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Foreword 
 
The EU Member States, Norway and the European Commission have jointly developed a 
common strategy for supporting the implementation of the Directive 2000/60/EC 
establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy (the Water 
Framework Directive). The main aim of this strategy is to allow a coherent and harmonious 
implementation of this Directive. Focus is on methodological questions related to a common 
understanding of the technical and scientific implications of the Water Framework Directive.  
 
In the context of this strategy, an informal working group dedicated to prepare guidance for 
the technical protocol of the Intercalibration required in the Directive has been set up. The 
main (short-term) objective of this working group, launched in June 2001, was the 
development of a non-legally binding and practical Guidance Document on the technical 
protocol for the establishment of the intercalibration network and the intercalibration 
exercise of the Water Framework Directive. The Commission’s Directorate General, Joint 
Research Centre (Institute of Environment and Sustainability) has the responsibility of the 
leadership and co-ordination of the working group that is composed of technical experts 
from governmental and non-governmental organisations. 
 
The present Guidance Document is the outcome of this working group. It contains the 
synthesis of the output of the INTERCALIBRATION working group activities and 
discussions that have taken place since June 2001. It builds on the input and feedback from a 
wide range of experts and stakeholders from both EU Member States and candidate 
countries that have been involved throughout the process of guidance development through 
meetings, workshops, conferences or electronic communication media, without binding 
them in any way to its content. 
 
We, the water directors of the European Union, Norway, Switzerland and the countries 
applying for accession to the European Union, have examined this guidance during our 
informal meeting under the Danish Presidency in Copenhagen (21/22 November 2002). We 
would like to thank the participants of the Working Group and, in particular, the leaders of 
the Joint Research Centre, for preparing this high quality document.  
 
We recognise that the Guidance Document represents a significant first step towards the 
elaboration of a comprehensive approach for intercalibration as required under the 
directive.  
 
The Water Directors agreed that the document must be developed further during 2003 and 
beyond. It was stressed that the elaboration of an intercalibration system in line with the 
requirements of the Water Framework Directive was a major challenge. Pragmatic solutions 
need to be developed which bridge the gap between the technical and scientific possibilities 
and the formal requirements. As expressed in the guidance, a step-wise approach should be 
developed with improvements and refinements being introduced in the light of experience 
and new information.  
 
The Water Directors highlighted that the status of the document is as an interim product, 
still under active development.  
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We agree, however, that this document will be made publicly available in its current form in 
order to present it to a wider public as a basis for carrying forward ongoing implementation 
work. Moreover, we welcome that several volunteers have committed themselves to test and 
validate this and other documents in the so-called pilot river basins across Europe during 
2003 and 2004 in order to ensure that the guidance is applicable in practice. We also invite 
the Working Group to come forward with a further developed document by the end of 2003 
taking account of the above comments.  
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Introduction - A Guidance Document: What for? 
 
This document aims at guiding experts and stakeholders in the implementation of the 
Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water 
policy (the Water Framework Directive – “the Directive”). It focuses on the guidance for the 
procedure of establishment of the intercalibration network and the execution of the 
intercalibration exercise ensuring comparability of biological monitoring results between the 
Member States, as required by the Directive. 
 
To whom is this Guidance Document addressed? 

If this is your task, we believe the guidance will help you in doing the job, whether you are: 
ü 

ü 
ü 
ü 

Carrying out the analysis for ecological quality classification of surface waters 
yourself; 
Leading and managing experts undertaking the ecological quality classification; 
Using the results of the classification for selection of the intercalibration sites, or 
Reporting on the results of the classification of the ecological quality of the 
intercalibration sites to the European Union, as required by the Directive. 

 
What can you find in this Guidance Document? 
¶ Common understanding of Water Framework Directive intercalibration requirements 
- Extraction and description of the relevant text concerning intercalibration from the 

Directive, Annex V;  
- Agreement on what this text means in practical terms.  

¶ Synthesis of the intercalibration process: problems and possible solution 
- Description of the timetable of the intercalibration process; 
- Description of practical problems in requirements of the Directive in relation to the 

implementation timetable in Member States; 
- Possible solutions to these problems on short-term and long term basis; 
- Possible implications of limited intercalibration. 

¶ Description of a practical procedure of the intercalibration process (Figure 1) 

¶ Practical organization for the selection of intercalibration sites 
- Roles of Member States and the Commission in the site selection process; 
- Procedure, timetable, and criteria for the selection of water body types for 

intercalibration; 
- Procedure, timetable and criteria for the selection of intercalibration sites; 
- Deliverables and milestones of the intercalibration process; 
- Artificial and heavily modified water bodies and the intercalibration network; 
- Criteria for the selection of intercalibration sites. 

¶ Preliminary technical protocol for the intercalibation exercise  
- Stepwise description of the intercalibration exercise and the tasks of the participants; 
- Guidance on data collection and data exchange; 
- Reporting of the classification results; 
- Expected outcome of the intercalibration exercise. 
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       Establishment of the intercalibration network
Selection of types and sites based on common criteria

Data collection & data handling for intercalibration
Common criteria for data requirements

Process of data exchange
Additional sampling, if necessary

Analysis and reporting of the results
Setting the class boundary EQR values of national assessment systems

 

Intercalibration exercise
Assessment of ecological status of intercalibration sites (calculation of EQR values)

Comparing different EQR values calculated for common intercalibration sites

Figure 1 Structure of the guidance for the process of Intercalibration 
 

 

Look out! The methodology from this Guidance Document must be adapted to regional 
and surface water category specific circumstances  
 
The Guidance Document describes an overall approach for the selection of 
intercalibration sites and the intercalibration process. Because of the diversity of the 
surface waters and their natural conditions in the European Union, the intercalibration 
process needs to be tailored for the different ecoregions and surface water categories. To 
achieve this, a procedure is proposed involving experts from all Member States.  

 
 

 

Look out! What you will not find in this Guidance Document 
 
¶ Guidance on how to calculate Ecological Quality Ratios for different quality 

elements is not included, because:  
- This will depend on the assessment method and metrics that each MS chooses for 

the assessment of their surface water quality (this is addressed in the WFD CIS 
Guidance Document No. 7 - Monitoring); 

- This will depend on the method that each MS chooses for establishing reference 
conditions (this is addressed in the WFD CIS Guidance Document No.s 10 and 
5 - REFCOND and COAST). 
 

¶ Guidance on a common understanding and more specific interpretations of the 
normative definitions of the quality classes given in the Directive is not included, 
because: 
- The REFCOND and COAST working groups have started to address these 

issues, and (to a certain extent) will address these in their Guidance Documents 
(WFD CIS Guidance Documents No. 10 and 5 respectively). 
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- It is proposed that water category and type specific criteria for the normative 
definitions of the high-good and good-moderate class boundaries will be 
developed by expert groups as a part of the continuation of the ECOSTAT 
cluster (REFCOND, COAST, and Intercalibration WGs), building on the 
present Guidance Documents. 
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Section 1 – Implementing the Directive: Setting the scene 
 
This Section introduces you to the overall context for the 
implementation of the Water Framework Directive and informs you of 
the initiatives that led to the production of this Guidance Document.  
 
 

December 2000: A milestone for water policy 
 
A long negotiation process  
December 22, 2000, will remain a milestone in the history of water policies in Europe: on that 
date, the Water Framework Directive (or the Directive 2000/60/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for Community 
action in the field of water policy) was published in the Official Journal of the European 
Communities and thereby entered into force!  
 
This Directive is the result of a process of more than five years of discussions and 
negotiations between a wide range of experts, stakeholders and policy makers. This process 
has stressed the widespread agreement on key principles of modern water management that 
form today the foundation of the Water Framework Directive. 
 
 
 

The Water Framework Directive: New challenges in EU water policy  
 
What is the purpose of the Directive?  
The Directive establishes a framework for the protection of all waters (including inland 
surface waters, transitional waters, coastal waters and groundwater) which: 

ü 

ü 
ü 

ü 

ü 

Prevents further deterioration of, protects and enhances the status of water 
resources; 
Promotes sustainable water use based on long-term protection of water resources; 
Aims at enhancing protection and improvement of the aquatic environment through 
specific measures for the progressive reduction of discharges, emissions and losses of 
priority substances and the cessation or phasing-out of discharges, emissions and 
losses of the priority hazardous substances; 
Ensures the progressive reduction of pollution of groundwater and prevents its 
further pollution; and  
Contributes to mitigating the effects of floods and droughts. 

 
Overall, the Directive aims at achieving good water status for all waters by 2015. 
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What are the key actions that Member States need to take?  
ü 

ü 

ü 

ü 
ü 

To identify the individual river basins lying within their national territory and assign 
them to individual River Basin Districts (RBDs) and identify competent authorities 
by 2003 (Article 3, Article 24); 
To characterise river basin districts in terms of pressures, impacts and economics of 
water uses, including a register of protected areas lying within the river basin 
district, by 2004 (Article 5, Article 6, Annex II, Annex III);  
To carry out intercalibration of the surface water ecological quality status assessment 
systems by 2006 (Annex V); 
To make operational the monitoring networks by 2006 (Article 8); 
Based on sound monitoring and the analysis of the characteristics of the river basin, 
to identify by 2009 a programme of measures for achieving the environmental 
objectives of the Water Framework Directive cost-effectively (Article 11, Annex III); 

ü 

ü 

ü 
ü 

 To produce and publish River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) for each RBD 
including the designation of heavily modified water bodies, by 2009 (Article 13, 
Article 4.3); 
To implement water pricing policies that enhance the sustainability of water 
resources by 2010 (Article 9); 
To make the measures of the programme operational by 2012 (Article 11); 
To implement the programmes of measures and achieve the environmental 
objectives by 2015 (Article 4). 

 

 

Look out!  
Member States may not always reach good water status for all water bodies of a river 
basin district by 2015, for reasons of technical feasibility, disproportionate costs or 
natural conditions. Under such conditions that will be specifically explained in the 
RBMPs, the Water Framework Directive offers the possibility to Member States to 
engage into two further six- year cycles of planning and implementation of measures. 

