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	CHAIR:
	Anita Künitzer and Beate Werner

	RAPPORTEUR:
	ETC: Anne Lyche-Solheim and Hana Prchalova

	Access to documentation
	 The updated emissions Reporting Sheet, all workshop presentations and the pre-workshop documents can be found on the Circa system at: http://eea.eionet.europa.eu/Public/irc/eionet-circle/water/library?=/copenhagen_freshwater_2&vm=detailed&sb=Title


	Summary and CONCLUSIONS, ACTIONS AND DEADLINES
	Aims:

The main aim of the workshop was to reach a final agreement  on the content of the Emissions Reporting Sheet, required to establish a regular reporting process on emissions from 2009 onwards. Secondary aims included; analysis of issues arising from the 2008 test data, and the initiation of the process of streamlining SoE and legislative reporting. 
Justification: 

Emissions data is an integral part of the DPSIR framework (equating to the ‘pressure’) and can improve assessment of Europe’s water environment in a number of ways including; enabling the apportionment of pollutant sources; identifying trends and helping to evaluate policy and, linkage to water quality concentrations and ecological effects (the ‘state’ and ‘impact’ respectively).
SoE-WISE emissions data reporting is required since the legislative reporting of emissions leaves gaps with respect to the type of pollutants, spatial and temporal scale. For example, currently, discharges from UWWT plants are not reported under the UWWTD and only those of a certain threshold size (>100,000 p.e.) are required to be reported under E-PRTR. Whilst the WFD provides a broad definition with respect to emissions reporting and encompasses all significant diffuse and point sources, limited data are available from WFD article 5 reporting. In addition,  under the WFD as a whole, there is the potential for a bias towards water bodies at risk, whereas  SoE assessment needs to address all water bodies, regardless of status. 

Challenges for streamlining:

Streamlining between SoE-WISE and legislative emissions reporting is required to ensure that a ‘report once’ process results, avoiding a duplication of effort. Streamlining is also required between various pieces of legislation, for example, E-PRTR, the UWWTD and the new EQS Directive. An important first step in harmonising between Directives is the identification and harmonisation of reporting ID’s, for example, which UWWT plants report to both the UWWTD and E-PRTR? 
Results of the emissions test data flow in 2008:
Total emission loads from significant point and diffuse sources at RBD level were requested, using an Excel spreadsheet that represented a simplified version of the emissions reporting sheet.. Specific emission loads (kg/ha/year) were calculated for each RBD or sub-unit. The parameters requested in the Excel sheet were nutrients (Tot N, Tot P), organic pollutants  (BOD, TOC, COD), metals, and hazardous substances. 

Point source emissions: 14 countries reported. Most reported nutrients and org. loads, fewer reported metals and even fewer reported hazardous substances. For diffuse emissions: 11 countries reported. Most reported nutrients fewer reported org. loads and even fewer reported metals or hazardous substances. Country specific data not shown, because sensitive issue, but can be provided upon requests. Issues arising were: Retention, temporal aspects (hydrological conditions), industrial emissions. Recommendation for temporal aspects in terms of frequency of reporting: Each year for point sources and every three years for diffuse sources (average of 3 years, if possible). Spatial issues: RBD area should include only land area. Emissions should be reported after treatment, for all point sources connected to treatment plants. Need for better info on methods to get better comparability and reliability of the data.
Germany, Netherlands and Sweden presented their methods for estimating or calculating the emissions data. Models are necessary, but careful interpretation of results is crucial.


	Summary and CONCLUSIONS, ACTIONS AND DEADLINES, cont.
	Structured discussion on Test Data:

RBDs (land area only) or national subunits of RBs should be used for reporting.

Both gross and net loads are needed, taking account of retention in wetlands, rivers and lakes, as well as info on national methods for calculating the emissions. Gross loads are needed to estimate pressure on rivers and lakes, whereas net loads are needed for estimating pressure on coastal areas. The flow schemas of Eurostat/OECD may be helpful to streamline reporting.
Summary and conclusions Day 1:  

1. The national RBD (land area only) or river basin (also known as sub-units)  is the appropriate spatial scale for reporting  

2. The EEA would ideally like both source (gross) and load (net) emissions, since both are of value (e.g. net emissions link well to coastal waters). The general preference by Member Countries was for source based emissions.   
3. Established reporting flowcharts and Code lists should be used (e.g. those at from Eurostat joint questionnaire (updated version) to aid the reporting process. 
4. Method details must be provided, particular as they vary between Member Countries
5. Frequency for reporting of point source emissions: Enable annual update for point sources, but not expecting that new data are available and reported every year. Harmonisation of reporting frequency is needed between SoE and legislative reporting. 
Diffuse emissions (Day 2): 

 A first-step agricultural diffuse nutrient emission indicator has been developed based on various data sources including the test data exchange. With sufficient point source nutrient data, a source apportionment indicator can be developed. Retention of pollutants on land and in streams means that different approaches to quantifying emissions can yield quite different results. The issue of harmonisation remains a problem and is the reason that, ideally, the EEA would like both source/gross and load/net emissions reported.Correction for hydrological variation is critical in order to interpret emissions data, especially diffuse emissions.As a result, the reporting sheet now requests flow data (such as mean annual flow) or the link to where such information can be found 
Technical presentations on models and tools to estimate diffuse emissions:
Presentations of different models and tools:

· GREEN model (nutrients and hazardous substances), JRC

· MONERIS model (Bach, DE)

· EuroHarp-model comparison (Kronvang, DK), 
· MITERRA-Europe, (Onema, NL) 

· Priority substances (Benoit Fribourg-Blanc, OIEAU, Fr): 

· E-PRTR, internet tool  (van Hoorn, NL)

Summary of discussion on diffuse sources: 

Both gross and net emissions  are needed. Diffuse emissions must account for hydrological variation. Inputs from the marine and river conventions can be used to supplement the data on net loads. For all emissions data, the calculation method should be described. are considered, and whether the loads represent what is measured in the root zone or at the edge of the river. The NACE categories should be used to harmonise the emission categories in the reporting sheet. Flow data should only be reported if not already done in the water quantity reporting.



