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	No.
	Reporter
	Area
	Issue
	Response

	1. 
	UK
	
	Classification thresholds – we are finding it difficult to report our classification thresholds into the current schema because we do not always have a single threshold for each ‘type’.  In many cases we have developed ‘sub-typologies’ and thresholds are relevant to the sub-typologies, not the reported typologies.  We would like to discuss options to resolve this.  Although we could list thresholds by sub-typologies, this will then not match up with the reported typologies and may lead to confusion.
	WFD typologies are there for the purpose of setting reference conditions and establish classification schemes. Therefore, the relevant typologies for that purpose are the ones that need to be reported in the TypologyOfSurfaceWaterBodies part of the Surface Water Methodologies schema and then referenced in the MethodologySurfaceWaterClassification part of the same schema. 

	2. 
	UK
	
	Reference/intercalibration sites – we think that this has previously been discussed at Ecostat meetings.  There is concern that data reported may be taken out of context because a site may have been used to determine reference conditions only for a particular quality element at that site.  The schemas don’t allow this information to be supplied and we would like to make sure that the limitations surrounding reference/intercalibration sites are understood.


	This has been raised but we fail to see the relation with the information reported in the schema. Need to specify where in the schema you are referring to.

	3. 
	UK
	
	GIS licence issues – we think that we have resolved licensing issues and are able to send shape files.  We would like to send accompanying terms and conditions with the data (these are not very onerous) – is there a placeholder in the schemas where we can record these conditions?
	Metadata that is supplied with the spatial information has fields for restricting the use of the information.

	4. 
	UK
	
	Drinking Water Protected Areas and associated monitoring sites – there are security issues about supplying accurate grid references associated with these sites.  We may not be able to send the detail requested in the user guidelines.  Or we may need to send the DWPA monitoring network via a different route (not via WISE).
	You can block public access to this data in Reportnet. If this is not enough, DG ENV can consider other options (to be discussed bilaterally).

	5. 
	UK
	
	Monitoring sites and water categories – it has been noted that the monitoring network reported under Article 8 has sites that appear against several water categories (e.g. one site can be recorded against transitional and coastal water bodies).  In some cases this may be valid and will remain when we report our updated network.
	We do not fully understand why this is needed. In any case, would it be possible to report it as two separate points (i.e. one for coastal and one for transitional waters, each with its own monitoring frequency, parameters, etc? 

	6. 
	LT
	
	Information on monitoring programmes and monitoring stations shall be filled in WFD reporting database (schemas MON, SWST, GWST). WFD surface water monitoring programme in Lithuania was started from 2005-01-01. This programme was reported in 2007 under Art. 8 reporting. Development of river basin management plans revealed gaps in monitoring programme and it was amended several times (including number of stations, frequencies and list of parameters). River basin management plan presents monitoring programme that will be operational from 2011-01-01. Which programme shall be reported using WFD reporting database? Possible options: a) original monitoring programme of 2005, b) current monitoring programme (monitoring programme of 2005 plus all the amendments) c) new monitoring programme presented in RBMP (monitoring programme that will be operational from 2011).
	To be decided by LT.  Probably the best option is to make the report coherent with the RBMP, otherwise the information may be confusing. In any case the “START_DATE” field in the Monitoring schema can be used to report the starting date and complementary information about the reasons to reshuffle the monitoring programme can be reported in the “REASON_DELAYED” field.

	7. 
	LT
	
	How to allocate protected areas to RBD, if the protected area lies on the border of two RBD? Possible options: 

1.  Cut PA polygon based on the boundaries of RBD and for each RBD report corresponding part of PA. It means that PA may have two or more central points and PA with the same ID reported under different RBD will have different area.

2.  allocate PA to one RBD: 

a. Based on area of the PA 

b. Based on geographical location of central point 


	The same protected area can be reported in the ProtArea schema for both RBDs. The centroid will fall within one of the RBDs only. It is better not to split it in order not to lose the referential integrity with the reporting under the directive under which the protected area has been designated (assuming the question refers to a Natura 2000 area). 
The manual check would indicate that a protected area code has been duplicated and this would be messgwed to the reported, but in a case such as this the above explanation would be provided so that the error can be ignored.

