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TOP 1:
Verabschiedung des Protokolls vom 20.04.2005
Das Protokoll der Sitzung vom 20.04.2005 wurde einvernehmlich angenommen. 
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TOP 2: 
Redaktionelle Bearbeitung des Arbeitspapiers 
(E-Mail des Obmanns vom 20.05.2005) 
Die Teilnehmer diskutierten den Entwurf des Arbeitspapiers sehr ausführlich. Die vorgetragenen Anregungen wurden von den Autoren der Textbeiträge (Herrn Wiedemann, Herr Dr. Rechenberg, Frau Dr. Pawlowski und Frau Dr. Rathje) aufgenommen. Die Texte sollen entsprechend überarbeitet und spätestens zum 25. Juli 2005 an Frau Weyrich zur Zusammenstellung eines aktualisierten Arbeitspapier-Entwurfs übersandt werden.

Es wurde folgender Zeitplan verabschiedet:

· Einarbeitung der Ergebnisse des Workshops am 07./08.07.2005 in den Entwurf des Arbeitspapiers

· Übersendung von überarbeiteten Textbeiträgen bis zum 25.07.2005 an Frau Weyrich

· Kurzfristige Aktualisierung des Arbeitspapiers und Verteilung an die Teilnehmer durch Frau Weyrich

· Anmerkungen der Teilnehmer zum aktualisierten Entwurf bis 01.09. (alle Teilnehmer verteilen an alle)

· Redaktionssitzung des EU-ECON am 06.09.2005
· Abstimmung des Papiers mit AO und AG
· Vorlage der Endfassung bei der Geschäftsstelle der LAWA am 13.09.2005 zur Tagung der LAWA-VV am 27./28.09.2005
TOP 2 a:
Diskussion zum Background Report für den Workshop am 7./8. Juli 2005 in Leipzig
Herr Ewens bittet die Mitglieder mögliche Ergänzungen/Änderungen zum Background Report bis zum 24. Juni 2005 Frau Pielen mitzuteilen. Danach wird der Bericht an alle Teilnehmer versandt. Herr Ewens bittet die am Workshop teilnehmenden EU-ECON-Mitglieder, die Diskussion anzuregen, Fragen aufzuwerfen und Anregungen zu liefern.  Nähere Informationen können der Internetseite www.uni-Leipzig.de entnommen werden.

TOP 3:
Bericht aus internationalen Gremien

Herr Dr. Rechenberg berichtete über zwei Veranstaltungen:

A. 
Objectives-Workshop am 26./27.05.2005 in Berlin, veranstaltet von KOM und BMU.

Ziel der Veranstaltung war es, die Aussagen des Entwurfs des sog. Objectives-papiers (von J. D´Eugenio) anhand von 10 europäischen Fallstudien zu überprüfen.

Behandelt wurden vier inhaltliche Kategorien:

1.  Fristverlängerungen und Absenken der Ziele

2. Kosteneffizienzbewertung und unverhältnismäßig hohe Kosten

3. Andere EG-Rechtsnormen und benachbarte Wasserkörper

4. HMWB und Fristverlängerungen

Die Kernaussagen zu dem ökonomischen Schwerpunkt (2.), die von den Teilnehmern des Workshops bestätigt wurden, lauten:

a) Die Kosteneffizienzbewertung muss vor der Bewertung der Verhältnismäßigkeit vorgenommen werden. Bestimmte Themen müssen dabei auf der grenzüberschreitenden Ebene bewertet werden. Die Bewertung/Berechnung sollte transparent durchgeführt werden. Existierende Daten und Informationen sind zu nutzen und ein pragmatischer Ansatz zu verfolgen.

b) Es sind vernünftige Anstrengungen zu machen, um Informationen über Umweltkosten und –nutzen zu gewinnen. 

c) Die Kosten für die grundlegenden Maßnahmen, die durch die Umsetzung existierender wasserbezogener  EG-Richtlinien (z.B. KommunalabwasserRL, IPPC-RL, NitratRL) entstehen, dürfen nicht in die Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse zur Rechtfertigung von Ausnahmen einbezogen werden.

Das Objectives-Papier wurde auf der Grundlage der Workshopergebnisse noch einmal überarbeitet und liegt den europäischen Wasserdirektoren für ihr Treffen am 20./21.06. 05 zur Entscheidung vor.

Das überarbeitete Papier und die Ergebnisse des Workshops werden den Mitgliedern des EU-ECON von Herrn Rechenberg übermittelt.

B. Drafting Group Cost Effectiveness Analysis (DG CEA)
Am 7.6.05 fand das zweite Treffen der DG CEA in Brüssel statt. Die Papiere zu den vier Themenbereichen

1. Planning process

2. Uncertainty

3. Scale 

4. Effectiveness

waren erst kurz vor dem Treffen vorgelegt worden. 

Herr Rechenberg hat sie an die EU-ECON-Mitglieder weitergeleitet und die Anmerkungen von Frau Kopf dazu in seine Argumentation in Brüssel miteinbezogen.

Der deutschen und niederländischen Kritik an der unzureichenden Struktur und den Redundanzen in den Papieren wurde mit dem formalen Argument begegnet, dies sei Ergebnis des Mandats der WG B. Allerdings wird jetzt angestrebt, die sog. horizontalen Punkte 2-4 in das Papier zu 1. (CEA within the planning process – sog. vertikales Thema) zu integrieren.

Inhaltlich sollen weder Methoden noch Leitlinien entwickelt werden,  sondern lediglich “Best practise Beispiele” aus den Mitgliedstaaten zusammengestellt werden. 

Herr Rechenberg lädt die Mitglieder des EU-ECON ein, Beispiele, Studien, Pilotergebnisse, etc. aus Deutschland in englisch beizusteuern. Termin zur Übersendung an Thierry Davy (thierry.davy@tiscali.be) ist der 15.07.05. Der weitere Zeitplan ist den ebenfalls von Herrn Rechenberg übersandten conclusions aus dem o.a. Treffen zu entnehmen.
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4. Verschiedenes

Das Thema der „Wirtschaftliche Analyse“ wird gemäß Beschlusslage der LAWA VV künftig auf den LAWA AR übergehen. Auf der Sitzung des AR am 29.6 / 01.07.2005 wird das Thema behandelt werden. Der Obmann wird auf dieser Sitzung den aktuellen Stand der Arbeiten im EU ECON vortragen. Gegenüber dem Obmann AR (Herrn Spillecke) wurde angekündigt, dass mit dem Abschluss der Arbeiten am aktuellen Papier des EU ECON die bestehenden Arbeitsaufträge abgearbeitet sein werden. Eventuelle neue Arbeiten sind dann vom AR zu bearbeiten. 