	Summary and CONCLUSIONS, ACTIONS AND DEADLINES, cont.
	Changes agreed to the reporting sheet:

· Both gross (source) and net loads (river mouth) should be reported for point and diffuse emissions, where available
· Request for flow information or link to where it is available

· Text added on reporting frequency for point sources, annually is ideal, for diffuse, every 3 years. Annual update will be possible through WISE

· Distinction between point sources emissions to fresh and marine waters
· Opportunity to provide point source data separately for groundwater and surface water

· Include emission types based on NACE code lists. 
· For Agriculture we will allow for reporting of nutrient surplus, pathways (leaching to root zone) and both source and load emissions
· Textual information regarding methods (models) including source or net load approach should be included
· Textual information describing (explaining) trends (is the trend due to decline of industry or to emission reduction measure in the industrial sector)

    Further process: 

Changes made to the reporting sheet during this workshop, with changes shown as track changes will be sent to the countries for comments as soon as possible. Deadline for comments is 19.09. After integration of the comments the revised reporting sheet will be sent to you again, as well as to WGD and then to the SCG and WDs. The last version will be uploaded to Circa also. All comments should be sent to Beate Werner, EEA. 

Workshop summary and conclusions: 

· Emissions data is very valuable, DPSIR framework, source apportionment, indicators, linking to water quality including ecological status, linking to marine assessment 

· Changes to the Reporting Sheet agreed

· Agreement on spatial scale. RBD or national subunits, point emissions to waterbodies would be valuable to link well with ecological status

· Identification for further streamlining work, concerning reporting frequency, parameters, EPRTR and UWWTD. Further cooperation across EU bodies

· Information from Member Countries is preferred but we can draw upon other Europe wide sources (JRC, Mittera, Conventions) to fill the gaps
· Review of the reporting results in 2010

· The data request will be next year in August.



	Session and topic
	Programme and comments


	A
	Background and Aims

	A1
	Opening and welcome (Anita Künitzer, ETC-Water)

	
	Anita Künitzer, ETC-Water welcomed all participants and presented the agenda. The participants comprise representatives for EIONET NRCs/NFPs, WFD WG D on Reporting, as well as networks on E-PRTR and the UWWTD.
Anita Künitzer, ETC-Water and Beate Werner EEA presented the background for the workshop: EEA’s mandate is to collect data to demonstrate state and trends/improvements of the water environment. For the past decade dataflows exist on nutrients and hazardous substances concentrations in rivers and lakes (EIONET). Now: EEA and DG Environment are trying to find a way to streamline the historic dataflow with other reporting obligations (WFD article 3, 5, 8 and other related directives). WISE is developed with the aim to facilitate streamlined reporting from countries, thereby allowing one reporting to serve multiple uses in the interest of all member states and DG-Environment, as well as JRC. The intention is to include reporting for all water related directives into WISE, and the next step is to integrate the UWWTD. 
The current SoE reporting sheets are useful for reporting concentrations of nutrients and hazardous substances, as a basis for assessments of the status and trends of European waters, but information is also needed for emissions in order to obtain information on both point and diffuse sources that can be linked to the concentrations of nutrients and hazardous substances found in the water. That is why EEA now propose a test data exchange for emissions data. The tools to be used are the EEA Reportnet, which is the IT tool now used for all WFD reporting. The textual description of what should be reported are specified in new Reporting Sheet on Emissions, which was discussed and preliminarily agreed with the SoE drafting group this year. However, the Reporting Sheet should be improved to allow for better integration of data that are required by the UWWTD and the E-PRTR. This year (2008) a test data flow will be organised to see what is feasible. This data flow is still voluntary for the member countries.


	A2
	Aims of the SoE-WISE emissions reporting process (Robert Collins, EEA)
(Workshop Document No. 1)

	
	The main aim of the workshop is to make final adjustments/additions and then get agreement of the content of the Emissions Reporting Sheet to establish a regular reporting process on emission from 2009 onwards. A second aim is to get a more streamlined emissions reporting by improving integration of data that are required by the UWWTD and the E-PRTR. 

	A4 
	Developing a ‘Streamlined’ reporting process (Robert Collins, EEA)
(Workshop Document No. 1)
What is the value of emissions data? Comprehensive SoE assessment of Europe’s water requires the DPSIR framework to be addressed. Making the link between the water quality and tracking it back to the causes (pressures). Nitrogen-map from JRC showing mineral and manure fertilizer application can serve as an example. 

Why isn’t it sufficient simply to look at pollutant concentrations in water? One pollutant may have multiple sources, and measures have to address the sources and they must therefore be quantified (source apportionment) including relative contributions of each sector. Previous results show that agriculture contributes at least 60% to total N loads. New attempts now to improve: the spatial scale should be harmonised to River Basin District (RBD) scale, the temporal scale should be agreed, we have to fill in the gaps, add more sectors and develop indicators. Need regular data to look at trends to assess whether policies are really working. Need to consider hydrology, since diffuse emissions are higher in wetter weather. Needed also because some legislation has emission targets (such as the E-PRTR, UWWTD). Phosphorus emissions have been reduced due to the UWWTD. Emissions can be identified earlier than the impacts of those emissions. Good emissions data will improve assessments of marine waters.  (showed JRC-remote sensing map of chla concentrations of European Seas). Need for Eionet data flow in addition to the reporting required for other directives to cover gaps: un-connected households, many small sources taken together can be important and these are not reported by other means. Limited data from WFD article 5, and there is a bias for water bodies at risk, whereas reliable SoE assessments needs all water bodies, also those in high or good status. Emissions reporting burden is significant already, but with streamlining, the SoE reporting will be complementary, and will not be a large additional burden for the countries. We can identify issues arising from the test data exercise, in order to further simplify the reporting. Now the key aim is to finalise the reporting sheet as a basis for the data flow in 2009.

	A3
	Legislative requirements for emissions data
DG ENV (Water and Industrial Emissions Units): Violeta Vinceviciene – WFD and UWWTD and Dania Cristofaro – E-PRTR. 
Violeta Vinceviciene, DGENV. Streamlined and linked reporting through WISE is the aim before 2010. This applies to all water directives. 

