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1. Summary of comments to Data Dictionary update

	Country
	1. All reporting categories

(field Remarks)
	2. Rivers, Lakes, TCM DDs

(LOD / LOQ fields,…)
	3. Biological DDs
	4. Water Quantity Data manual
	5. Emissions to water DD
	6. TCM Waters DD

	AT
	
	
	
	WQ data manual should be harmonised with activities of EC Expert group on Water Scarcity and Drought.

Diferentiate between countries with low and high water quantity problems.

Data reported under WFD and Floods Direcive are reported as aggregated by national part of international RBunits (=RBDs?)

New version of Water quantitity data manual is harmonised with EUROSTAT datasets.  See details below.
	
	

	CH
	Add evaluation of high values into Reportnet automatic QA service. Will be implemented for  groundwater, rivers, lakes
	
	Country will not be able to comply fully with the proposed biological format (non-EU member).
	Disagreement with a new variable Water Requirements.
See Reply to SE (details below)
	Updated text unclear in certain points.

The description has been checked and clarity improved
	

	DE
	
	
	Problematic reporting of EQR for biological quality elements. Country would prefer to report classes.

Clarified by content experts Jannicke Moe and Anne Lyche Solheim – see below
	
	
	

	DK
	
	
	
	Difficult to provide Water Requirements values

See Reply to SE (details below)
	
	

	ES
	
	
	
	
	
	To allow negative values for Sea depth parameter

Negative values not allowed, Methodology of the parameter modified

	SE
	Set of parameters instead of free text suggested 

Country comment not accepted
	
	
	Can not report Water Requirements values

Reasons for the inclusion of the new parameter on water Requirements - see details below
	
	

	SK
	
	Use different characters than „[“ and „<“ for LOD and LOQ identification 

Country comment not accepted (request from one coutry only). Other countries will be asked on their opinion in 2012.
Link to the 2009/90/EC directive has been added to the DDs
	Change the name of the parameter WaterbodyTypeCS (= Waterbody type as used in the member state's ecological classification system) by WaterbodyTypeNCS (NCS = National Classification System)
accepted
	Change the name of the parameter from Water Requirements to Environmental Water Requirements
Country comment not accepted
	
	


1.1 Detailed description and clarification of comments

AT

4. Water Quantity Data manual
- Generally this manual should be harmonized with the activities/parameters of the EC Expert Group on Water Scarcity and Droughts

- We strongly recommend to differentiate in the requested degree of detail between countries as Austria in which water quantity problems only rarely occur (= reasonably limited data set) and countries with massive water quantity problems (= comprehensive data set).

- Regarding "spatial scale": According the Austrian approach, data under the Water Framework and Floods Directives are reported at the aggregation level of national share in international river basin units (in our case - Danube, Rhine and Elbe). It is necessary that this approach can be adequately presented in the reporting process.
Reply:  The data requested under the WISE-SoE#3 reporting are streamlined with the activities on the EG WSD. In fact they support the WS&D indicators that the EG has selected so far (the process is still in progress, and the indicators are not finalised). The parameters which relate to the EG WSD currently discussed indicators are (or indicators to be elaborated in the near future) : Precipitation, Streamflow, Groundwater level, Snowpack, Soil moisture, Actual Evapotranspiration, Internal Flow, Actual External Inflow, Returned Water (treated and non-treated), Water Requirements, Water Abstraction (total, hydropower etc.), Storage (surface and groundwater), Water Use, Desalination. Soil moisture is actually one parameter that is not included in the tool but will be included in an indicator most possibly, yet we feel that reporting of this parameter at the requested RBD or SU scale could be difficult and thus it is not included in the WISE-SoE reporting. Suggestions and comments on that are very welcome. Water requirements, as mentioned in point 1, were incorporated in the WISE-SoE#3 reporting for streamlining purposes with the EG as well.

CH

1.  All reporting categories (field Remarks)
We aggree with the addition of a column „remarks“, where comments regarding High Value concentrations can be added. However, we would propose to also integrate this aspect as part of the automatic QA/QS process, i.e. by adding an error message which would appear for  concentrations above Threshold Value. This would facilitate the work of the NRC who have to otherwise manually check all data for High Value concentrations.
Reply:  Evaluation of high values of selected (most frequent) substances will be added into Reportnet automatic QA service in 2011 for rivers, lakes and groundwater quality reporting categories.
3.  Biological DDs
Switzerland will not be able to comply fully with the proposed biological format. As a non-EU member Switzerland is not bound to define surface water typologies and reference conditions, based on which the national EQRs could be converted. The Swiss biological assessment is based on five quality classes. These quality classes can be matched (pragmatically) to the quality classes of the Normalised EQR. In this way, the Swiss data can be integrated into EEA’s biological data base. Please consider this limiation of non-EU Member States when defining scoring criteria for Biological Data Flows in the future.

4.  Water Quantity Data manual
We strongly question the proposal of a new variable “Water Requirements”. This is a highly artificial variable, which may appear logical from a modeling perspective, however, from a hydrological and water management system perspective, it enables no meaningful statements/analysis to be derived. 

