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Introduction

The workshop was attended by experts from 25 Member States, Norway, the JRC and DG Environment. It provided a timely and useful exchange of information and ideas on meeting the practical challenges of ecological status classification.

A copy of the workshop presentations including the presentations on the conclusions reached on each of the topics discussed is available on CIRCA. This report presents a summary of the key conclusions
.

Summary of the main findings

Selecting biological quality elements for monitoring 

For operational monitoring, there appears to be a reasonable level of comparability between Member States in the selection of biological quality elements for monitoring the ecological impacts of different types of pressures to which water bodies at risk are subject. For many pressures, one or more quality elements appear to be in very common use among Member States or there appears to be a dominant quality element used by most Member States.

Member States are finding that for operational monitoring more than one biological quality element may need to be monitored to assess the impact of a particular pressure. This is because of uncertainty about which biological quality element is the most sensitive to the pressure or because no single quality element is more sensitive to the pressure than any other. 

For water bodies at risk from multiple pressures, common practice appears to be to identify the appropriate biological quality element (or elements) for assessing the ecological impact of each pressure and then to include all the identified quality elements in the operational monitoring programmes.

Surveillance monitoring data is seen as important for validating (and updating) the risk-based selection of biological quality elements for operational monitoring described above. This is because, in accordance with the WFD, surveillance monitoring programmes provide monitoring information on all the biological quality elements applicable to the water category concerned.

Combing results for different quality elements

When combining the monitoring results for different biological quality elements, the majority of Member States are intending to apply the one-out, all-out principle in line with the CIS guidance. However, some Member States appear to be planning to adopt alternative approaches which do not follow the existing CIS guidance. 

For operational monitoring, different numbers of quality elements are being used by different Member States to monitor water bodies subject to the same combinations of pressure. The effect of this in combination with the one-out, all-out principle (i.e. its tendency to increase the risk of misclassification as more quality elements are monitored) may contribute to a reduction in the comparability of the overall classification results. Further investigation of the potential effect on comparability and of whether the effect could be reduced by further harmonisation was recommended prior to the second River Basin Management Planning cycle.

Presenting classification results

Most Member States are planning to include overall maps of ecological status in their river basin management plans and overall summary statistics. In many cases, they are also planning to provide the public with an ability to access more disaggregated information about the classification results. This would include information on the class assigned to each monitored quality element and on the confidence in the results for these elements.

The Commission presented proposals for EU WISE reporting. There was general support for the Commission's proposals. These comprised reporting: 

(a) the overall ecological status of each water body; and 

(b) information about the results for each quality element used in determining the overall ecological status. 

The Commission would use the latter information [point (b)] to produce overall summary statistics rather than water body-specific information. Some Member States indicated that they are already planning to produce this sort of information nationally. 

Statistical summaries of the status of group of water bodies, e.g. by river basin or types, and temporal trends in such groups are considered as reliable and useful information for both managers and the European Commission.

Dealing with uncertainty

Uncertainty in classification, particularly for water bodies close to the good-moderate boundary, is an important issue for river basin management planning. There was a consensus at the workshop that information on confidence and precision of classifications is important for informing decisions about the appropriate follow up action. Depending on the level of confidence, confidence information can be used to inform, as appropriate, decisions on exemptions
; prioritising water bodies for improvement; and prioritising further monitoring and investigation to improve confidence. Being clear on the level of confidence achieved and on the follow up action where confidence is insufficient to justify expensive measures is considered important: Appropriate follow up action in such cases includes (a) further targeted monitoring and assessment to try to improve confidence and (b) action to assess the risk of, and prevent, deterioration. 
Adapting monitoring in order to try to achieve adequate confidence is a requirement of the WFD and a necessary part of the river basin management planning process. Such adaptation is particularly important where there is a risk that water bodies may be worse than good status and require restoration or enhancement. 

Some Member States are proposing to take uncertainty in the results of monitoring into account before classifying water bodies - only classifying water bodies as worse than good where they are adequately confident in the results. Others are proposing to classify on the 'face value' results of monitoring but indicate their confidence of the resulting classification. The different approaches can have important implications of presentational nature. Being transparent about the approach taken and how the implications are being taken into account was considered important.

Simple methods of indicating confidence (e.g. "high", "medium" and "low") were thought likely to offer advantages when communicating with the public.

Mismatches in biological and chemical results

In some water body types and for some general chemical or physicochemical quality elements, there are scientific difficulties in identifying a standard that is not too stringent or too lax for at least some of the water bodies in a type. The extent of this problem varies depending on the chemical or physicochemical quality element concerned. Examples were given for nutrients in lakes which showed that, in some cases, there is no perfect type-specific standard.

The conclusion of the workshop was that the checking procedure set out in the existing CIS guidance on classification should be amended to allow for the status of a water body to be revised: This is because revising a type-specific standard, for example (as provided for in the current guidance) cannot overcome mismatches if it is not possible to identify a single type-specific standard applicable to all water bodies in a type. Before revising the status of a water body, it is considered important to undertake checks to confirm the absence of biological impacts (including delayed impacts) and of upward trends in nutrient concentrations. As regards the absence of biological impacts, such checks should be done using biological assessment methods that are fully WFD-compliant.

Spatial considerations in classification

The majority of Member States consider that taking account of the spatial extent of ecological impacts within water bodies is necessary to correctly classify the water bodies and, importantly, to assess the risks posed by proposed physical modifications.

A range of different approaches are currently being considered by Member States. These include taking the average status, the worst status or a percentage of the water body that is affected. The conclusion of the workshop was that clear spatial criteria are needed for classification and, importantly, for assessing the risk that proposed alterations will cause deterioration of status. These criteria are likely to reflect the characteristics of the river basin. For example, appropriate criteria for large rivers like the Danube are likely to differ from the criteria appropriate for small rivers.

A combination of criteria based on a fixed proportion of a water body and an absolute measure (such as a length or area) was suggested as a useful approach due to the fact that water body sizes are variable depending on the way water bodies have been delineated.

Challenges of classification for the first river basin management plans

Member States face real challenges in classifying all water bodies in time for the first River Basin Management Plans. This is because 

(a) only two full years of monitoring data will be available; and 

(b) some biological tools, particularly those sensitive to the impact of hydromorphological pressures, are not yet fully tested or developed. 

This will affect the robustness and reliability of classifications.

Ensuring that the first classifications represented the best understanding of status is considered important.

Proposals to meet this challenge include using all available data to estimate status (e.g. risk assessment results and modelling results based, for example, on information on hydromorphological conditions, chemical and physicochemical conditions, pressures, etc).
Grouping of water bodies was also considered important to make best use of available monitoring data. The majority of Member States are proposing grouping water bodies for classification purposes.

� A more detailed summary of the different workshop sessions prepared by the WRc is available on CIRCA at 


� HYPERLINK "http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/jrc/jrc_eewai/library?l=/classification_workshop" ��http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/jrc/jrc_eewai/library?l=/classification_workshop�  





� See also Section 6 of the Policy Paper "Exemptions to the environmental objectives under he Water framework Directive; Article 4.4 (extension of deadlines), 4.5 (less stringent objectives) and 4.6 (temporary deterioration)" � HYPERLINK "http://circa.europa.eu/Members/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/thematic_documents/environmental_objectives/final_policy_44-45-46/_EN_1.0_&a=d" ��http://circa.europa.eu/Members/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/thematic_documents/environmental_objectives/final_policy_44-45-46/_EN_1.0_&a=d�
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