Overview of comments to Biological Reporting Sheets for SoE guidance
	Country
	Sheet 5 (Macroinvertebrates in rivers)
	Sheet 6 (Phytoplankton in lakes)
	Sheet 7 (Macrophytes in lakes

	Germany
	Lots of specific comments integrated directly into the revised sheets
	Specific comments integrated directly into the revised sheets
	Specific comments integrated directly into the revised sheets

	Sweden
	Which ICM is being refered to?
	
	

	Spain
	Section on What should be reported:

ICM is just a mechanism to allow the comparability and it is no going to be calculated in Spain out of the IC exercise.

Comparability has already been ensured by the intercalibration exercise. Spain prefers only to report the status of each water body according to our classification system.

The text in red should b e deleted:

The metrics can be either national metrics for which the class boundaries have been intercalibrated against a common metric (such as the ICMi, see Intercalibration technical report), or only the common metric. 

In all cases where national metrics are reported, the conversion factor (or correlation equation, including r2) between the national metric and the common metric should be given.
Section on How should it be reported?

First paragraph comment: Preferably surveillance monitoring because this is more representative than operational monitoring. 
3rd last bullet point should read: The value of the national EQR boundaries for each type of water bodies between the classes high, good, moderate, poor and bad. To be reported only once when they become available. 
2nd last bullet point on reporting frequency: See WFD Surveillance and Operational monitoring frequency

Section on Information on sites:

Reference conditions and boundaries are type specific. Further guidance to translate IC results into national types still needed.

Include the words: “type-specific” under the bullet point on reference conditions

Delete:

“If national metrics is reported the conversion factor or equation (including r2) to show the correlation between the national metric and the common metric needs to be provide. To be reported only once”
	
	Title should be Macrophytes, not “Other Aquatic flora”.

Spanish assessment method of Macrophytes in lakes is based on composition (number of species) and coverage. The method is based on CEN “Guidance Standard for the sureveying of Macrophytes in lakes”. Only for deep lakes it is possible to obtain data about depth limit (maximum macrophyte colonisation depth in m.)



	Netherlands, general comments
	Try to avoid the IC terminology. This is very specific and difficult. Not everybody will understand what is meant. These sheets have a lot of difficulties in them. In one way it is important to only ask for intercalibrated parameters. Only those will be comparable on a European scale. On the other hand only the references for natural waters are intercalibrated. But countries also have HMWB and artificial WB with their own classification scheme. If those are reported as well they won’t be comparable on a European scale.  

The presentation in classes is a mix between state of the environment reporting and compliance reporting (where this is more the case for sheet 5 than for 6 and 7, where information on specific references/parameters is asked). The classification schemes (boundaries between good, moderate etc. ) are already going to be reported to the Commission for the compliance reporting. The EEA should be very careful in drawing conclusions from the results, e.g. a member state could have applied exemptions; with a time exemption this isn’t reflected in a different classification directly. 

The classification schemes won’t be ready for the first river basin management plan, so earlier reporting won’t be possible.

For these sheets there are two options: or classification results, but this will have it’s disadvantages: overlap with compliance reporting, difficulties with heavily modified water bodies and exemptions. Going too detailed in the references will make it difficult to gather and assess the data. 

	Netherlands, specific comments
	For a European overview the integrated common metric (ICM) will be of no use. The ICM is meant as a tool. The outcome of it will be used to adjust the national metric. This can still lead to different values of the national metrics e.g. 0.8 for the Netherlands can mean the same as 0.6 for Poland, but both will mean the boundary of the class for good status. 

So the only thing that is comparable on a European scale is an overview of water bodies in specific classes and the corresponding colour. Important with an overview like this is to separate the natural waters from the heavily modified and artificial waters (according to WFD the colour scheme colour with dark grey stripes, and light grey stripes for artificial waters). But as mentioned earlier, the objectives for heavily modified waters are not going to give comparable results.


	Generally OK. The problem with natural or heavily modified waters isn’t really an issue for phytoplankton.

% Cyanobacteria of total biomass: 

In one of the GIG reports is stated: According a proposal of the Rebecca project, not all cyanobacteria were included. Small cyanobacteria represented in the Chroococcales group were excluded, except for Microcystis species. So these should be excluded in the text.
The treatment of data section appears to have some things mentioned twice. The list is long; this isn’t encouraging to report about.


