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	Minutes from
	Thematic Freshwater Eionet workshop 


	VENUE 
	EEA, Copenhagen, DK
	DATE:
	20-21/10/2009    

	PARTICIPANTS:


	Country representatives related to EIONET, EEA/ETC managers,

DG Environment representative for the Nitrates Directive, Eurostat, 

Delegations from Turkey and from Japan

For more info, see participant list in Annex 2 

	ANNEXES:


	ANNEX 1 - Agenda

	
	ANNEX 2 – List of participants

	
	ANNEX 3 – Written country replies after workshop

	CHAIRS:
	  Anita Künitzer and Beate Werner

	RAPPORTEUR:
	  ETC: Anne Lyche-Solheim 

	Access to documentation
	 The workshop presentations and the pre-workshop documents can be found on the Circa system at: http://eea.eionet.europa.eu/Members/irc/eionet-circle/water/library?l=/&vm=detailed&sb=Title&cookie=1 

	Summary and CONCLUSIONS, ACTIONS AND DEADLINES
	Aims: 
· to present and discuss the contents and process to prepare the State-of-Environment Report (SOER) 2010

· to present and discuss freshwater indicator development

· WISE developments including data request, station matching and streamlining/integration between directives , SoE reporting and other water statistics


	
	SOER part C and future reports:  
· Water NRCs should consult with their country coordinator for SOER contributions (part C and part B review) to be involved ( see list in SOER portal http://soer2010.ew.eea.europa.eu/. Revised drafts of country reports should be sent by the countries to EEA before 1st Dec. Additional info can be added also after this deadline. In particular, linkage has to be made between Part C and the published WFD River Basin Management Plans.
· CZ and EE gave good examples for integrated assessments in Part C

· EEA starts preparing for the water SOE report in 2012 in close cooperation with DG ENV, making most efficient use of ALL information in WISE. Additional information from MS should be needed only in cases of clarification on bilateral basis. 

	
	Indicator development water quality

· Technical comments could be given by 15. Nov. in writing.
· For the aggregation on RBD level information is only available for EU 27 countries. Additional EEA Member States have started and are encouraged to continue to give this delination to EEA on the basis of their EEA agreement without any implications towards the WFD implementation.

· Timeseries: possible gaps in time series have to be discussed bilateral with MS to try to close those gaps with further data available on the side of the MS.

· Further guidance will be developed by EEA to better specifying representivity information in the data requests.

· Groundwater: main problem for aggregation is continuity between GW bodies under the old Eionet water and the new WFD GW water bodies (see station match)

· Hazardous Substances: It was supported by MS to move forward to developing a  core set indicator.. Screening in many countries is not completed yet. Further steps should focus on substances under the EQS directive and the Priority Substances in particular.


	
	Biological data
· First results from test data flows are promising, but several questions still have to be solved conceptually as well as technically for single countries. This will be done in bilateral dialogues between the ETC and the countries /data providers for the test exchange 2009, including NRCs for rivers and lakes, Ecostat is the contact points and copies should be sent to NFPs.

· Further development of the reporting as test data flow in 2010,  to be established as priority data flow from 2011 onwards



	
	Emissions
· Progress on data flows was well received

· It is important to note that the SoE-WISE emissions reporting will not lead to a double reporting of data. The EEA is particularly interested in emissions that are not reported under water Directives (e.g. for many diffuse emissions). For emissions that are reported under other directives, a FLAG is provided to indicate under which reporting stream they can be found. Therefore, no double reporting should occur.
· 

	
	Water Quantity

· Progress on data flows was well received

· The quantity input tool sets out a sustainable system over the following years and should develop stepwise – next steps: bilaterally clarification with countries; reporting deadline more flexible to ensure full understanding and use of the input tool. (late deliveries accepted!).

· Eurostat will prefill their next JQ with WISE data (precondition is to have data ready by Feb. 2010 to ensure QA/QC

· Material on the WS&D indicators will be made available, comments are welcome ASAP  

	
	Station matching
· SOE/WFD station match continues with further bilateral clarifications.

· GW bodies: for aggregated data per GW bodies and non-matching GW bodies (SOE/WFD) MS will redeliver time series with 2010 WISE SOE data request.

· station match: unclear relations between WFD/NiDi and SOE stations; MS will send further clarification as promised in the tour de table before the  1. December to ETC water. Furthermore ETC water will provide detailed station lists, the correction on that should be given with the 2010 data request; NRCs are asked to discuss that with WFD and NiDi experts.


	Session and topic
	Programme and comments


	
	Opening and welcome (Beate Werner, EEA)
Main aims of workshop are:

· to present and discuss the contents and process to prepare the State-of-Environment Report (SOER) 2010
· to present and discuss freshwater indicator development
· WISE developments including data request, station matching and streamlining/integration between directives and SoE reporting
Data and assessments are important tools to evaluate policy. Currently  we can show the baseline situation before river basin management plans (RBMPs) come into force, and enabling evaluation of measures in the future. 

	A
	SOER Assessments and Networking

	A1
	Introduction to SOER 2010 by Peter Kristensen, EEA
Main contents are pressures, state, trends, prospects, policy actions and effects. 

