Biological reporting sheets: General comments and ETC/EEA reply
	Country
	Comment
	Reply

	Netherlands
	Try to avoid the IC terminology. This is very specific and difficult. Not everybody will understand what is meant.
	Will be taken into account in revision. All IC expressions will be explained/clarified.

	Netherlands
	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 designation of HMWB or AWB should be included in the SoE sheet on Site characteristics and proxy pressure information (Sheet 14: STA_CHA_PRE) to allow the distinction of datasets from natural water bodies from those from HMWB or AWB. This needs to be taken into account when revising sheet 14.

	Netherlands
	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.
	The classification result is requested to allow consistency checking (quality assurance) of trends made on the basis of single or multimetric values. 
If exemptions have been applied this info should be included in sheet 14 (STA_CHA_PRE) to allow distinction of such water bodies from other water bodies when making SoE assessments. Sheet 14 should be revised accordingly to account for this.

The classification schemes have to be ready for the first river basin management plan (2010?). Some MS may however have their classification schemes ready now, and may be able to start reporting biological data already in 2008. These data should be reported for SoE assessments as soon as they become available in the different MS.

Restricting the SoE reporting merely to the classification result is not an option, since this would be duplication of compliance reporting. The HMWB and exemptions issue have been replied above (this info should be included in the site description sheet to allow distinction of such water bodies when making assessments).

Unclear what is meant with the comment of going too detailed in the references. This comment must be clarified to allow a relevant reply

	Austria
	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.


	Yes, EEA agrees to this, and will take this into account when using 2007 data for assessments.

	
	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, …)


	All sites are related to a water body (see sheet 14 STA_CHA_PRE) to allow aggregation of information from all sites in a water body before assessments for SoE-report is made. So this should prevent the results at the European level to differ from the national assessments.

	
	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. 


	EEA is working to solve this problem and will produce guidance on site selection (??) to ensure common rules and thus counteracting heterogenous site networks.

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


	We agree to use the water body as the basic level for SoE-assessments, but cannot only use the national assessments of ecological status, since this would overlap with compliance reporting. EEA needs real data underlying the national assessments to provide more detailed information for different metrics/indicators for the SoE-report. If this is abandoned, then also the chemical parameters (core set of indicators) could be integrated in the national classification results per water-body, and the SoE-reports would no longer be needed. However, the compliance reporting will be far more aggregated (showing classification colours only) than the SoE report, and cannot be used for making European assessments for different indicators. The different indicators are needed for a number of purposes, not only for WFD assessments, but also for assessments of trends in biodiversity as well as climate change impacts. Thus the SoE guidance must request indicator-specific data, not only the WFD classification results as such.

	
	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.


	But would be totally redundant and overlapping with compliance reporting. So this is not an option for EEA, see also reply to previous comment above.

	
	National databases may only contain resulting metrics (MMI) and ecological classes for different quality elements.
	That may be the case in some MS, but for others the underlying metrics may also be available on the national level. For those MS where the national databases contain only the multimetrics, then this multimetric can be reported to EEA (such as the ICM in sheet 5)

	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.


	Yes, this is true. However, the biological indicator sheets reflect the current level of development of European classification systems. As soon as these systems have become more complete (this may be still some years ahead), these sheets will be revised accordingly. In the meantime EEA encourage the MS to report biological data according to the present level of development.

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


	Yes, specification of aggregation level will be included in the revision of the sheets. Generally EEA prefers seasonal or annual means on the temporal scale, and will ask for site aggregation to the water body level. The supplementary information requested is specified in last paragraph on each sheet (e.g. methodological explanation, ref.cond., type data, etc.)

	
	- data supply is far too detailed
	The data request is needed at this level to allow indicator-specific assessments.

	
	- 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.


	The current sheets have been developed in close collaboration with JRC who is in charge of the ECOSTAT work. The sheets are meant to reflect the current development and agreement on the intercalibration results for the different biological elements. It is only the macrophyte sheet that does not reflect this. The reason is that the ECOSTAT has not reached agreement of any common metric for macrophytes in lakes, but rather compared different national metrics. The latter cannot be used for SoE reporting since they are not suitable for European assessments. Currently EEA therefore propose to use an independent and sensitive metric which is relatively easy to measure (maximum growing depth).

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

	
	- 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.
	The main author for the biological reporting sheets is currently working at JRC within the group responsible for the ECOSTAT activities. The ECOSTAT members may be consulted during the autumn to get further input for the sheets. However, this should not delay the reporting of biological data, since it is important to start SoE reporting of biological data as soon as possible to get the MS experiences with this, as a basis for further revisions and improvements.