Weiterhin werden der LAWA-AO und der LAWA AG das Thema der „Wirtschaftliche Analyse“ auf die Tagesordnung ihrer nächsten Sitzungen nehmen.

Herr Fuchs informierte die Teilnehmer über eine Einladung zum Thema „Reporting sheets“ einer Unterarbeitsgruppe des LAWA-EUA. Nach neueren Informationen ist dieser Termin jedoch entfallen.
Die nächste Sitzung des EU-ECON findet am 06.09.2005 um 10:00 Uhr in Frankfurt am Main statt.

Wiesbaden, den 01. Juli 2005

gez. Rainer Fuchs
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WFD Objectives Workshop Key Findings, 6" June 2005

1. Background

The "Water Framework Directive Objectives Workshop” was jointly organised by Germany’s
Federal Environmental Agency and the European Commission as part of the Common Im-
plementation Strategy (CIS) for the Water Framework Directive (WFD). It was held in Berlin
on the 26" and 27" of May 2005. IFOK supports the German Federal Environmental Minis-
try in the organisation of the workshop and the evaluation of the results.

The main goals of the the workshop were

to provide an opportunity for participants to discuss their practical experiences in
defining environmental objectives and evaluating possible exemptions (Article 4
of the Water Framework Directive)

to clarify issues raised in the Commission’s discussion document on environ-
mental objectives'

to create the basis for a back to back document for the further discussion, based
on practical experiences and approaches from the Member States.

The workshop was based on the following documents

1 the Commission’s discussion document' and background document' on envi-

ronmental objectives (both released on 12" May 2005),

the issue paper prepared by IFOK", that summarises and evaluates the case stud-
ies with respect to the issues raised in the discussion document,

case studies for important exemptions, that were provided by the Member states.
The full text versions of the case studies can be found in the annex of the issue pa-

per prepared by IFOK.

The discussion was structured around the key issues defined in the Commission’s discus-

sion document' and background document’, in particular

1. Extension of deadlines and less stringent objectives

2. Cost-effectiveness assessment and proportionality of costs

3. Other EU-Legislation and associated water bodies

4. Heavily modified water bodies and extension of deadlines
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After a key note presentation on the mentioned issues, the provided case studies were
presented. The key issues were further discussed in four working groups. Finally, the main
findings of the working groups were presented and discussed in a common session.
Altogether 34 experts from 11 countries participated in the workshop. Besides the represen-
tatives of the Member States, 5 delegates of stakeholder groups participated. The Euro-
pean Commission (DG Environment) was represented by Mr. Gilles Crosnier.

The document at hand provides a short overview on the workshop’s main findings. Addi-
tionally, the case studies provided by the Member States are summarized.
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WFD Objectives Workshop Key Findings, 6" June 2005

2. Summary of the case studies

In total, 14 case studies from 6 member states were provided. 9 of these cases were pre-
sented in the Workshop“’. The following pages give a short overview on the provided case
studies with respect to the problems addressed.

Case study DE1 describes a scheme for the evaluation of measures against structural and
non-structural derogations in rivers in one federal state of Germany. The scheme applies to
HMWB as well as other bodies of surface water and is focused on the settling of type spe-
cific fish species. The case study evaluates different aspects of the exemptions as well as
financial aspects.

Case Study DE2 and DE4 describe problems related to open cast lignite mining areas in
Germany. Case study DE2 describes that as a result of the mining activities in the Elbe river
basin district, several groundwater bodies are expected to fail the environmental objectives
(quantitative and qualitative status). Case study DE4 describes the situation in open cast
lignite mining areas in the Lower Rhine lowland. The dewatering of the mining areas cause
large scale lowering of the groundwater table. Both case studies come to the conclusion
that “less stringent objectives” would be the most likely exemption.

Case studies DE3 and ES1 describe the problem of nitrate leaching from farmland. In both
cases it is argued that groundwater bodies are at risk of failing to achieve good chemical
status by 2015 due to exceeded nitrate levels. Case DE3 states that it is necessary to ex-
tend the deadline for achieving the objective of good chemical status. Several questions
regarding the cost effectiveness assessment of possible measures are raised.

Case study ES2 describes the problems related to salt mining activities in the Catalan River
District (Spain). The mining activities cause a high salt concentration in some rivers and it is
stated that the District will fail to achieve good status by 2015 in some water bodies. Several
measures to mitigate the problem are discussed, which are described as costly and com-
plex.

Case study ES3 describes the case of slate exploitation in the area of the Casoyo River,
Spain. Slate extractions and their disposals are affecting especially the riverbanks.

Case study ES4 describes the problem of saline intrusion in the lower reaches of the Llo-

bregat River in Spain. The problem is caused by groundwater abstraction in the river catch-
ment.
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Case study FR1 describes a methodology applied in rivers in the Normandy (France) for
the definition of values for good status, the evaluation of risks of failing the objective of
good status as well as the analysis of possible measures.

Case MT1 describes the problem of the nitrate content in the groundwater body of Malta. It
is explained that due to the specific situation in Malta, where the volume of groundwater in
storage is relatively large compared to the volume of annual recharge and abstraction, it will
not be possible to reach the corresponding objective. To calculate the timeframes for differ-
ent scenarios, a mixing model for the groundwater body is suggested. Especially “less strin-
gent objectives” and “extension of deadlines” are taken into consideration.

Case study NO1 describes the dilemma of applying “Less stringent objectives” (Art. 4 § 5)
or “Heavily Modified Water Bodies” (Art. 4 § 3) in the case of a Norwegian hydropower pro-
ject, comprising four reservoirs, two hydropower plants and a complex network of stream
diversions / transfer tunnels. The question is raised if “ecological continuum” as stated in
annex V of the Water Framework Directive is to be seen as an absolute requirement.