Report is structured into three main parts:

A: Exploratory assessment: Global drivers, megatrends, uncertainties, policy implications

B: Analyses of atmosphere, freshwater, marine and terrestrial ecosystem developments and human impacts. Freshwater part on quality (eutrophication and hazardous substances) and quantity (incl. droughts and floods)

C: Country specific assessments on key drivers, pressures, state and impact. 20 countries have delivered draft reports, but harmonisation of structure and updates are needed. Ecological classification results and other info presented in the RBMPs should be included, as well as EEA core set indicators.  The country reports should focus on distance to target (with respect to water Directives) and provide examples. New versions requested from NFPs by end of November.

	
	Comment from Romania: Need more time for revision of country report due to cross pressure with completing the RBMPs before the end of 2009. 
Answer from EEA: Deadline end of Nov. is not final version, so info can be added after that, but a new shorter version is needed now following the guidance. EIONET representatives should contact the NFPs responsible for part C and agree on a process for updating contributions: http://soer2010.ew.eea.europa.eu/contact/index........... 

	
	Upcoming WFD report: RBMPs and Article 18 by Beate Werner, EEA

EEA report to come in 2012 presenting a review/assessment of the info provided in the WFD RBMPs, using full SoE knowledge (data, info, indicators) to show the status and trends for ecosystem components, not only for the total status of water bodies. Compliance checking is a separate process. The work done for this report will be a focus of EIONET meetings in 2010 and 2011. 

To avoid double reporting the countries don’t have to report info using the EIONET reporting sheets if this info is already reported in the RBMPs. EEA will only contact countries if clarifications are needed.

	A2
	Member countries’ presentations on part C and cost effective measures

	
	Andre Sahharov, Estonia
Eutrophication has reduced in rivers and lakes, due to reduced econ. activities, but increasing P-conc. in the large lakes Lake Peipsi and Vortsjärv is observed. Good status in > 50% of the rivers in different river basins. For groundwater all water bodies are in good quantitative status (except 1), but nitrates are too high exceeding the 50 mg/l standard in some water bodies. Water abstraction is far below the critical value of the water exploitation index (WEI=20) and is decreasing due to water pricing. Prognosis that nutrient loads will increase again in spite of charging higher costs for nutrient emissions when economic crisis ends, because of the lack of controlling mechanisms for fertiliser use, and the large farms can afford to pay.  

	
	Comments from EEA: This report is good because it includes the specific political situation and explains how policy impacts on water quality and quantity. Other countries should learn from this example and include the characteristics of their country and what measures they take to protect the water bodies. 

Comments from DG Env: Large farms are a big concern for the NO3 Directive because they have enough resources to neglect the protective policies.

	
	Edita Jungvirtova, Czech Republic

Decrease in TotP and NO3, due to decline in industry in the 90ies, but also reduced wastewater discharge, ban on P in detergents and decrease in P-emissions from agricultural point sources. Stagnation in NO3 conc. the last years. Too high NO3 in deep wells used for drinking water, but public water supply has good quality. Action programme in place to reduce NO3 according to the requirements of the NO3 directive. For bathing water there are still eutrophication problems with toxic cyanobacteria and bacterial infections. Timetable developed for recovery of water from N-pollution from agriculture depending on the present status class and hydrogeological characteristics. Need advice as to what should be emphasized in the part C report.  


	
	EEA comments: Emphasize  your national priorities. Do not emphasize droughts if this is not a problem in your country. Include WFD implementation, and give details on the important problems still persisting, explaining the trends and your responses to the trends. Add references to where more details can be found. 

	B
	Indicator development


	B1&B2
	Assessment methodologies, comparison of statistical methods, aggregation to different spatial levels for WISE maps: country level, River Basin District (RBD), Sea region



	
	Indicator on organic pollution (BOD, NH4): CSI 019 by Lidija Globevnik, ETC
Different interpolation rules used for different aggregation methods, results shown for geographic regions, RBDs and Sea regions. Time series show 50% reduction during 1992-2007 period. Trend analyses results shown as bar plots and as maps. Problems for data analyses are: Missing or wrong coordinates. Outliers require checking with data providers. Different selection criteria affect the results, how to group countries into regions, how to handle zero values? No of stations depend on whether last year or previous years are used. We lose 40% of RBDs and 50% of stations if using latest year only. Difficult to know what technique gives the most correct picture.

	
	Comments from Eurostat: Stations that are very close together should not be used independently since they measure the same water. Otherwise the info gets distorted. 