	8. 
	LT
	
	Tables SWB_ProtectedArea_Status and GWB_ProtectedArea_Status are almost identical. Please explain if there is any difference in information to be provided in the two tables.
	One is to report the status of protected areas linked to surface water bodies and the other one to report the status of protected areas linked to groundwater bodies. See sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6 of the user guide and the annotation of the schemas for more details.

	9. 
	LT
	
	Table GWB_ProtectedArea_Status. Groundwater bodies in Lithuania are relatively large and all protected areas are smaller than GWB. Please explain how to fill field TypeOfAssociation
	Option “b) water body overlapping (partly within) a Protected Area” has to be chosen. This option covers this case and also the case in which only part of the protected area overlaps with the groundwater body (the rest overlapping with another water body or bodies).
The same applies to surface water bodies.

	10. 
	LT
	
	In Lithuania buffer zones around groundwater intake sites are designated as Article 7 Abstraction for drinking water protected areas. These areas have special use limitations in order to protect wellfield. What shall be filled in the  GWB_ProtectedArea_Status  field ValueStatusProtectedArea (values in the enumeration list: high, good, failing, unknown).
	Article 7 protected areas are the water bodies that are used for the abstraction of drinking water. In the case raised it would be the groundwater body. The areas around the intake are the safeguard zones and do not need to be reported as “protected areas”.
See user guide section 2.2.5. Possible values are 2 (good) or 3 (failing to achieve good):
“According to Article 7.2 of the WFD MS should ensure that, under the water treatment regime applied, the resulting water will meet the requirements of the Drinking Water Directive. This means that under existing treatment, if the drinking water produced from a particular water body meets the Drinking Water Directive requirements, the status of the Protected Area for this water body is "good", whereas if it does not meet the standards it "fails". The DWD failure is only relevant in WFD context if the reasons for failure are linked to the quality of the water body (e.g. not to the failure of the water treatment or distribution system).”

	11. 
	LT
	
	How to deal with the tables that are not important for the RBD (e.g. GWMET_UseOfExemptions). Shall we leave the tables blank, or write short comment why this table is not filled in some text field.
	The database is designed to be a tool to help organise the information. The conversion tool can then create the XML files which are submitted to the Commission.The database is not being submitted and so it is not of relevance that information which isn’t required is not completed.

	12. 
	LT
	
	Table RBMP_CostOfMeasuresType. Please explain what information should be provided in  the field 'TotalCostOfMeasure: Total investment cost until 2015? Total investment and operational and maintenance and administrative costs until 2015? Or something else?
	Include the costs as available and then use the fields “Aggregation” and the text fields “CalculationMethod” to explain what is included in those costs. 
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	13. 
	LT
	
	Table RBMP_CostSubDivision, filed 'SubCostClassification. Please explain meaning of each line in the enumeration list:

a. "financial" - what does this term mean exactly? Administrative costs are also financial costs.

b. "non-water env" what does this term mean? Are these environmental costs?

c."resources" are these resources costs?

d. "total" total until 2015? Or something else?
	We recommend to use the "Aggregation" field and explain the approach to calculate the costs in the "CalculationMethod" field.
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	14. 
	LT
	
	Table RBMP_InvestmentCostDetails_ :

a. field 'Year2009to2015* why 2009 data should be reported? The Programme of measures is not yet ready in 2009.

b. Field 'SupplyCost Does it mean available funding sources, in other words?

c. field AggregatedCost Does it mean comparison of costs required and funding sources available?

	We recommend to use the AggregatedCost field and explain the approach in  the field RiverBasinManagementPlan/EconomicAnalysis/FutureInvestmentApproach 



	15. 
	BG
	
	Table SWB_SurfaceWaterBody*  and  RWB – spatial dataset

The attribute “ReferenceDataSet*” indicates if  a SWB is incorporated into the WISE Reference dataset. There are RWB-s, which are  partly  “incorporated” in the WISE Reference dataset, i.e. the water body  includes river stretch of a main river (reference dataset) as well as a river of national level. We assume, in this case the  attribute “ReferenceDataSet*” must be “Y”. When calculate the centroids of such  water bodies, two cases take place (see the picture below): 

a) The centroid lies on the line , which is a  Main river stretch (part of reference dataset)
b) The centroid lies on a “national” river stretch, i.e. the water body is assigned as “reference”(it contains “reference” segments); it will be (partly) visualized as a line by the WISE reference River-dataset, but the centroid of the RWB does not fall on a reference river stretch. (the red one and the purple water bodies/centroids on the picture)
Could the situation (b) be a problem by the QC in the context of the Art.7.2.8. of the Guidance of reporting of spatial data :“As part of quality control procedures, the centroids will be derived from the schema submissions and checked against the related spatial dataset.” – (p.34), and if yes, how to avoid this problem?
	If part of the water body is included in the reference dataset the field “ReferenceDataset” should be set to “Y”.