	Depth limit isn’t officially intercalibrated. Some data were used when the chlorophyll-a standard was determined. It can be measured when taking aquatic flora samples (and is usefull), so then it will available indirectly, but the WFD isn’t really clear that it should be measured, so there could be problems in some Member States to deliver this information and a European overview is therefore difficult to make. 

The composition isn’t intercalibrated in all GIGs. It was suggested that coverage of certain groups of flora could be a good indicator, e.g.:

- % cover of Charophytes: all species belonging to the family of Characeae as characteristic for most alkaline lakes, 

- % cover of Isoteids like Isoetes lacustris, Lobelia dortmanna, Littorella uniflora as characteristic for most soft-moderate alkaline lakes) . This is also relevant for habitat directive.



	Austria, general comments
	· WFD-conform monitoring started in 2007, the monitoring network reported to the EC relates to the WFD-conform monitoring since 2007. Data from this network will be available in 2008 the earliest.
We would like to point out that the desired data for the 2007 data delivery was sampled in the “pre-WFD” national monitoring network, which might cause some difficulty in the evaluation of time series/ comparability.

· Different countries may have different sampling and monitoring network designs, different assessment methods, etc. for the assessment of the ecological status (one or more sites per waterbody) of a waterbody. The assessment of the ecological status on a European level based on a “European assessment method” and on data from single monitoring sites may lead to results which differ from the national assessment of the ecological status with national methods (different aggregation from site-data to waterbody-level, …)

· The methodology for site selection for the future EEA-network is not very clear. Different countries may use different approaches which could lead to a heterogeneous network between the countries. 

· We suggest to stay on the waterbody level and use the national assessments of ecological status (or risk assessments) per waterbody.

· If the assessment was done with the ecological status, the detailed description for the metrics would not be necessary and in our opinion this would provide the best available and comparable view over different countries.

· National databases may only contain resulting metrics (MMI) and ecological classes for different quality elements.


	The most important reason is that the intercalibration process harmonized the assessment methods for a sampling site – and not for the water body: 

The assessment of the ecological status of the water body depends on:

size of water body

number of sampling sites per water body 

location of the sampling sites in the water body (representativeness)

All those factors differ between the EU Member States (and even identical methods would give different results if different criteria for representativeness were applied).

Thus national methods or ICMi values can only give information about the site (only point information in a map!). If an ecological assessment of a river system should be illustrated area-wide in a map this is only possible with the specification of one of the five ecological classes for every water body. 

However, the intercalibration process guaranteed a harmonization of the member states views what “good ecological status” means. As stated in the arguments above in our opinion it would be useful to report data concerning the ecological status classes of the water bodies.
	% of Cyanobacteria is also not suitable for all lake types (e.g. alpine lakes) across Europe.

Detailed data as requested might not be available in a national database

As described above for the assessment over the whole Europe best comparability would be achieved by using ecological status of phytoplankton per waterbody

Standard deviation of the aggregated data: for aggregation over time or depth aggregation? Standard deviation might not be very meaningful for small number of samples.


	Recommended indicators might not be available in a standardised way for Austrian lakes.

Ecological status of macrophytes per waterbody would be the best available indicator/assessment.

If the median is used why is the standard deviation (from the mean?) needed? Maybe the range, IQR (interquartile range), IQR/2, MAD (Median absolute deviation, would be better for describing the dispersion of data.


	

	Hungary
	-these reporting sheets cover only part of the biological monitoring obligatorily specified by WFD. These do not harmonise with each other in the detail of data needs and in general approach.

- the EEA should clarify the aggregation level of the data needed and what type of supplementary information is to be collected.

- data supply is far too detailed

- it is not clear how the current biological reporting sheets are connected to the results of the EU ECOSTAT working group. In many cases the ECOSTAT group has not reached a final decision and we would advise to wait for these results before finalising the EEA reporting sheets.

- at the EEA reporting it would be preferable to use an aggregated level instead of the national valuation level.

- in general we would advise to ask for the opinion of the professional institutions (eg.: JRC) and the experts taking part in the ECOSTAT activities.