Case study PL1 describes the case of a retention reservoir in Poland. A 41 meter high dam
does not have any structures for the migration of fish. This causes a discontinuity in the
river ecosystem. The case raises the question if “Heavily Modified Water Bodies” (Art. 4 § 3)
should be applied, as the restoration of good ecological status is seen as not possible.

Case study PL2 describes the case of a river catchment in Poland. The rivers are regulated
on almost half of their length (cross-structures and rout correction). It is stated that the water
body is in risk of failing the objective of what is here referred to as a good hydromorphologi-
cal status. The exemption “extension of deadlines” is considered.

Case study UK1 describes a methodology for calculating the cost-effectiveness of meas-
ures in national programmes according to the WFD. It is also linked to issues of other EU-
legislation such as the phosphorous standards required by the UWWTD, which were used
as a benchmark data set. It is proposed to use this methodology for the evaluation of the
applicability of Article 4 8§ 4 a (less stringent objective).

Case study UK2 describes the situation in the Scotland River Basin District. The interrela-

tions between the WFD and the Freshwater Fish Directive as well as the Urban Waster Wa-
ter Directive are evaluated. Temperature and nutrient impacts are analyzed as examples.
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3. Key findings of the workshop

The findings of the workshop concur with the Commission’s discussion document' and
background document' on environmental objectives. Two minor adjustments of the papers
were suggested (see number one, last sentence, and number three below).

The key findings of the workshop were summarized by Mr. Fritz Holzwarth (Federal Ministry
for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety - Germany) and discussed in
the final common session. The participants were asked for their comments after the work-
shop. In the following text, the key findings of the workshop are structured around the key
issues raised in the COM discussion document' and background document'. The text was
addapted to the commends of the participants.

Extension of deadlines and less stringent objectives
1. The stepwise thinking process, as illustrated in figure 1 in the COM background docu-
ment on environmental objectives", is accepted: Use first the extended deadlines.
Only if this is not sufficient the less stringent objectives can be applied. All information
needed for the decision on exemptions must be on the desk before starting the step-
wise process.

2. Legaly it is not possible to extend the deadlines from 2027 onwards (except for natu-
ral reasons). If necessary, less stringent objectives have to be applied. The message
is: all possible measures have to be done until 2027 at the latest.

3. In case of significant pollution there is a need to clarify the possible role of natural
conditions as a reason for less stringent objectives.

Cost-effectiveness assessment and proportionality of costs
4. Cost-effectiveness assessment has to be done before the assessment of proportion-
ality. Certain issues have to be assessed on a transboundary scale. In a transparent
way it should be shown how the assessment/calculation has been tried. Use the exist-
ing information and data, see the limitations and be pragmatic.

5. Make reasonable efforts to collect environmental cost and benefit information.

6. Proportionality of costs is an open issue: work on it! The costs for basic measures ac-
cording to existing EC water related directives (UWWD, IPPC, Nitrate etc.) can not be
included into the cost-benefit analysis for justification of exemptions.

IFOK 6





WFD Objectives Workshop Key Findings, 6" June 2005

Other EU-Legislation and associated water bodies
7. Exemptions under the WFD must not be used if other EU legislation would be com-
promised.

8. Effects on associated water bodies outside of the RBD (e.g. marine areas) have to be
taken into account (e.g. eutrophication). This is an ongoing issue in regional marine
conventions and EU’s marine strategy, too.

9. Start the exemption setting process early and discuss it open with your neighbours in
transboundary river basins.

Heavily modified water bodies and extension of deadlines
10. HMWBSs have specific objectives with an ambitious goal. The designation as HMWB
does not mean that we do nothing.

The findings of the workshop as well as the documents provided by the Member States will
be documented in the final workshop report (approx. end of June). Issues related to Article
4 § 7 of the WFD will be discussed in the workshop in Prague, that will be organized by the
UK in autumn 2005.
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End notes

' Discussion document on environmental objectives under the water framework directive, draft, 12 May 2005,
Version 4.0.

" Environmental objectives under the water framework directive (Background document), revised draft, 12 May
2005.

" Environmental Objectives and Exemptions - Practical Examples from the Member States - Draft, Ben-
sheim/Berlin, May 19, 2005.

Y The following case studies were presented in the workshop: DE1 (Settlings of typespecific fish species - Ger-
many); DE2 (Groundwater Status of former open cast Lignite Mining Areas, Germany); DE3 (Agriculture and
exemptions from the objective “good chemical status of groundwater” - Germany); FR1 (Good status, risk as-
sessment, measures and environmental objectives - Testing in Normandy - France); MT1 (Remediation of
groundwater - Malta); NO1 (The Aura hydropower project - Norway); PL1 (Dobczyce retention reservoir - Po-
land); PL2 (STRADOMKA river — hydromorphological changes - Poland); UK2 (Freshwater Fish Directive /
Urban Waste Water Directive & Water Framework Directive - Scottland, UK).

The following case studies were not presented in the workshop, but can be found in the annex of the document
“Environmental Objectives and Exemptions - Practical Examples from the Member States”, Bensheim/Berlin,
May 19, 2005: DE4 (Reducing the consequences of lignite mining - Germany); ES1 (Groundwater bodies pol-
luted by nitrates - Spain); ES2 (High concentration of chlorine in river water - Spain); ES3 (Slate quarry in
Casoyo river — Spain); ES4 (Marine intrusion in ground water bodies — Spain); UK1 (Indicative Assessment of
Disproportionate Cost - Scottland, UK).
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2 nd Meeting of CEA drafting group

Brussels June 7


Participants :  Gilles Crosnier(Com) ; Niels Vlaanderen (NL) ; Marta Moren (SP) ; Mariona Coch (SP), Sue Simmonite (ESPO), Daphne Von Buxhoeveden (UK), Ann Beckers (Be), Erna Etlinger (Aut) ; Ibolya Gazdag (Hu) ; Aniol Esteban (RSPB) ; Stéphanie Croguennec (Fr) ; Patrick deronzier (Fr), Philippe Bauduin (Eurelectric) ; Kristin Magnussen (No) ; Jörg Rechenberg (Ger), Thierry Davy (Fr)

The meeting was mainly dedicated to react on the first development of the table of content of the four IS validated by the SCG. According to the few time available between the validation of the SCG (May 20) and the date of this meeting, each IS is still not fully developed. After a round table to present everybody (particularly the new comers), a debate has been initiated on the comments of WG B and on the format of the final output. All the 4 IS will be regrouped in only one document, the IS on “CEA in the planning process” will be presented first as it is a vertical issue, intregrating some outputs of the three other IS. It has been reminded that the final document should be practical (with a lot of example). It has been asked to avoid rewriting existing documents search as Wateco, HMWB guidance,...