As regards the centroids, they are not going to be displayed, they will only be used for performing GIS operations. Therefore, the fact that it is not on the line should not produce any problem. See the comment 16 below about the attribute MAIN. 

	16. 
	BG
	
	Why we need the attribute “MAIN” in the River water bodies shape file , if In the table “Spatial dataset identification”  in art.8.1 (page 39) the requirement for the River spatial dataset is “River water bodies have a catchment area > 10 sq km, BUT only those with catchment area > 500 sq km are included. The remainder are delivered as centroids only “
	This is because the model for reporting spatial information assumes that the water bodies are elementary segments, in line with the WFD definition of water body (a river or part of a river). However, grouped water bodies can be reported as single elements and this optional attribute MAIN is meant to flag those segments which are part of the WISE ‘main’ river, to differentiate them from the branches.

	17. 
	BG
	
	Life cycle rules, Historic data management / object lifetime management

 We expect in the training to be commented   the   “life cycle rules and Historic data / object lifetime management”– especially the reporting of this kind of information
In this connection we have a specific question:  Because of amendment of the legislation, some national codes of Monitoring station needed to be changed.  The location of the stations is the same, so it is not the case mentioned in art.7.3.2 of the guidance. In fact the object was not changed; its status is “active” (according to art.7.3.3 ), but the code is different  than reported under art8 of the WFD . How we should proceed in this case? Whether  the changes of codes should be reported according the instructions in art. 7.3.3 of the Guidance ?
	This will be covered at the training

	18. 
	BG
	
	Attribute “Category” of SWB.

· According  to the  text in the beginning of the Art. 8.1.5 of  “Guidance on reporting of spatial data”  and to the  explanation of the Attribute “Category*” in the table SWB_SurfaceWaterBody*  

· “  . A reservoir formed by damming a river would be reported as a river water body….”

In Bulgaria such reservoirs are categorized as lake water bodies; they are reported as lakes in Art5 report and would be reported as lakes WB in this reporting exercise.  Would it be a problem??
	Yes, this would be a problem and is not consistent with the guidance. This would make BG reporting inconsistent with other MS reports. A dammed river is a heavily modified river, not a lake. The fact that according to Annex V section 1.5.1 of WFD the quality elements used for the assessment of the reservoir are those from the water category that most closely resembles the heavily modified river (i.e. from lakes), does not mean that the river is not a river anymore.

	19. 
	BG
	
	The Table  SWMET_NonPriorityPolutants*  is missing in the Reporting tool (Access  database v3).
	This table was deleted when version 3 of the database was created as it was not being used. The schema is not asking for this information.

	20. 
	FI
	
	Can the borders of the River Basin Districts be altered in the future? This would become necessary due to changes in the Competent Authorities.
	Yes. It would need to be reported as required in WFD article 3.8 and bilateral contact will be needed to see what needs to be reported to WISE to maintain overall integrity of the data.

	21. 
	FI
	
	Why the QE-codes (Enumeration lists) vary between schemas? Should be consistent in all schemas
	Different enumeration lists are used because level of detail required is different. 

	22. 
	FI
	
	Why the SurfaceSignificantPressureTypes vary between schemas? Should be consistent in all schemas.
	There are two enumeration lists in the schema WFDCommon, one aggregated and one detailed, that are used depending on the level of information required.

	23. 
	FI
	
	Can the grouping of monitoring sites be done using sites from several River Basin Districts?
	We understand this maybe a possibility if the types are the same.

