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	ToR

No
	Key issues
	Specific question
	Clarification
	Suggestions for improvement

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	2.0 - 1
	Surface Waters:

Status of aquatic ecosystems in the river basin
	Does the Water bodies identified permit you to provide an accurate description of the status of aquatic ecosystems in your river basin?
	Define the status of aquatic ecosystems
	Selecting the criteria used for water body identification we intend to be able defining the ecological status of the aquatic ecosystem in future. Actually basing on the macroinvertebrate community only the saprobic status is classified. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	2
	Surface Waters:

Number of water bodies
	How many water bodies have you identified?
	
	Lausitzer Neiße (Saxony): 8 WB + major  tributaries:  Mandau (4 WB), Pließnitz (5 WB) => Σ 17 WB in Saxony + 2 lakes each forming a separate water body (artificial)

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	3
	Surface Waters:

Minimum size
	Which is the minimum size you have identified?
	
	Minimum size: 2,1 km (only Saxony considered)

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	4
	Surface Waters:

Maximum size
	Which is the maximum size you have identified?
	
	Maximum size: 46 km (only Saxony considered)


	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	5
	Surface Waters:

Very Small Water bodies
	Which approach have you taken for very small water bodies?
	How to deal with very small water bodies.
	Following the ‘Horizontal guidance document on the application of the term „water body“ in the context of the Water Framework Directive’ small tributaries were regarded as a part of the major water body. Exception: the tributary (> 10 km²) is significantly effected by human activity. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	6
	Surface Waters:

Types
	Is your typology process finalized? How many Water bodies have you identified regarding this typology?
	Define types and criteria used.
	In Germany there is a stream typology system with a stream type map covering the whole country. This system was used identifying the water bodies. The German stream typology uses elements of system A  as well as elements of system B. The German stream type system is basing on a landscape system defined by Dr. Briem considering important hydromorphological and geochemical parameters, describing  near-natural (potentially natural) conditions and the resulting aquatic community. The major parameters used, are: ecoregion, shape of the valley, slope, meandering form, stream bed substrate, hydrology, hydraulic regime, vegetation, and geochemistry.

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	7
	Surface waters: Iterative process

Information from article 5 analyses and reviews
	Which problems/uncertainties have you identified?
	Practicalities when implementing article 5. 

Uncertainties reported
	Following step 4 of the horizontal guidance paper (subdivide physical divisions) we mainly used data on land utilization, results from the German river habitat survey, and data on the saprobic status. Not to get too small water bodies, which could not be managed in future, we tried to aggregate the data to classes and we summarized neighbouring reasons for water body identification by selecting the most important reason. This was necessary because of very local changes in land utilization and morphological structure (=> German habitat survey). We aim to define water bodies as homogenous as possible, but in most cases not smaller than 4 km (never < 2 km). In general we conclude: the larger the river is, the larger also should be the water body. In case following the procedure described above, significant parameters changed in a water body, we divided into sub-water-bodies. After pressures and impacts analysis more subdivisions into sub-bodies are possible. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	8
	Surface waters: 

Review of the water bodies identification process
	Will you review the water bodies identification following the article 5 analysis or after the establishment of the monitoring programme?
	Revision after the fulfillment of article 5 requirements or after the monitoring.
	We believe that it will be necessary to review the water bodies identification following the article 5 analysis as well as after the establishment of the monitoring programme.

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	9
	Surface waters:

Pristine waters
	Have you identified water bodies with pristine waters?
	
	In the River Basin of the Lausitzer Neisse there is no natural region, which can be used as reference. So we used the stream type definition of the German stream type system as reference and scale for assessment. So we don‘t have water bodies with reference conditions. Information on the definition of reference conditions, see 2.3.6. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	10
	Surface Waters:

Status of aquatic ecosystems in the river basin
	Does the Water bodies identified permit you to provide an accurate description of the status of aquatic ecosystems in your river basin?
	Define the status of aquatic ecosystems

Please provide indication on the average quality of status.
	See Question 1)

Preliminary information on the ecological status of the water body are given by the saprobic status. The assessment system using 7 saprobic  classes must be transfered to the WFD classification system using 5 classes and it was adapted to the specific stream type conditions. (Research project: ‚Entwicklung eines leitbildorientierten Saprobienindexes für die biologische Fließgewässerbewertung’; UBA 2003; Forschungs-vorhaben 20024227). 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	11
	Surface waters:

Aggregation of water bodies
	Which criteria have you applied when aggregating water bodies?
	