Comments from Germany: Some RBDs should go to North Sea, not to Baltic Sea

Comments from Iceland: Zero values should be distinguished from missing values
Comments from EEA to countries: Zero values should be reported as 0,5 x Limit of Detection (LOD), provided that LOD is reported according to Article 5 in new Directive on technical specifications for chemical analysis and monitoring of water status:

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:201:0036:0038:EN:PDF 

, and stations should be representative and not be too close together in the same river

	
	Indicator on nutrients (PO4 in rivers, NO3 in rivers and groundwater, Total P in lakes): CSI 020 by Jannicke Moe, ETC

Data selection can have large impact on results. Rules used for CSI 020: Spatial level of aggregation same as CSI 019, latest year (2007) chosen or earlier year if latest year was missing, series with >2 years of missing data are excluded in assessment. RBD aggregation: If > 10 stations we use median value, if < 10 stations we use 95th %ile. Trends are less clear for shorter time series, but more countries are included. Results show >10% decrease of NO3 and ca. 30% decrease of PO4 in rivers and TP in lakes since 1992. Most of the decrease happened before the year 2000 for all three parameters. Results shown as country pie charts with proportion of stations in different classes. Sea region aggregation show consistent results regardless of length of time series. More patchy picture for lake TP due to fewer countries reporting lakes. Steep increase for Southern region may be due to outliers not removed by QA rules. Groundwater shows increasing NO3 in Southern Europe. Large variations in no of stations reported from year to year. Bar plots used to show % of stations exceeding NO3 standard (50 mg /l) show that up to 20% of the stations exceed the standard (Western Europe).

	
	Comments from several countries: Representativity of stations should be evaluated to improve confidence in assessment. Countries need guidance on stations selection. 
Comments from EEA: SoE guidance includes representativity criteria, station density should depend on heterogeneity of the landscape. This should be further emphasized in future data requests to remind the countries about this info. 

Comments from ETC: We should consider whether the stations should be used differently in the assessments, considering their geographic position. 

	
	Bathing water quality, CSI 022 by  Lidija Globevnik, ETC
Old and new directive (after 2006). Parameters used in assessment: E. coli and enterococci. Ca. 20 000 stations divided into inland and coastal waters. > 90% are compliant with imperative values of the Bathing water directive, 70% compliant with new guiding standard for inland waters. Results shown are RBDs and Sea regions, as well as bar plots. 

	
	Comment from Ireland: How soon after reporting are data available to the public?
Comments from EEA: Annual reporting shows one year old data, but more recent data is shown in the Eye on Earth system. 

For RBD aggregation, shape files are needed, but these are still missing from some countries (such as non EU countries). 

Comments from non EU countries: Shape files will be delivered as soon as they are available. 

	
	Hazardous substances, candidate indicator, by Kim Gustavson, DHI
This indicator has policy relevance for the new directive on hazardous substances;the EQS (Environmental Quality Standards) directive. Currently there are ca. 100 substances in the Eionet river database, those that are classified as Priority Substances under the EQS Directive (> 30) have been displayed on maps in terms of average concentration and their relationship to the EQS. Examples shown for e.g. Cd, where Italy is red (exceeding EQS), but this can be due to unit error, must be checked with country. Data missing from several countries (UK, DK, ES, NL …). Maps showing columns with proportion of stations having data on different substances. Very few groundwater stations with pesticides, but some are exceeding EQS values. The amount of data has increased a lot in recent years, but many spatial and temporal data gaps remain. Better data is important, since Eionet represents the only publicly available European dataset on chemicals in water.

	
	 Comments from countries: No regular monitoring for many substances if screening shows that these are not present. Which substances should be reported? Please use EQS limits when presenting results to demonstrate which substances are above the EQS limits in different stations, countries or RBDs.
Comments from EEA: Please send screening results to EEA. Good to show that things look good (that many substances are not found). Please report priority substances defined in the EQS directive. Data can be shown as ratio of concentration relative to EQS limit for each substance. We interpret your comments to be in favour of developing this indicator further.

	B3
	Biological test data flow



	
	Intercalibration of assessment systems by Sandra Poikane, JRC
The aim of intercalibration is to harmonise the WFD class boundaries of ‘good ecological status’ throughout all member states. For EEA intercalibration serves the purpose of ensuring comparability of the requested biological data, if countries deliver data for intercalibrated metrics or indices for different biological quality elements (such as phytoplankton, macrophytes or benthic fauna).

	
	Biological test data flow by Anne Lyche Solheim, ETC
The feasibility of establishing a regular data flow for biological data has been assessed through test reporting in summer 2009.. Such data are needed to assess the impact of human pressures on various aquatic ecosystem components and biodiversity. The test data exercise comprised phytoplankton and macrophytes in lakes and benthic fauna in rivers and coastal waters, but only the freshwater data are included in this presentation. For these biological quality elements, the national EQRs and additional data were requested, such as chlorophyll a and % Cyanobacteria in lakes.  Also reference values, class boundaries and typology data were requested in order to allow normalisation and comparison of the national EQRs. Test data were submitted from > 8000 stations in 16 countries. Some of these stations are EIONET stations allowing linking of the biological data with the water quality data provided through the regular data flows for nutrients and organic substances, and further to emissions. WISE maps were used to show the status class for each station and each quality element as well as the proportion of stations in different status classes as pie charts for each country and each RBD. The data were converted to normalised EQRs and shown as bar charts giving the mean EQRs for all stations in high or good status, as well as for all stations in moderate or worse status for each country. Such data can be used as a basis for trend analyses in the future. Moreover, the data offers clear synergies with the Intercalibration work by revealing problems of translating IC results into national systems. Thus, the Ecostat working group supports further development of biodata reporting through EIONET. 