WFD reporting requirements for emissions: Updated reporting sheets agreed for WFD art. 3 and 5, by WDs in June. Requirements per RBD/sub-unit. Frequency – 6 years (art. 5  -first reporting 2005, next update 2010). Includes significant point and diffuse sources emissions to surface waters and relevant point and diffuse source emissions to groundwater. Loads of pollutants discharged required for point sources, but for diffuse sources no data are required, only a summary with links to supporting documents, loads per sub-unit requested, only if available. Focus on water bodies at risk. SoE data will complement this information (for trend analyses). 
UWWTD: Only agglomerations > 2000 p.e. Member states have 6 months deadline for reporting after they receive the request from DGENV. EEA can use the reported data to calculate roughly the loads of pollutants. Reporting is very 2nd year. UWWTD > 100 000 p.e. is covered by E-PRTR. This is streamlined through a common ID for all units (discharge points) to be reported for the UWWTD and for E-PRTR. Only sensitive areas and their catchments are required. Discharge points and receiving areas should be linked to WFD water bodies. 
EQS-directive: (daughter directive of WFD agreed in June 2008). Inventory of emissions, discharges and losses. All hazardous substances including their concentrations in sediments and biota.  Benoit Fribourg-Blanc (techn exp.): WG-E, meeting in mid-Oct. will present draft mandate for a guidance to establish the inventory for the EQS-directive.

Dania Cristofaro DGENV – E-PRTR: European Pollutant release and transport register. Annual emissions from point sources: N, P, + haz. subst. Software available on the web showing e.g. N emissions to water. Simple tool. The Facilities (i.e. industrial companies) collect data and reports to the competent authority in each country, who reports to COM/EEA, who compile the data. From EPER (European Pollutant Emission Register, based on the IPPC Directive) to E-PRTR. Number of pollutants is increased to 71 substances, including priority substances and emissions caused by accidents. Inventory of diffuse sources, as well. Cost-effective tool. Includes both air and water pollutants. Threshold values for the need for reporting into waste water and into surface waters. Reporting cycle: Annually, starting 2007 for point sources, on-line. No register for diffuse sources, may be ready in 3-6 years. Disaggregated data (total annual emissions from EPRTR facilities). Annual data will be collected starting 2009. Factors are agreed to estimate the waste amount in relation to the material produced. The Public/NGOs should be watch-dogs to check reliability of the data submitted/reported. The data include emissions releases, geographical coordinates, ID for the facility, parent company name, RBD, Main economic activity, NACE II code. Confidentiality claim: Pollutant, natural person (farmer), .....Data are facility data not derived by models, but from internationally approved methodologies. 

	A5
	Discussion:

Anita Künitzer, ETC: The E-PRTR has no established reporting for diffuse sources yet. Dania-EPRTR: We plan to start with this also, easy for agriculture, worse for other sectors. Nagy, UWWTD: Reporting cycles should be harmonised.  
Dania Cristofaro -EPRTR: Annual reporting for the EPRTR, while the UWWTD directive data should be reported every 2nd year. We have to look more carefully into this.
Violeta Vinceviciene, UWWTD: We have to agree on reporting sheets and check if they are overlapping. Then we have to agree on formats to make sure that they are exchangeable. This is included in the first phase of WISE development. IT-issues. SEIS (Shared Environmental Information System) - will be a network of servers, from which the Commission or EEA can then extract data without specific reporting from the member states. Linked to INSPIRE. 
Anita Künitzer, ETC: Where do we have inconsitencies between the UWWTD and E-PRTR reporting requirements? 
Dania Cristofaro -EPRTR: New and old IDs. New IDs can use new rules. 
Violeta-UWWTD: GIS Guidance document on reporting is under revision. Will be available this year. This gives rules how to deal with IDs (for measuring points). Beate Werner: Is the ID issue and reporting cycles the only problem? Should we also consider the contents of the information we are reporting? What is your views of the streamlining challenges in terms of information content? 
Roovart, NL: The quality of the information is not comparable, there are double countings, the calculation methods are different, the completeness of the information is different, these are challenges for the next ten year. 
NN, Austria: Questionable quantity and quality of data. Working document no. 1 does not consider gaps for plants < 2000 p.e. Content of info is OK. It makes no sense to give all info for very small plants and sources for areas where there could potentially be a problem. NN, Cyprus:  One major problem is that the sources to be reported are different for different directives. We would like to have a unified list or an overview of reporting requirements for all directives. This would make it easier for us. What parameters, what facilities? NN, Sweden: Is it not stated what size of treatment plant is required? Please clarify. Nagy: The reporting should include positive impacts of a healthy environment on the economy, as well as info on which economic activity that is responsible for emissions of different pollutants. Will environmental data be better linked to economic activities in the future? Beate Werner EEA: To assess policy effectiveness, the reporting should be linked to the DPSIR-framework. Source apportionment linked to sectors will handle this, so that we can assess in which sectors there are improvement, and also address what does it cost to reduce further emissions? Philippe Crouzet, EEA: Do we get accurate and not misleading info? This is the crucial question. What info provides the correct links to the assessment. Nagy: What we need to know is for example what is the contribution of the paper industry on the environment? How can we measure that reliably? Which part of the municipal waste water comes from the paper industry? Is this important for the future reporting or not? Rob Collins: We can do this based on the waste water treatment efficiency. There are methods to estimate the share of each sector in the emissions from municipal waste water treatment plants.  


	
	  

Additiontal points received on email from Michael Nagy, Austria (techn. expert for DG Env. on UWWTD):

Comments on Robert Collin’s Presentation: 
a.   Gaps of UWWTD-Reporting: AGGLOMERATIONS < 2,000 p.e. and < 10,000 p.e. in coastal areas! Article 7 is currently not covered. 
b.    Aggregation of UWWTD-data to RBD-level IS POSSIBLE: Spatial aggregation or database aggregation 
c.   Gaps: not covered are p.e. in rural areas (outside of agglomerations) 
Comments on Violetas Presentation: 
a.   IDs established for UWWTD, but they need to be available as reference lists for e-PRTR; here the operators report; status of reference list is important 
b.   e-PRTR is asking mandatory for loads, UWWTD does not; set of pollutants covered is different

	
	Summary of discussion:
Streamlining would require harmonisation of IDs and reporting cycles, as well as information content in terms of parameters and emission source categories. Also calculation methods should be reported to avoid the comparison of incomparable data and to allow source apportionment of emissions to different economic sectors.

	
	Lunch break

	B
	Overview and Analysis of the Test Data received ‘with a focus on point data’, chair Beate Werner

	B1
	Hana Prchalova, ETC: Overview of the emissions data request 

· Point & Diffuse; Units, Timescales, Spatial Scales etc

(Workshop Document No. 2)
Aims: Collate relevant emissions data for SoE, develop indicators to inform policy.