 
 
Changing the management process – information, consultation and participation  
Article 14 of the Directive specifies that Member States shall encourage the active 
involvement of all interested parties in the implementation of the Directive and 
development of river basin management plans. Also, Member States will inform and consult 
the public, including users, in particular for: 

ü 

ü 

ü 

The timetable and work programme for the production of river basin management 
plans and the role of consultation at the latest by 2006; 
The overview of the significant water management issues in the river basin at the 
latest by 2007; 
The draft river basin management plan, at the latest by 2008. 
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Integration: a key concept underlying the Water Framework Directive 
 
The central concept to the Water Framework Directive is the concept of integration that is 
seen as key to the management of water protection within the river basin district:  
ü Integration of environmental objectives, combining quality, ecological and quantity 

objectives for protecting highly valuable aquatic ecosystems and ensuring a general 
good status of other waters; 

ü Integration of all water resources, combining fresh surface water and groundwater 
bodies, wetlands, coastal water resources at the river basin scale;  

ü Integration of all water uses, functions and values into a common policy framework, 
i.e. investigating water for the environment, water for health and human consumption, 
water for economic sectors, transport, leisure, water as a social good; 

ü Integration of disciplines, analyses and expertise, combining hydrology, hydraulics, 
ecology, chemistry, soil sciences, technology engineering and economics to assess 
current pressures and impacts on water resources and identify measures for achieving 
the environmental objectives of the Directive in the most cost-effective manner; 

ü Integration of water legislation into a common and coherent framework. The 
requirements of some old water legislation (e.g. the Fishwater Directive) have been 
reformulated in the Water Framework Directive to meet modern ecological thinking. 
After a transitional period, these old Directives will be repealed. Other pieces of 
legislation (e.g. the Nitrates Directive and the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive) 
must be co-ordinated in river basin management plans where they form the basis of the 
programmes of measures; 

ü Integration of all significant management and ecological aspects relevant to 
sustainable river basin management including those which are beyond the scope of the 
Water Framework Directive such as flood protection and flood prevention; 

ü Integration of a wide range of measures, including pricing and economic and 
financial instruments, in a common management approach for achieving the 
environmental objectives of the Directive. Programmes of measures are defined in River 
Basin Management Plans developed for each river basin district; 

ü Integration of stakeholders and the civil society in decision making, by promoting 
transparency and information to the public, and by offering an unique opportunity for 
involving stakeholders in the development of river basin management plans;  

ü Integration of different decision-making levels that influence water resources and 
water status, be local, regional or national, for an effective management of all waters; 

ü Integration of water management from different Member States, for river basins 
shared by several countries, existing and/or future Member States of the European 
Union. 
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What is being done to support implementation?  

 
Activities to support the implementation of the Water Framework Directive are under way 
in both Member States and in countries candidate for accession to the European Union. 
Examples of activities include public consultation , development of national guidance, pilot 
activities for testing specific elements of the Directive or the overall planning process, 
discussions on the institutional framework or launching of research programmes dedicated 
to the Water Framework Directive. 
 
May 2001 – Sweden: Member States, Norway and the European Commission agreed a 
Common Implementation Strategy 

The main objective of this strategy is to provide support to the implementation of the Water 
Framework Directive by developing coherent and common understanding and guidance on 
key elements of this Directive. Key principles in this common strategy include sharing 
information and experiences, developing common methodologies and approaches, 
involving experts from candidate countries and involving stakeholders from the water 
community. 
 
In the context of this common implementation strategy, a series of working groups and joint 
activities have been launched for the development and testing of non-legally binding 
guidance (see Annex A). A strategic co-ordination group oversees these working groups and 
reports directly to the water directors of the European Union and Commission that play the 
role of overall decision body for the Common Implementation Strategy. 
 
The working group 2.5. Guidance for establishing the intercalibration network and 
intercalibration exercise 

A working group was created for dealing specifically with the issue of the intercalibration 
process. The main short-term objective of this working group (named shortly: 
Intercalibration) has been the development of a non-legally binding and practical guidance 
for the process of intercalibration of the surface water ecological quality assessment systems 
required by the Water Framework Directive. The members of the working group are 
environmental officers, technical experts, and researchers from European Union Member 
States, from a limited number of candidate countries to the European Union and from 
organisations involved in the standardisation, assessment and reporting of the ecological 
status of surface waters (European Environment Agency, European Water Topic Centre, and 
CEN). 
 
To ensure an adequate input and feedback during the guidance development phase and to 
evaluate earlier versions of the Guidance Document, interaction with other working groups 
and relevant research projects has been an integral part of the activities (Fig. 2). The 
Intercalibration working group has organised three workshops, including a joint workshop 
with REFCOND1,. Representatives from the working groups COAST2, IMPRESS3, 
MONITORING4, HMWB5, and Pilot River Basins6, participated in the workshops. 
                                                           
1 Working group 2.3 Guidance on classification of inland surface water status and identification of reference conditions 
2 Working group 2.4 Guidance on the development of typology and classification systems of transitional and coastal waters 
3 Working group 2.1 Guidance on the analysis of pressures and impacts 
4 Working group 2.7 Guidance on monitoring 
5 Working group 2.2 Guidance on designation of heavily modified bodies of water 
6 Working group 4.1 Integrated testing of guidelines in pilot river basins 
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Additionally, expert drafting group meetings were held with the aim to draft and define 
criteria of selection of types and sites for the intercalibration network for rivers, lakes, and 
coastal & transitional waters. 
 
 
 

 

Look out! You can contact the experts involved in the planning and execution of the 
Intercalibration process 
The list of Intercalibration Working Group members with full contact details can be 
found in Annex B, if you want to know the status is the intercalibration process in 
your country. 

 
 

 
 

National 
RTD projects

Working group on 
Pilot River Basins 

Accession
Countries

FP 5 RTD 
projects 

Working Group on  
Pressures and  
Impacts 

Working group on 
heavily modified  
waters 

Working Group 
 on Monitoring 

Working Groups on  
Classification and  
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Strategic  
coordination group 

Working Group 
on 

 Intercalibration

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2 Links between Common Implementation Strategy Working Groups and other 

research activities, relevant for the information needs of the Working Group on 
Intercalibration. 
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Developing the Guidance Document: an interactive process 
 
Within a very short time period, a large number of experts have been involved in the 
different stages of the development of this Guidance Document. The process has included 
the following activities:  
ü 

ü 

ü 

ü 

ü 

Regular communication through internet and emails of the 30+ members of the 
Intercalibration Working Group;  
Organisation of three workshops to present and discuss the intermediate draft 
documents and activities:  

o Kick-off meeting with participation of REFCOND, IMPRESS, and HMWB 
working groups (June 2001, JRC-Ispra, Italy); 

o Jointly with the REFCOND, with participation of COAST working group and 
WWF representatives (December 2001 – JRC, Ispra, Italy); 

o Workshop for discussing and evaluating the draft Guidance Document, 
including experts from interested candidate countries (June 2002 – JRC, Ispra, 
Italy). 

A series of three expert drafting group meetings to establish more specific criteria for 
selection of types and sites for the intercalibration network for rivers, lakes and 
coastal and transitional waters, and discussion of obstacles and potential solutions of 
the intercalibration process (March and April 2002 – JRC, Ispra, Italy); you can find 
the papers produced by the expert drafting groups on CIRCA7; 
Interactions with relevant 5th Framework Programme RTD-projects; participation of 
their experts in workshops and expert drafting group meetings, and presentations of 
WFD Intercalibration issues in the meetings of research projects (AQUEM8, STAR9, 
FAME10, CHARM11); 
Regular interactions with experts from other working groups of the Common 
Implementation Strategy, including joint drafting of documents, regular email 
exchange of documents and participation in relevant workshops of the other working 
groups (mainly with REFCOND & COAST, IMPRESS, HMWB, Monitoring and 
Integrated testing of guidance in pilot river basins). In spring 2002, an Ecological 
Status Cluster was formed of the three working groups closely linked to each other 
(Intercalibration, REFCOND and COAST). 

 

                                                           
7http://forum.europa.eu.int/Members/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/working_groups/intercalibration/drafts/expert_drafting&vm=d
etailed&sb=Title 
8 Development and testing of an integrated assessment system for the ecological quality of streams and rivers throughout 
Europe using benthic macroinvertebrates 
9 Standardisation of river classifications: Framework method for calibrating different biological survey results against 
ecological quality classifications to be developed for the Water Framework Directive 
10 Development, Evaluation and Implementation of Standardised Fish-based Assessment method for the Ecological status of 
European rivers – A contribution to the Water Framework Directive 
11 Characterisation of the Baltic Sea Ecosystem: Dynamics and Function of Coastal Types 
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Section 2 – Common understanding of the text and terms related to 

intercalibration requirements 

In this Section the common understanding and the implications of the relevant parts of the 
Annex V and Article 21 of the Directive, concerning Intercalibration, and other relevant legal 
texts12 are presented and briefly discussed.  

Water Framework Directive, Annex V: 

1.4. Classification and presentation of ecological status 
 
1.4.1. Comparability of biological monitoring results 
 

WFD Annex V, 1.4.1 only deals with biological monitoring results, implying that the 
intercalibration exercise described below includes only the biological quality 
elements, not ecological status as a whole.  

 
(i) Member States shall establish monitoring systems for the purpose of estimating the 
values of the biological quality elements specified for each surface water category or for 
heavily modified and artificial bodies of surface water.  
 

Monitoring systems should estimate “values” for the category-specific biological 
quality elements (example: aquatic flora, benthos, and fish for rivers). For artificial 
and heavily modified water bodies biological quality elements to be monitored 
should be those used in the most applicable category (example: lake quality elements 
for reservoirs).  

 
In applying the procedure set out below to heavily modified or artificial water bodies, 
references to ecological status should be construed as references to ecological potential.  
 

“Applying the procedure set out below” implies that artificial or heavily modified water 
bodies should be considered in the intercalibration (but not as a separate 
category), using maximum ecological potential as reference (see Section 4.3). 

 
Such systems may utilise particular species or groups of species which are representative of 
the quality element as a whole. 
 

In order to assess which particular species or groups are “representative” for the 
quality element as a whole one should take into account the definitions for high, 
good and moderate status for the different quality elements (WFD Annex V, 1.2.1). 
(Example: benthic invertebrate fauna indicators in rivers must be able to show 
changes in composition/abundance, the ratio of disturbance sensitive taxa to 
insensitive taxa, and diversity).  
 