In Switzerland, environmental flow requirements are defined locally, for individual river stretches subject to e.g. hydropower or other hydromorphologial pressures, and depending on the individual ecosystem requirements and ecological conditions of the area. It hardly makes sense to “extrapolate” such local requirements to an area such as an RBD, with multiple water uses which return the used water back within the system. How shall such a “water requirement” be defined for an area as large as an RBD? Simply taking the environmental flow requirement at the outlet of the RBD will hardly make sense, considering e.g. the example of the Rhine RBD.

A possible approach to quantify a “minimum water requirement” would the Water Exploitation Index, wheras in that case as well, consumptive water use should be differentiated from returned water use.

Maybe this issue could be discussed among the countries during the next NRC Freshwater Workshop.

Reply: See Reply to SE below.
5.  Emissions to water DD
We support the further clarification of the relation between SoE emissions reporting and the E-PRTR reporting. However for my understading, the proposed new text it still is not quite clear. 
Reply: The description used in Data Dictionary and in Scoring criteria was slightly modified, to be more clear and better understable
· What is meant by the last sentence in Paragraph 1: “If this information is not available,… “: How does the EEA know that this information is not available, if the entered value (i.e. aggregated value) should already include those facilities which are smaller than the E-PRTR threshold? 
Reply: Misunderstanding; sentence starting with “If this information is not available,… “ describes the situation, when specific negative code (= information that data were reported within E-PRTR) is reported by country instead real aggregated value.
· Also still unclear is the following: Is it meant to differentiate the emissions per substance and RBD of E-PRTR from those of non-E-PRTR-sources, or should all E-PRTR and non-EPRTR emissions be aggregated together to one value per substance and RBD?
Reply: see Data dictionary, point emission tables, parameter EPRTR Facilities -> options: both / no / yes. Reporting of E-PRTR and non-E-PRTR emissions in separated records is preferred.
· Another issue is that of double-reporting: Data reported to E-PRTR have to be indicated (in aggregated format) in the SoE Emissions reporting. Does this mean, a separate entry (i.e. line in the template) for E-PRTR and non E-PRTR sources? For Switzerland, the E-PRTR register does not give a complete picture of the emissions data. 

Reply: Misunderstanding; country should report data aggregated per spatial unit. If the identical data are already reported in E-PRTR in disaggregated format (sum of disaggregated data available in E-PRTR = aggregated figure in SoE Emissions), country can provide relevant negative code („-3“ in the case of E-PRTR) instead of aggregated value, to reduce the workload to the reporter. In the case non-E-PRTR sources data are available too, they should be reported (aggregated figure) on separate record in the table, distinguished by „EPRTR Facilities“ parameter (see above).

DE

3. Biological DDs
Germany has problems with "Important Data Dictionary Updates" number 3. Biological Data Dictionaries, especially with the reporting of Environmental Quality Ratios (EQR) for biological quality elements.

Differences could occur between monitoring-site-specific EQR-values to be reported to the EEA and the status classes of water bodies reported in WFD-reporting to the Commission. 

Reasons for such differences could easily be:

- any river type mismatch,

- differences in assigning final status class for large water bodies with more than one monitoring site (water body specific procedures for classifying water bodies with multiple monitoring sites)

- differences in rules for using the one-out/all-out principle when transferring single metrics or classes for one biological quality element into the overall ecological status class.

Such differences could provoke discussions since compliance check of the Commission is based on the reported water body specific status/potential classes. Therefore Germany would prefer to report classes.

In addition, all mentioned failure reasons are valid for the proposed normalization (described in the Figure in the attachment).

We send our comment for information (Cc:) to the other NRCs.
Replies from ETC/ICM content experts:

Jannicke Moe, NIVA:
The way I understand the German comment, it does not really apply to this year's DD update in particular, but to the whole principle of the SoE biological data reporting: that countries should report numeric EQR values for individual stations, as opposed to of status classes per WB for the WFD. We have not done any changes in the DD with implications for the issues they mention, but I guess the letter with DD update info has reminded them of some issues that they wanted to discuss. Anyway it's an important issue that has also been raised by other countries: It seems that the MS are concerned that the SoE biological data may result in an a different (worse) outcome than the WFD data, and that they in turn might be accused of not reporting WFD status class correctly. This is more of a political issue than a technical one, and Anne is familiar with this problem. 

My recommendation for Germany is: 
- If they do not want to report EQR values per BQE, then they can report only status class per BQE. Their data will then be included in maps (which show only status classes, similar to WISE maps for nutrients), but not in bar plots and other graphs that are based on the numeric EQR values. 
- For waterbodies with multiple stations: If they do not want to report status class per station - only per waterbody, then give they can report the aggregated status class per waterbody. They should still give a NationalStationID for this aggregated class, because we need a NationalStationID to link the biology data to other Rivers and Lakes data (nutrients, pressures, station info, RBD info etc.). So they can select one station to represent all the stations in the waterbody, and add information on this in an appropriate comment field. If they report only WaterbodyID then it will be difficult for us to link these values to any other data, since info on WaterbodyID is not complete in Rivers and Lakes databases.
Anne Lyche Solheim, NIVA:
Thanks for the information on the German comments which were expected. I have had this discussion with Volker Mohaupt for several years now. We haveto convince him that this is nothing to worry about. Germany is now the only big country in Europe (together with Italy) that did not participate in the two test data exercises for biology.