It has also be stated that the scope of each IS should be focused on the core of the selected issue in order to avoid overlaps with the other IS.


Each “leader” of IS has presented the work realised till now.

Uncertainity


Presented by Daphne Von Buxhoeveden:


The idea to present examples all along the text has been well appreciated.


The IS should focused on issues directly related to CEA mainly:


· uncertainity /costs


· uncertainity/measures (effects)


· uncertainity/timeframe (discount rate,....)


The uncertainity linked to GES could be quoted but not developed, this is a task for environmental objective group.


The precautionary principle can be quoted but not developed too much. In any case it should be in line with what has been written in a communication by the Commission in 2000 (Jörg Rechenberg will check that point). The discount rate issue should be treated in a simple way. 

The co drafters of the group have proposed to furnish examples:


· Niels Vlaanderen (NL) will provide examples


· Ann Beckers (Be) will provide an example on cost modelling


· Jorg Rechenberg (Ger) will provide an example  for chapter 4.2


CEA in the planning process


Presented by  Aniol Esteban (RSPB) 

This IS presents a “vertical issue” integrating the 3 other ones, it will be placed at the beginning of the document. This IS will have a common introduction on CEA fitting for the 4 IS. Just after the introduction the chapter on “CEA step by step” will take place. It will be the core of this IS the other three chapters will be short. A flow chart showing the steps (coming from Wateco) could be used. The Scheme should be as simple as possible, each step should be illustrated. A great part of the job should be dedicated to propose pragmatic examples helpful for practitioners. The chapter on the link with other policies could be spread in the 3 other IS explaining its links with scale, uncertainity, effectiveness.

The usefulness of CEA will not only be shown for GES objective but for good potential objective (HMWB) and for non deterioration objective. Even if they are not the core of this IS disproportionate costs, cost benefits and exemptions will be quoted in this IS as they can constitute future steps linked to CEA in the implementation of WFD.

The co drafters of the group have proposed to furnish examples:


Sue Simmonite (ESPO) will join this IS work and propose examples


Philippe Bauduin (Eurelectric) will propose examples


Spain will propose examples on cost of the resource 


Effectiveness of the Measures


Presented by Kristin Magnussen (No) 

The structure of the IS has been well appreciated. The notion of relative /absolute effectiveness should be introduced in a practical way. The section 5 dealing with “ecological status should not be developed, this is more a technical task for environmental objective group. The links can be shown but not treated in details. The section 6 on combination of measures has been recognised as important. The benefits transfer should be treated. The role of the IS is not to fix a “shopping list of efficient measures”. The gaps in knowledge should be highlighted. The effectiveness should be improved at the light of the results of the first RBMP.

The co drafters of the group have proposed to furnish examples:


UK and France a proposed to give examples the Dutch and german handbook will largely be used to provide examples.


Scale


Presented by Thierry Davy (Fr)


After a general chapter dedicated to present the main key issues related to scale the great part of the IS would be dedicated to present examples on scale for the following points:

· the collection of data


· the choice of the measures


· the evaluation of the costs


· the effectiveness of the measures


· the public participation…


The co drafters of the group have proposed to furnish examples:


NL for an integrated study


Fr different case study


Be especially on the transboundary issue with the Scheld basin


Sweden through out the results of the “Baltic Model”


For each IS, it was agreed to present the different options  and their consequences, not to propose a definite recommendation (IS are not a guidance).

The deadlines 


According to the validation process of the CIS 


WG B around October 5


SCG October 20


WD end of November


The following dates have be chosen


By July 15 each drafter will have to furnished the proposed examples and written contributions as written above

On July 20 a meeting between the Leaders of each IS will take place, in order to “harmonise” the IS 


By september 8 the IS will circulate around the entire drafting group

On September 19 (if necessary) a meeting of the drafing group proposed in London


On September 26 the IS will be uploaded on CIRCA


The output uploaded on CIRCA will only be intermediate draft version, the group will still be able to work on it. It will be used as an “information point’ for WG B, SCG and WD. The endorsement of the overall document is expected for the WD meeting if June 2006.
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Background:
During the Water Directors in Dublin (22-23 June 2004), a short document was presented to initiate a discussion on the setting of environmental objectives under the Water Framework Directive (WFD). Further to an initial written consultation and the discussion in the Drafting Group and the SCG in November, a revised discussion document, version 3.1, was presented for the Water Directors’ meeting on 2 and 3 December in Amsterdam. The Water Directors invited to further develop the paper for final endorsement on their next meeting (details on the conclusions for the way forward are listed in the summary of the WD meeting).

Summary: 
The first Discussion Document was circulated to the Water Directors in June 2004 and comments were invited until mid-Sept. DE, FR, GR, IT, MT, UK, NO and EEB/WWF sent written comments which were considered in the revision of this document. Following the Water Directors meeting in December 2004, version 3.1 was circulated to the SCG in comments and written comments were received from DE, FI, FR, IT, SP, UK, NO, EEB/WWF, Eurelectric, COPA/COGECA (Danish Agriculture). The document and the comments were discussed on the Drafting Group meeting of 11 March 2005. On the basis of this discussion, the new version 4.0 was produced on 13 May 2005 for final commenting in the Drafting Group before it is going to be submitted to SCG and WD for approval. The SCG discussed the document on 19/20 May 2005 and endorsed it in principle. Additional written comments were invited until 3 June. Final comments were considered from BE-FL, DE, DK, SP, UK, NO, ESPO, EEB/WWF and, in principle all incorporated. In addition, the discussions on the Berlin Workshop on 26/27 May 2005 were considered as well.  There were no open issues identified. 

Timetable for finalisation: 


· 3 June 2005: Submission of last written comments


· 10 June 2005: Submission to Water Directors


· 20/21 June 2005: Final discussion and endorsement on Water Directors’ meeting



Request to Water Directors: 
There are no open issues identified. Therefore, the Water Directors are invited to:


· to discuss the final draft of the document;


· to endorse the  policy summary of the document;

· to discuss and agree the draft conclusion in the policy summary;


· to agree the publication of the document following an editorial and formatting review.