Simplified excel spreadsheet was created capturing the key parts of the reporting sheet. 

Total emission loads from significant point and diffuse sources at RBD level were requested, more detailed info was welcomed. Specific emission loads (kg/ha/year) were calculated for each RBD or sub-unit.

Nutrients (Tot N, TotP, tonnes per year), organic loads (BOD, TOC, COD tonnes, per year), metals, haz. subst. kg/year.

Both point and diffuse sources. Diffuse sources from agriculture, atmospheric deposition, other diffuse sources (forestry, aquaculture).

Point sources UWWTD, total point source emissions aggregated across all sectors, if sector based emissions were not available. 

Annual loads for as many years as possible were requested. 

Questions: 
FI (SYKE), how many methods did you get for diffuse emissions for agriculture, and could you distinguish between the methods? Answer: We asked the respondents to explain their method. But there is a need for harmonisation to get better comparability and reliability of the data. This will be further discussed tomorrow. 
Violeta Vinceviciene, DG Env: What about emission/loads to groundwater? Was this covered? Answer: not specifically, since this is difficult to report, but will be further discussed. 

	B2
	Country presentations of Test Data
· Methods, Results, Issues

Judy Libra (DE): 
How to determine input loads? Riverine loads, influence of discharge pattern, demonstration of effect of measures difficult. DE need regionalised input balances for point and diffuse sources. The solution was to use the Moneris-model. This model calculates point sources and diffuse sources separately, and the two main categories are divided on sectors. This model was applied to different river basins > 100 km2 (> 3000 catchments). Input data is statistics on sewer network and CORINE land cover, atmospheric deposition, etc. Hydrological variation is averaged through 3-5 years aggregation. Results are riverine outflows using retention along river to get what is discharged into the sea. Good agreement with measured values (material flow balance). The model gives no explicit info, nor quantification of sources. So separate approach used for that: Conceptual model on flow of materials for different substances (compartments and fluxes) in a ‘cradle to grave’ approach.  Examples shown for metals: Decrease of point sources (municipal and industrial), but diffuse sources have not changed. Urban areas are important source of metals, as well as mining activities (20% of Cd, 14% of Zn). Reduction measures: tool box approach, adapted to region and substance, tailor made strategies necessary, input pattern, regional pattern…..

Improved stormwater handling, particle separation at the source, better treatment in the treatment plants. Substitution, product bans etc.

Conclusions: input pattern with variability in several dimensions. Models necessary but careful interpretation of results is crucial. Toolbox approach required for the programme of measures in the RBMPs. Ongoing development for priority substances and for scenario analyses. Goal: estimate effects of planned measures. Short and long-term effects: short-term point sources, long-term groundwater load.
Beate Werner, EEA: How do you think the link could be with SoE emissions reporting? Annual average is not meaningful due to hydrological variation. So without info on river flow you cannot evaluate whether high emissions is due to hydrology or other causes. Rob Collins, EEA: Let’s ask for flow data in addition. Why have the metals emissions gone down? Answer: Regulation and pre-treatment of waste water at the industrical sites, but also declining industry could contribute. NN, UK EA: What are the biological impacts of these metals? Will you incorporate biological data into the model? Answer: No, this will be used only for estimating the inputs and predict effect of measures on the emissions. No direct link between the loads and the biological data. NN, Flemish Env. Agency: Do you use E-PRTR data as input to the model? Answer: No, due to different organisation in Germany we have used UWWTD data. Source data have been fitted to the concentrations found in the river.  
Joost van den Roovaart (NL) (Deltares), presentation co-authored with Richard van Hoorn (RIZA): Emissions to water in NL. 

Dutch E-PRTR is updated every year and includes 350 pollutants to air, water and soil. Both point and diffuse sources are included, covering emissions from the source, as well as discharges to surface waters. Info is stored in central database. Transparent description of quantification methods is available through fact sheets. Conceptual compartmental model has been constructed to avoid double counting of emissions (both at the source and at the WWT plant). 
Dutch SoE data reporting: Not too much problems. We have selected 12 substances. TotP, TotN, COD, BOD, Cd, Cu, Hg, Pb, Ni, Zn, fluoranthene, Benzoapyren, only one year 2005. No river loads, but loads discharged to water. Selection of the data available, the quality of the data, insufficient info, should we report what we have anyway? One problem was the source categories for the diffuse sources, they do not have good definition. How do we distinguish atmospheric deposition from urban runoff and agricultural runoff from background loads? We use existing code list for diffuse sources from Eurostat or other sources. Diffuse sources become relatively more important because the point sources have been largely removed. Remaining problem with nutrients, difficult to model, organisatorial problems. 

Transparency of data and quantification methods: Transparency is important to improve the methods. Communication, exchange info, review based on comments. So far, info is available only in Dutch. 

Fact sheets: Showed the outline with > 10 bullet points (see presentation). Quality judged by categories A-E, where A is estimates based on lots of measurements on representative stations, whereas E is just a technical calculation based on assumptions. 

Nagy, Austria: Dutch system is good and often used. Can be used to improve reporting, by selecting the requested info from a large database. Water quantity is included. Why not use lists for sources that can be linked to economic sectors. We support this to enable water emissions accounts. NL: How to aggregate to the sources requested? Rob Collins: Fact sheets can be very useful if translated. The problem you mentioned that sources are not excluding each other, but that is also the case for models. We had to make the spreadsheet as simple as possible. We cannot go into too much details. 