	24. 
	FI
	
	RiverBasinManagementPlan/SurfaceWaterSignificantPressures/SubUnitPressureDetail/SurfaceSignificantPressureTypes/SurfaceSignificantPressureType/NoOfPointSources

- should all the Point Sources be reported or just the 'Significant' ones?
	The significant ones, according to the definition used and explained in RiverBasinDistrictSWMethodologies/SWPressureMethodologies/PointSourcePollution/MethodologyText

	25. 
	FI
	
	RiverBasinManagementPlan/POM/CostOfMeasures/CostDetails

- Can Finland report the 'Continental Finland' (NUTS=FI1) as 'National' (RBDorNational=N), and Ahvenanmaa (Åland) (NUTS=FI2) separately (RBDorNational=R)
	Yes, you can use the "AlternativeRBD" field, i.e. you introduce national costs in the reporting of one of the RBDs of continental Finland and you refer to it in the other RBDs reports. 
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	26. 
	PL
	
	we would like to ask about comments to the data in WFD Reporting Database.

According to Guidance for reporting under the WFD - "Information that has already been reported for other purposes (e.g. UWWT Directive to the EEA under WISE-SoE reporting) does NOT have to be provided again".

Where (in the WFD Reporting Database) should we put the information that we have reported e.g. Bathing Protected Areas and these data are available on Reportnet?
	See section 2.2.6 of schemas user guide. The preferred option (although not compulsory) is that you use the protected areas schema to introduce the bathing water sites using the same coding used in the bathing water Directive reporting. As a minimum, the protected area code used in the other reporting exercises should be referenced in the SurfaceWaterBodies/SurfaceWaterBody/StatusProtectedAreas/SWProtectedAreaDetails/ProtectedAreaCode field for each associated surface water body and in GroundWaterBodies/GroundWaterBody/StatusProtectedAreas/GWProtectedAreaDetails/ProtectedAreaCode for each associated groundwater bodies (e.g. in case drinking water protected areas or nitrates).

	27. 
	RO
	
	In SWMET_ Ecological Classification table, CAS code number of chemical pollutants are predefined codes, but this list is not complete. User guide includes a list of CAS code number more complete (p,p, DDT, aldrin, etc). The program generates errors if we write the code that exists in the user guide but there is not in predefined list in access. The two lists are not identical and it is hard to avoid errors!
	We assume you are referring to RiverBasinDistrictSWMethodologies/MethodologySurfaceWaterClassification/SurfaceWaterClassification/SurfaceWaterEcologicalClassification/EcologicalClassifications/RiverEcologicalClassification/QEParameterTypes/NonPrioritySpecificPollutants
In case the pollutant is not in the list of CAS numbers, the option "Other" has to be chosen and then specify the CAS and the name of the substance in the conditional field:

RiverBasinDistrictSWMethodologies/MethodologySurfaceWaterClassification/SurfaceWaterClassification/SurfaceWaterEcologicalClassification/EcologicalClassifications/RiverEcologicalClassification/QEOtherParameterDescription

	28. 
	RO
	
	Related to RBMP Economic Steps and Measures, Field: CostRecoveryStrategy*

Description: How has the Member States ensured an adequate contribution of the different water uses to the recovery of the costs of water services taking account of the polluter pays principle? Summary text in less than 5000 characters.

The task refers to the present status? There are cases when the MS has already implemented the polluter pays principles and the future policy will improve it. In this case a description of present policy and future improvement issues has to be done?
	It refers to the obligations to implement article 9 water pricing policies in 2010. Measures need to be reported in the RBMP.

	29. 
	RO
	
	In SWB_EcoStatusorPotential table there is the “ValueQE2HydromorphStatusorPotential” column which are only 3 predefined values: 1 – high (status only); 2 – good (potential=good and above) and U – unknown/no information. How could this field be filled in case of water bodies which do not meet the good status or potential ?? Is it sure that code 2 is considered as good or inferior for both status and potential?
	According to CIS classification guidance hydromorphological parameters are only relevant for downgrading a water body from high to good. The value 2 should be understood as "good or less" for both status and potential.