I would like to add that EEA needs the EQRs to do trend analyses over time. Reporting EQRs for single biological elements and single stations is equivalent to reporting nutrient concentrations (and not nutrient classes) to EEA.

The easiest way of reporting to EEA would be to report all monitoring data on biology for all stations (or from the same stations that are used for reporting other parameters to EEA), or to select representative stations for each water body, as Jannicke proposes.

If Germany chooses to report only status classes then they cannot be included in the trend analyses that are based on EQRs.

The final argument is that there are no plans to use the EQR data reported to EEA as any kind of compliance checking relative to what is reported to the EU commission.

DK

4. Water Quantity Data manual
To the Water Quantity topic it's suggested to add a new parameter - Water Requirements. It might be difficult for us to provide these figures for the time being but hopefully we will be able to do so in the future.
Reply: See Reply to SE below
ES

6.  TCM Waters DD
In the table “3.1 Physical Characteristics of TCM Waters Monitoring Stations”. The field “Mean annual sea depth”, would be better expressed if both negative and positive values would be accepted (negative values for underwater stations, and positive values for some intertidal stations). It could also be extended to the rest of the sheets where a “sample depth” is required. Last year we tried to indicate depth values in negative (as it is usually expressed in international marine and coastal fora), but it was not allowed by the validation process.

Reply:  Negative values will be not allowed, methodology of the parameter will be modified as follows: „Value must be positive number. Enter 0 if the station is intertidal, located above sea level. Exact height of such station above the sea level can be specified in the Remark field.“
SE

1. All reporting categories (field Remarks)
I think it would be better if the the suggested field have a few set parameters instead of a free text field if you intend to search or categorize the data based on for examples “value confirmed”.
Reply: Country comment not accepted

4. Water Quantity Data manual
The additional Water Requirements variable is non that SMHI has recorded today, thus it is not possible for us to report this.
Reply: Reasons for the inclusion of the new parameter on water Requirements:

Water Requirements are defined as the volume of water which must be retained in the catchment (thus not actually available for abstraction) in order to meet environmental requirements and other legal obligations e.g. transboundary treaties. 

There are different ways and methodologies to calculate environmental requirements ranging from sophisticated modelling to simple rule of thumbs (e.g. 20-40%). It is recognised that no unified approach has been adopted and that some MS may have problems reporting this parameter. Yet, for defining the WFD good ecological status, an evaluation of environmental requirements should have been implicitly undertaken, rendering some estimation. We thus encourage this reporting, acknowledging possible difficulties and asking you to provide some comments on the method or proxies you have used. The Expert Group on Water Scarcity and Drought (EG WSD) is currently formulating WS&D indicators and this parameter is included in the updated formula of the Water Exploitation Index, WEI+ (work still in progress). A test exercise with the pilot RBs indicated that most of them have been able to report water requirements, and since it is a very important parameter, as well as in streamlining the work with the EG WSD, we are encouraging its reporting. Suggestions and possible work around this parameter (definition, calculation, proxies, etc.) are very welcome and could stimulate an important conversation among the MS.

SK

1. All reporting categories (field Remarks)
We welcome the proposed confirmation of correctness by country in the field „Remarks“ just in the file with reported data, against the „post-reporting“ validation.
2. Rivers, Lakes, TCM DDs (LOD / LOQ fields…)
We recommend  to use an other symbol for limit of detection ("[") and limit of quantification ("<"), in case if some country use an other keyboard set-up, the signs could be than displayed in other way, also this characters could not passed through the QA/QC control. 
Reply:  Country comment was not accepted. Data managers will analyse the databases how frequently the mentioned characters are used in reporting, countries will be asked in the 2012 Announcement letter whether they are satisfied with current solution

Link to the „EU 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
has been added to all water quality data dictionaries.
3. Biological DDs
We recommend to replace the WaterbodyTypeCS (= Waterbody type used in national Classification System) with WaterbodyTypeNCS (= Waterbody type used in National Classification System)
Reply:  Country comment accepted and implemented into reelvant data dictionaries (Biology in Rivers and Lakes, Biology in TC waters)
4. Water Quantity Data manual
We recommend to replace variable „Water Requirements“ with  variable „Environmental Water Requirements“, it results from the definition of the variable.  

Reply: Country comment not accepted. Water Requirements are defined as the volume of water which must be retained in the catchment in order to meet environmental requirements and other legal obligations e.g. transboundary treaties.
2. Summary of comments to Scoring Criteria update

	Country
	1. Rivers quality
	2. Lakes quality
	3. Groundwater quality
	4. Water Quantity
	5. Marine data
	6. Emission to water

	AT
	Acceptance of the reporting "no change with regard to previous delivery".

Comment relevant for Emissions to water only. Introductory text to the emission criteria will be precised. See details below.

	AT
	
	
	
	Replace absolute number of stations by number of stations per area unit.
See Reply to CY (details below)

	
	Disaggreement with the rule „It is not possible to attain 3 smileys simply through flagging other reporting streams alone“.