	See Question 5)) 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	12
	Surface waters:

Sub-division of water bodies
	How have you considered sub-division and which criteria have you used?
	
	After analysing pressures and impacts a water body may be subdivided into sub-water-bodies. Also small tributaries belonging to the water body of the main stream can be defined as sub-water-body, but should not be subdivided any more.  We also believe, that several tributaries should not be summarized to one  sub-water-body.

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	13
	Surface waters:

Physical features
	Which physical (geographical and hydromorphological) features have you used when identifying discrete elements of surface water bodies?
	
	Separating categories (GIS): 

·  River and lake shape (Saxony);

·  Stream types: German stream type shape (Saxony);

·  Major tributaries: DLM 1000 W;

·  Additional criteria: German habitat survey, saprobic 
  status, land utilization (Saxony) 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	14
	Surface waters:

Protected areas
	How have you considered protected areas (e.g. Natura sites, or drinking water sources)?
	
	FFH-areas were considered. Smaller natural reserves and protection areas were ignored. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	15
	Surface waters:

Wetlands associated to water bodies
	Have you considered wetlands associated to your water bodies? How have you considered the relationship?
	Wetlands related to surface waters.
	Wetlands were not considered. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	16
	Ground Waters:

Number of water bodies
	How many water bodies have you identified?
	
	5 ground water bodies

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	17
	Ground Waters:

Minimum size
	Which is the minimum size you have identified?
	
	Minimum size: 24 km² 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	18
	Ground Waters:

Maximum size
	Which is the maximum size you have identified?
	
	Maximum size: 557 km² 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	19
	Ground Waters:

Very Small Water bodies
	Which approach have you taken for very small ground water bodies?
	How to deal with very small water bodies.
	-

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	20
	Ground waters:

Significant flow in aquifers
	When designating groundwater bodies, how have you considered “significant flow”?
	
	-

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	21
	Ground waters:

Delineation of groundwater bodies
	Which criteria have you used when identifying and delineating groundwater bodies?
	
	-

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	22
	Ground waters:

Groundwater boundaries
	How have you identified boundaries of groundwater?
	
	-

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	23
	Ground waters:

Wetlands associated to water bodies
	Have you considered wetlands associated to your ground water bodies? How have you considered the relationship?
	Wetlands related to ground waters
	-

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	24
	General issues:

Local and regional circumstances
	Which local and regional circumstances have you considered when identifying water bodies?. How have you done it?
	
	The national frontier is also a criteria for separating water bodies. 

	2.0

Identification of Water Bodies
	25
	General issues:

Recommendations

General issues to raise

Experience
	Which general problems/experiences/recommendations have you encountered when identifying water bodies in your river basin?
	General Comments and Suggestions
	Following the guidance-papers the results may be different depending on the person using it, because in these papers a wide scale of interpretation  is possible. The results are also depending on the data available. Also following different strategies in identifying water bodies we hope that the results will be comparable at the end. 

In the PRB Lausitzer Neisse we have the problem of a catchment belonging to three different states (Czech Republic, Poland, Germany) with the frontiers defining the boarders of the water bodies. 


1) ref. 2.0 Identification of Water Bodies (Surface Waters: Types)

LAWA-Stream types in the Lausitzer Neisse basin (Saxony)
Types in the mountainous region

Type 5: brooks in siliceous mountainous region (s)

Type 9: mid-sized stream in siliceous mountainous region (s)

Type 9.2: large river in siliceous mountainous region (k)

Types in the lowland area of northern Germany

Type 14: sandy lowland brooks (s, k)

Type 15: lowland mid-sized stream characterized by sand and clay  (k)

Type 16: lowland brooks with gravel (s, k)

Types, not depending on ecoregion 

Type 11: brooks with organic streambed (bog, moor, swamp) (o)

Type 19: stream in the broad river valley (k)
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	2.1

Pressures and impacts
	2.1-1
	Criteria for (potential) significant pressures
	Is the list of “pressures” and the related “criteria” adequate as a basis to define those significant pressures at water body level that pose a risk of failing to meet the environmental objectives
	A qualifier or a set of qualifiers (in this case “pressures” and related “criteria”) can be used as such (independent of the specific water body). The question is whether the applied qualifiers are a useful tool to decide whether the specific water body (management unit) will reach or fail the good status.
	The list of pressures in the IMPRESS guidance document is rather detailed. Using every parameter mentioned there would need a big data set. The German LAWA published a „criteria document“ to identify significant pressures in a more easy way. This document is also mentioned in the IMPRESS paper as a possible tool, helping to do the pressure and impact analysis in time. 