However, more time is needed to develop a regular data flow for biological data due to the following issues: 

· Geographic coverage should be improved by encouraging missing countries to participate: DE, PL, IT and several smaller countries 

· Comparability of data should be improved through better reporting of intercalibrated metrics, class boundaries and types of water bodies

· Representativity of stations should be improved also ensuring links to stations used for chemical indicator reporting and to WFD surveillance monitoring programmes

· The results should be checked against WFD reporting of ecological status of water bodies in the RBMPs 
· Feedback to countries on data quality should be given by ETC to ensure better data quality and better understanding of the reporting in the countries, as well as to improve the template for data reporting.
The test data from this first exercise should not be published due to these shortcomings. There is also a need for an additional biological indicator: Phytobenthos in rivers to show impact of eutrophication of rivers.
A new and more complete test data exercise is proposed for 2010 with the aim to establish a regular data flow from 2011 onwards.


	
	Comments from countries: Clarification is needed as to who should do the reporting: NFPs, NRCs, Ecostat experts or other biological experts. 2011 is a good deadline for a regular data flow. Can we suggest new parameters? Feedback is needed on the test data results. Risk of mismatch with WFD reports?
Comments from EEA/ETC: NRCs for rivers and lakes would be the right address for the biological data request, since they will either have the biological experts or know who to contact. The NRCs should also inform their NFPs about the process to ensure good links between the different reporting streams. Stations used for reporting should show a representative picture of the distribution of status classes for different biological quality elements. Reference to and further specifications of the guidance on representativity will be pointed out with the data request in 2010. New parameters can be suggested before the end of 2009, and will be considered when revising the template for data request in 2010. Risk of mismatch with the WFD reporting is minor, since the WFD reporting will show the status given by the worst quality element. Any inconsistencies will be discussed with the countries for clarification. Feedback on test results from 2009 will be given by ETC asap.
  

	B4
	Development of Emission indicator by Hana Prchalova, ETC: 

 The data requested last year was  point and diffuse  emissions of nutrients, organic matter and hazardous substances at the RBD scale (or smaller subunits). The temporal aggregation is annual, and updates every 3 years. The data request was done in line with the Eurostat / OECD joint questionnaire. Standardised categories of point and diffuse source emissions were used. To avoid double reporting flags should be used for data provided through WFD reporting, UWWTD, E-PRTR, SoE TCM or water quantity (for flow data). Riverine net loads were also requested. There is a good potential to produce source apportioned emission indicators for nutrients and some chemicals provided good information is provided beyond the test phase. Reporting proper began in 2009.

	
	Comments from countries: For riverine net loads, is data reported to OSPAR sufficient? Do we have to report both to WISE-WFD and to EIONET/EEA? Can we use modelled flow to calculate emissions for reporting?
Comments from EEA/ETC: Data reported to WFD or OSPAR should be flagged when reporting to avoid double reporting. Emission data for WFD is restricted to significant point sources and only reported for water bodies at risk, whereas data requested by EEA also includes emissions from diffuse sources and smaller point sources. If data are not measured, but estimated with models this should be indicated in the reporting template.


	
	Development of Water scarcity & Drought indicator by Maggie Kossida, ETC
Please inform your water quantity (WQ) institutions/experts about the content of this presentation in your home country.

The WFD articles dealing with water quantity are 5, 11 (water abstraction), 15 (pressures included in the RBMPs) and 18 (review of status of surface water and groundwater). 
A new WQ reporting tool is developed based on reporting sheet no 3 in the SoE guidance (approved in 2008). A test data exchange was carried out in 2008 to test feasibility of WQ data reporting. The reporting is streamlined with Eurostat data collection on water abstraction and availability, using common definitions. The new tool is a user friendly template allowing flexible scales for regional and temporal disaggregation of data. The minimum spatial unit is sub-unit of RBD and minimum temporal unit is one month, but import routines will be made for daily streamflow data. The tool is prefilled with existing data, and there is a helpdesk to assist if problems occur. 
The data will be used to develop WQ indices taking into account demand, supply and availability and water use by different sectors for different river basins. Various indices will be evaluated according to data availability and other criteria. Testing will be done with pilot river basins for > 100 indices grouped into water, socioeconomic and environmental indices before deciding on the final indices to be used for the water quantity indicator. 

	
	Comments from countries: Can we import data on different temporal scales? How to select which stations to be reported? Can we see the different indices that will be evaluated? The approach is supported. Assessing net abstractions is essential
Comments from EEA/ETC: Data on both monthly and annual scale can be imported. Concerning station selection, guidelines are given on station density, but try to select stations at outlet of sub-catchment and at junction of major tributaries, as well as before and after major water abstraction points. The list of indices that will be tested can be sent to the countries. EEA wants to develop the reporting tool in dialogue with countries and harmonise it with the Eurostat joint questionnaire. 


	C
	Water data centre

	C1
	Update on WISE development by Bo N. Jacobsen, EEA
Tools in WISE available: 

· Map viewer showing maps with pie charts or other aggregation of data

· Data viewer showing graphs, e.g. bathing water compliance 

· Eye on Earth (Water Watch): new service with fresh data on maps for different indicators – currently only bathing water

· Waterbase showing data in spreadsheet format – can be downloaded
Future developments:

· User segments designed for various user groups (NGOs, public, professionals)

· More data sharing (professionals, e.g., EWP, EUREAU, WSSTP,..)
· Data services – available tools in use for more data flows 
· Reference datasets (ECRINS, Coastlines etc.)