Monitoring systems should be able to detect anthropogenic impact from different 
kinds of pressures (Example: a saprobic index that is very sensitive to eutrophication 
pressures could be insensitive to heavy metal pollution).  

 
                                                           
12 Decision 1999/468/EC, Article 205(2) of the Treaty (see Annex C). 
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(ii) In order to ensure comparability of such monitoring systems, the results of the systems 
operated by each Member State shall be expressed as ecological quality ratios for the 
purposes of classification of ecological status.  
 
These ratios shall represent the relationship between the values of the biological parameters 
observed for a given body of surface water and the values for these parameters in the 
reference conditions applicable to that body. The ratio shall be expressed as a numerical 
value between zero and one, with high ecological status represented by values close to one 
and bad ecological status by values close to zero. 
 

The monitoring results for the biological quality elements are expressed as EQRs - 
ratios derived from observed values and reference values.  
 
Intercalibration of individual parameters is difficult because different Member States 
may measure different parameters for a given biological quality element. The 
biological quality elements should be the level for intercalibration.  
 

(iii) Each Member State shall divide the ecological quality ratio scale for their monitoring 
system for each surface water category into five classes ranging from high to bad ecological 
status, as defined in Section 1.2, by assigning a numerical value to each of the boundaries 
between the classes. The value for the boundary between the classes of high and good status, 
and the value for the boundary between good and moderate status shall be established 
through the intercalibration exercise described below.  
 

The results of the intercalibration exercise will determine the numerical (EQR) values 
for the high-good and the good-moderate boundaries in each Member State’s 
classification system. Values for the other two class boundaries are established by the 
Member States themselves. 
 

 

What will be intercalibrated is not ecological status, but the outcome (as 
status classes) of the numerical (EQR) values for the biological quality 
elements in Member State’s assessment systems. The ecological status is 
determined by the lower of the values (high/good/moderate/poor/bad) of 
the relevant biological and physico-chemical monitoring results for the 
relevant quality elements13. 

 
 
(iv) The Commission shall facilitate this intercalibration exercise in order to ensure that these 
class boundaries are established consistent with the normative definitions in Section 1.2 and 
are comparable between Member States.  
 
(v) As part of this exercise the Commission shall facilitate an exchange of information 
between Members States leading to the identification of a range of sites in each ecoregion in 
the Community; these sites will form an intercalibration network.  
 

As a first step in this information exchange it should be decided what information 
(including biological and other data) is needed to identify intercalibration sites.  
 

                                                           
13 WFD Annex V, Article 1.4.2 (i) 
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The network shall consist of sites selected from a range of surface water body types present 
within each ecoregion.  

 

 

‘Sites’ for the intercalibration network refer to whole water bodies, because 
the water body is the unit of ecological status classification (i.e. each water 
body has only one classification status)14. 

 
Not all types distinguished by member States (and shared by other Member States) 
need to be included in the intercalibration network, but a subset of common types 
will be selected. For intercalibration purposes, common types between Member 
States sharing same ecoregion(s) need to be agreed.  
 
Criteria and a process for the selection of water body types for the intercalibration 
network are presented in Section 4.2.  

 
For each surface water body type selected, the network shall consist of at least two sites 
corresponding to the boundary between the normative definitions of high and good status, 
and at least two sites corresponding to the boundary between the normative definitions of 
good and moderate status.  

 

 

In the opinion of the Intercalibration working group, the sites included in the 
intercalibration network should be selected by the Member States, 
representing the interpretations by the respective Member States of the 
normative class boundary definitions. Harmonised class boundaries should 
be the outcome of the intercalibration exercise – not the starting point. 

 
More than 2 sites per boundary can be selected for each surface water type included 
in the intercalibration network (number of sites recommended is presented in 
Section 4.7).  

 
The normative definitions of the different quality classes are formulated in terms of 
the biological quality elements; the values of these should not deviate too much from 
reference conditions (i.e. the least "slight deviations" within the good status range, and 
the least "moderate deviations" within the moderate status range).  

 
The information required for the selection of intercalibration sites is presented in 
Section 4.6. 

 
The sites shall be selected by expert judgement based on joint inspections and all other 
available information. 
 

Regional expert groups will evaluate the information from the sites proposed by the 
Member States and make recommendations for the Commission.  
 
The process to carry out the selection of intercalibration sites is presented in 
Section 4.1 of this guidance.  
 

                                                           
14 See “WFD CIS Guidance Document No. 2 on the application of the term “water body” in the context of the Water 
Framework Directive”. 
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(vi) Each Member State monitoring system shall be applied to those sites in the 
intercalibration network which are both in the ecoregion and of a surface water body type to 
which the system will be applied pursuant to the requirements of this Directive. 
 

For each Member State monitoring system it must be determined to which 
ecoregion(s) and water body type(s) the system will be applied.  
 
If the ecoregions presented in Annex XI (as a part the System-A typology) are used as 
the sole basis for intercalibration there will be limited possibilities for comparison of 
monitoring and assessment systems of inland waters for many Member States 
(example: ES-P, IRL-GB), or even no possibility at all (I, GR).  
 
The directive does not prescribe the use of the Annex XI ecoregions. The 
intercalibration would benefit from using larger ecoregions, as long as the same 
surface water body types are found within those regions. This would better enable 
intercalibration between larger numbers of Member States.  
 

 

“Ecoregions” for intercalibration are not necessarily the ecoregions for 
System A typology presented in Annex XI, but should be as large as possible 
to enable intercalibration between a maximum number of Member States. 
Preliminary proposals for intercalibration ecoregions are presented in 
Section 4.5 of this Guidance Document. 

 
The results of this application shall be used to set the numerical values for the relevant class 
boundaries in each Member State monitoring system. 
 

The EQR values of the boundaries will be established through the intercalibration 
exercise.  
 
Member States define the numerical values for the relevant class boundaries using 
their monitoring systems. Intercalibration compares the outcome (as status classes) of 
the numerical values “measured” according to the methodology adopted by Member 
States.  
 
In order to allow comparison of Member States’ classification results from the same 
intercalibration sites, information of data and assessment methods will need to be 
brought together.   
 
Guidance how to translate the results of the intercalibration exercise into numerical 
values for the class boundaries will be developed in the next phase of the Common 
Implementation Strategy when there will be metadata (information about the 
availability of data) available from the potential intercalibration sites (i.e. during 
2003; see Section 5.7. 
 

(vii) Within three years of the date of entry into force of the Directive, the Commission shall 
prepare a draft register of sites to form the intercalibration network which may be adapted 
in accordance with the procedures laid down in Article 21. The final register of sites shall be 
established within four years of the date of entry into force of the Directive and shall be 
published by the Commission. 
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The procedures laid down in Article 2115 concern the regulatory committee, referring 
to Decision 1999/468/EC16. The regulatory committee consists of representatives of 
the Member States and is chaired by the Commission.  
 
The Commission shall submit to the committee a draft of the measures to be taken 
(in this case the draft register of intercalibration sites together with a plan how to 
finalise it). The committee shall deliver its opinion on the draft, by qualified majority 
(Article 205(2) of the Treaty17). The Commission shall adopt the measures if they are 
in accordance with the opinion of the committee. If this is not the case, the 
Commission shall submit to the Council a proposal relating to the measures to be 
taken and inform the European Parliament. 
 

 

 

This procedure should allow for the amendment of the draft register of the 
intercalibration network after it has been proposed by the Commission 
(December 2003 at the latest) and before the final register is published 
(December 2004). 

 
 
(viii) The Commission and Member States shall complete the intercalibration exercise within 
18 months of the date on which the finalised register is published. 
 
(ix) The results of the intercalibration exercise and the values established for the Member 
State monitoring system classifications shall be published by the Commission within six 
months of the completion of the intercalibration exercise. 

                                                           
15 WFD art. 21:  Regulatory committee.(1) A committee, hereinafter referred to as “the Committee”, shall assist the 
Commission; (2) Where reference is made to this Article, Articles 5 and 7 of Decision 1999/468/EC shall apply, having 
regard to the provisions of Article 8 thereof. The period laid down in Article 5(6) of Decision 1999/468/EC shall be set at 
three month; (3) The Committee shall adopt its rules of procedure. 
16  See Annex C of this document. 
17  See Annex C of this document. 
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Section 3 – Synthesis of the intercalibration process: problems and 
possible solution 

In this Section a synthesis of the intercalibration process is presented, key steps of the critical 
path and the bottlenecks in the fulfilment of the requirements of the Directive are presented 
and discussed. The potential implications of a limited intercalibration and the possible short 
and long-term solutions are also presented. 

3.1.  Formal requirements and the timetable of intercalibration 

The Directive requires that the boundaries between the ecological quality classes high - good 
and good - moderate will be established through an intercalibration exercise (WFD 
Annex V, 1.4.1, iii). An intercalibration network, consisting of selected sites, will be 
established representing Member States’ interpretations of the normative definitions of 
surface water status (defined in WFD Annex V, Section 1.2) in relation to reference 
conditions.  
 

The purpose of the Intercalibration exercise is to ensure comparable ecological quality 
assessment systems and harmonised ecological quality criteria for surface waters in the 
Member States. This ensures a harmonised approach to define one of the main 
environmental objectives of the WFD, the “good ecological status”, by establishing: 

¶ Agreed ecological quality criteria for good quality sites, setting the targets for protection 
and restoration; 

¶ Agreed numerical Ecological Quality Ratio (EQR) values for two quality class 
boundaries (high/good and good/moderate). 

 

 

This means that the normative definitions for the high and good surface 
water quality need to be interpreted equally regardless of differences in 
ecological quality assessment systems between Member States (i.e. good 
ecological quality should have the same meaning all over the EU). 

Intercalibration is carried out by the Member States. The role of the Commission is to 
facilitate the information exchange between the Member States.  

An intercalibration exercise shall be carried out in 2005 and 2006 between the Member States 
to ensure the comparability of the biological monitoring results. Prior to this an 
intercalibration network should be established by the end of 2004 (Figure 3). The draft 
register of the Intercalibration network, published by the Commission may be adapted in 
accordance with the procedures laid down in Article 21 of the Directive. 

