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Workshop Report

T J Lack

Manager ETC Water

1. INTRODUCTION

The workshop was held at the Hotel Platanus, Budapest on the 11-12 November 2004 in fulfilment of Task 4.3.10 for ETC Water under its 2004 Implementation Plan. Specifically Task 4.3.10 requires the Topic Centre to organise and run an Eionet workshop, which should address country concerns and focus on common EU policy and EEA reporting needs. 

The meeting was attended as follows:

National Representatives: a total of 27 from 24 countries: Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Norway, Poland, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden.

Pierre Hecq represented DG Environment, Water Framework Directive Team and gave a presentation.

There were 3 staff from the EEA and 8 from the ETC Water including the Core Team.

Professor Làzslò Somlyòdy (EEA Scientific Committee member with responsibility for water) was unable to attend.

The representative from Albania was a late applicant and, unfortunately, visa formalities could not be completed in time.

Although NFPs were sent advance notices of the workshop and a reminder, there were no representatives from: Belgium, Estonia, FYR Macedonia, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Romania, Switzerland and Turkey.

A participant list is available on Circa.

http://eea.eionet.eu.int/Public/irc/eionet-circle/water/library?l=/budapest_workshop_1&vm=detailed&sb=Title
2. FINAL AGENDA

	DAY 1
	Thursday November 11th
	

	
	
	

	14.00-14.15
	Welcome and opening comments
	Beate Werner

(EEA)

	
	
	

	
	SESSION 1 – Streamlining the data – towards a shared Water Information System for Europe
	Tim Lack

(ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	14.15-14.35
	1. Progress on reporting of the Water Framework Directive (State of the Environment Reporting) and Eurowaternet.
	Steve Nixon

(ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	14.35-14.55
	2. Progress on reporting of Water Framework Directive (Reporting Sheets) and development of WISE
	Pierre Hecq

(DG ENV)

	
	
	

	14.55 – 15.30
	Discussion on the consequences of integration of Eurowaternet into WISE and the role of the NFPs/NRCs in the future
	Led by Steve Nixon (ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	15.30 -15.45
	Refreshment break
	

	
	
	

	
	SESSION 2 – Data flows from national to European level 
	Tim Lack

(ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	15.45-16.05
	3a, 3b. Progress on EWN – rivers (basic and hazardous substances networks)
	Steve Nixon

(ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	16.05 – 16.25
	4. Progress on EWN – lakes network
	Attila Lazar

(ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	16.25 – 16.45
	5. Progress on EWN – groundwater network
	Helga Lindinger

(ETC/WTR)

	16.45 –17.05
	6. Progress on EWN- Quantity network
	Concha Lallana

(ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	17.05 – 17.25
	7. Progress on EWN – Emissions and the development of pressure indicators
	Benoit Fribourg Blanc (ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	17.25 - 18.00
	Discussion on EWN
	

	
	End of Day 1 – Workshop Dinner (details to follow)
	


	
	
	

	DAY 2
	Friday November 12th
	

	
	
	

	
	SESSION 3 – Supporting the data flows
	Hermann Peifer

	
	
	

	09.00 - 09.30
	8. The development of web-based Waterbase, Reportnet tools (ROD, Data Dictionary and Generic Data Exchange Module).
	Andreas Scheidleder (ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	09.30 – 10.00
	9. Priority data flows, what to do about Quality Assurance and Quality Control of data
	Hermann Peifer (EEA)

	
	
	

	10.00-10.30
	Discussion 
	

	
	
	

	10.30-10.45
	Refreshment break
	

	
	
	

	
	SESSION 4 – From data to knowledge. Current and planned activities
	Tim Lack (ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	10.45-11.05
	10. Water Indicators – the Core Set and candidate indicators under development 
	Pavla Chyska

(EEA)

	
	
	

	11.05-11.30
	Discussion on indicators
	

	
	
	

	11.30-12.00
	11. Biological and hydromorphological data needs for indicators relevant to the Water Framework Directive
	Steve Nixon (ETC/WTR)

	
	
	

	12.00 -12.20
	Discussion 
	

	
	
	

	12.20-12.50
	12. LARA – Links between Agriculture and Water Quality
	Beate Werner

(EEA)

	
	
	

	12.50-13.10
	Discussion
	

	
	
	

	13.10-13.30
	Summary and Conclusions
	Beate Werner and Tim Lack

	
	
	

	
	End of Workshop – Buffet lunch and departures
	

	
	
	


3. PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSION

ALL PRESENTATIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR READING OR DOWNLOADING ON THE PUBLIC EIONET WATER WEBPAGE ON CIRCA:

http://eea.eionet.eu.int/Public/irc/eionet-circle/water/library?l=/budapest_workshop_1&vm=detailed&sb=Title
Participants were welcomed to Budapest by Pal Bozo, Ministry of the Environment, Hungary and EEA National Focal Point.