Contacts:
Joachim D’Eugenio (joachim.d’eugenio@cec.eu.int)
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Environmental objectives  under the Water Framework Directive

Policy summary

1. Introduction


The environmental objectives of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) are the core of this EU legislation providing for a long-term sustainable water management on the basis of a high level of protection of the aquatic environment. Further to a discussion initiated by the Water Directors, this policy summary was prepared, with the assistance of a Drafting Group, in order to identify some key issues and make recommendations for further work in the context of the WFD Common Implementation Strategy. 


Subsequently, a summary of the key issues and key messages is provided. This policy summary is complemented by a more detailed background document which explains these issues and justifies the key messages in more detail. The background document is enclosed to this summary. In addition, some practical examples from the Member States about the current thinking in relation of environmental objectives and exemptions have been presented during the Workshop on “Environmental Objectives and Exemptions” on 26/27 May 2005 in Berlin
. All these documents aim at providing informal guidance and support to variety of different readers involved or interested in the implementation of the Water Framework Directive.


2. Key issues


Under the Water Framework Directive, the stated goal is the achievement of environmental objectives by 2015. It is therefore essential that we try and develop a common understanding of the level of ambition, we are aiming towards. Otherwise there may be wide distortions and lack of comparability in the way the directive is implemented across the EU. As for many of the challenging concepts under the WFD, the text of the directive provides the framework and gives the general orientation but there is scope for differences in understanding and application.


The discussion on environmental objectives has intensified during the last year since the first results of the analysis on pressures and impacts emerge. This discussion is, to some extent, driven by water users which contribute to the pressures and impacts in river basins and which are concerned about the implications of measures under the WFD onto their uses. 

Often, the reflections on these issues do not reflect the nature and the ambition of the WFD in a correct way. In particular, the substantial benefits of achieving the environmental objectives, i.e. benefits for the environment, the individuals, water users and the economy and society as a whole, are neglected.

A first issue is the terminology which is often used in different ways. The following terms and concepts have been used when drafting this summary and the related background document. 


The Article 4 WFD sets out the “environmental objectives” mainly in Article 4 §1 and provides that the most stringent shall apply (4 §2). For heavily modified and artificial water bodies, Article 4 §1 set out “specific objectives” for these specific water bodies. In Article 4 §3, strict criteria for the designation of artificial or heavily modified water bodies are described. Thereafter, a number of “exemptions” from the Art. 4 §1 objectives are introduced (see Article 4 §4 (extension of deadlines), §5 (less stringent objectives), §6 (temporary deteriorations) and §7 (new modifications)) which describe the conditions and the process in which they can be applied. It is recommended to avoid the term “derogations” since it is used differently in other EU legislation and has a different connotation in some EU languages. Finally, Article 4 §8 and §9 give general “minimum requirements” when applying the exemptions. 

During the preparations and extensive consultations of this document, a number of questions arose for which relevant observations and recommendations are discussed in more detail. These identified key issues are, in particular:   

· Article 5 results 

· Prioritised action 


· Relationship between exemptions 


· Less stringent objective


· Key terms 

· Scale 


· New modifications


· Associated water bodies


· Funding instruments


Moreover, as a starting point for a common understanding of the WFD environmental objectives, the following key messages have been identified in the preparatory process (further details, see enclosed background document): 


1. Artificial and heavily modified water bodies do not constitute a conventional objective or exemption. They are  specific water bodies – with thier own classification scheme and objectives – which is related to the other exemptions in requiring certain socio-economic conditions to be met before it comes to play.   


2. The so-called “exemptions” are an integral part of the environmental objectives set out in Article 4 and the planning process.


3. The translation of the WFD’s normative definitions into numeric class boundaries for good status is driven by a scientific-based approach.


4. Socio-economic considerations are fully addressed through the integrated mechanisms provided by the WFD, namely through “exemptions” from achieving Article 4 objectives (e.g. no-deterioration and good status in 2015) and through cost-effectiveness analysis.


5. If there is sufficient evidence that costs seem to be disproportionate, careful assessment and balanced decision-making on benefits and costs is an integral part of the Water Framework Directive, in particular through the “exemptions” tests.

6. The WFD provides for environmental objectives which should be achieved by the most cost-effective combination of measures. Cost-effectiveness assessment and public participation of proposed choices are the key instruments in this process.

7. The preliminary results of pressure and impact analysis reveal that the condition of our aquatic ecosystems is to some extent more worrying than anticipated or hoped for (based on 2004 not 2015 results). This is partially due to the non-achievement of objectives under other environmental/water legislation and the considerable lack of information about many aspects.

8. The objective setting and exemptions should be used to prioritise action in river basin plans and programme of measures (see figure 1 of background document).

9. The relationship between exemptions is not a hierarchy in the sense that some are easier to justify than others. However, the conditions for setting “less stringent objectives” require more information and in-depth assessment of alternatives than those for extending the deadline. Therefore, there should be a stepwise thinking process for considering what sort of exemption may be most appropriate (see figure 1 of background document).

10.  “Less stringent objective” represents the nearest quality one can get to “good status” given the impacts that are either infeasible or disproportionately expensive to address.

11. When applying exemptions, application of key terms and/or provisions in the exemptions needs to be done in an open and transparent manner in order to make the methodologies subject to consultation.

12. A harmonised, comparable and transparent approach for the application of the “exemptions” and the cost-effectiveness assessment should be co-ordinated within river basin districts and Member States. The appropriate scale of application of assessments may be different for different issues.

13. The planning of “new modifications” requires the carrying out of an environmental impact assessment which demonstrates, at least, that the criteria and conditions of Article 4 §7, but also 4 §8 and 4 §9, are met.

Summarising these key messages, the conclusion is that the WFD is based on a sound and integrated management of environmental quality in river basins which will enable the right choices for society, in particular the setting of ambitious objectives, the consideration of socio-economic and cost-effective aspects. However, there is still a lot of work to be done on objective setting and exemptions. Ongoing activities need to be continued with high priority and additional work in the Member States needs to start now. In particular, it appears that data availability for the justification of the exemption tests is still limited. Given the importance of a sound basis for using exemptions, this data gap should be closed in the coming years. 