Introductory text to scoring criteria was clarified. See details below.

	BE-FL
	Regions in Belgium are operated and reported independently (BE-FL, BE-WR), but evaluated together.

Comment partly accepted, BE will be evaluated together, remark to published evaluation will be added as before to distinguish the reporting of BE-FL and BE-WR, if necessary
Suggestion to consider a separate assessment for the reporting process (including timely reporting, the reply to critical QA issues, etc.) and the content (e.g. quality and completeness of data).
Some scoring criteria are disadvantaging smaller countries.

Suggestion for more detailed evaluation, than -1, 1,2,3 smileys only (detailed check-list)

EEA decision: 3 smileys maximum to keep evaluation simple

	BE-FL
	
	
	
	Replace absolute number of stations by number of stations per area unit.

Missing option for indicating „No reservoirs in RBD (SU)“. 
Most of the comment accepted, 

Scoring criteria were modified. See details below.


	Data on haz.subst in biota are already provided to ICES within OSPAR reporting.

Additional fields are requested.

Reply will be added by TCM data manager
	

	CH
	Adding of Dissolved Organic Carbon welcomed.

Total Organic Carbon should be added as next alternative to BOD5 / BOD7 / DOC.

Comment focused to the past, therefore not valid for scoring criteria
	Modification of criteria for non-EU countries suggested.

accepted
	Impossible to reach 2a criteria for 3 smileys due to heterogenity of federal system of country

Criteria have been modified, see details below
	
	Suggestion for slight modification of criteria.

Requested modification is not needed, see details for clarification

	CY
	
	
	
	Replace absolute number of stations by number of stations per area unit.
Comment accepted, scoring criteria have been modified.
See details below.
	
	

	DK
	Rank delivery of time series far higher than delivery in correct format.

Scoring criteria will not be modified due to this country comment now. Data managers will analyze in 2012 in how many stations the data for indicators (especially Preferred SoE Nutrients) are reported

Suggestion for scoring criteria for EEA/ETC performance (details below the table)

Denmark could present the evaluation of EEA on the next NRC meeting

	FR
	
	
	
	Potentially difficult reporting (strategic data from various producers); gaps in water abstraction expected.

Time discrepancy with Eurostat OECD JQ.

Clarified, see details below and Reply to AT in Summary of comments to DD update
	
	

	IE
	
	Comments to the criteria concerning availability of requested substances.

Monitored nutrients in lakes are different from rivers.

Part of comments accepted, see details below.

Several determinands are in 2 lists (Nutrients + Supportive determinands)
	
	
	
	

	SK
	Number of requested nutrients discussed.

The introductory text above criteria table and criteria 4 for 3 smileys has been updated to become clearer. See below in details.
Problem with reporting Dissolved Organic Carbon.

Misunderstanding, See below in details.

Incorrect evaluation of data by Reportnet Automatic QA Service.

EEA and ETC will check the implementation of rules. Country should provide examples to data manager.
	
	Replace absolute number of stations by number of stations per area unit.
See Reply to CY (details below)
Water Quantity Import Tool very complicated and difficult to use. Time consuming operation -> delayed reporting.

Comment not accepted, other countries are satisfied.
	
	


2.1 Detailed description and clarification of comments

AT

General comment

Generally, on issues where this is plausible, reporting by indicating "no change with regard to previous delivery" should not necessarily be assessed as faulty. For issues with slow trends and possibility of unchanged data, the previous years' reporting could be presented for re-validation or updae.
Reply: Following sentence has been added into introductory text above the scoring cirteria table: 
Reported information "no change with regard to previous delivery" is accepted for diffuse emissions for 5 following years maximum and for point sources for 2 following years maximum; identical scoring criteria will be granted for the whole period.

4.  Water Quantity
- The absolute number of monitoring stations within a river basin unit is not a useful assessment criterium. In the case of Austria, it is easily reached within our large share of the Danube river basin, difficult to reach for our small share of the Rhein river basin, and neither possible nor useful in our very small share of the Elbe river basin.
Reply: Scoring criteria have been updated, see Reply to CY below
6.  Emission to water
- "It is not possible to attain 3 smileys simply through flagging other reporting streams alone".

This is in clear contradiction with the SEIS principle "report once, use for many". Better define which kind of additional or specific information is needed to obtain 3 smileys.
Reply:  this rule was added on the request of EEA project manager Rob Collins, because only part of the data requested under Emissions to water SoE reporting is covered by other directives or reporting obligations.
The sentence in the introductory text above scoring criteria table has been updated from “It is not possible to attain 3 smileys simply through flagging other reporting streams alone.” to “It is not possible to attain 3 smileys simply through flagging other reporting streams which cover only part of the total emissions requested.”
- The first criterion requests "reported both regional and point parameters" whereas the introduction opens the choice for either regional OR point data to be delivered.
Reply: Misunderstanding; regional and point parameters are discussed in Water Quantity scoring criteria. Next, „regional OR point data“ reporting is not mentioned in the introduction of WQ scoring criteria.