The intercalibration network will be established for a limited number of water body types 
with two or more sites corresponding to both boundaries between quality classes High-Good 
and Good-Moderate according to each Member States’ classification. The selection of water 
body types and intercalibration sites needs to be carried out using expert judgement based 
on joint inspections and all available information. In the intercalibration exercise, Member 
State’s ecological quality assessment systems are then applied to classify these sites in the 
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ecoregions where their classification systems are applicable. The results are used to set the 
boundary ‘Ecological Quality Ratio’ (EQR) values of the classification systems and published 
by the Commission.  

The Directive requires the following timetable for the intercalibration: 

¶ establishment of draft register of the intercalibration network – December 2003; 
¶ establishment of final register of intercalibration network – December 2004; 
¶ Intercalibration exercise completed – June 2006; 
¶ Results of intercalibration exercise published by Commission – December 2006; 
 

    Selection of 
in tercalibration  

sites 

D raft R egister for 
in tercalibration   netw ork

2003

Final R egister for 
in tercalibration  netw ork

2004

R eporting  results  2006

Intercalibration
 exercise

 

2003

2004

2005

2006

2003

 2005-6

Figure 3 Task phases and time-table of the formal Intercalibration exercise. 

 

3.2.  Obstacles in the timetable of the intercalibration process 

In the fulfillment of the formal requirements of the intercalibration exercise, as described in 
Annex V of the Directive, certain difficulties are foreseen. The main reason is that the 
intercalibration timetable does not completely match with the implementation timetable in 
the Member States. As a consequence, crucial information for the intercalibration will only 
be available during the progress in implementation (Table 1).  
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Table 1 Comparison of the Member States’ implementation timetable and the intercalibration 
timetable, as required by Annex V of the Directive. 

 

Year MS implementation timetable Intercalibration timetable 

2003  Draft register of the Intercalibration 
network 

2004 Analysis of characteristics 
(typology and reference 
conditions) and pressures & 
impacts 

Final register of the Intercalibration 
network 

2005  Intercalibration exercise 

2006 Monitoring programs 
operational 

Intercalibration exercise completed: 
harmonized class boundaries  

The major obstacles for the intercalibration process due to the differences in timetables are 
presented below. 

3.3.  Problem of typology incompatibility  

It will be difficult to select intercalibration types that are compliant with water body types 
differentiated by the Member States, because: 

¶ Different Member States may use different typology systems; 

¶ Member States do not need to differentiate surface water body types (needed for 
the ‘analysis of the characteristics’ of each River Basin District) before December 
200418 (cf. Table 1); 

¶ Before that (in 2003) the sites for the draft register of the intercalibration network 
should already be selected and the draft register submitted to the Article 21 
Committee for adoption. In absence of a common typology, this selection can 
only be made on an ad hoc basis and using expert judgement. 

Implications: 

¶ Water body types selected for the intercalibration network on an ad hoc basis in 
2003 may not be compliant with water body types that will be differentiated by 
the Member States when their typologies are completed in 2004; 

¶ It will be difficult to select and agree upon intercalibration sites representing class 
boundaries, since type-specific reference conditions are needed for classification 
of the ecological quality. 

Potential solutions on a short term basis: 

¶ Member States should start to carry out implementation of typology and 
reference conditions as soon as possible;  

¶ Member States should agree on compatible typology systems (still allowing 
regional refinements) and, if possible, a common basis for reference conditions 

                                                           
18 WFD, Art. 5, Annex II, 1.1. (i-vi) 
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within (eco)regional intercalibration groups as soon as possible or latest in early 
2003; 

¶ If the solutions above are not practically possible, the ad hoc selection of common 
types using expert judgement in 2003 should be designed so that it would allow 
further division into ecologically relevant subtypes that will be later 
differentiated by Member States.  

3.4.  Problem of data availability  

The selection of sites for the intercalibration network by the Member States requires that 
they have adequate and reliable information on all relevant pressures and impacts. 
Furthermore, reference conditions must be specified for the intercalibration types. At 
present it is foreseen that this information will only partially be available at the time when 
the sites have to be selected (in 2003 and 2004), because:  

¶ At present no Member States have monitoring systems that are compliant with 
the requirements of WFD. Data from the on-going monitoring systems are in 
many cases incomplete or not applicable for the intercalibration;  

¶ There is practically no possibility to collect new data to be available for the site 
selection in 2003 and 2004. Thus the site selection (i.e. the setting of the ecological 
quality class boundaries high-good and good-moderate) can only be based on data 
presently available; 

¶ The monitoring systems of the Member States do not need be operational before 
December 200619. By that time the intercalibration exercise should be already 
completed and the results should be published (Table 1). 

Implications: 

¶ Site selection can only be based on limited data, not covering all biological 
quality elements, meaning that the intercalibration network will reflect impacts 
of pressures on some quality elements only20;  

¶ Establishment of the class boundaries (high-good and good-moderate) will be based 
mostly on expert judgement; 

¶ Limited data availability will limit the number of water body types that can be 
included in the intercalibration network; 

¶ Once new monitoring data, including other biological quality elements, is 
available (i.e. after 2006), the intercalibration network may no longer adequately 
represent the ecological quality class boundaries (i.e. high-good, and good-
moderate) presumed during the site selection in 2003 and 2004. 

 

 

The WFD foresees a single intercalibration exercise in 2005 and 2006. It is 
inevitable that this exercise will be based on results from monitoring systems 
that are still under development, with limited data available and practically no 
possibility to collect additional data. 

 

                                                           
19 WFD, Art. 8, Annex V, 1.3. 
20 For example, the intercalibration of rivers would mainly have to use data on macroinvertebrates, because for the other 
quality elements there is not sufficient data available at this stage. 
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The objectives of the intercalibration exercise – agreement on class boundaries 
and harmonised classification systems – can be only partially met in the single 
intercalibration exercise that is required by the WFD. 

 
Potential solutions on a short term basis: 

A number of potential solutions on a short term basis exist, including: 

¶ The site selection in 2003 and 2004 should be targeted for water body types where 
most data is available, recognising that the intercalibration network established 
will not reflect the impacts of all pressures, and all biological quality elements; 

¶ Member States should voluntarily start WFD compatible monitoring programs as 
soon as possible, in order to obtain as much as possible of the data required to 
carry out the intercalibration exercise; 

¶ The intercalibration exercise in 2005 and 2006 could be limited to comparison of 
classification methods on sites where most data concerning selected pressures 
would be available. 
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Table 2 Key steps and bottlenecks of the INTERCALIBRATION process. 

Red (marked “WFD-req.” indicate WFD requirements, blue (marked “Bottleneck” 
indicate bottlenecks in the planning. 

Key activities 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Register of Intercalibration 
network 

             

> Site selection on available data 
 

             

> Article 21 Committee evaluates 
and adopts Register 

              

> Set preliminary class-
boundaries (establish reference 
conditions) with available data 
on biological quality elements 
[links to WG REFCOND & 
COAST] 

             

> Choose typology system, water 
types for each ecoregion [links to 
WG REFCOND & COAST] 

             

> Monitoring programmes 
operational 

             

> Establish criteria for high and 
good ecological status 
[links to WG IMPRESS, 
REFCOND, COAST)] 

              

> Select potential high and good 
status sites  
[links to WG REFCOND, 
COAST] depending on type-
specific pressures and impacts 
[link to WG REFCOND] 

               

> Choose quality elements and 
method(s) for establishing 
reference conditions and 
ecological quality class 
boundaries [links to WG 
Monitoring, WG REFCOND] 

             

> Establish type- or site-specific 
RC and calculate EQR-values for 
all relevant quality elements  
[links to WG REFCOND& 
Monitoring] 

             

> Establish ecological quality 
class boundaries [WG Intercal.] 

             

Intercalibration Exercise 
 

             

> optional: refining the status of 
intercalibration sites (revision of 
the Register) when new 
monitoring data becomes 
available 

             

> optional: adjusting EQR values               
> Potential revision of ecological 
quality classifications of all 
surface waters due to review and 
update of analyses mentioned in 
Article 5.1 

              

Bottleneck 1-3. Typology, reference 
conditions and class boundaries not 
available. Draft register based on expert 
judgement and (little available data) 

WFD-req. Submit Draft Register of Intercalibration Network 

WFD-req. Final establishment of Register 

Bottleneck 4. Need to start 
monitoring potential Reference 
condition and Intercalibration 
sites before monitoring 
programmes are operational  

Bottleneck 5.Finishing 
intercalibration exercise and setting 
EQR values for good-high, good-
moderate borders before monitoring 
programmes are operational  

WFD-req. Intercalibration exercise 
completed, reporting of results 
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3.5.  Problems of ‘limited’ intercalibration 

Member States select intercalibration sites using information on pressures and the impact of 
these pressures on the biological quality elements (compared with reference conditions). 
Intercalibration sites represent their judgement of what is a “slight” or a “moderate” impact. 

 

 

There is no guarantee that different Member States will have the same views 
on how the normative definitions of the quality class boundaries should be 
interpreted. Differences in interpretation will be reflected in the draft 
intercalibration network.  

Member States may, or may not, have monitoring data on biological quality elements 
sensitive to the pressures identified as the most significant for the water bodies proposed for 
the intercalibration network. 

Since EQR values will be established based on biological quality data (using relevant quality 
elements), sites where there is no biological data collected and available before 2005, cannot 
be used in the intercalibration exercise (Fig. 4).  

The prerequisite to use any site in the intercalibration exercise requires that there will be 
biological monitoring data (of relevant quality elements) available latest in 2005. 

An intercalibration network including only sites impacted by the most widespread 
pressures (such as eutrophication in lakes and coastal waters), as proposed in Section 4.4, 
would imply that: 

- Only those parts of the classification systems targeted to detect impacts of such 
pressures on the selected quality elements would be intercalibrated (Fig. 4); 

- Agreed ecological quality criteria for good quality sites, setting the targets for 
protection and restoration of water bodies would be set only for most widespread 
pressures, while impacts of other pressures would not be considered;  

- In 2006, there will be no verified and comparable targets for ‘good ecological status’ 
as a whole. 
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Figure 4 Flow chart of the benefits of complete intercalibration (not possible in present 

implementation time schedule) vs. risks of limited intercalibration that will be carried 
out during 2005 and 2006. 
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3.6.  Long-term strategy to overcome the problems of intercalibration 

It is anticipated that a voluntary commitment of the Member States could improve the 
outcome of the intercalibration exercise in 2003-2006. However, due to practical problems in 
establishing WFD compatible monitoring systems in time it is anticipated that the objectives 
of the intercalibration exercise – agreement on class boundaries and harmonised 
classification systems – can be only partially met in the single intercalibration exercise that is 
required by the WFD. In order to establish reliable and comparable ecological quality class 
boundaries, a review mechanism for the intercalibration network at a time when more data 
with better quality and compatible with WFD requirements will be available (i.e. after 2006) 
is strongly recommended. In principle, a revision of the intercalibration network is implicit 
due to the timetable for revision of the analysis of river basin district characterisation – 
including typology and reference conditions – provided for in Article 5 of the WFD. 