3. Conclusion and next steps

The Water Framework Directive already provides for a stepwise approach to ensure that the achievement of the objectives and the related benefits and costs are being addressed in the management cycle. It follows from the above considerations that there is a sequence of steps which, for the first river basin management plan could be summarised as follows:

Step 1 (2004-2006): EU harmonisation of criteria for status assessment on the basis of common methodologies and approaches.


Step 2 (2005-2009): Evaluation of the most cost-effective measures and identification of potential socio-economic impacts including a public consultation of these issues.


Step 3 (2007 onwards): Monitoring of water quality.


Step 4 (2008-2009): The step 2 process culminate in setting objectives including, if necessary and appropriate, application of exemptions following public participation.

In addition, further activities and discussions within the Common Implementation Strategy process will deepen and widen the common understanding elaborated by this document.


During their discussion of the document on the meeting of 20/21 June 2005 in Mondorf-les-Bains, the Water Directors drew the following conclusions:

[Draft conclusions to be discussed and agreed on the meeting]


“We, the Water Directors of the European Union
, the Accession Countries
 and the EFTA Countries
, welcome this policy document “Environmental objectives under the Water Framework Directive”. It is a timely and valuable contribution to the ongoing discussions on the “heart” of the Directive, namely the ambitious objectives and the related exemptions. The lessons learnt from this constructive preparatory work will be essential for a successful implementation process. 


The Water Directors agree to publish the document and disseminated widely amongst the community of experts dealing with or interested in the implementation of the Directive. The Water Directors encourage the use of the observations and recommendations made in the preparation of the river basin management plans including, in particular, the programme of measures.”

Annex 1

Environmental objectives  under the Water Framework Directive
(Background Document)

(Revised draft, 10 June 2005)


4. Introduction


The environmental objectives of the Water Framework Directive
 are the core of this EU legislation providing for a long-term sustainable water management on the basis of a high level of protection of the aquatic environment. Inevitably, the achievement of these objectives will have enormous benefits for the protection of human health and environment. However, there are also economic consequences and implications to consider, both positive and negative. 


At the meeting of the Water Directors in Rome (24/25 November 2003), the Commission was invited to prepare a discussion paper on the implications of the environmental objectives set out in Article 4 of the Water Framework Directive. On the meeting of the Water Directors on 22/23 June 2004 in Dublin, a first discussion document on environmental objectives under the WFD was presented. Whilst the document was widely appreciated, the Water Directors invited the Commission (DG ENV D.2) to further develop this document with the assistance of a Drafting Group (members of Drafting Group enclosed). Following a wider consultation and a discussion in the Drafting Group, a revised discussion document (version 3.1) was presented to the Water Directors in Amsterdam on 2/3 December 2004. The Water Directors endorsed the general direction and agreed conclusion that should guide the finalisation of the document. Another round of written consultation in January/February and the work of the Drafting Group in March was incorporated in this final [draft] version of the document. In addition, the document was presented to a stakeholder workshop in Berlin (26/27 May 2005).

This background document supplements the policy summary presented and [presented to be] endorsed by the Water Directors on their meeting of 21/21 June 2005 under Luxemburg Presidency. The document describes the Article 4 of the WFD, the environmental objectives and exemptions (section 2), identifies the general benefits and costs of achieving these objectives (section 3) and discusses several key issues which were identified during the preparatory process (section 4). Final considerations round up the document (section 5).

5. Environmental objectives and exemptions

The environmental objectives and the exemptions are set under Article 4 of the Water Framework Directive. The subsequent paragraphs aim at describing the Article 4 in a summarised way and in the order presented in the Directive (for details please refer to Article 4 of Directive 2000/60/EC).


First, however, a common terminology is introduced in order to facilitate understanding. The Article 4 WFD sets out the “environmental objectives” mainly in Article 4 §1 and provides that the most stringent shall apply (4 §2). For heavily modified and artificial water bodies, Article 4 §1 point (a) indent (iii) sets out “specific objectives” for these specific water categories. In Article 4 §3, strict criteria for the designation of artificial or heavily modified water bodies are described.  

Thereafter, a number of “exemptions” from the Art. 4 §1 objectives are introduced (see Article 4 §4, §5, §6 and §7) which describe the conditions and the process in which they can be applied. It was recommended to avoid the term “derogations” since it is used differently in other pieces of EU legislation and has a different connotation in some EU languages. Finally, Article 4 §8 and §9 give general “minimum requirements” when applying the exemptions or designating heavily modified or artificial water bodies. 


Second, the main environmental objectives in the Directive are manifold and include the following elements (for details see Article 4 §1, (a) surface waters, (b) groundwaters and (c) protected areas):


· No deterioration of status for surface and groundwaters and the protection, enhancement and restoration of all water bodies;


· Achievement of good status by 2015, i.e. good ecological status (or potential) and good chemical status for surface waters and good chemical and good quantitative status for groundwaters;


· Progressive reduction of pollution of priority substances and phase-out of priority hazardous substances in surface waters
 and prevention and limitation of input of pollutants in groundwaters;

· Reversal of any significant, upward trend of pollutants in groundwaters;


· Achievement of standards and objectives set for protected areas in Community legislation.

It is important to note that where more than one of the objectives relates to a given body of water, the most stringent shall apply (Art. 4 §2), irrespectively of the fact that all objectives must be achieved. 



In order to achieve the specific objectives for heavily modified and artificial water bodies (i.e. good ecological potential and good chemical status), the provisions for designation (see Article 4 §3), contain elements of comparing the consequences of achieving the ‘good ecological status’ to a number of aspects including economic considerations. Moreover, the assessment of “good ecological potential” is linked to the possible mitigation measures
.

There has been a long debate whether these requirements should be interpreted as “alternative objectives” or “exemptions”. In both cases, however, the consequences for and the process of the implementation of the Directive are the same. It is recognised, though, that some elements of Article 4 §3 are similar to elements of the exemptions (e.g. the concept of disproportionate costs). Thus, consistency should be ensured in the application of these similar elements throughout the Directive. 
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		Artificial and heavily modified water bodies do not constitute a conventional objective or exemption. They are specific water bodies – with their own classification scheme and objectives – which is related to the other exemptions in requiring certain socio-economic conditions to be met before it comes to play.   





