[image: image1.emf][image: image10.emf][image: image11.emf][image: image12.emf][image: image13.emf][image: image14.emf]