Håkan Staaf, EPA (SE). 
Data reported by Sweden: Diffuse and point sources, nutrients and metals (Cu, Zn, Cd, Hg), emissions at source (gross load), no retention applied for this exercise (although much used for convention purposes), data for five RBDs. Point sources: UWWTPs > 2000 pe and < 2000 pe and industry with in-house wastewater treatment. Diffuse sources: Agriculture, atmospheric dep, forestry, unconnected dwellings normally counted as point sources, storm water (urban and roads), background (difficult, how to define: OSPAR, HELCOM has done this). Major data sources: no new data produced for the test reporting to EEA. We used the WFD article 5 data (problems with source apportionment concerning mining), the HELCOM PLC5-reporting (nutrients, source app.), the UWWTD reporting and the E-PRTR-data. Results showing example for Cd from point and diffuse sources, overview maps for RBDs and pie chart maps with source app., forest and agriculture is by far the largest source of Cd emissions, and deposition on lakes. N-emissions from point sources: Retention 17%, because most industry is located along the coast. N-emissions from diffuse sources. Gross and net (after retention, ca. 35%), > 60% from agriculture. P-emissions: retention 33%, 85% from agriculture. Data at the river mouth shows that annual riverine input of N to the sea. Stable for the last 20 years. Very good correlation between modelled and monitored results for N, but not for P, here the model underestimates the monitored load, probably due to river bank erosion in the catchment. 
Conclusions: Diffuse sources: High demand for input data for agriculture, high quality water monitoring data is crucial for development, calibration and validation of models. Difficult to differentiate between anthropogenic and background emissions. Very resource demanding to make annual estimates, should rather use long-term run-off data. We do this every 6 years or 4 years (loads to the sea). Point sources: Not all industrial facilities are obliged to report. National central database is established, standard emission coefficients are used for small facilities, good data can be produced annually for some parameters at least on the 2-year level. Retention is needed to assess load to the sea. Several source apportionment techniques are used based on approaches that exist in marine conventions, as well as from the EuroHarp-project. The HBV-NV model works well, but the calculation is too time consuming (for 400 river basins), retention data for metals and POPs is missing. 
Questions: NN, Flemish part of BE: Gross and net loads: does it mean at source or at the edge of the water? Retention in river and lakes are included when estimating the net load. Brian Kronvang: Can you be sure that the monitoring is accurate? Erosion may not be captured by monitoring, or the monitoring data can be too high due to one erosion episode (annual means). Agnieszka Romanowicz .DG ENV: What does the central database contain? Answer: Data from all industries obliged to report and animal farms are included. 

Beate Werner: It is clear that agriculture is the major source of diffuse emissions. 


	B3
	Overview of the emissions data received, Hana Prchalova, ETC
 (Workshop Document No. 3)
The aim was not to assess the emission loads in different countries, nor to compare methods. Quality assurance was only done in terms of checking RBDs against the official register in WISE and to avoid double counting. Brief showing of results on N and P at the European level. 
Point source emissions: 14 countries reported. Most reported nutrients and org. loads, fewer reported metals and even fewer reported haz. subst. For diffuse emissions: 11 countries reported. Most reported nutrients fewer reported org. loads and even fewer reported metals or haz. subst. Country specific data not shown, because sensitive issue, but can be provided upon requests. Issues arising: Retention, temporal aspects (hydrological conditions), industrial emissions. Recommendation for temporal aspects in terms of frequency of reporting: Each year for point sources and every three years for diffuse sources. Spatial issues: RBDs with or without coastal areas? RBD area should include only land area. Emissions prior to or after treatment?

Questions/comments from countries: 
1. France: every 3 years reporting, does it mean one year every 3 years, or average of 3 years? The average of 3 years should be used for pesticides. Answer: Some data are calculated for empirical model, export coefficients for example. So this is difficult. 
2. UK: how much of the trends can be explained from better waste water treatment and how much to the decrease of industries? In UK we got wonderful trends on downwards emissions, but this was due to shut-down of industries in UK, not to better cleaning of emissions. 


	B4
	Structured discussion on Test Data, including issues identified in B1-B3. 
Rob Collins, EEA: Questions for discussion.
1. Should the spatial scale for reporting be the RBD/RB (sub-units)? 
2. Does the excel spread sheet account for: Land RBD area or WFD RBD area including coastal areas, direct discharge to coastal waters, national methodologies (definition of background loads, retention), national assessment of trends, what is the story behind the trends (improved waste water treatment or decline of industrial production)
3. What should be the frequency of reporting: annually for point sources and  every 3 years, based on 3 year average for diffuse sources? 
4. How to harmonise E-PRTR and UWWTD reporting?
Question no. 1: Do we agree to use the RBDs or RB subunits as the spatial scale? Brian K. What about transboundary RBs? Answer: The national sub-units should be used for reporting. Iceland: Not decided how they will divide their catchments yet. Austria: Are we talking about the national parts of the RBs? Answer: Yes!

Conclusion: RBDs or national subunits of RBs should be used for reporting.



	B4
	Question no. 2: Is the spreadsheet OK in terms of how to define the RBD area (land area only), point source methodology and integration of different sources. Denmark: Point sources going to freshwaters and to coastal waters should be distinguished in order to be able to link to biology/ecol. status in the rivers. Belgium: National methodologies: Important to know which part of the material flow is reported or missed. Some are reporting gross and some net loads. You should not do that, but compare like with like. M. Nagy: This can be solved using flow schemas (Eurostat, OECD). Indirect discharges by industries are missing (Rob Collins: No, they are included), or double counted. This should be removed. Is it so important to harmonise the methods for the remaining 10-15% of the point sources, or would metadata and simple calculations be sufficient?  Judy Libra, Germany: Retention makes a big difference, so we have to specify whether this is included or not. How to deal with this, when using the data for SoE purposes?  Cyprus: The flow chart should be used to ask the same questions to everybody. Methodologies should be reported because they can be useful for other countries. Rob Collins, EEA: Gross (source) or net (river mouth) loads: Which of these methods would you prefer? You use different methods. Can we find a way to convert between the two? Preferably both estimates should be reported, if possible. Flanders, Belgium: E-PRTR is a source reporting that should be used. Austria: Source data (to the edge of the water, not river mouth) should be used. Håkan Staaf, SE: Source reporting is better. Not all countries have a coastline. Would be more comparable among countries also. NN. Romania: We need to also consider retention, which differs between dry and wet periods. Beate Werner, EEA: How does the UWWTD reporting fit into the source oriented approach? Would this be discharged load? Austria: yes, the UWWTD discharges fit with the emissions source approach to the edge of the water. Another problem is the groundwater emissions. Violeta Vinceviciene, DG Env: Discharges is measured at the end of pipe, we cannot go to the sources to the UWWT plants. Beate Werner, EEA: A source oriented approach takes account of the UWWTD data as well. Rob Collins, EEA: You have an urban waste water discharge. How to trace that back to the different sources? Are you comfortable with reporting the sources of urban waste water? France: this is not possible at this stage. Sweden: End of pipe is OK. Problem if the pipe stops at a wetland or pond. Roovart, NL: is aggregated data OK? This limits the analyses that can be done with the data. Rob Collins, EEA: We ask for voluntary data, so we have to accept aggregated data, although disaggregated data is better for analyses. 