An integral part of the environmental objectives set out in Article 4 are the so-called exemptions (not “derogations”, see above). These exemptions range  from small-scale temporary exemptions to mid- and long term deviations from the rule “good status by 2015”
, and include the following aspects: 


· the extension of the deadline by two times six years, in other words, good status must be achieved by 2027 at the latest (Article 4 §4);


· the achievement of less stringent objectives under certain conditions (Article 4 §5);


· the temporary deterioration of the objectives in case of natural causes or “force majeur” (Article 4 §6);


· new modifications to the physical characteristics of a surface water body or alterations to the level of bodies of groundwater, or failure to prevent status deterioration of a body of surface water (including from high status to good status) as a result of new sustainable human development activities (Article 4 §7).

Common to all these exemptions are strict conditions to be met and a justification to be included in the river basin management plan. Furthermore, the assessment of the socio-economic impacts including the environmental and resource costs and benefits of achieving the objectives is one key element when considering the application of any exemption. 

Comparing the criteria for applying the various exemptions (or “exemption tests”), there are some similarities between them. Thus, it should be discussed how and when to apply particular exemptions and whether there is a certain sequence or hierarchy when applying them together (see chapter 4 for more details). 
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		The so-called “exemptions” are an integral part of the environmental objectives set out in Article 4 and the planning process.







Finally, paragraphs 8 and 9 of Article 4 introduce two principles applicable to all exemptions, 


· first, exemptions for one water body must not compromise achievement of the environmental objectives in other water bodies


· second, at least the same level of protection must be achieved as provided for by existing Community law (including those elements to be repealed) .


Coming back to the main objectives, it is important to understand that the normative definitions for the environmental objective of “good status” are described in the Directive in great detail in Annex V. However, the development of specific numerical criteria and classification schemes including class boundaries is described only as regards the process. The development of such criteria is still ongoing:

· For surface waters, the definition of “good chemical status” will, for priority substances
, be harmonised across the EU through environmental quality standards. Furthermore, for the purpose of the intercalibration process, Member States should put forward their assessments for where the boundaries between high/good and good/moderate ecological status lie as part of the intercalibration process. The classification systems should be finalised before the Member States are required to implement the monitoring systems starting at the end of 2006. The boundaries between high/good and good/moderate ecological status set by the Member States will be assessed as regards their consistency with the normative definitions in Annex V WFD and the comparability across Europe in the so-called intercalibration process. This needs to be decided by the WFD Committee two years after the publication of the register of intercalibration sites
. 

· For groundwaters, the criteria for “good quantitative status” are provided for in Annex V, point 2.1.2. Furthermore, the WFD sets out some criteria for “good groundwater chemical status” in Annex V, point 2.3.2.  In addition, the Commission proposal for a Groundwater Directive
 suggests further specific criteria for “good groundwater chemical status” for few substances (nitrates, pesticides). Moreover, the Commission proposed that Member States are requested to set national standards on the basis of a number of criteria and report them to the Commission with the aim to identify whether a further harmonisation of standards across Europe is necessary and feasible taking account of the different groundwater typology. The outcome of the ongoing co-decision process will have to be awaited to determine the exact nature of the process for setting further criteria for “good groundwater chemical status”.

The Directive clearly sets out the timetable and the decision making process for setting these criteria. Regarding timetable, the above-mentioned processes should be finalised by the end of 2005 and 2006 at the latest for groundwaters and surface waters respectively (see Art. 16, 17 and Annex V, 1.4.1 for details). 

The decision-making process differs for chemical and ecological status criteria. As mentioned above, on proposal of the Commission, the European Parliament and the Council adopt the specific criteria for “good chemical status”, both for surface and groundwaters (“co-decision process”). Regarding the “good ecological status”, Member States are required to develop their national classification schemes which should be consistent with the WFD Annex V provisions. In order to compare these national classification systems, the results of the above-mentioned intercalibration will be agreed through commitology. In other words, the Regulatory Committee established under Article 21 will give an opinion on the report presenting the final results of the intercalibration and the Commission will subsequently endorse and publish this report. 

Setting the criteria for the status classes should be based on the latest and best scientific knowledge which inevitably will improve with time. This should ensure that the purpose of the Directive can be achieved if those criteria for the water quality are met. Socio-economic considerations or technical feasibility should not play a role in the definition of what constitutes “good status”. However, e.g. for “good ecological status”, there is a distinction between the intercalibration process
 and the objective setting
. It is important that the intercalibration delivers a baseline from which all Member States can work. 
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		The translation of the WFD’s normative definitions into numeric class boundaries for good status is driven by a scientific-based approach.





Article 4 introduces options for testing applicability of exemptions
. These tests allow Member States to take full account of socio-economic considerations. The tests apply in relation to the costs and benefits associated with the measures that would be needed to achieve good status. They do not apply in relation to the translation of the Directive’s normative definitions into numeric class boundaries for good status.  


In addition to these exemption tests, the cost-effectiveness analysis required for the development of the programmes of measures ensures that the most sustainable solutions are being chosen as measures. Certain issues relating to cost-effectiveness have to be assessed on transboundary scale, in particular it should be shown in a transparent way what attempt has been made regarding the assessment and how the calculations have been carried out. A starting point is to use existing data and, if there are limitations, to apply a pragmatic approach.  
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		Socio-economic considerations are fully addressed through the integrated mechanisms provided by the WFD, namely through “exemptions” from achieving Article 4 objectives (e.g. no-deterioration and good status in 2015) and through cost-effectiveness analysis. 





What needs to be carefully considered when setting the criteria for environmental objectives are the uncertainties related to a fixed target. In the assessment of monitoring results there is always a likelihood of “false negative” or “false positive” results
. In addition, when setting the environmental standards, certain data may not be available or reliable to judge certain impacts (e.g. the occurrence of synergistic or antagonistic effects).  


Whilst for chemical status assessment, tools for the consideration of uncertainties are available, widely accepted and used, there are no agreed tools readily available as regards the ecological status assessment. The Working Group A on Ecological Status (ECOSTAT) is addressing this issue, amongst others, in the context of the development of a boundary setting protocol for the intercalibration exercise. This protocol should be finalised by the end of 2005.   