On behalf of the EEA, Beate Werner welcomed the participants to the workshop and presented a brief overview of the four sessions that were to come. She gave the apologies of Niels Thyssen who unfortunately was not able to attend the workshop. There had been recent changes in organisation of EEA staff – Pavla Chyska had joined and was working largely on the water indicators and a new Marine Project Manager had been appointed – Ewa Wlodarczyk. She thanked the participants for good support to Eurowaternet (EWN)
. The first session concerned the involvement of EEA and DG Env in reporting for the WFD. There needs to be more integration of our data work with the needs of the WFD and the WISE. One goal is to think about how this integration into WISE can be achieved. There will be only one product and no  double reporting will be requested from MS. EEA is fully committed to the vision adopted by the Water Directors in Rome. One of the aims of the Workshop is to evaluate what this means in terms of data flows and the cooperation with Eionet. The first session is aiming at that. The second session will allow us to judge progress on EWN and what we need to do to improve the data flows and the data quality. This continues with the theme of data quality and tools to support the data flows in session 3 led by Hermann Peifer. Then the 4th session is dedicated to the products arising from the data flows. In future, the indicator work will be focused on fewer, but high quality indicators, which are now concentrated in the core set of indicators. The future work on the development of biological and hydromorphological indicators is another effort to support the WFD implementation. The EEA will focus more on integrated assessments especially in the field of water quality and its linkages to agriculture. The planned product will be a comprehensive report on one issue and a complex question crossing the whole DPSIR instead of the collection of single standing indicators.

SESSION 1 Streamlining the data – towards a shared Water Information System for Europe. Chair: Tim Lack, WRc, Manager ETC Water

1 Progress on reporting of the Water Framework Directive (State of the Environment Reporting) and Eurowaternet. Steve Nixon, WRc, ETC/WTR Core Team
2. Progress on reporting of Water Framework Directive (Reporting Sheets) and development of WISE. Pierre Hecq, DG Environment, Water Framework Directive Team

Discussion on presentations 1 and 2

There was general agreement that WISE was a sensible concept but some countries expressed doubts that it was sensible for a single database to contain data reported by Member States to the Commission for the purposes of complying with directives alongside pressures and state of the environment (SOE) data voluntarily reported by countries to the EEA to allow them to fulfil their mandate of producing regular state of the environment reports. 

Eurowaternet will have to adapt as the monitoring required for the WFD is implemented by countries. Some of the existing stations used for EWN may not exist in the future and stations relating to surveillance and operational monitoring will have to be included in EWN. It was clearly stated that until the countries have identified their monitoring networks for the WFD the redesign of EWN could not take place. The main principle of EWN will stay the same – it will be based on the national networks, there will be no extra network for the EEA.

Would countries be willing to provide more EWN stations? A number of countries indicated that they would in principle, but there was concern about any extra resource implications as priority was now being given to WFD implementation.

There was a concern about reporting SOE data directly to the Commission at an increased frequency (annually) than required by the WFD (6 yearly), though it was recognised that the data was (generally) freely available at the national level, and the Commission could eventually obtain the SOE data it needs to see if programmes of measures were being effective. Collection of SOE data directly from national web pages for example is more time consuming (for the data user) and will in most cases not be comparable between countries because of differences in determinands used, levels of data aggregation, spatial aggregation and timeliness of data. It was therefore hoped that countries would continue to provide EWN data voluntarily to the EEA.

SESSION 2 – Data flows from national to European level. Chair: Tim Lack

3a,3b. Progress on EWN – rivers (basic and hazardous substances networks). Steve Nixon

4. Progress on EWN – lakes network. Attila Lazar, Vituki Consult, ETC/WTR

5. Progress on EWN – groundwater network. Helga Lindinger, UBA, ETC/WTR

6. Progress on EWN- Quantity network. Concha Lallana, CEDEX and ETC/WTR Core Team

7. Progress on EWN – Emissions and the development of pressure indicators. Benoit Fribourg Blanc, IOW, ETC/WTR

Discussion on presentations 3 to 7

The discussion of integration of EWN within the WFD implementation that was started in Session 1 continued. 