BE-FL

General comments:

1) The Flemish region agrees with the further development of an evaluation tool based on scoring criteria. It also appreciates the explanatory description related to each data submission since regions in Belgium operate independently.
Reply: The country will be evaluated together, remark to published BE evaluation will be added as before to distinguish the BE-FL and BE-WR reporting, if necessary
2) However, it has been experienced in the past that major efforts to improve data quality have not been rewarded. Developing new IT applications for better reporting may hamper timely data submission. Therefore, we suggest to consider a separate assessment for the reporting process (including timely reporting, the reply to critical QA issues, etc.) and the content (e.g. quality and completeness of data). 

3) We also want to stress that the reporting quality depends on the quality of the questionnaires. In this respect, we support the streamlining process at both the level of the questionnaires (uniformisation of the WISE SoE questionnaires) and the level of the data elements (parameters).

4) A closer look at the scoring criteria caused some concern about the quantification of those criteria, disadvantaging smaller countries. For smaller countries with a relatively high number of river basins, it is more difficult to meet the reporting requirements. This is even more prominent if related to sub-units. Therefore, spatial data coverage is a particular point of attention for us. In particular the Brussels region is not affected by (all) WISE SoE reports, but this will influence the scoring results. Temporal data coverage relates to the ability to provide data related to the current (monitoring) year, which is in some cases not possible. A trend analysis with updated scores should allow a correct reporting assessment.

5) With a reporting process that becomes more complex and extensive, the methodology needs some further consideration. Can 3 smileys still reflect the whole process, mainly based on criteria or requirements that haven’t been met? A completed and detailed check-list could be more appropriate, allowing trend analysis and detection of the weak points in the reporting process. On the other hand, country comparison is not supported.
Reply:  EEA decision: keep evaluation simple, 3 smileys maximum. Detailed evaluation check-lists per criteria is annually created by data managers for internal EEA purposes only as source for comments added by EEA to country evaluation.
4.  Water Quantity
Remark: the Flemish region reports on 2 out of 7 Belgian SUs. 

"Scoring criteria are based on data deliveries for the current year." 

For the most part of the expected parameters (>80%), Flanders is and will in the future not be able to deliver data on the current year. Most data are available on year n+2.
"65 regional parameters reported at RBD or SU scale for 75% of the RBDs or SUs of the country, 50% in monthly scale"

The greater part of the regional parameters will never be available at a monthly scale. This is the case for water abstraction and water use parameters.

"- 20 stream flow stations per RBD (or SU), 50% of the time series in daily scale, the remaining in monthly scale

- 20 groundwater wells per RBD (or SU), 50% of the time series in monthly scale, remaining in seasonal or annual scale"

RBD Maas/Meuse is a very small River Basin District in Flanders (1596 km²), so it's not very realistic to have 20 stream flow stations or 20 groundwater wells. 

"- 5 reservoirs per RBD (or SU), 50% of the time series in monthly scale, remaining in seasonal or annual scale"

Flanders does not have reservoirs as defined for the questionnaire on water quantity. Where do we have to indicate this? In the general remark field of the questionnaire?

Reply:  Most of the comments were accepted, scoring criteria have been updated, see Reply to CY below.
Extra field for Indication of „no reservoir in RBD“is not neccessary.                                  

5.  Marine data
"3. At least three items out of the following list have been provided and including the 2 items that support the marine CSI (hazardous substances in biota and nutrients/chlorophyll in seawater): 

· Hazardous substances in biota

· Hazardous substances in sediment

· Hazardous substances in seawater

· Nutrients in sea water

· Riverine inputs and pressure data

· Direct discharges

· Station characteristics"

Data on hazardous substances in biota are reported on a regular basis by the federal authorities to ICES as part of the OSPAR reporting. It is not clear whether EEA retrieves those data from the ICES database. Anyway, Flanders reports on 4 other items of this list: haz. subst. in sediment (not every year), haz. subst. in seawater, nutrients in seawater and station characteristics.

Reply will be added by TCM data manager
In addition to this: previous templates allowed to refer to other reporting processes or databases. New IT applications do not allow to fill in that kind of information. Therefore, we ask for including additional fields. 

Reply will be added by TCM data manager
CH

1. + 2.  Rivers + Lakes quality
We very much support the addition of Dissolved Organic Carbon as alternative substance to BOD. In Switzerland in the past years, at some stations only TOC (Total Organic Carbon) was measured instead of DOC. So for older datasets, TOC should also be added as alternative to BOD and DOC. In the future, the national monitoring sites will measure only DOC; so for future datasets DOC will suffice.
Reply: Comment focused to the past, therefore not valid for scoring criteria
Sentence 5b is confusing: Is it meant that both proxy pressures and nutrients data should be delivered as a timeseries of at least 5 years?