 

 

A long-term strategy allowing a mechanism for the revision of the 
intercalibration network after 2006 is strongly recommended by the 
Intercalibration working group. The practical implications21 and the legal 
possibilities22 for such revisions should be clarified as soon as possible in the 
continuation of the Common Implementation Strategy. 

The establishment of a long-term strategy and a review mechanism for the intercalibration 
register in specific guidelines would allow:  

¶ Assessment of the possible changes in the quality of the intercalibration sites; 

¶ Intercalibration and harmonisation of new assessment methods (i.e. development of new 
indicators, new assessment tools, approval of new standards, etc.); 

¶ Addition of new sites impacted by other significant pressures (which were not 
represented in the intercalibration network in 2004); 

¶ Addition of further water body types in the intercalibration network as a consequence of 
verification of the typology systems in Member States when new biological monitoring 
data is available; 

¶ Intercalibration and harmonisation of the monitoring and classification systems of the 
new Member States.  

 

                                                           
21 Taking into account the consequences for preparing programmes of measures, river basin management plans and 
establishing classification systems 
22 Taking  into account the possibilities given in WFD Art. 19, 20 and 21 
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Section 4 – Guidance for the establishment of the intercalibration 

network 

 

This Section provides practical guidance for the establishment of the intercalibration 
network: 

1) How to carry out site selection process for the intercalibration network in practise; 

2) Criteria for selection of types for the intercalibration network; 

3) Criteria for selection of sites for the intercalibration network. 
 
The guidance is based on the common understanding of the Directive’s requirements 
concerning intercalibration (Section 2) and the Synthesis of the intercalibration process 
(Section 3). It is to a large extent the result of the work of three temporary expert drafting 
groups that were established by the Working Group on Intercalibration to address issues 
specific to the major categories of water bodies – rivers, lakes, and coastal and transitional 
waters. 
 
The WFD intercalibration will harmonise results of the biological assessment systems 
implemented by the Member States. All obligatory quality elements and all relevant 
pressures should be taken into account to completely accomplish this task.  
 

 

The intercalibration working group concludes that the intercalibration has to 
be limited to water body types and quality elements where sufficient data will 
be available in time.  

 
The intercalibration working group concludes that the Member States select 
intercalibration sites using information on selected pressures and the impact of these 
pressures on the biological quality elements (compared with reference conditions).  
 

 

Thus the sites of the Intercalibration network represent the respective 
Member State’s interpretations of the normative definitions of Annex V 
(1.2.) including their judgement what is a “slight” or a “moderate” impact. 

 

4.1.  Procedure for the establishment of the intercalibration network 

The selection of intercalibration sites for the intercalibration network needs to be carried out 
in two steps.  

1. Firstly, selection of the surface water body types for each of the surface water categories 
(rivers, lakes, transitional and coastal waters), and possibly the artificial and heavily 
modified waters in each ecoregion, which will be included in the intercalibration 
network; 

2. Secondly, within these types a minimum number of intercalibration sites have to be 
selected by the Member States following the requirements described in the Annex V of 
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the Directive (Fig. 5). The intercalibration network must consist of sites selected from a 
range of surface water body types present within each ecoregion (WFD Annex V). 

 

Selection of water types
for each Ecoregion

  Selection of sites
h tUsing expert judgement on

          joint inspections &
          all available information

Draft register for
Intercalibration

network

Minimum
2  sites

between
high ---- good

 status

Minimum
2  sites

between
good -- moderate

 status

Rivers Lakes Transitional waters Coastal waters Heavily
modified
 waters

 

1
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Figure 5 Selection of intercalibration sites for the intercalibration network. 

 

 

Intercalibration is carried out by the Member States. The role of the 
Commission is to facilitate the information exchange between the Member 
States.  

 
The technical work of the Commission is carried out by the European Centre of Ecological 
Water Quality & Intercalibration – EEWAI (hosted by EC-JRC) which is the organisation 
responsible for facilitating the intercalibration exercise and organising the work of the expert 
groups. The Ecological Status Cluster will co-ordinate the work of the expert groups. 
 

4.1.1 How to carry out the site selection process for the intercalibration network in 
practice 

The following is a stepwise description of the proposed procedure for the selection of sites 
for the intercalibration network. Flowcharts of the process are presented in Figure 6a and 6b.  
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Step 1. Establishment of the Expert groups: 

¶ Expert groups will be established for all main water body categories 
(rivers, lakes, and transitional and coastal waters);  

¶ The experts are proposed and selected by the Member States. Their work 
will be co-ordinated through the Ecological Status Cluster;  

¶ Each Member State should be represented in the expert groups relevant 
for their surface waters;  

¶ Expert groups can be subdivided into (eco)regional groups, or further into 
geographical intercalibration groups (Section 4.5.) when necessary;  

¶ A platform for the communication within/between the expert groups 
(information exchange, meetings, www-page, etc.) will be organised by 
the Commission. 

 

Step 2. Proposal of water body types: 

¶ The expert groups will propose the water body types for each surface 
water category and (eco)region included in the intercalibration network, 
taking into account the output of working groups REFCOND and COAST 
(refer to WFD CIS Guidance Documents No.s 10 and 5, respectively).  
Preliminary proposals of common intercalibration types for each surface 
water category have been prepared by the expert drafting groups23. 

 

Step 3. Proposal of pressures and biological quality elements: 

¶ For each selected intercalibration type, the expert groups need to agree on 
the pressures and the biological quality elements, where the 
intercalibration exercise should focus on, taking into account guidance 
from the IMPRESS and MONITORING working groups (WFD CIS 
Guidance Document No.s 3 and 7, respectively). Preliminary proposals 
for the focus and information requirements for the site selection have 
been prepared by the expert drafting groups22. 

 
Step 4. Selection of types, pressures, and quality elements for the intercalibration 
network: 

¶ The proposals of the expert groups will be discussed and finalised by the 
Intercalibration working group. 

 
Step 5. Selection of sites for the draft intercalibration register: 

¶ Each Member State will select sites for the draft intercalibration register; 

¶ The sites selected should represent high-good and good-moderate class 
boundaries according to each Member States’ interpretation of the 

                                                           
23drafting expert group reports are available on CIRCA: 
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Members/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/working_groups/intercalibration/drafts/expert_drafting&vm=de
tailed&sb=Title 
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normative definitions, taking into account the Guidance Documents of 
REFCOND and COAST (WFD Guidance document No.s 10 and 5); 

The selection process should follow these steps: 
i. Member States identify which types in the Member State’s 

typology system correspond to the intercalibration types 
relevant for the Member State, and identify the reference 
conditions for those types; 

ii. Bring together all available information necessary for the site 
selection (pressures, impacts, biological data for the sites that 
will be considered for the sites selection - ranging from high to 
moderate status);  

iii. If there is not sufficient biological data, site selection should be 
partially based on pressure criteria, and the Member State 
should plan to acquire biological data to be available for the 
intercalibration exercise in 2005-6; 

iv. Based on the available information, Member States select sites 
representing the high-good and good-moderate boundary, 
according to their interpretation of the normative definitions 
specified in Annex V (1.2.) of the Directive, motivating their 
choice. 

 
Step 6. Metadata analysis: 

¶ The Commission will set up a database holding metadata (information 
about the availability of data) for all intercalibration sites as selected by 
the Member States; 

¶ Member States will provide metadata on typology, reference conditions 
and biological and physico-chemical monitoring results (step 5.1-5.3 
above). If essential information is lacking at the time of the site selection, 
they should indicate if, when and in what form the data will become 
available; 

¶ Additionally, information should be provided on the criteria for 
classification of the sites (step 5(iv) above). This information is necessary 
for the evaluation of the choices of the Member States by the expert 
groups in the next step;  

¶ The metadata analysis will be the basis for the compilation of the draft 
register for the intercalibration network providing an overview of the 
information available for each intercalibration site;  

¶ The metadata analysis will be the basis for a realistic planning for the 
intercalibration exercise and for the preparation of the database for this 
purpose.  

 
Step 7. Evaluation of the proposed intercalibration sites by expert groups: 

¶ The Commission will compile the results of the metadata analysis and 
make them available to the expert groups; 
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¶ The expert groups evaluate the selection by the Member States and point 
out possible inconsistencies (including differences in Member State’s 
interpretations of the normative definitions);  

¶ The expert groups review the metadata and propose what data should be 
collected / made available for the intercalibration exercise – allowing 
Member States to start collecting data which is still not available.  

 

Step 8. Finalisation of the draft register: 

¶ The evaluation of the different expert groups of the proposed selections of 
the Member States will be presented, discussed and approved by the 
Intercalibration working group; 

¶ The draft register of the intercalibration network will be discussed in a 
joint workshop of Member State representatives (Intercalibration WG) 
and the Commission, to evaluate consistency with the normative 
definitions of the class boundaries and comparability between Member 
States24. Where possible, proposals are made how inconsistencies should 
be resolved;  

¶ The draft register will be the list of sites selected by the Member States, 
together with the approved summary of the metadata analysis including 
information of the criteria for the quality classification of those sites. 

 

 

The sites selected for the draft intercalibration register represent high-good 
and good-moderate class boundaries according to each Member State’s 
interpretation of the normative definitions in the WFD Annex V (1.2.). 

 
Step 9. Presentation of the draft register to the Article 21 Committee: 

¶ The Commission will finalise the draft register of the Intercalibration 
network, and submit it to the Article 21 Committee before 22 December, 
2003;  

¶ Together with the draft register, the Commission will submit the results 
of the evaluation made in step 8. 

 

 

The procedure for revising the draft intercalibration register will depend on 
the decisions of the Article 21 Committee. 