There was a problem of commercial interest on some data sets, giving necessary additional information to the monitoring data, e.g. precipitation and GIS datasets, which had to be paid for in the open market. In some countries such as Denmark this meant that not all EWN Quantity data requested could be supplied

The usefulness of the WFD Intercalibration sites network for EEA work was raised. SCN responded that we were aware of it but need to look at this in more depth to see what we can get out of it. Obviously we would use it where it was relevant.

The frequency of monitoring for the WFD was thought to be inadequate by Germany (Klaus Vogt) and he expressed the hope that countries will not take a minimalist view.

What is the added value of EWN emissions? The answer is that it brings together in a common system the various types of emissions data that countries have for national purposes or for reporting on directives (e.g. EPER – IPPC Directive, UWWTD, Nitrates Directive). In this way the data can be used to construct pressure indicators.

Dispersed data repositories: a common format/technology for national web servers needs to be agreed as soon as possible as Member States are now designing theirs for WFD purposes and reporting to their national audiences.

SESSION 3 – Supporting the data flows. Chair: Hermann Peifer, EEA

8. The development of web-based Waterbase, Reportnet tools (ROD, Data Dictionary and Generic Data Exchange Module). Andreas Scheidleder, UBA, ETC/WTR

9. Priority data flows, what to do about Quality Assurance and Quality Control of data. Hermann Peifer, EEA

Discussion on presentations 8 and 9

Hermann Peifer opened with comments that these are the new tools. As an example of their uptake, 29 member countries are now using the Central Data Repository (CDR) for delivering the agreed priority data annually. He then invited questions.

Q: Does the Data Dictionary (DD) show the history of changes? 

A: We do have good version control on the data tables and individual data elements. The system keeps track of earlier versions (the public see only the latest version).

Q: We need to know what the elements are that have been changed so we can change our own “home-made” software. This needs to be seen upfront as soon as you enter the Generic Data Exchange Module (GDEM) or the DD.

A: This cannot be done this year. We will consider this as an option for next year. 

Q: It is good to have an electronic system. Now there is a danger that the countries will ask the EEA to search for the data themselves from existing databases. The links for the Reportnet tools should be in the letter sent out initiating the data request.

A: Of course there is a lot of publicly accessible content in Reportnet tools and countries may get lost. In the annual data request there is a two-page letter, which does give the links to the relevant parts of Reportnet. It is also placed on the Eionet’s Portal web site at http://www.eionet.eu.int.

The German representative expressed concern over the additional workload generated by the DD. 

HPF responded that there might be some extra burden this year to take account of the redefinition of some of the data elements in the DD but this had to be done to get consistency between the data elements.

Q: How is EWN linked to the WISE prototype? How do the two systems work together?

Pierre Hecq answered: It is necessary to repeat that WISE is to hold the data for showing compliance with the WFD. EWN is for SOE data which is complementary. A Working Group is now working to bring these together. 

Q: When will EWN be confirmed as the system to be used? We talk about it as an option but it should be decided. 

A: One possibility might be to agree what technical tools we use for reporting datastreams under WISE,

Q Will the Commission fill the DD with information needed for the WFD?

A, PH, says yes it will be done. We need to set up the mechanism to do it.

Q: from SI representative, Maybe there are some difference in the statistical tools used in Excel because the ETC aggregations of SI groundwater data are different from national figures?

A: The calculation methods to aggregate data by ETC should be published. There should be no difference between ETC calculations and national calculations (e.g. percentiles). This will be resolved bilaterally. For rivers and lakes (EWN basic) the ETC asks for aggregated data. Now we ask for disaggregated data for hazardous substances (the EWN-Impact network).

Q: Is it mandatory that this year’s data deliverables are fully consistent with the data definitions as specified in the DD?

A: Regarding mandatory use of DD definitions– we have never been dogmatic about it but we would strongly encourage countries to use the new definitions in the DD. We really need to reduce the time we spend on data processing and resolving queries.

Q Clarification - on what basis the DD is defined – ISO, CEN, USEPA standards, which?

A: In the DD there is a documentation area, which gives an introduction to the system and its concepts regarding metadata - ISO 11179 metadata standards are used where possible. 

Q: Will this be the standard DD for the future?

A: Yes it would be nice but we would have to persuade others to take ownership of their parts and maintain them. Current DD content is mainly about Eionet data flows but if we want to expand it we will have to have the agreement of many others.

Q: How do we aggregate the data for lakes, e.g lake depth profile data?

A: We ask for vertical aggregation of data as well as temporal. The vertical aggregation should be weighted by the depth. Send the data to Vituki Consult and they will advise you. The DD needs a clearer definition in this context.