· Zoom-through functions (e.g. floods)
· Distributed systems (WISE-DS, data import will replace reporting)

Continued focus on streamlining of reporting for E-PRTR, UWWTD, Eurostat JQ, SoE emissions, WFD emissions 

	
	Comments from countries (UK): Can we send geographical data in any format?
Comments from EEA: Yes, in principle, but contact us to explain the format first, and we will check whether it is compatible as it is, or whether changes are needed.

	
	Integration between Water Directives and SoE reporting. Introduction by Anita Künitzer, ETC
Many stations used for SoE do not match  those used for the various water directives. EEA cannot link info from different reporting streams where this is the case and would like to understand why such differences exist, particularly with respect to streamlining activities. In some cases it is known that different ID’s are used for the same site. This is known to be the case with plants/facilities under E-PRTR and the UWWTD, for example. 


	
	WISE SoE / WFD station matching/mismatching by Miroslav Fanta, ETC
To get continuity of time-series we need to harmonise stations used for WISE SoE reporting with WFD (article 8) monitoring stations. To do this we need identical station codes, equal coordinates and similar names. The current WISE SoE stations matched with WFD article 8 stations for most of the river stations (84%), but for only 53% of the lake stations and 62% of the Groundwater stations. For rivers many more stations are used for WFD monitoring than for WISE SoE. There are also large variation in stations matching between countries. EEA/ETC needs close cooperation and feedback from countries to improve station matching. For some countries it is not possible to assess the degree of matching (GR, NL, RO, UK). Redelivery of time series aggregated per WFD groundwater bodies or disaggregated data is needed to continue existing time series.

	
	Comments from countries: PL: we have many stations not shown on the map. FI: We group groundwater bodies, because they are mostly very small. RO, BE: We do not use groundwater stations, only groundwater bodies

Comments from EEA/ETC: EEA groundwater responsible person will check on this, please inform us if you take stations out of the network. We will enter into bilateral communication with you to improve the matching for rivers and lakes.

	
	Nitrate Directive, SoE-reporting/WFD streamlining by Hana Prchalova, ETC

ETC has checked station matching for NO3 data. The results show that there are: 
· More WFD stations than NiD stations, more NiD stations than SoE stations, 

· Rivers and GW have better matching than lakes and TCM

· Many problems with IDs and locations of stations in different reporting, unclear relation between SoE and NiD (or WFD) monitoring networks

Is the mismatching due to technical or conceptual issues?

Clarified through written communication is welcomed.


	
	Comments from DG Env: There are limitations to streamlining between different reporting obligations due to various factors, such as different reporting cycles and reporting content. NiD concentrates only on agriculture, whereas the WFD relates to all sectors. NVZ can include the whole country, and then the station network should involve the whole countries. 

	
	Station matching seen from the country level by Rudi Vannevel, BE 

Must start with a list of reporting requirements and what parameters  are included, and then evaluate what is missing. We have >>NiD stations than WFD stations. Presented a big matrix showing the number of stations used for each reporting. 

Physico-chemical monitoring, biological monitoring, WFD, NiD, SoE, regional, national, different no. of stations. Difficult to get overview because regional authorities have their own stations. We need the info on stations from EEA and then we can compare with the national overview of stations, and try to explain. We need the coordinates for the stations compiled by EEA. The NiD and the WFD network was never meant to match. 

	
	Tour de table on station matching

Written inputs are invited from countries to EEA before 1st Dec.

Oral inputs during the workshop:
CY: Different networks for different purposes. For the NiD we use only stations in the NVZ. Please send us the overview of the table with the stations with ID and we can report back to EEA. 
CZ: GW network is mainly the same for all reporting. For rivers, we have special network for the NiD based on the NVZ focusing only on diffuse sources. For lakes, we have only artificial lakes provided by companies, these data are not part of EIONET data.

DE: Why harmonise stations? The different networks serve different purposes. 

Reasons for differences: technical reasons, data reporting are made by different institutions, the codes used in article 5 and 8 reporting is not the same. These are now updated to harmonise the codes. People delivering data for SoE and WFD are different, and deliver different codes. WFD has higher priority. For NiD we have chosen a pressure related stations for GW. For SoE and WFD for SW we give 350 stations for SoE which is the surveillance network. The stations are matched only from 2009 onwards. This was not the case last year. A written statement will be given. 

EE: Does not have info on WFD-network, only SoE network. For NiD we only have given stations in the NVZs. Have to get back to you with more info for the WFD network matching with SoE
ES: Written statement will be sent 
FI: We are increasing the number of WFD stations, we work towards complete matching of the SoE and WFD networks from 2010 onwards.

FR: We can send written comments if we get the results for the station matching from EEA. 

HU: GW only one network from 2007, so these will be the same for all reporting. Only aggregated data are provided for WFD. For SW data are submitted from 2006, the harmonisation of the SoE and WFD networks is going on and will be clarified in 2010. 
IE: We have different networks for different purposes. GW monitoring has recently been established. The written version will be provided soon.

LV: Will send written comments

LT: Some GW stations are not included in the WFD reporting. Different procedures to select stations for different purposes. 

