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These comments have been provided by our national expert.

1. General 

The study "A European Inventory of Emissions to Water: Proposed Operational Methodology" aims at the development of a European method of evaluation of emissions to water to "produce data for the production of indicators and reports on the emissions to waters at the European level" (p. 4).

So the proposed model will compile emissions via various sources to water in catchment areas of 5 000 to 10000 km² on an annual basis.

Such compilations must necessarily combine directly available information (e.g. from licensing and compliance monitoring) as well as model based information (e.g. from modelling diffuse emissions via different pathways). Thus this study is linked to the reporting process of emissions and to the state and quality of available models.

The objectives of the study clearly refer to a source (emission) oriented model which is also required e.g. from the North Sea Conferences and subsequently from OSPAR. The study however also discusses the load (immission) orientated approach which is of minor or no relevance.

2. Links to the Reporting Process and its Modifications

The introduction makes reference to various reporting obligations of several European Directives providing directly available emission figures or infrastructure information (e.g. the European Pollutant Emission Register (EPER) which is an integrated register, the Water Questionnaires of the Standardized Reporting Directive etc.) but does not specify its 

role towards these reporting obligations.

This is a fundamental problem, as currently the whole mandatory reporting system in Europe is being redesigned and simplified aiming at less work and higher efficiency. For this purpose an Expert Advisory Forum on reporting has been set up under the Common Implementation Strategy for the Water Framework Directive. This Forum is currently setting up general objectives and methodologies for the water related reporting.

3. Existing models for emission quantifications from point and diffuse sources

Different models which are in use around Europe are briefly summarized in chapter 3.2.2, but unfortunately the most important table 8 is completely illegible due to typographic problems.

An important ongoing activity is the development of the HARP-Nut Guidelines within OSPAR.

The HARP-NUT Guidelines include nine individual Guidelines. Guideline 6 deals with the quantification and reporting of nitrogen and phosphorus losses from diffuse sources and natural background losses. As no agreement could be reached on this matter a comprehensive research project is currently being performed (see item 4).

Furthermore the MONERIS model briefly mentioned in chapter 3.3.2 provides a methodology which combines the quantification of emissions/discharges and losses from point and diffuse sources into the inland surface waters. This model was originally developed for nutrients, but subsequently modified to cover also heavy metals and lindane. The Inventory for Germany for those substances which was compiled to fulfil the German reporting obligations for the North Sea Conference and the Helsinki Commission are available for the time periods 1985, 1995 and 2000. MONERIS was also applied in around 20 other European catchment areas.

An up-to-date summary of the work on Emission Inventories in Germany can be found at:

http://www.umweltdaten.de/wasser/wawi-e-3.pdf

4. Development of models for diffuse sources emissions

Within HARP Guideline 6 no harmonisation of the quantification procedures of nitrogen and phosphorus losses from diffuse sources, including natural background losses, has been achieved. This is mainly because of different developments and experiences within Contracting Parties on this issue.

This Guideline therefore focuses on examples of current quantification procedures applied by some Contracting Parties, which should ensure that at least transparency will be reached and identifies factors that need to be taken into account when quantifying nitrogen and phosphorus losses from diffuse sources. Therefore, the OSPAR Commission decided in 2000 to agree on the HARP-NUT Guidelines on a trial basis, except Guideline 6, and recommended to develop a harmonised quantification procedure for nutrient losses from diffuse sources within the next 3 years.

For this purpose an intercessional HARP Group was established within OSPAR, which developed the EUROHARP project proposal during 2000 and applied for funding by the European Commission Framework Programme V. In 2002 the EUROHARP project was launched, which focuses on this issue and will compare nine different methodological approaches for the quantification of diffuse sources of nutrients by applying them in 17 selected European river catchment area. The results will be expected in 2006.

5.Additional points:

The proposed approach to generally start with raw pollution loads seems to be too complicated as it requires data which are generally not available. For example the design capacity of a municipal treatment plant is not a figure reflecting the actual pollution load but a design figure for longer-term water management planning and for the construction of the plant. It will not be monitored, whereas actual load figures can be achieved - and should be reported - from the regular emission monitoring of the WWTP. So for point sources only emission figures or quantified estimates should be used (for details cf. the report already mentioned).

The proposed source categories also need further discussions as –a t least for diffuse sources - they have to be combined using models for the quantification of different pathways.

6. Conclusions

Given the importance of the already existing methods their description and evaluation in this study seems to be too concise. The report should focus on a significantly more comprehensive discussion of the available models prior to proposing any conclusions e.g. for the developments of new models.

In this situation we think it would clearly be premature to adopt the methodology proposed in this study at Commission or EEA level. We would recommend instead to use it as an input to the current work of the EAF Reporting.