Reply: Timeseries are requested for concentrations data only. 
3.  Groundwater quality
Lindane is indicated as priority pesticides; however I cannot finde it in the list of preferred hazardous substances?
Reply: Misunderstanding, see „Gamma-HCH (Lindane)“
Last sentence in first paragraph: “…and provision of GIS polygon data of GW bodies… and their link to WFD Art. 5…” (please add: “if applicable”, as for Non-EU MS this is not applicable).
Reply: Suggestion was accepted, introductory text above scoring criteria table was modified accordingly: „…provision of monitoring stations with coordinates and their link to groundwater bodies (if not delivered in past years). Link to WFD Art. 5 groundwater bodies is mandatory for EU countries.“
4.  Water Quantity
Point 2a: “65 regional parameters”: 

· We strongly question the realisability of assessing data at this detail, both time and space-wise. For the case of Switzerland, it will not be realistic to reach this scoring criteria, other than on the basis of very broad and pragmatic estimations. In the best case, e.g. for self-supply of industries: One-time studies are carried out every 5 to 10 years. Reasons for this are the heterogeneity of the federal system: By law, the responsibility for water supply lies with the cantons, who often delegate it on to the communes. As a result, implementation and enforcement is solved in very individual ways (26 cantons). There is currently no means for the national level to regulate/harmonize and compile the data in a level of detail required by the proposed scoring criteria. 

· In order to check this criterion, it should be more clearly defined what counts as one parameter (i.e. “water abstraction from groundwater”, for 5 RBDs = 5 parameters?)

· We would like to encourage a discussion and exchange of experiences on the question of how such regional data (on such level of detail) is assessed by the various countries. Maybe such a discussion could be held during the next NRC freshwater workshop?

Reply:  Scoring criteria have been updated, see Reply to CY below.
NTUA indeed dont want all these parameters, but reporting has to streamlined with Eurostat, and that is why we have them.

Point 2b: In case where longer time series of river flow data (point data) shall be delivered: Is there a direct way to deliver these timeseries (e.g. in one file per station) or does a separate file  per year (with all stations with data for that year) have to be created?
Reply:  Scoring criteria have been updated, see Reply to CY below.
6.  Emission to water
· The scoring criteria do not specify whether the required parameters (Points 3 – 5) must be complete for all the country’s RBDs or only for major RBD’s. For data assessment reasons, we would encourage the later (“only for major RBD’s”).
Reply: RBDs are not distinguished to „major“ and „others“. Next, not only RBDs, but other spatial units can be used for reporting too. Therefore the suggestion can not be implemented. In fact, reporting of the data for most important spatial units selected by reporter is sufficient.
· For Point 6a: Communal WWTP usually contain a mix of urban and industrial wastewater, the ratio of which is seldom quantified. Do such communal WWTP belong to the category “urban” or “urban&industrial”? In the case of Switzerland, the category “industrial” would only contain the large industries (those eligible to report to E-PRTR), while the category “urban” would include domestic and small-industries’ wastewater.

Reply: OK, the category “urban” can include domestic and small-industries wastewater together

· For Point 6b: This I do not fully understand (see comment on Emissions Data Dictionnary): If values for E-PRTR have to be reported seperately from non-E-PRTR values, then why does the Data Dictionnary state that “aggragated emissions data should include those emissions from smaller facilities below the required E-PRTR threshold for reporting”?

Reply: Misunderstanding, see remarks to Emissions Data Dictionnary and parameter “EPRTR Facilities“ in point emission tables in Data dictionary

CY

4. Water Quantity
The scoring criteria for point data are related to absolute station numbers, which seems a bit unfair for small countries. In the Cyprus case, 20 streamflow stations represents about 50% of our entire network, while for a large country it represents a rather insignificant portion of its entire monitoring network. The same goes for numbers of groundwater wells and reservoirs. We would appreciate a different formula, e.g. related to the countries surface area.
Reply:  The scoring criteria have been updated and became more elastic. 

· Criterion on the number of regional parameters to be reported has been updated by reducing the number of parameters to make it more easy to reach higher scores (e.g. from 65 parameters to 45 for 3 smileys, which corresponf to a 31% reduction). We believe that this number (45) is doable, even in RBDs that do not perform some of the activities (e.g. hydropower use, water reuse, etc.) that are linked to the data requested. 

· Criteria for point data have been updated.  Taking up on MS comments about problems in small RBD we feel that the new criteria are most “fair” since they tackle both size issues as well as inability to report specific number of stations/unit if the proposed density does not in fact exist in the field. By reporting a % of your available monitoring station’s data, we overcome issues where a proposed absolute number or density rate can not be achieved due to inexistance of such number of stations in field. To be able to evaluate these criteria, the MS should also specify the total number of stations in the RBD/SU per category (streamflow stations, wells, reservoirs) so that we are able to make the assessment.

· It is acknowledged that some of the requested data may not be possible to be reported due to force majeur (e.g. reservoirs security issues). In this case we strongly encourage the reporter to include this in the comments section provided in the WQ reporting tool so that it is considered accordinlgy.

General comment

Cyprus is analyzing its streamflow data based on hydrological years ("water years") that start on 1/10 and end on 30/9 of the following year. Therefore, we cannot deliver complete time series for calendar years by end-October when the datacall deadline ends. For the above reason, we believe that it should be stated that reporting based on hydrological years ("water years") and resulting "missing months" will not result in reduced scores.
DK

General comments

We, and probably most other countries, do our data deliveries using programmed procedures (SQL, SAS, etc). Therefore, it is relatively easy to repeat the data deliveries year after year, as long as the data request and its format, i.e. the data dictionary, are not changed.