Austria: No legal obligation to collect emissions from small industries. Switzerland: How to link the emissions data to the ecol. status of the rivers? Methods of assessing the data: Some data is measured, some is modelled, some is calculated, how to compare? Beate Werner, EEA: National methodologies should be transparent in order to know how they can be used for assessment. Rob Collins, EEA: RBD scale does not prevent asking data on the water body level. If data is provided at the water body level this can be linked to river ecol. status. To link it to coastal waters, we need loads to marine areas, not source approach. 

Conclusions: Both gross and net loads are needed, taking account of retention in wetlands, rivers and lakes, as well as info on national methods for calculating the emissions. Gross loads are needed to estimate pressure on rivers and lakes, whereas net loads are needed for estimating pressure on coastal areas. The flow schemas of Eurostat/OECD may be helpful to streamline reporting.

	
	Question 2 continued for groundwater: 

Beate Werner, EEA: Point sources for groundwater. How you deal with groundwater loading? Austria: Point sources to groundwater would be good to have. 
Slovenia: If there is effluent to the groundwater, we have to provide measurement to show that the effluents are not affecting the groundwater. Violeta Vinceviciene, DG Env: Reporting sheets for WFD asks for significant pollutants to groundwater. Rob Collins, EEA: Can we split point and diffuse sources for groundwater? Beate Werner, EEA: We will take what we can get. 


	
	Question 3: What about the frequency? Is annual reporting for point sources OK and every 3 years for diffuse sources? 
Jens Bögestrand, NERI, Denmark: Average value for 3 years is needed for diffuse sources.  Rob Collins, EEA: We would welcome data reported every year, but would also accept 3 year averages. Merete Styczen, DHI, ETC: To use the data for assessment of algal blooms, we need annual data. Judy Libra, Germany: UWWTD will be every 2 years. We will not have data annually. NN, Cyprus: We only report E-PRTR annually. These are the only data that will be available annually. Annual reporting is time- and resource consuming. Streamlining of frequency should be done according to the other directive. NN, France: Diffuse source reporting is done after a survey of agriculture every 6 years. 3 years cycle will be difficult. 
Beate Werner, EEA: Commission have to answer how to streamline reporting cycles between the different legal instruments. For Eionet, EEA always welcomes recent, new data. Violeta Vinceviciene, DGENV: SEIS will be the ultimate instrument to harmonise reporting frequency. We cannot change the directives’ requirements. 



	
	Summary and conclusions Day 1:  EEA Beate Werner
· The RBD or sub-units (national part) is the right reporting unit. 
· a) EEA/ETC needs to specify in the reporting sheet whether the data are gross or net loads, both are needed. Source based (gross loads) approach was agreed for the freshwater areas, whereas for the coastal waters the load (or net) approach is needed. b) we should consider using the flow chart from Eurostat joint questionnaire (updated version) to harmonise reporting, c) we should get national methodology descriptions, so that we have the basis for comparability of the data, and to explain differences. 
· Frequency: Enable annual update for point sources, but not expecting that new data are available and reported every year. Harmonisation of reporting frequency is needed, this is a message to Commission.



	
	Day 2 Friday 12th Sept, chair Beate Werner



	C
	Diffuse Emissions

	C1
	Introduction, Rob Collins, EEA: Issues raised by predicting diffuse emissions
Topics for discussion: Gross versus net loads, do the methods take account of retention. Is there any method to relate the two. 

	C2
	Merete Styczen, DHI/ETC: Towards an Emission Indicator(s) 

Nutrient Emissions from Agriculture (Workshop Document no. 4)
Previous investigation indicates that agriculture contributes 50-80% to total N loads and ca. 50% of total P loads. Concentration in the stream is not a good indicator of emissions, if we don’t know what the sources are. Thus source app. should be done at the RB or RBD scale. We need to quantify how much comes from agriculture. 

Using all available data from all sorts of methods, it is clear that harmonisation is needed. Background emissions is usually included in the agricultural areas, but should rather be subtracted. Large difference between gross and net loads. Methods to estimate retention differ: Some include plant uptake in retention, some include retention in groundwater, wetlands and lakes.

Hydrology is also important, since wet years yield higher diffuse loads than dry years. Without correction for hydrology trend identification is difficult – Is the reduction in emissions genuine or related to hydrology? Annual rainfall or river flow is needed to correct for hydrological variations. If this is not done, the trends can be opposite when comparing a dry year with a wet year or the other way around. 

The results show different results depending on whether total RBD area or just the agricultural area of the RBD is considered. If erosion is included the loads increase. 

Conclusions: This first attempt shows that there is a potential to develop a diffuse emission indicator from agriculture, but there are gaps (Southern Europe) which can be filled with streamlining of reporting. Source apportionment needs to be done. We need to obtain harmonised/comparable results, particularly with respect to retention. Correction for hydrological variation is needed. Eionet Water quantity reporting can help in this regard.

Please send info on retention factors used by the different countries to Rob Collins, EEA.
Questions:

Austria: Which load did you use for the maps? Answer: Total agricultural loads from the test data exercise.

Rob Collins, EEA: What can we do with these results? Link to DPSIR and to maps of water quality, incl. biological /ecol. quality, as well.


	C3
	Technical Presentations: 
JRC emissions model (B. Grizzetti & F. Bouraoui, presented by A. Lyche Solheim)
Some results of FATE project– ATLAS – GREEN model assessing pressures from nutrients and hazardous substances. Examples shown for:
Spatial Nitrogen Diffuse Emissions, 

P scattered dwellings,
Pyrethroids (hazardous substance) in EU waters,
Emissions of lindane,
Seawater concentration of PCBs from land sources,
1,2 Dichlorethane, 

Scenario impact of EU policy (1985 – 2020).
Comments and discussion: 

Beate Werner, EEA: Important information. Good to see that the Fate project also has developed to include hazardous substances. We will intensify our collaboration with JRC based on this. 

Peter Kristensen., EEA: Data reporting of emissions is also of interest to the MS to compare their emissions to what is coming from other countries. For EEA we need data and models to show the overall European picture. There are 2 approaches – modeling (JRC) or ask member countries – potential conflict – different figures. 