Q: What is the overall objective of the streamlining and reporting process?

A: There is a big element of transparency in putting the information on public web servers. The aim of the whole streamlining process is also to reduce the reporting burden for the Member States and make most effective use of data once reported.

Q Will it be further developed?

A: Yes this is the first year of using the Reportnet DD as an operational tool to support data collection. Our focus is on maintaining the definitions and expanding the content to other thematic areas.

SESSION 4 – From data to knowledge. Current and planned activities. Chair: Tim Lack

10. Water Indicators – the Core Set and candidate indicators under development. Pavla Chyska, EEA

11. Biological and hydromorphological data needs for indicators relevant to the Water Framework Directive. Steve Nixon

12. LARA – Links between Agriculture and Water Quality. Beate Werner, EEA

Discussion on presentations 10 to 12

The representative from AT was concerned about duplication between indicators: Core Set of Indicators and IRENA indicators for example. Please be aware of the sensitivity of approaching countries with overlapping requests e.g. questionnaire requesting information on national networks for monitoring chemicals when the ETC probably had the information anyway.

Beate Werner said the EEA were aware that communication within the EEA between the various working units and with and between the ETCs needed to be improved to avoid this sort of duplication. The Executive Director had put actions in place to ensure this.

EEA work on biological indicators should be consistent with work underway by the WFD Intercalibration groups (GIGs).

Steve Nixon said that he was keeping a close watch on the outputs of these groups to ensure there was consistency with ETC activity.

Q: How big is the Core Set of Indicators? Pavla Chyska said that there were: 37 in the latest CSI compared with 115 that went out to Eionet for the last consultation. However it was noted that a single Core indicator may be a consolidation of former indicator fact sheets.

On the presentation of the framework action on Agriculture and Water linkages some countries gave more information on experts that should be invited to the expert meeting planned on the 21./22. February 2005. 

4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. Led by Beate Werner and Tim Lack

· Questions were raised on how EWN/Reportnet links with the WISE system, and will EWN be used for WFD/SOE reporting? WISE will be a shared pool of information and data. Tools have been developed for the collection of information for compliance checking, EWN is another tool for SOER data. Some people say that there is an overlap. We are not sure that there is, but the SOER sub-group of the WG2D on reporting, which is being re-instated, will try to identify any overlaps. The level of spatial aggregation of information required for WISE also needs agreement, for example, is SOER data aggregated at a River Basin District level or at a water body level?

· EWN will have to be modified, developed and probably extended in terms of numbers and spatial coverage of stations, for example, to provide the SOER data required for all users – this concept is consistent with WISE. Countries were urged to fill in any gaps (as identified by the ETC partners in their presentations) in their current EWN contributions to improve the content and quality of Waterbase.

· A few countries indicated that they would in principle be willing to provide more EWN stations/groundwater bodies. There was some concern about any extra resource implications as, at the national level, priority was now being given to WFD implementation.

· There was still a concern about the direct link between compliance data and SOER data in WISE and how they may be used by the Commission: i.e. the perception that if SOER data are not reported to the Commission they cannot use them for taking actions against Member States. 

· There was some concern about reporting SOER data to WISE at an increased frequency than required by the WFD (i.e. annually rather than 6-yearly) but it was agreed that 6 yearly SOER data was not timely and was probably of limited value.

· The problem of the commercial ownership of some data sets, e.g. precipitation and GIS datasets, was raised. In some countries such as Denmark this meant that not all EWN quantity requested could be met.

· Common and standardised Web Services for interchange between, and linking, different databases need to be agreed at a European level as soon as possible as MSs are now developing theirs for WFD purposes and reporting to their national audiences. One country indicated that it would like one standard and the Data Dictionary approach (which is highly appreciated) could grow and develop into that standard.

· It was emphasised that an audit trail should be maintained on changes between EWN data requests, and any differences between years should be clearly indicated: this would help countries to modify their data export formats to the Data Dictionary templates.

· A view was that there appeared to be some duplication of work and assessment methodologies within different groups/work of the EEA and their requests to NFPs/NRCs: examples of the IRENA water indicators and the chemicals monitoring network questionnaire were given. In response, the EEA stated that the current reorganisation to improve cross-cutting activities within the EEA and between the ETCs should prevent this happening again.

� Subsequent to this workshop the EEA decided to rename Eurowaternet to Eionet-Water to reflect more accurately the basis of the priority data flows used to construct the EEA’s Core Set of Indicators and to avoid confusion over the general European flows of data into the WISE.
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