 
Step 10. Revision of the draft intercalibration register:  

¶ If a revision of the draft intercalibration is decided, Member States should 
reconsider and possibly expand their selection (based on the decisions of 
the Article 21 Committee); 

                                                           
24 WFD Annex V, 1.4.1 (iv) 
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¶ If new sites are selected by the Member States they should be included in 
the metadata analysis; 

¶ For the final register, it is recommended to follow the same procedure 
should be followed as for the draft intercalibration register (see steps 7-9 
above): 

- Evaluation of the proposed intercalibration sites by expert groups; 

- Finalisation of the (proposed) register; 

- Presentation of the (proposed) register to the Article 21 Committee; 

- Approval of the final intercalibration register by the Article 21 
Committee. 

Table 3 Summary and proposed timetable of the site selection for the intercalibration 
network in 2003 and 2004. 

Month Actions Actors 

Jan-03 Establishment of expert groups (for rivers, lakes, 
transitional and coastal waters); subdivision in 
(eco)regional groups  

Member States, 
Commission 

Feb-Mar-03 Selection of surface water body types. Selection of 
pressures and biological quality elements. 

Expert groups, 
Intercalibration 
working group.  

Apr-Jun-03 Selection of sites for the draft intercalibration 
register. Delivery of metadata to the Commission. 

Member States 

Apr-Oct-03 Metadata evaluation, possible checking of sites, 
preliminary draft register. 

Expert groups and 
Commission .  

Oct-03 Workshop Approval of draft register Intercalibration 
working group, Expert 
groups, Commission 

Nov-03 Compilation of the draft register  Commission 

Dec-03 Draft register submitted to the Art. 21 Committee  Commission 

Jan-Jun-04 Submission of new information, if possible & 
available 

Member States 

Jan-Sep-04 Revision of the draft register, if possible Expert groups 

Sep-Nov-04 Compilation of the final register Commission  

Nov-Dec-04 Adaptation and publication of the final register  Committee 
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Figure 6a Flow chart of the proposed process for the selection of types, pressures, and quality 

elements for the intercalibration network in 2003. Steps where guidance is required 
from other WFD CIS working groups are indicated. The colours of the boxes indicate 
the actors that have to carry out the steps: White – Ecological Status Cluster, Light 
grey – expert groups, Dark grey– Intercalibration working group. 
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Figure 6b Flow chart of the proposed process for the selection of sites for the draft 

intercalibration register. Steps where guidance compiled by other WFD CIS working 
groups is needed are indicated. The colours of the boxes indicate the actors that have 
to carry out the steps: Black - Member States, Light grey – expert groups, Dark grey 
– Intercalibration working group, White – Commission. 
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4.2.  Criteria for the selection of water body types for the intercalibration network 

The intercalibration network must consist of sites selected from a range of surface 
water body types present within each ecoregion25.  
 

 

Different Member States will not always use the same typology for the 
characterisation of water bodies26. For intercalibration it is necessary to agree 
on common types between countries of the same ecoregion. 

 
The following points should be considered in the selection of typology system(s) for 
intercalibration: 

¶ Guidance for characterisation of the surface water types is prepared by REFCOND 
and COAST working groups (WFD CIS Guidance Document No.s 10 and 5, 
respectively). Based on this guidance, Member States may decide to implement a 
common typology framework throughout Europe or within certain (eco)regions, for 
certain water body categories. In these cases the intercalibration types should fit in 
this common typology framework; 

¶ For water body categories and/or (eco)regions where no common typology will be 
used in the Member States implementation, it will still be necessary to agree on a 
common typological framework. In the absence of any other common classification 
system, the selection of types for the intercalibration network could be based on the 
factors of System A; 

¶ During the process of type selection, the experts should have this information from 
their Member States in order to be evaluate the potential types to be selected.  

 

The most important requirements for the selected intercalibration types are: 

¶ Are common (found in at least 2 or more Member States, and covering sufficiently large 
geographical areas (or ecoregions) to enable comparison of different (national) 
assessment systems, and all ecoregions should be covered); 

¶ Are sensitive to and impacted by different pressures (e.g., organic pollution, physical 
alterations, acidification, eutrophication; habitat degradation, discharge or exposure to 
toxic substances); 

¶ allow Member States to identify reference conditions at the time of the site selection;  

¶ Should have potential intercalibration sites corresponding to the boundary between 
high/good and good/moderate available, but accepting that in some ecoregions/types 
there might be only sites representative for the moderate/ good boundary. 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
25 WFD Annex V, 1.4.1(v) 
26as required in WFD Art. 5 
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4.3. Artificial and heavily modified water bodies 

In the common understanding (Section 2) it is concluded that artificial or heavily modified 
water bodies should be considered in the intercalibration, but not as a separate category.  

Some artificial or heavily modified water bodies could be considered to be included in the 
intercalibration network, if they fit into one of the natural water body types selected for the 
intercalibration network.  

Artificial and heavily modified water bodies that are not comparable with any natural water 
bodies should only be included in the intercalibration network if they are dominant within 
a water category in one or more Member States. In that case they should be treated as one 
or several separate water body types.  

Final designation of heavily modified water bodies and definition of maximum ecological 
potential will be established in 2009.  

 

 

Heavily modified water bodies, which are provisionally identified in 2003 
(i.e. water bodies that are at risk of failing ‘good’ status due to physical 
modification), can only be included in the intercalibration network, if they 
fulfil the same selection criteria as natural water bodies. This needs to be 
evaluated by the expert groups during the selection process (Section 4.1.) 

 

4.4.  Pressures  

The intercalibration exercise has to deal with pressures separately because of the different 
ecological impact of different pressures, and because different indicators or assessment 
methods are used to assess different impacts. 

For each selected intercalibration type it should be agreed which pressure(s) to focus on. The 
working group on intercalibration recommends that these should be the pressures that are 
most widespread in Europe.  

The preliminary recommendation27 is to focus the lake intercalibration on eutrophication 
and acidification, the river intercalibration on organic pollution and stream modification, as 
well as acidification and nutrient pollution for some types only, and intercalibration of 
coastal and transitional waters on eutrophication and habitat degradation (Table 4). 

 

 

For practical reasons the intercalibration has to focus on specific pressures. 
However, pressures hardly ever come alone, and it will be difficult to find 
sites, which are impacted only by one pressure. 

 

Eventually, if a revision of the intercalibration exercise will be possible, the other significant 
pressures could be included, in order to come to a harmonised classification of good 
ecological status, rather than harmonised indicators for specific pressures. 

                                                           
27 based on drafting expert group reports available on CIRCA: 
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Members/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/working_groups/intercalibration/drafts/expert_drafting&vm=de
tailed&sb=Title 
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Table 4 Preliminary recommendation of the pressures for different surface water 
categories that should be in focus in the selection of the intercalibration 
network. Further specification should be considered on the level of selected 
types for each surface water category. 

Surface water category Pressures 

Lakes  Eutrophication, Acidification 

River  Organic pollution, stream modification, 
acidification (selected types only), nutrient 
pollution (selected types only) 

Coastal and transitional 
waters  

Eutrophication, habitat degradation 

 

4.5.  Geographical intercalibration groups 

The intercalibration network must be confined to “ecoregions”28. “Ecoregions” can either be 
interpreted as those specified in Annex XI of the Directive (the Illies ecoregions for lakes and 
rivers, and much wider regions for coastal and transitional waters), or can be defined in a 
wider sense.  

It is recommended that for rivers and lakes the geographical intercalibration groups of 
Member States should be larger than proposed by Illies ecoregional division, consisting of at 
least two or more countries sharing a similar climate.  

Groups of Member States that share the same water body types in different sub-regions or 
ecoregions should carry out intercalibration using the same intercalibration sites.  

Some Member States will have to join two or more such intercalibration groups, thus acting 
as links between the different sub-regions or ecoregions, allowing intercalibration to take 
place across different ecoregions. 

Preliminary proposals for intercalibration groups29 are: 

¶ For rivers: three intercalibration groups (Northern, Middle latitude, 
Mediterranean); 

¶ For lakes: five intercalibration groups (Northern, Atlantic, Central, Alpine, 
Mediterranean); 

¶ For coastal and transitional waters it is recommended to use the ecoregions of 
System A30 (Baltic, North Sea, Northeast Atlantic, and Mediterranean). 

If needed, each of the intercalibration groups may be further divided to smaller geographic 
regions.  
 

                                                           
28 WFD Annex V, 1.4.1 (vi) 
29 based on drafting expert group reports available on CIRCA: 
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Members/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/working_groups/intercalibration/drafts/expert_drafting&vm=de
tailed&sb=Title 
30 WFD Annex XI, Map B 
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In this example the regional intercalibration groups for rivers and lakes are 
slightly different. It is recommended that when finalising the proposals, the 
expert groups and the Intercalibration working group should resolve this, 
and agree on the same geographical groups for lakes and rivers.  

 

4.6.  Selection of intercalibration sites  

Member States should carry out the selection process (following steps 5.1.-5.4. in Figure 6b, 
Section 4.1.) and propose intercalibration sites for the draft register.  

Selection should be based on the Member States’ interpretation of the normative definitions 
of class boundaries (Annex V, 1.2). 

A helpful tool (for the Member States) in the selection process could be ranking of water 
bodies (within the type selected for intercalibration) across a range of quantified pressure 
criteria (refer to WFD CIS Guidance Document No. 10) for identifying sites that are 
provisionally representative for the high-good and the good-moderate class boundaries 
(Figure 7). This could be done either on national or on (eco)regional level. 

 
Quality

border

High

Good

Select 2 or more sites from each
 country representing borders between
high-good and good-moderate

border

Moderate

Pressure
 

Figure 7 Illustration of the ranking of the estimated ecological quality of the sites (varying as a 
function of certain pressure). The Member States evaluate their data, and select 2 or 
more sites provisionally representative for the borders between high-good and good-
moderate from each country for each type selected for the intercalibration network. 

 
Member States should consider all available data for site selection. Ideally data should 
originate from national or regional monitoring systems, but national and international 
research projects should be considered as potential sources of information as well. 
 