	30. 
	RO
	
	In RBMP-SWNeedforSupplimentaryMeasures” in the “Percentage-FailureLW” required estimated % area of lake water bodies as a proportion of TOTAL LENGTH within the RBD/SU that may fail to reach good status or potential and good chemical status. There are two different units of measure. Should it be considered % -area/total area?
	Please look at the annotation of the schemas and the user guide:

Estimated % area of Lake Water Bodies (can be zero) as a proportion of total area within the RBD/Sub-unit that may fail to reach Good Ecological Status or Good Ecological Potential, and Good Chemical status (by 2015) before any measures are taken

	31. 
	RO
	
	In the “RBMP_BasicMeasures*” table - column “Implemented” (concerning the implementation of European Directives under requirements of art. 11.3a), the options are “Yes”, “No” or “Not applicable”; How the option “yes” (implemented) should be seen? All requirements of directives should be implemented or it refers to building the institutional and technical capacities and planning the measures? For Romania, the implementation is ongoing for several directives (those for which Romania has transition period). In this case, which option should be selected?
	This is a self-assessment of the implementation of the requirements under those directives (see page 47 of CIS Guidance document no. 21). This should take into account transitional periods if there are in the Accession Treaty. Clarifications can be given in the field "Comments" associated to each basic measure under art 11.3a.

	32. 
	RO
	
	· SWMET_SystemB_LW: Table

· In Romania there were defined as lakes: natural lakes and reservoirs. 

· The table SWMET_SystemB_LW: Table allows to introduce the required data either for natural lakes or for reservoirs, but not for both - natural lakes and reservoirs.

How can the data be introduced for both - natural lakes and reservoirs?
	The information requested are the factors used in the system B typology. Just mark as "Y" those factors that you have used in the typology for lakes and reservoirs (even if some of them were used only for one of those categories).

	33. 
	RO
	
	SWMET_SystemB_TW: Table

In Romania there were defined as transitional waters : lacustrine and marine waters. 

The table SWMET_SystemB_TW: Table allows to introduce the required data either for lacustrine or for marine transitional waters, but not for both - lacustrine and marine transitional waters.

How can the data be introduced for both - lacustrine and marine transitional waters ?
	Same reply as 32, introduced "Y" in all factors used either in one or both types of transitional waters.

	34. 
	RO
	
	Table: SWMET_ IntercalibrationTypes:

a). The User Guide to the WFD Reporting Schemas V4.3 indicates as guide mark in completion of this table the Commission Decision 2008/915/EC but in the period time December 2008 –January 2010, there are created more common GIGs. For example, Eastern Continental Natural Lakes are included in the present in EC-GIG (Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary), which are not included/stipulated in the Commission Decision. How we deal with this problem, because in the table SWMET_IntercalibrationTypes there are not predefined these last common types.

b). If there is no corresponding intercalibration type for certain national type, what will be introduced in the field IntercalibrationTypes- (a blank field or 0 or NO)? What means “[none]”? What about possible errors …
	a) Only intercalibration typology that is in the Commission Decision should be included in these fields on Intercalibration Types. Explanations on the current intercalibration can be given in the fields "HighGoodCalibrationCompliant" and "GoodModerateCalibrationCompliant"

b) If there has been no intercalibration then there are no corresponding national types and the fields IntercalibrationType will be left empty. This will create  errors in the secondary validation as these values are conditional. These error messages can be ignored. Once the envelope is closed, these errors will be questioned by the helpdesk, and the above explanation can be provided.  


	35. 
	RO
	
	Table: SWMET_EcoClassificationTypology

Table SWMET_EcoClassificationTypology is “optional” (no asterisc), but without it, there is no possibility to complete the table SWMET_IntercalibrationTypes.
	Both tables are dependent on the SWMET_EcologicalClassification* table for the unique IDs. It is a one-to-many relationship for both to this.

	36. 
	RO
	
	There are attributes in the tables (columns) which are not required/mandatory (no *), but it generates errors if these fields are not filled in. It is hard to avoid errors!
	A new set of database table diagrams are being produced to fix this error where the mandatory fields in optional tables is missing

	37. 
	RO
	
	How should be dealt with "autonumber" (automatic generated ID which links 2 or 3 tables) when several databases should be put together? How to ensure the defined relationships between different tables? In Romania, some of the tables/attributes will be filled in at the national level and other at the sub-basin level (each sub-basin will have a database) and finally the national/district database will be assembled.
	It is possible to override this AutoNumber field but it requires some careful database management. An overview will be provided at the training.

	38. 
	RO
	
	There is a problem regarding the reporting template shape file type for Protected Areas. This is created like polygon type and we have categories of protected areas point type (abstraction for drinking water) and line type (areas for the protection of economically significant aquatic species). What should be done? Should we try to turn points and lines (really hard) using the same type of structure, templates for point and line shape file type to create polygons?
	If you have only a point or a line feature then you can buffer them a nominal amount so that they are converted to polygon features.
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