We are happy to see that there are only minor changes in 2011, please keep it that way for the coming years as well.

Regarding the scoring criteria, I find it reasonable to add the Reply to critical QA issues on previously reported data as specified in "Validation questions" as a criterion.

I know it is a matter of ressources (easy to import data) in the topic centres, but in my view there is too much emphasis on the correctness of formats. I would rank delivery of time series far higher than delivery in correct format.
Reply: We understand that continuity of reporting is important for indicators. Scoring criteria will be not modified due to this country comment now. Data managers will analyze in 2012 in how many stations the data for indicators (especially Preferred SoE Nutrients) are reported

Finally, it came to me that we might need scoring criteria for EEA/ETC performance. Probably it should be by environmental topic or issue.

A first quick draft of the criteria could be:

-----------------------------

Scoring Criteria for EEA/ETC performance

3 green smileys:   

EEA has utilised all received data for environmental assessment, and

EEA has prepared indicators on all requested determinands demonstrating the meaningfulness in environmental assessment, and

EEA has utilised all requested pressure information for the assessment in the indicators, and

EEA has analysed both the current environmental state and the temporal trends, and

EEA has demonstrated the usefulness of candidates for future data requests

2 green smileys:

EEA has prepared indicators on the majority of the requested determinands demonstrating the meaningfulness in environmental assessment, and

EEA has utilised most of the requested pressure information for the assessment in the indicators, and

EEA has analysed both the current environmental state and the temporal trends, and

1 green smiley:

EEA has prepared indicators on some of the requested determinands and used some of the requested pressure information

1 red smiley

EEA has not prepared updated indicators or done other assessments based on member state data.

-----------------------------

It could be more specifically quantified, and I am not sure who should evaluate the performance.

You can consider the option or leave it...just an idea.

Best regards

Jens Bøgestrand

NRC rivers and lakes
Reply: Denmark could present the evaluation of EEA on the next NRC meeting.
FR

4. Water Quantity
This data flow is particularly important nowadays, especially with the drought France has to cope with this year. But I find the scoring criteria very demanding since both regional and point data are requested.
This data flow is probably one of the most difficult for us because it deals with strategic data (reservoirs as mentionned), coming from various producers and linked with taxes and laws It may imply some gap in availability (eg water abstractions), gap we are not responsible for. 
On the other hand, it is mentionned that a smiley will be provided if some data are provided in Eurostat OECD joint questionnaire. The pb is that this joint questionnaire is not annual, but every 2 years (next in 2012) and the deadline are completely different. The scoring criteria for WISE SoE data request 2011 will take into account Eurostat joint questionnaire 2010? But it is already a real improvment to take into account this reporting, very similar in fact.

Reply: Eurostat criteria are taken into account in new version of WQ data manual. See reply to AT above (Summary of comments to Data Dictionary update, details)
Eurostat will have regional questionaire annualy from next year onwards, which fits better to WQ reporting.

Keep in mind that if MS report to WISE they dont need to report to Eurostat since the Eurostat questionnaire will be prefilled with already reportet data.
IE

2. Lakes quality
I would query why BOD5/BOD7 are considered under nutrients, because these parameters are not usually considered in lake monitoring but more usually in river monitoring.
Reply: Criteria for rivers and lakes are harmonised as much as possible. Dissolved Organic Carbon can be reported instead of BOD5 or BOD7.
Why is dissolved oxygen which is typically monitored not listed instead of or as an alternative to BOD?
Reply:  Comment is valid for near real time reporting.
Full name of the Nutrients table (= determinand category) will be changed from “Nutrients and General Physico-Chemical Determinands” to “Nutrients, Organic Matter and General Physico-Chemical Determinands” in all relevant Data Dictionaries (Rivers, Lakes, Groundwater, TCM). Short name of the tables and identifiers remain unchanged.
DOC was previously a Hazardous Substance Supportive Determinand and was not on the nutrient list. It is unreasonable to expect member states to have values if it is not on their sampling programme. It is also not a nutrient parameter.
Reply:  DOC has been added to the list of "nutrients" on the Swiss request, as alternative parameter to BOD5 / BOD7.
In 2011, DOC remains in Nutrients and in Hazardous substances supportive determinands, analysis will follow after 2011 reporting processing.

Have EEA checked how many member states monitor for the 5 SoE nutrients?

IE will be unable to meet 5/5 returns for SoE nutrients because we do not analyse for orthophosphate, fortunately we do analyse for DOC but only since last year. We do not analyse for BOD.
Reply: See clarified introductory text above scoring criteria table:  “…provision of … long time series of quality data for substances from 5 preferred SoE nutrient groups - 1. BOD5/BOD7/Dissolved Organic Carbon, 2. Total Ammonium/Ammonium, 3. Total Phosphorus, 4. Orthophosphate, 5. Nitrate/Total Oxidised Nitrogen…”

Criteria Clarification:

3 smileys, criteria 4 “Delivery of data for all 5 preferred SoE; and”; 

Country comment: should be …5 preferred SoE Nutriets. What if a member state does not measure all 5 preferred SoE nutrients?