NL: NiD will not be linked to SoE or WFD due to focus on derogations for stations in agricultural areas. For SoE we want to harmonise with the WFD surveillance monitoring programme. From 2010 onwards.
PL: New regulation on monitoring from May 2009 to ensure that all networks are integrated to harmonised networks. We can send complete info by Dec. 2009.

RO: Integrated monitoring system including all directives and SoE. Changing codes for stations cause some problems, but we are working to solve them. Will provide feedback to EEA if we get the list.

SE: The NiD is focused on NVZ, so these will not match. We need feedback on the mismatching, and will provide written comments.
SI: Written statement will be provided.

	
	SK: SoE is only a few stations, WFD is much larger, incl. the SoE network. Some SoE stations may be outside the WFD network. For NiD GW stations, only some of these are in the WFD network, due to restrictions of NiD stations to NVZs. Some of the NiD stations are only reported to the NiD. For lakes: only small natural lakes and some larger artificial lakes/reservoirs. We did report these reservoirs to SoE, but don’t know why they do not show in your analyses. We can send feedback in written form if we get the list from EEA. 

UK: Large expansion is planned for the surveillance monitoring network, and we want to use these also for SoE. Please send the data on matching and we will reply in written form. NiD will not match due to different criteria for selection. 

Written replies received from BE (FL), CH, ES, IE, LT, RO, UK after the workshop are given in Annex 3. 

Non-EU countries / Candidate countries

Turkey: Capacity building is going on. We try to make good matching
NO: WFD network is prepared, but not authorised. When preparing the WFD network the SoE stations were considered, and some were included, but others were found not to be relevant for the WFD. NiD, new database with chemical data is now constructed with QA routines.



	
	Comments from DGENV: Data serves many purposes, for DE 100 stations is too few for such a big country. Some stations are only linked to the NiD, but for many stations they can serve many purposes. DGENV is not allowed to use SoE data for compliance checking if you do not give permission.

Comments from EEA/ETC: The problem of station matching should be discussed by the Water Directors. How much do we monitor under different directives and what do we need? Many countries close down stations due to financial crisis. SoE stations can serve most purposes, because they are annual. Detailed check of the stations can be done (update IDs, stations, links) before the reporting in autumn 2010. ECRINS (European catchments and Rivers network System) will provide seemless maps of ref.datasets, such as coastlines, main lakes and main rivers. Consultation exercise: WGD members and GIS experts have been asked for corrections to give back to ETC-LUSI. If you find map errors, please tell EEA (Bo Jacobsen), and we will communicate this to ETC-LUSI. 




	D
	Workshop summary and conclusions by Beate Werner, EEA


	
	Integration in a policy perspective
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Eionet indicators and data overarching  information and filling gaps


What we want is improvement of the water environment. Eionet indicators and data should fill those gaps that exist with respect to reporting under water directives. We  use SoE in the best sense to ease your burden of reporting, not to start infringement procedures. 

What would be your priority for future streamlining? Water quality, biology, emissions and quantity. No answers given from any country.


	
	SOER part C and future reports:  
· Water NRCs should consult with their country coordinator for SOER contributions (part C and part B review) to be involved ( see list in SOER portal  http://soer2010.ew.eea.europa.eu/. Revised drafts of country reports should be sent by the countries to EEA before 1st Dec. Additional info can be added also after this deadline.
· CZ and EE gave good examples for integrated assessments in Part C

· EEA starts preparing for the water SOE report in 2012 in close cooperation with DG ENV, making most efficient use of ALL information in WISE. Additional information from MS should be needed only in cases of clarification on bilateral basis. 

	
	Indicator development water quality

·  Further technical comments could be given by 15. Nov. in written.

· For the aggregation on RBD level information is only available for EU 27 countries. Additional EEA Member States have started and are encouraged to continue to give this delination to EEA on the basis of their EEA agreement without any implications towards the WFD implementation.

· Timeseries: Closing gaps in time series, by further data reporting, is very much welcomed and can be discussed bilaterally with MS. 
· Further guidance will be developed by EEA to better specify station ‘representivity’  in the data requests.

· Groundwater: main problem for aggregation is continuity between GW bodies under the old Eionet water and the new WFD GW water bodies (see station match)

· HS: It was supported by MS to move towards development of a  core set indicator, although many data gaps remain.. Screening in many counties not completed yet. The EQS directive should be used to identify and report chemicals of concern, in particular, the priority substances. 


	
	Biological data
· First results from test data flows are promising, but several questions still have to be solved conceptually as well as technically for single countries. This will be done in bilateral dialogues between the ETC and the countries /data providers for the test exchange 2009, including NRCs for rivers and lakes, Ecostat is the contact points and copies should be sent to NFPs.

· Further development of the reporting as test data flow in 2010,  to be established as priority data flow from 2011 onwards


	
	Emissions
· Progress on data flows was well received

· It is important to note that the SoE-WISE emissions reporting will not lead to a double reporting of data. The EEA is particularly interested in emissions that are not reported under water Directives (e.g. for many diffuse emissions) and for those that are, a FLAG is provided to indicate under which reporting stream they can be found. Therefore, no double reporting should occur. 