Member States should provide metadata and other information from the proposed sites to 
the Commission. The Commission will facilitate evaluation of the site selections by 
collecting metadata and making it available to the expert groups for evaluation (see 
Section 4.8.). 
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The following information of the proposed intercalibration sites should be reported: 

¶ Information of the biological data (metadata);  

¶ Information of the supporting hydromorphological, physico-chemical, and 
chemical data (metadata);  

¶ If essential information is lacking at the time of the site selection, indication when 
and in what form the data will become available; 

¶ A description of the pressures and an evaluation of their importance; 

¶ Description of the type according to the national typology of the site;  

¶ Type-specific reference conditions at least for the biological quality elements 
chosen for intercalibration, and the method used to obtain the reference 
conditions (if available); 

¶ Description on the criteria and methodology for the provisional classification of 
the sites referring to normative definitions. 

 

 

Because of lack of data and absence of final assessment systems in 2003, the 
selected sites can in many cases only approximate the relevant class borders.  

 

4.7.  Number of intercalibration sites needed 

The Directive requires that at least two (2) sites representative for each (provisional) quality 
status class boundaries (good- moderate, and high-good) for each type should be included 
in the intercalibration network. 

In order to allow flexibility in the process Member States should consider proposing several 
sites (more than 2+2 for each type) provisionally classified representative for the relevant 
quality status class boundaries and provide metadata and other information from these sites 
to the Commission. 

It is recommended that the draft intercalibration register should contain at least 5 sites at 
each of the quality status boundaries for each water body type and for each geographical 
intercalibration group. 

 

 

The total number of sites included in the final draft register will depend on 
the availability of sites provisionally matching the required status 
classification within each type and each Member State. Also the number of 
proposed intercalibration sites may be different in each Member State 
depending on their surface area and hydrological characteristics. 

 

4.8.  Metadatabase for establishment of the intercalibration network 

A metadatabase (hosted and maintained by the Commission/EEWAI) will be established to 
contain all metadata and other relevant information from the sites proposed for the 
intercalibration network.  
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The purpose of this database is to provide consistent information of the selected 
intercalibration sites for the evaluation of the expert groups, and to allow maximum 
transparency in the selection process.  

The metadatabase and analysis of metadata and other information will form the basis for the 
compilation of the draft register. 

A clear format needs to be agreed how the metadata from the intercalibration sites will be 
organised and submitted for the metadatabase for the purpose of the expert evaluation and 
compilation of the draft register.  

If possible, the planning for the metadata collection should be initiated in autumn 2002, in 
order to have an overview of the data in spring (April – June, 2003) (see Table 3). 

The metadatabase will be further developed to hold all necessary information for the 
intercalibration exercise (‘intercalibration database’, see Section 5.1.).  
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Section 5 - Preliminary technical protocol for the intercalibration 
exercise 

 
In this Section the preliminary description of the process during the intercalibration exercise 
in 2005 and 2006 is presented. This Section is not complete and further development will be 
required in 2003.  
 

 

At present it is not possible to provide more detailed guidance, since there is 
not a clear overview what kind of data can be expected from the provisional 
intercalibration sites.  

 
Such information will be obtained in the metadata analysis carried out during site selection 
process in 2003. 

5.1.  Stepwise description of the intercalibration exercise and the tasks of the participants  

Intercalibration is carried out by the Member States. Co-operation between Member States 
belonging to the same geographical intercalibration group (Section 4.6) is needed. The role of 
the Commission is to facilitate the information exchange between the Member States. 

Step 1.  After adaptation and publication of the register for the intercalibration sites in 
December 2004, the intercalibration exercise will be initiated. All data from the 
selected intercalibration sites will be made available for Member States through an 
Intercalibration database31 hosted by the Commission (EEWAI); 

Step 2.  Member States will use data from the sites, which are within the 
ecoregion/geographical area where their national assessment systems are 
applicable. For practical purposes, Member States belonging to the same 
geographical intercalibration group (Section 4.6.) will share data from the common 
intercalibration sites; 

Step 3.  Using this data and possibly carrying out voluntary additional sampling32, the 
Member States will assess the Ecological Quality Ratio (EQR) values of the 
intercalibration sites representing the relationship of observed values with the 
type-specific reference conditions; 

Step 4.  If additional sampling is carried out, Member States will use this data for 
intercalibration and report this data to the Intercalibration database; 

Step 5.  Member States will report the results of the intercalibration exercise to the 
Commission; 

Step 6.  

                                                          

The Commission is assisted by the expert groups (selected following the 
procedure described in Section 4.1.) in the analysis and evaluation of the results; 

 
31 The intercalibration database can either hold all necessary data, or provide links to databases at the Member States where 
actual data would be available in structured form to be downloaded for the use of other Member States in the same 
intercalibration group. 
32 The Member States that need more data for assessment than available in the database for the particular site, may carry out 
additional sampling. This may not be needed if the available monitoring data would be compatible with WFD. 

38 



Guidance Document No.6  
Towards a guidance on establishment of the intercalibration network and the process on the intercalibration exercise 

Step 7.  The Commission will publish the results of the intercalibration exercise within 
six months after the completion of the intercalibration exercise. The report should 
at least include: 

V An evaluation of the factors affecting comparability of the EQR values 
established by the Member States’ monitoring and classification systems;  

V proposals for the numerical values to set harmonised EQR–scales for the 
same water body types. 

Site selected for
intercalibration

Member States’
assessment

system

Potential
additional
sampling

Classification of
intercalibration

site
(EQR-value)

Publishing

Commission
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Figure 8 Process of intercalibration showing the tasks of the Member States and the Commission 
(stippled green arrow: Flow of data in case, if additional sampling is carried out).  
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Table 5 Summary and [tentative] timetable of the intercalibration exercise in 2005 and 
2006. 

Month Actions Actors 

Jan-05 Establish intercalibration database Commission 

Jan-05-Jun-06 Reporting data from intercalibration sites to 
database; assessing EQR of applicable sites  

Member States, assisted 
by Expert Groups 

Jun-06 Reporting the results to Commission Member States 

Jul-Oct-06 Analysis and evaluation of the results Commission , Expert 
Groups 

Oct-Dec-06 Publication of the results Commission  
 

5.2.  Geographical scope/ applicability of different national assessment systems  

The intercalibration types should be as widespread and common as possible, thus allowing 
true intercalibration between the Member States belonging to the same geographical 
intercalibration groups as presented in Section 4.5. 

Member States should apply their national assessment systems to all sites in the 
Intercalibration network within their national borders and all comparable sites within the 
geographical intercalibration groups where they belong.  

5.3.  Criteria for selection of biological quality elements. 

The Directive (Annex V, 1.4.2) requires that the final ecological status (of a water body) is 
determined by the lower of the values of the relevant biological and physico-chemical 
monitoring results. Thus the relevant biological quality elements should be the level for 
intercalibration. This requires that it is clear which of the quality elements are the relevant 
ones for different types of waters.  

It is the responsibility of Member States to select the biological quality elements most sensitive 
to impacts (e.g. depending on their ecological assessment system) 

 

 

Refer to WFD CIS Guidance Document No.s 7, 5 and 10 for guidance on the 
selection of relevant biological elements (indicators) with regard to pressures 
relevant for intercalibration (i.e. elements/indices, which are sensitive for 
different pressures). 

 

5.4.  Guidance for additional sampling in the intercalibration sites. 

Sampling and analysis methods for each biological quality element and parameter to be 
measured should be carried out following the relevant ISO/CEN standards, or if not existing, 
the best practice/guidelines approved by the expert groups and recommended by the 
MONITORING working group, and/or international conventions or other international 
organisations. 

Guidance on reporting results of the additional sampling needs to be harmonised with the 
reporting process of existing data for the Intercalibration database.  
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5.5.  Execution of (voluntary) intercalibration field campaigns 

Intercalibration on the level of sampling and analysis methods for different 
ecological/biological parameters, which have low comparability and where there is little 
consensus on methods, could be carried out in selected water body types. Such experiments 
could be done between the countries, which will carry out intercalibration using the same 
sites. Bearing in mind the tight deadlines to be faced, it is questionable whether it will be 
possible to carry out this kind of voluntary intercalibration of methods before the ‘official’ 
intercalibration in 2005-6. 

 

5.6.  Reporting of the final classification results 

The results of the classification of intercalibration sites based on each Member States’ 
assessment system are reported as Ecological Quality Ratio (EQR) values for each 
intercalibration site. 

 
Member States should report the results to the Commission.  
 
Commission will be assisted by the expert groups (selected following the procedure described 
in Section 4.1.) in the evaluation of the results. 
 
The results must be reported in detail and as transparently as possible. The following 
information should be included in reporting: 
¶ Data and parameters of the biological quality elements, which were used in assessment 

and calculation of the EQR values; 
¶ Details of assessment methods, including statistical methods, confidence limits of the 

estimates, etc; 
¶ The method used for determination of the reference conditions of each intercalibration 

site should described in detail (for each biotic quality element), also taking into account 
statistical uncertainty in reference values33; 

¶ In case that additional sampling has been carried out, sampling and analytical 
methods should be reported in detail (see above, Section 5.4). 

 

 

It is not possible to give guidance how to calculate the EQR ratio in this stage, 
since this is dependent on Member States monitoring and assessment systems 
which they are using currently, or planning to adapt after guidance for 
Monitoring is completed. Further as EQR is calculated as a ratio, it is 
dependent on the method Member States choose to use for determination of 
the reference conditions. This guidance is prepared by REFCOND and COAST 
(WFD CIS Guidance Documents No’s 10 and 5 respectively). 
 

5.7.   Expected outcome of the intercalibration exercise 

Intercalibration sites selected in 2003 and 2004 represent Member States’ interpretations of the 
normative definitions for the high-good and the good-moderate class boundaries - not 
common European “yard sticks” for those boundaries. There is no guarantee that different 
                                                           
33 The results of the intercalibration exercise are very much dependent on how the Member States define the reference 
conditions for each water body type. The reporting should include detailed description of the method (modelling, hindcasting, 
paleaoecological reconstruction, or site-dependent, etc.). 
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Member States will have the same view on how the normative definitions of the quality class 
boundaries should be interpreted.  
 

 

Differences in interpretation of the normative definitions of the ecological 
quality class boundaries between Member States will be reflected in the 
intercalibration network, and therefore in the results of the intercalibration 
exercise.  

 
If there is no agreement about which sites in the intercalibration network represent the 
boundaries, monitoring results (EQR values) can only be compared between Member States.  
 
However, the WFD requires that the (EQR) values in the different Member State’s 
classification systems representing the high-good and the good-moderate class boundaries 
shall be set through the intercalibration exercise. 
 