In the PRB Neisse we considered these LAWA criteria as well as some additional parameters important in this catchment: We assume, that non point sources of nutrient input will play an important role in the Neisse basin because of agriculture being the major land utilization there. Using results from an other research project, detailed data from water balance models are available.  Combining these data with  the results of nutrient wash out calculated by MONERIS we are able to estimate the relative load of non point sources. We will compare these results with the assessment of the LAWA „criteria document“. 

	
	2.1-2
	Impact indicators and their thresholds
	Is the list of  “impact indicators” and “threshold sizes” adequate to asses the risk of failing to meet the environmental objectives
	A qualifier or a set of qualifiers (in this case “impact indicators” and related “thresholds”) can be used as such (independent of the specific water body). The question is whether the applied qualifiers are a useful tool to decide whether the specific water body  (management unit) will reach or fail the good status.
	In the LAWA „criteria document“ used  (see 2.1-1), the way how to identify significant pressures as well as criteria for impact indicators for chemical pollution and corresponding thresholds are described there. 

	
	2.1-3
	DPSI(R) concept
	Is the DPSI(R) concept applicable in practice
	How are the experiences with the (P)ressures – (S)tate-(I)mpact relation (in fact what is the relation between the P (pollution source or activity) – S (the measured state in the water body) and the I (can objectives be met). Which models were used? 

How was it done in case of hydro morphological changes? Role of expert judgements etc. 
	The relation between pressures and state variables not assessed (following the DPSI-concept called „state“, e.g. O2-concentration, HQ1, etc.) can be modelized rather easily. Models normally used are: precipitation-discharge-models or water balance models (e.g. NASIM), water quality models (e.g. ATV-FGSM) and models calculating the emission rate (emission model for urban areas e.g. MONERIS calculating the emission of non point sources, see 2.1-1).

We think that it is unlucky to use the word „state“ (= not assessed) because it is easy mixed with the word „status“ (e.g. ecological status) assessing the state. And it is not clear how to separate „status“ from „impact“.

	2.3

REFCOND
	2.3-1
	Availability of an infrastructure
	1. Please give information on the availability of an infra structure consisting of:

· Expertise

· Databases

· Models and other tools

· Organisational structure

2. If the infrastructure was not (sufficiently) available, have you set up a group of experts for matters related to reference conditions and classification, ecological, chemical, hydrological, and statistical expertise as well as expertise on modelling, GIS and databases?
	Databases are needed for the identification of relevant water bodies and characterisation of pressure and state. State variables would be those required in the WFD for characterisation and classification of water bodies (Annex II and V) plus optional variables suggested in the WFD or other variables preferred by MSs. Pressure variables would include measures of land-use, point source discharges, hydro morphological alterations, etc. It should be stressed that without access to data, an orderly implementation of the WFD is impossible.


	see 2.0-13 and Meta-Database (not included but part of the progress report)

	
	2.3-2
	Differentiation of a water body type
	· Did you use “system A” or “system B” in differentiating the surface water body types? 

· Did you apply the obligatory factors of “system A” in case you chose “system B” ? 
	
	See  2.0-6

	
	2.3-6
	Validation
	Are reference conditions and ecological class boundaries validated
	
	Reference conditions are describing the situation of water bodies not or only poor influenced by human activities. Though they are useful, more or less uninfluenced natural streams are rather rare and only a few of the 23 German stream types are represented by an existing reference stream. So in Germany reference conditions are mostly constructions of potential natural conditions. The reference conditions for every stream type are characterized by a checking list, with not always a really existing stream as example. These checking lists are actually revised. The final definition and description of the 5 quality classes (from „high“ to „bad“) for all biological quality elements isn‘t finished yet in Germany. But there are already some assessment methods proposed, basing on different research projects (e.g. AQEM (The development and testing of an integrated assessment system for the ecological quality of streams and rivers throughout Europe using benthic macroinvertebrates ) = multimetric index, assessing the saprobic status and morphological degradation).

Conclusion: In Germany reference conditions as well as the 5 ecological quality classes are not finally defined and validated. Nevertheless it is possible to use these preliminary results without expecting a complete revision of the methods and results. 
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