	
	Water Quantity

· Progress on data flows was well received

· The quantity input tool sets out a sustainable system over the following years and should develop stepwise – next steps: bilaterally clarification with countries; reporting deadline more flexible to ensure full understanding and use of the input tool. (late deliveries accepted!).

· Eurostat will prefill their next JQ with WISE data (precondition is to have data ready by Feb. 2010 to ensure QA/QC

· Material on the WS&D indicators will be made available, comments are welcome ASAP  

	
	Station match
· SOE/WFD station match continues with further bilateral clarifications.

· GW bodies: for aggregated data per GW bodies and non-matching GW bodies (SOE/WFD) MS will redeliver time series with 2010 WISE SOE data request.

· station match: unclear relations between WFD/NiDi and SOE stations; MS will send further clarification as promised in the tour de table before the  1. December to ETC water. Furthermore ETC water will provide detailed station lists, the correction on that should be given with the 2010 data request; NRCs are asked to discuss that with WFD and NiDi experts.




	ANNEX 1 – Agenda of the meeting
	[image: image3.png]W

European Environment Agency —=
European Topic Centre on Water



 


Thematic Freshwater Eionet Workshop 

'SoER and WISE assessments'
Tuesday and Wednesday 20-21st October 2009, 

at EEA, Copenhagen, Kongens Nytorv 6, room Fontana
 10:30 (Tuesday) to 15:15 (Wednesday)

FINAL AGENDA

	Tuesday 20th October                                    

Chair (AM): 

	10:30
	Opening and Welcome
	Beate Werner (EEA)

	
	A) SoER Assessments and Networking
	

	
	A1) Introduction to SoER

· Status and timing of parts B and C

· SoER part C freshwater focus and web approach

· Upcoming WFD reports
	EEA SoER Team

DG ENV

	
	A2) Member country presentation on part C and WFD cost effective measures

· MS 1 presentation

· MS 2 presentation

· Identify clarifications required during subsequent discussions in this workshop. 
	Member country representatives

All



	
	Lunch 
	

	Chair (PM): 

	
	B) Indicator development
	

	
	B1) Assessment methodologies per RBD – comparison of statistical methods
	ETC-Water

	
	B2) New groupings for indicators and WISE maps (country, RBD, Sea region)

· CSI 19 and 20 (nutrients, BOD)
· CSI 22 (BWD)
· CSI xx (Hazardous substances)
· Discussion
	ETC-Water

All

	
	Coffee-break 
	

	
	B3) Biological test dataflow

· Background for data request

· Data request and response

· Analysis of reported data

· Biological indicators
	ETC-Water

	18:00
	Discussion
	All

	18:15
	End of First Day
	


	Wednesday 21st October                                                                                 

Chair (AM): 

	09:00
	B) Indicator development (continued)
	

	
	B4) Recent Reporting Initiatives; Water Scarcity & Drought (WS&D) and Emissions

· Data Collection and Streamlining

· Developing WS&D and Emissions Indicators

· Networking with Eionet and beyond
	EEA/ETC-Water

	
	Coffee-break 
	

	
	C) Water Data Centre
	

	
	C1) Update on WISE developments

· WISE data requests – outstanding issues
· Integration between Water Directives and SoE reporting

· WISE Developments (including map and data viewer etc) 

· Station Match Issues

1.) WFD/SoE station match for surface and groundwater

2.) Nitrate Directive/SoE/WFD streamlining

3.) Tour de table with explanation by each MS on station match issues
	Member Countries

EEA

ETC-Water with Member Countries

	
	Lunch 
	

	Chair (PM): 

	
	D) Concluding Issues
	

	
	D1)  Future integration and streamlining of different reporting processes.


	EEA
/ETC-Water


	
	D2) Workshop Summary and Conclusions
	EEA/ETC-Water

	15:15
	End of Workshop
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PARTICIPANT LIST
Please send the FINAL list to: eea@senecabtc.com – or fax to: +39 08 71 85 912 

Meeting title:
 Eionet Freswater 20 - 21 Oct. 2009
Meeting number: NSV-09-13


Place of meeting:  EEA, Conference Room 022
Meeting start date: 21 Oct. 2009


Meeting end date: 22 Oct. 2009
Project code: 1.5.2
Organising unit: NSV2



Meeting-secretary: Felicidade Manica



	LAST name
	FIRST name
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(full name)
	Name of Institution 
	Travelling from: 


	E-mail address
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	ETC-Water
	Norway
	jannicke.moe@niva.no
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	LAWA
	Germany
	manuela.pfeiffer@llur.landsh.de

	Pumputyte
	Audrone
	
	NRC-Rivers and Lakes and NRC Water Quantity and Use
	Lithuania
	a.pumputyte@aaa.am.lt

	Kupusovic
	Esena 
	
	PCP and NRCc for Rivers and Lakes in Bosnia and Herzegovina
	Bosnia-Hercegovina
	ekupusov@utic.net.ba 

	Busmane
	Linda
	
	Latvian Environment, Geology and Meteorology Centre 
	Latvia
	linda.busmane@lvgma.gov.lv 

	Schaffner 
	Monika
	
	Swiss NRC for River and Lake, Water Quantity and Use, Water Emissions 
	Switzerland
	monika.schaffner@bafu.admin.ch