 

The intercalibration exercise will be able to set EQR values for Member States 
classification systems representing class boundaries, if an agreement can be 
reached which of the intercalibration sites represent those borders. 
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Annex A: Key activities and the Working Groups of the 
Common Implementation Strategy 

 
Key activity 1: Information sharing 
 

1.1 Tools for information sharing 
1.2 Raising awareness 

 
Key activity 2: Develop guidance on technical issues 
 

2.1 Guidance on the analysis of pressures and impacts 
2.2 Guidance on designation of heavily modified bodies of water 
2.3 Guidance on classification of inland surface water status and 
identification of reference conditions  
2.4 Guidance on the development of typology and classification systems of 
transitional and coastal waters 
2.5 Guidance for establishing the inter-calibration network and inter-
calibration exercise 
2.6 Guidance on economic analysis 
2.7 Guidance on monitoring 
2.8 Guidance on tools on assessment and classification of groundwater 
2.9 Guidance on best practices in river basin planning 
 

Key activity 3: Information and data management  
 

3.1 Development of a shared Geographical Information System 
 
Key activity 4: Application, testing and validation 
 
 4.1 Integrated testing of guidelines in pilot river basins 
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Annex B: Members of the Working Group 2.5 
Member States 

Country First 
Name Surname Organization Email address 

A Veronika Koller-Kreimel Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, 
Environment and Water management veronika.koller-kreimel@bmlf.gv.at 

A Gisela Ofenböck Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, 
Environment and Water management gisela.ofenboeck@bmlfuw.gv.at 

B Dominique Wylock DGRNE-ESU  d.wylock@mrw.wallonie.be 

B Henk Maeckelberghe VMM h.maeckelberghe@vmm.be 

D Ulrich Irmer Umweltbundesamt, Berlin,  Ulrich.irmer@uba.de 

D Anton Steiner 
Bayrisches Staatsministerium für 
Landesentwicklung und Umweltfragen, 
München 

anton.steiner@stmlu.bayern.de 

DK Jens Møller Andersen National Environmental Research Institute 
(NERI) (Jens Skriver until 12/2001) jea@dmu.dk 

ES Jose Luis Ortiz-Casas Ministerio de Medio Ambiente, Secretaría de 
Estado de Aguas y Costas Jose.ortiz@sgtcca.mma.es 

F Fabrice Martinet Ministère de l'Aménagement du Territoire et 
de l'Environnement fabrice.martinet@environnement.gouv.fr 

F Jean-Paul Rivaud Ministère de l'Aménagement du Territoire et 
de l'Environnement jean-paul.rivaud@environnement.gouv.fr 

FIN Ansa Pilke Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) ansa.pilke@vyh.fi 

Gr A Lazarou Ministry of Environment, Physical Planning 
and Public Works of Greece  alazarou@edpp.gr 

Gr A Tsatsou General Chemical State Laboratory gxk-environment@ath.forthnet.gr 

IRL Kevin Clabby Environmental Protection Agency k.clabby@epa.ie 

It Maria Belli Environmental Protection Agency (ANPA) belli@anpa.it  

LUX Jean-Marie Ries 
Ministère de l' Environnement, 
l'Administration de l'Environnement, 
Direction & Division des Eaux 

jean-marie.ries@aev.etat.lu 

N Steinar Sandoy Direktoratet for naturforvaltning, 
Artsavdelingen  Steinar.sandoy@dirnat.no 

NL Paul Latour Institute for Inland Water Management and 
Waste Water (RIZA) p.latour@riza.rws.minvenw.nl 

P Simone Pio Instituto da Água (INAG) Simonep@inag.pt 

P Laudemira Ramos Instituto da Água (INAG) lramos@inag.pt 
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S Håkan Marklund Swedish Environmental Protection Agency  Hakan.marklund@environ.se 

S Martin Påhlman Swedish Environmental Protection Agency martin.pahlman@naturvardsverket.se 

UK Paul Logan Environment Agency Paul.logan@environment-agency.gov.uk 

UK Stephen Reeves Department of the Environment, Transport 
and the regions (DETR)  Stephen.Reeves@defra.gsi.gov.uk 

Candidate Countries 

Country First 
Name Surname Organisation Email address 

CY Andreas Christodoulides Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources 
and Environment ydrologi@cytanet.com.cy 

EE Tiiu Raia Ministry of the Environment tiiu.raia@ekm.envir.ee 

HU György Tóth  ktoth@elender.hu 

LT Aurelija Ceponiene Ministry of Environment, Joint Research 
Centre Aura@nt.gamta.lt 

RO Madalina State  mada.st@home.ro 

RO Carmen Toader  ctoader@mappm.ro 

SI Mojca Dobnikar-
Tehovnik Env. Agency of the Republic of Slovenia mojca.dobnikar-tehovnik@gov.si 

SI Bernarda Rotar Env. Agency of the Republic of Slovenia Bernarda.Rotar@gov.si 

Others 

Organisation First Name Surname Email address 

EC-Joint Research Centre  AnaCristina Cardoso ana-cristina.cardoso@jrc.it 

EC-Joint Research Centre Anna-Stiina Heiskanen anna-stiina.heiskanen@jrc.it 

EC-Joint Research Centre  Guido Premazzi guido.premazzi@jrc.it 

EC-Joint Research Centre  Wouter van de Bund wouter.van-de-bund@jrc.it 

EC-DG Environment. Marta Moren-Abat marta-cristina.moren-abat@cec.eu.int 

European Topic Centre Water/WTR André-François Boschet boschet_a@wrcplc.co.uk 

European Topic Centre Water/WTR Steve Nixon nixon@wrcplc.co.uk 

European Environmental Bureau Ruth Davis ruth.davis@rspb.org.uk 

CEN Roger Sweeting rasw@ceh.ac.uk 
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Annex C: Legal texts related to committee procedure 
 
Relevant articles of Decision 1999/468/EC:  
 
Article 5,  
Regulatory procedure: 
1. The Commission shall be assisted by a regulatory committee composed of the representatives of the Member 
States and chaired by the representative of the Commission. 
2. The representative of the Commission shall submit to the committee a draft of the measures to be taken. The 
committee shall deliver its opinion on the draft within a time-limit which the chairman may lay down according 
to the urgency of the matter. The opinion shall be delivered by the majority laid down in Article 205(2) of the 
Treaty in the case of decisions which the Council is required to adopt on a proposal from the Commission. The 
votes of the representatives of the Member States within the Committee shall be weighted in the manner set out 
in that Article. The chairman shall not vote. 
3. The Commission shall, without prejudice to Article 8, adopt the measures envisaged if they are in accordance 
with the opinion of the committee. 
4. If the measures envisaged are not in accordance with the opinion of the committee, or if no opinion is 
delivered, the Commission shall, without delay, submit to the Council a proposal relating to the measures to be 
taken and shall inform the European Parliament. 
5. If the European Parliament considers that a proposal submitted by the Commission pursuant to a basic 
instrument adopted in accordance with the procedure laid down in Article 251 of the Treaty exceeds the 
implementing powers provided for in that basic instrument, it shall inform the Council of its position. 
6. The Council may, where appropriate in view of any such position, act by qualified majority on the proposal, 
within a period to be laid down in each basic instrument but which shall in no case exceed three months from the 
date of referral to the Council. 
If within that period the Council has indicated by qualified majority that it opposes the proposal, the 
Commission shall re-examine it. It may submit an amended proposal to the Council, re-submit its proposal or 
present a legislative proposal on the basis of the Treaty. 
If on the expiry of that period the Council has neither adopted the proposed implementing act nor indicated its 
opposition to the proposal for implementing measures, the proposed implementing act shall be adopted by the 
Commission. 
 
Article 7 
1. Each committee shall adopt its own rules of procedure on the proposal of its chairman, on the basis of 
standard rules of procedure, which shall be published in the Official Journal of the European Communities. 
Insofar as necessary existing committees shall adapt their rules of procedure to the standard rules of procedure. 
2. The principles and conditions on public access to documents applicable to the Commission shall apply to the 
committees. 
3. The European Parliament shall be informed by the Commission of committee proceedings on a regular basis. 
To that end, it shall receive agendas for committee meetings, draft measures submitted to the committees for the 
implementation of instruments adopted by the procedure provided for by Article 251 of the Treaty, and the 
results of voting and summary records of the meetings and lists of the authorities and organisations to which 
the persons designated by the Member States to represent them belong. The European Parliament shall also be 
kept informed whenever the Commission transmits to the Council measures or proposals for measures to be 
taken. 
4. The Commission shall, within six months of the date on which this Decision takes effect, publish in the 
Official Journal of the European Communities, a list of all committees which assist the Commission in the 
exercise of implementing powers. This list shall specify, in relation to each committee, the basic instrument(s) 
under which the committee is established. From 2000 onwards, the Commission shall also publish an annual 
report on the working of committees. 
5. The references of all documents sent to the European Parliament pursuant to paragraph 3 shall be made 
public in a register to be set up by the Commission in 2001. 
 
Article 8 
If the European Parliament indicates, in a Resolution setting out the grounds on which it is based, that draft 
implementing measures, the adoption of which is contemplated and which have been submitted to a committee 
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pursuant to a basic instrument adopted under Article 251 of the Treaty, would exceed the implementing powers 
provided for in the basic instrument, the Commission shall re-examine the draft measures. Taking the 
Resolution into account and within the time-limits of the procedure under way, the Commission may submit 
new draft measures to the committee, continue with the procedure or submit a proposal to the European 
Parliament and the Council on the basis of the Treaty. The Commission shall inform the European Parliament 
and the committee of the action which it intends to take on the Resolution of the European Parliament and of its 
reasons for doing so. 
 
Article 205 (2) of Treaty establishing the European Community:  
Where the Council is required to act by a qualified majority, the votes of its members shall be weighted as 
follows: 
Belgium 5, Denmark 3, Germany 10, Greece 5, Spain 8, France 10, Ireland 3, Italy 10, Luxembourg 2, 
Netherlands 5, Austria 4, Portugal 5, Finland 3, Sweden 4, United Kingdom 10.  
For their adoption, acts of the Council shall require at least:  
- 62 votes in favour where this Treaty requires them to be adopted on a proposal from the Commission,  
- 62 votes in favour, cast by at least 10 members, in other cases.  
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