Reply: Typing error, the term “nutrients” has been added; The introductory text to the criteria was clarified (see above). See also reply to SK.
3 smileys, criteria 5a.: Delivery of hazardous substances data and especially from the Preferred SoE Hazardous Substances list

Country comment: How will EEA apply smileys to member states that do not have data for the preferred SoE Hazardous substances? Are all 55 preferred SoE Hazardous Substances required or some?

Reply: At least selected substances from list of Preferred SoE Hazardous Substances are required  
3 smileys, criteria 5a:   or  5b: 

Country comment: Does this mean as it suggests that non delivery of hazardous substances will not result in a lost smiley as long as 5b is delivered?

Reply:Yes

2 smileys, criteria 3: “Delivery of data for at least 3 of the 5 preferred SoE.”
Country comment: should be …5 preferred SoE Nutriets; This suggests that for 3 smileys, the omission of 1 parameter will not result in a lost smiley as long as item 5a or b is delivered.

Reply: Typing error, the term “nutrients” has been added;
Misunderstanding; scoring criteria and introductory text were clarified; 4 preferred SoE nutrients group are delivered = 2 smileys (…at least 3 of 5 …)
SK

1.+ 2. Rivers + Lakes quality
In part with 3 and 2 smileys you have presented (in points 4., 3.) that each country have to deliver data for all 5 preferred SoE nutrients, but the number of preferred nutrients is not correct, you present 9 determinands at all. If we could select 5 of them, than the requirement have to be defined in other way (not all 5, but some 5 determinands from all preferred determinands), or you must exactly define which 5 determinads.

Reply: Misunderstanding, scoring criteria contain 9 Preferred SoE Nutrients grouped into 5 groups; 1 Nutrient from each group should be reported to get best scoring: (1st group: BOD5 or BOD7 or Dissolved Organic Carbon, 2nd group: Total Ammonium or Ammonium, 3. Total Phosphorus, 4. Orthophosphate, 5. Nitrate or Total Oxidised Nitrogen). Introductory text above the criteria table has been clarified to become clearer. Preferred SoE Nutrients (9 mentioned substances) have been specified by ETC data manager in the lists of determinands for Rivers and Lakes. Introductory text above scoring criteria table has been updated:

„…Further criteria, important for achieving the maximum score, are the time-lines of the delivery, the provision of hazardous substances data, long time series of quality data for substances from 5 preferred SoE nutrient groups - 1. BOD5/BOD7/Dissolved Organic Carbon, 2. Total Ammonium/Ammonium, 3. Total Phosphorus, 4. Orthophosphate, 5. Nitrate/Total Oxidised Nitrogen…“

Criteria 4 for 3 smileys has been updated:

„4. Delivery of data for at least one substance from each of the 5 preferred SoE nutrient groups; and“

To the preferred  SoE nutrients determinads you have supplemented Dissolved Organic Carbon. I think that this determinad is not routinely monitored in each country. In case, if you will request to report Dissolved Organic Carbon in group of 5 preferred determinands, it could be a problem and many countries will don`t have good score, for example they will obtain only 1 smiley, although the rest of the reported data will fulfill all others requirements. 
Reply: Misunderstanding, BOD5 or BOD7 should be reported if Dissolved Organic Carbon is not available.
At the beginning of this part of our comments, I would like to notice, that the „Automatic QA tool“  in EIONET system (this tool we have to use before we want to release data file on CDR) does not operate correctly (some good reported information and data are after this QA checking procedure released as wrong, or are missing, although the reported data are correct. 
Reply: Updated Reportnet Automatic QA Service will be checked carefully to avoid such situation. Country should provide examples of wrong evaluation in the past year to relevant data manager.
4. Water Quantity
In part with with 3 and 2 smileys: you have stated that you need exactly: 

„2b. Point data* for 75% of the RBDs or SUs reported as follows: 

- 20 stream flow stations per RBD (or SU), 50% of the time series in daily scale, the remaining in monthly scale

- 20 groundwater wells per RBD (or SU), 50% of the time series in monthly scale, remaining in seasonal or annual scale

- 5 reservoirs per RBD (or SU), 50% of the time series in monthly scale, remaining in seasonal or annual scale“

In case, when only some small part of the RBD  in relevant country is covered, it is not possible to report data for 20 stations, 20 groundwater wells or 5 reservoirs (for example Visla RBD in Slovakia covers only 1950 km2 (Dunajec and Poprad river basin) from the whole territory of Slovakia (49 035 km2)). Therefore Slovakia could never obtain 3 smileys for reported data. I think it`s better to select criteria in other way, for example number of reported stations based on the area of RBD covered by country and to add for example 1 station/1000 km2). 
Reply: Scoring criteria have been updated, see Reply to CY above.
Based on dissusions during the EEA meetings,  I can conclude, that the tool which serves for surface water quantity data reporting is very complicated, there is a necessity to have a lot of time to import data into this tool, after you have selected data from national database. (It was also a case of our country, we have selected data, but the data delivery was not in time, because we needed 2 weeks more to put data into the tool).  

Reply: Country comment not accepted, other countries are satisfied.
Additional information:

Reply to the letter to countries – changes accepted without comments: NO, ME