Beate Werner, EEA: EEA will check again the results on European level and compare JRC and national results. 
JRC (Anne Lyche Solheim): JRC would be happy to improve their model using emissions data from countries reported to EEA, and then to provide a more accurate overall European picture.
France: JRC model seems to give a better picture of the hot spots for France than the test data exercise overview. 

Judy Libra, Germany: Is there any connection to the marine conventions work? What type of communication exists?
Answer from DG Env (Violeta Vinceviciene): For the Marine Strategy Directive, a marine part of WISE (WISE-Marine) is under development to get harmonised reporting of marine data, including conventions data and DG Mare data, and to analyse what are the data needs for the MSD in order to incorporate those.

Answer from SE: Future assessments in the marine area, comprehensive assessment is going on now in OSPAR from North Sea to Spain including all river mouth data. HELCOM will have a source apportionment on loads for sea basin areas (differing a little bit from RBDs), but this will not include trend analyses. New env. objectives are agreed, and trends will be analysed in 2016 after data has been submitted for some years.

Beate Werner, EEA: Integration of other conventions should also be attempted. 

Hungary: Will JRC include impacts of climate change to emissions in their modelling work? 
Answer (Anne Lyche Solheim): Yes, my understanding the intention is to do this in the coming years.



	C3
	MONERIS, (Bach): Good and detailed examples of nutrient surplus in sub-catchments in Germany. Is nutrient surplus a good indicator for nutrient emissions to water? Retention in root zone, vadose zone and groundwater is important here. This model can estimate the soil and groundwater retention. Nutrient surplus is of small relevance for what comes out to the river. Have to estimate the NO3 leaching as a function of N surplus. Is this relationship linear or non-linear? This should be known in order to plan the best measures. This model is a good source apportionment model. Also erosion, drainage etc. is important. Farm structure survey is done with 4 year intervals, which would be the relevant reporting frequency. Moneris can also estimate pesticide emissions (surface run-off). Footprint tool: www.eu-footprint.eu (Functional Tools for Pesticide Risk Assessment and Management) is under construction. 

Questions: 
France: What is the basis for the data? Answer: Farm surveys, and soil tillage estimated from expert judgment and some sampling. Finland: How to know the tillage methods? Important for the emissions. Also the P-status of the soil is essential. Sweden: No good relationship between nutrient surplus and leaching. Answer: Same experience in Germany. 

MITERRA-Europe, Onema, NL. Calculates N-flows from agriculture. Simple and transparent tool. Developed for European Commission. What are the synergies of the measures. It also includes carbon and phosphorus estimates. Based on info from CAPRI (agriculture related to crop production and trade) and Rains/Gains (NOx emissions, N-deposition of N). Output: N, P, C balances. Nitrate leaching to groundwater and surface water as the edge of agricultural lands. Compartments in the methods: Crop sector, animal sector, N-inputs, N-outputs in products, emissions to air and to water. N-leaching pathways from manure, surface run-off etc. is included in the calculations. Results of policy scenarios, baseline 2000. Measures to reduce NO3 leaching combined with NH3 abatement measures is the most efficient one. 

Questions: 
Romania. What part of the N remains in the soil? Is this included in the model? Answer: Mineralisation is large, so we assume that there is no change in soil organic N. The soil map is not useful. Grassland: divided into intensive and extensive categories. Belgium: Why did you not consider erosion? Answer: We have not included erosion, because we focus on the NO3 directive, and NO3 is not coming from erosion. However, erosion has not been included for P either, but we should do that in future development. Rob Collins, EEA: These other models can be used to fill in the gaps of the datasets used for pan-European models. 



	
	EUROHARP, Brian Kronvang, DK. 
Net nutrient loads should always be quantified using monitoring/modelled results – net load is the most accurate estimate. Gross nutrient emissions from background sources should be quantified independently using monitoring data or models. Nutrient retention in surface water should be quantified independently using model estimates at water body or river basin scale (EUROHARP NUTRET tool). Euroharp has shown that ensemble modelling (using many models) is a possible way forward to ensure that an estimate of the uncertainty involved in especially nutrient load partitioning can be given. Application of more than one model will be useful in the future emission reporting. Nutrient surplus is important, retention and leaching from the root zone is important to estimate diffuse emissions. Hydrological data is crucial. Guidelines developed for OSPAR on diffuse losses (no. 6) and nutrient retention (no. 9) should be used. Background concentrations are crucial to consider. 20-80% N-retention in Danish areas. Different models were used to estimate the N and P export from 17 catchments, giving the mean and uncertainty for each catchment when using all the models. Gross N and P-loss from agricultural land is more uncertain when loads are high than when they are low. Net load, uncertainty 27% for N and 41% for P. The retention was the main uncertainty factor. Both means and uncertainty should be given in the future assessments. More info on www.euroharp.org.toolbox. 

Beate Werner, EEA: To what extent does the variability of the models depend on different national sources of bias? Answer: The various ways of handling the input data is the main source of variation. And retention is poorly described in most models. Retention in groundwater is also difficult to estimate, and this is done differently in different models. Bach, DE: You compared model results with the average of the other model predictions. Did you not also compare model performance against measured concentrations for three core catchments? How was model performance for this comparison? Answer: This has been tried with the toolbox. Euroharp only had access to net loads measurements, since gross loads cannot be monitored in terms of how much is coming from agriculture and different other sources. 



	
	Priority substances (Benoit Fribourg-Blanc, OIEAU, Fr): 

Focus needed on diffuse sources. Based on ETC Water 2005. Many regulations exist now for the control of haz subst. Adoption of the REACH regulation is important. EQS values. COMMPS. Main groups (Annex VIII of WFD): Organic micropollutants (PCB, PAH, dioxins), pesticides, metals. For heavy metals natural background concentration should be considered. Sources: Agriculture, roads and atmosphere. Exposure + Effect = Risk (acute, chronic) should guide prioritisation. Link between source, emission and load to water is complex to establish. Who emits what? EPER examples given. Italy and France are the worst emittors based on data from EPER 2001. NACE list can be used to select substances. Common metrics should be developed. Many guidance documents are available, WG E of the WFD is responsible for this. 