	Juren
	Anica
	
	Croatian Environment Agency, Croatian NRC for River & Lakes, Croatian NRC for Groundwater
	Croatia
	anica.juren@azo.hr

	Guilbert
	Tom
	
	Environment Agency (England & Wales)
	UK
	tom.guilbert@environment-agency.gov.uk

	Lewis
	Owen
	
	Environment Agency (UK), Representing Environment. Agency - Scotland - SEPA
	UK
	owen.lewis@environment-agency.gov.uk

	Gruszeck
	Przemystaw
	
	Chief Inspectorate for Environmental Protection
	Poland
	p.gruszecki@gios.gov.pl

	Scepanovic
	Lidija
	
	Environmental Protection Agency
	Montenegro
	lidija.scepanovic@epa.org.me

	Marent
	Harald 
	
	Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment & Water Management
	Austria
	harald.marent@lebensministerium.at

	Mol
	Sandra
	
	Center for Water Management
	Netherlands
	sandra.mo.@rws.nl

	Vannevel
	Rudy
	
	Flemish Environment Agency
	Belgium
	r.vannevel@vmm.be

	Fronhoffs
	Alistair
	
	Flemish Environment Agency
	Belgium
	a.fronhoffs@vmm.be 

	Einarsson
	Kristinn
	
	National Energy Authority
	Iceland
	ke@os.is

	Branislava
	Dimic
	
	Serbian Environmental Protection Agency
	Serbia
	branislava.dimic@sepa.gov.rs

	Brzakova
	Jikta
	
	Czech Hydrometeorological Institute
	Czech Republic
	brzakova@chmi.cz

	Jungvirtova
	Edita
	
	Czech Environmental Information Agency 
	Czech Republic
	edita.jungvirtova@cenia.cz

	Romanowicz
	Dr. ing. Agnieszka 
	
	DG Environment - Unit B1: Agriculture, Forests and Soil
	Brussels
	agnieszka.romanowicz@ec.europa.eu

	Demetriou
	Charalambos
	
	Water Development Department,
	Cyprus
	cdemetriou@wdd.moa.gov.cy

	Constantinescu
	Teodor Lucian
	
	A. N. Apele Romane
	Romania
	Teodor.constantinescu@rowater.ro

	Moldovan
	Constanta
	
	A. N. Apele Romane
	Romania
	Constanta.moldovan@rowater.ro

	Hamchievici
	Carmen
	
	A. N. Apele Romane
	Romania
	Carmen.hamchievici@rowater.ro

	Mitikka
	Sari
	
	Finish Environment Institute
	Finland
	Sari.mitikka@ymparisto.fi

	Zahharov
	Andre
	
	Estonian Environment Information Centre
	Estonia
	Andre.zahharov@ic.envir.ee

	Asenova
	Mina
	
	Executive Environmental Agency
	Bulgaria
	masenova@nfp-bg.eionet.eu.int

	Martinez
	Miguel 
	Angel Bordas
	Ministry of Rural & Marine Environment
	Spain
	mbordas@mma.es

	MacCarthaigh
	Michael
	
	Env. Protection Agency
	Ireland
	m.maccarthaigh@epa.ie 

	Carreras
	Eduardo
	Garcia
	Ministry of Rural & Marine Environment
	
	egarcia@adasasistemas.com

	Sangolt
	Hege
	
	Norwegian Directorate of Nature Management
	Norway
	Hege.sangolt@dirnat.no

	Gozler 
	Cecile
	
	Ministry of Ecology
	France
	Cecile.gozler@developpement-durable.gouv.fr

	Mihail
	Otilia
	
	Ministry of Environment
	Romania
	Olitilia.mihail@mmediu.ro

	Poikane
	Sandra
	
	EC Joint Research Centre
	JRC
	Sandra.poikane@jrc.ec.europa.eu

	Yilmaz
	Deniz
	
	Ministry of Environment
	Turkey
	dyilmaz@cevreorman.gov.tr denizyilma@hotmail.com

	Grofova
	Renata
	
	Slovak Environment Agency
	Slovakia
	Renata.grofova@sazp.sk

	Naumoski
	Trajce
	
	PSI Hydrobiological Institute
	Rep. Macedonia
	nautra@hio.edu.mk

	Kolar
	Albert
	
	Slovenian Enviromental Agency 
	Republic of Slovenia
	Albert.kolar@gov.si alkolar@gmail.com

	Gustafsson
	Juhani
	
	Finish Env. Institute SYKe
	Finland
	Juhani.gustafsson@ymparisto.fi

	Horvathne Kiss
	Ildiko
	
	Min. of Environment & Water
	Budapest
	kissi@mail.kvvm.hu


Please insert more lines when necessary… 
TIP: Save precious time and re-used this participant-list to the meeting itself – After the meeting a copy is send to the Travel Office indicating who to be reimbursed!

	ANNEX 3 – Written replies received from countries after the workshop concerning station matching.
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See separate Circa folder “country replies on monitoring station matching” with files from BE (FL), CH, ES, IE, LT, RO, UK: http://eea.eionet.europa.eu/Public/irc/eionet-circle/water/library?l=/copenhagen_freshwater_3/country_monitoring&vm=detailed&sb=Title 
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