Questions: 
Nagy, Austria: What do we understand as emissions, considering background concentrations? Industries should not be blamed for more than they emit. Thus the total concentrations of heavy metals downstream a facility is not due to the industrial emission. Benoit Fribourg-Blanc: This is not clear at the moment. Agnieszka Romanovicz, DGENV: Background concentration is difficult because the discharge could be to a different water body than the input water. So the background concentration cannot simply be subtracted. So total loads should be what is reported. Rob Collins: Does the inventory list of WG-E overlap with that of the E-PRTR? Benoit Fribourg-Blanc: The inventory list of WG-E focus on the EQS-values regardless of the size of single sources (which is what E-PRTR considers). Beate Werner: Source apportionment is needed also for haz. substances. What we need is the link between what is found in the river and the impact on the ecosystem and on human health. 

Additional presentation from NL (Richard van Hoorn) on E-PRTR, internet tool for the NL. The Internet tool allows selection of maps to show distribution of any substance, company (facility) or catchment. Emission factors and pathways to the environment are included. So far this tool is mainly in Dutch, but English version will be available next year (2009).

	C5
	Structured Discussion on Diffuse Emissions and Priority Substances, including issues identified in C1-C4.
Rob Collins, EEA. We would like both gross and net load data, if possible. We will improve the emission categories according to the lists available. SE: Net loads can be obtained from the marine conventions, the net loads for each RBD can be calculated from these net loads. You should ask for clarification whether gross emissions are measured in the root zone or at the edge of the river, and how background concentrations are derived.  Rob Collins, EEA: We can use other sources of info to give European overviews, but we prefer to get it from the countries. Austria: Could the river basin commissions provide a more harmonised data? UK: Accuracy of the models is limited, so the data will be very uncertain. Refering to SWIFT, the uncertainty may be reduced by using passive samplers rather than spot samples to estimate concentrations of hazardous substances in rivers. But not to estimate emissions. DK: Passive samplers are not tested yet, several years before they are validated. FR: Using mussels as passive samplers. FI: Automated monitoring system used for TotP (estimated from turbidity) highly underestimates real TotP. Beate Werner, EEA: We need both gross and net loads for different purposes. Passive samplers can be used to get better data in the future. Collaboration with the river and marine conventions is important.  We will use the NACE categories to improve the emissions categories. Rob, EEA: The issue of flow is important. We can include a measure of flow in the reporting sheet to allow flow corrections in the assessment of trends.  Switzerland: We would prefer to report water quantity data in the water quantity reporting sheet rather than including it in the emissions sheet. Rob Collins, EEA: We can include a note in the reporting sheet saying that if this has been delivered in the water quantity reporting, you don’t have to report it again here. Beate Werner, EEA: You should calculate the loads based on flow data. SE: You can ask in the reporting sheet if they provide flow-corrected loads. That can be added to the emissions reporting sheet.

Summary of discussion: 

Both gross and net loads are needed. The load data should be flow-corrected. Inputs from the marine and river conventions can be used to supplement the data on net loads coming from countries. For gross loads the calculation method should be given to allow evaluation of comparability, including info on how the background concentrations are considered, and whether the loads represent what is measured in the root zone or at the edge of the river. The NACE categories should be used to harmonise the emission categories in the reporting sheet. Flow data should only be reported if not already done in the water quantity reporting.


	D
	Emissions Reporting – 2009 onwards, chair Anita Künitzer

	D1
	Structured discussion on future data reporting:
Beate Werner, EEA: Changes to the Reporting sheet
· We would like both source and load based emissions and will allow for reporting of both

· Request for flow information or link to where it is available

· Text added on reporting frequency for point sources, annually is ideal, for diffuse, every 3 years. Annual update will be possible through WISE

· Distinction between point sources emissions to fresh and marine waters

· Opportunity to provide point source data separately for groundwater and surface water

· Include emission types based on NACE code lists. 
· For Agriculture we will allow for reporting of nutrient surplus, pathways (leaching to root zone) and both source and load emissions

· Textual information regarding methods (models) including source or net load approach should be included
· Textual information describing (explaining) trends (is the trend due to decline of industry or to emission reduction measure in the industrial sector)
Austria: Harmonisation of reporting cycles: Timing of reporting should be done coherently with the E-PRTR reporting.  

Judy Libra, DE: Please link or refer to other sources of info in the reporting sheet.

Håkan, SE: Off-site transfers do not make sense since it is not emissions. Rob Collins /Anita Künitzer, EEA: This is required by E-PRTR, and can be used to calculate the emissions coming from off-site transfer: based on data on the amount going into the treatment plant and the level of treatment, we can calculate the emissions coming from that water. Benoit Fribourg-Blanc: Yes, this is helpful. Judy Libra, DE: Table 1 also must be changed accordingly. Austria: Please reduce the number of categories to coarser ones. Rob Collins, EEA: You don’t need to use all the categories when reporting. M. Nagy: Give options for reporting only total loads, but also to split this into subcategories if data are available. Judy Libra, DE: Please coordinate diffuse source categories with WISE reporting sheets. Austria (Georg Windhofer): Please open for further revisions based on the next reporting of emissions data. 

Beate Werner  EEA: Further process: Changes made to the reporting sheet during this workshop, with changes shown as track changes will be sent to the countries for comments as soon as possible. Deadline for comments is 19.09. After integration of the comments the revised reporting sheet will be sent to you again, as well as to WGD and then to the SCG and WDs. The last version will be uploaded to Circa also. All comments should be sent to Beate Werner. 



	D2
	Beate Werner: Workshop summary and conclusions: 

· Emissions data is very valuable, DPSIR framework, source apportionment, indicators, linking to water quality including ecological status, linking to marine assessment 

· Changes to the Reporting Sheet agreed
· Agreement on spatial scale. RBD or national subunits, point emissions to waterbodies would be valuable to link well with ecological status

· Identification for further streamlining work, concerning reporting frequency, parameters, EPRTR and UWWTD. Further cooperation across EU bodies

· Information from Member Countries is preferred but we can draw upon other Europe wide sources (JRC, Mittera, Conventions) to fill the gaps
· Review of the reporting results in 2010

Anita Künitzer, ETC: Minutes will be distributed for comments within one month time. The minutes and the presentations and documents for the meeting will be uploaded to Circa. The data request will be next year in August.


	
	The workshop was closed at 15:15
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