6. Benefits and costs


7. Benefits


The environmental objectives set in the Water Framework Directive shall ensure the long-term protection and the sustainable use of the water resources and prevent further deterioration. The achievements of these objectives will have numerous benefits and socio-economic gains for this and coming generations. When examining the proportionality of costs required for achieving the objectives, these benefits can and should be taken into account. Some examples of such benefits are listed below:

· Protection and enhancement of health and biodiversity of the aquatic ecosystem (in particular since good ecological status requires good quality of the structure and the functioning of this ecosystem).

· Protection of human health through water-related exposure (e.g. through  drinking, drinks and food production, bathing and consumption of fish, shellfish and seafood).

· Lower costs for water uses, e.g. water supply or fisheries and more cost effectively achieved improvements by reducing treatment and remediation costs (e.g. drinking water supply, sediment pollution).


· Improvement of efficiency and effectiveness of water policy based on the “polluters-pays principle” (in particular by adequate water pricing policies and cost-effectiveness assessment of measures, example: reduction of amount of water use per capita).


· Increased cost-effectiveness of water management, in particular of measures to implement and apply, for example the Nitrates, Urban Wastewater Treatment and IPPC Directives. 


· Integrated river basin management – as introduced by the WFD – should help authorities to maximise the economic and social benefits derived from water resources in an equitable manner instead of repeating the mistaken and fragmented approaches of the past, which dealt with problems in a local, and usually temporary, basis. This should translate, inter alia, in designing more cost-effective measures to meet the environmental objectives of other EU legislation (see above). Especially for new Member States, the cost-saving potential is great the lessons from the experiences in EU15 are learnt.
 

· Improvement of the quality of life by increasing the amenity value of surface waters (e.g. for visitors, tourists, water-sports users, conservationist) and by increasing its non-use value and all non-market benefits associated.

· Mitigation of impacts from climate change and security of water supplies (e.g. by forward planning in river basin management, water demand and supply management and mitigation of flood and drought events) 

· Mechanisms to address conflicts and regional disadvantages by balancing interests of different water users and creating a level playing field for water users across the EU
 (in particular by addressing and managing all demands on water resources from drinking water supply, agricultural and industrial uses, navigation, hydropower, etc. in a consistent and comparable way)

· Promotion of sustainable uses thereby creation of new jobs (e.g. in ecotourism, fisheries and nature conservation sector).  


Some of these benefits are financial like e.g. the saving of costs for water supply (economic benefits) and therefore can be expressed in monetary terms, or, if the acquisition of the corresponding data requires a disproportionate effort, can at least be estimated. However, on the basis of existing methodologies, it is difficult to attribute a monetary value to many types of environmental and social benefits. The existing Information Sheet on “Environmental and Resource Costs” clarifies many concepts and outlines a few examples of how to measure them in monetary terms. Another useful tool is the “Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Report”
 which includes substantial information on freshwater ecosystem values. Member States need to make an effort to value or assess social and environmental benefits/costs more appropriately than in the past. Without this, it is likely that many assessments of disproportionate costs, taking place as part of the WFD implementation, will be incorrect.  

However, it will not always be necessary to monetarise all costs and benefits. Member States will need to collect sufficient information on costs and benefits to support good decision making, taking into account the costs associated with the collection of the relevant information. There is a need for pragmatic approaches in order to be able to take benefits into account if this monetary information is incomplete or not fully available Some of these benefits may be assessed by using qualitative information. In other cases, an appropriate alternative may be the application of the “precautionary principle” or it might be possible to make a qualitative assessment of the benefits and to weigh them up against the costs. 

More work is required to achieve full assessment of benefits (monetary or not) derived from the implementation of measures under the WFD. It is expected that, e.g. the ongoing work on environmental costs (both within the WFD implementation as well as in a wider context
) will improve this situation.

7.1. Costs


While recognising the considerable benefits, achieving the environmental objectives may have additional costs on those water uses or “driving forces” which have a negative impact on the aquatic environment or beneficiaries from improvements and which have not – up until now – contributed to address such impacts (e.g. not paying for the water use). At the moment, these potential costs are not known for various reasons. First, it is impossible to determine the costs before criteria for the environmental objectives are available. The water quality has to be monitored in accordance with the Directive. Only when comparing the monitoring results with the environmental standards (as defined through Annex V WFD) will it be possible to assess the “distance to target” and thereby the required investments. Second, the costs are largely dependent on the choices of instruments and combination of measures that Member States will use. Third, application and enforcement of other water protection legislation, in particular the UWWD, NiD and the DWD, are inadequate in a number of countries and, thus, costs related to implementing those are easily, but wrongly, added to the costs of implementing the WFD. In the end, it is not always possible to distinguish between the water management costs incurred due to the implementation of the WFD, and the costs which would have been incurred in the absence of the WFD. However, this distinction is crucial for performing the different analysis of costs. If possible, the costs for basic measures according to existing EC water related directives (UWWD, IPPC, Nitrate etc.) can not be included directly into the analysis for justification of exemptions.

Independent of the lack of concrete cost-estimates, the Water Framework Directive incorporates mechanisms that the socio-economic impacts are properly addressed in the decision-making and that the least cost option is selected. The way that such considerations are addressed in the directive is mainly through the above-mentioned exemptions and the development of the programme of measures as an integral part of the planning process (see section 4 for more detail). 
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		If there is sufficient evidence that costs seem to be disproportionate, careful assessment and balanced decision-making on benefits and costs is an integral part of the Water Framework Directive, in particular through the “exemptions” tests.





Further to the considerations in the objectives, the socio-economic aspects and, in particular the cost-effectiveness, is a central part in the development for the programme of measures. The Member States should attempt to ensure that the combination of measures for achieving the environmental objectives is resulting in the least cost option after giving sufficient attention and consideration to environmental and resource costs. Such approaches, which should be applied on national or river basin, sub-basin or water body level, leave enough flexibility in order to address issues of concern
. 

Furthermore, the proposed options including the use of certain exemptions and the proposed programme of measures must be subject to public participation in which all interested parties, in particular the concerned water users and the environmental NGOs, are encouraged to be involved.  

		[image: image7.wmf]

		The WFD provides for environmental objectives which should be achieved by the most cost-effective combination of measures. Cost-effectiveness assessment and public participation of proposed choices are the key instruments in this process. 





8. Key issues

Since the start of the implementation process, considerable progress has been achieved to develop and enhance the common understanding of the various technical aspects of the Water Framework Directive across the EU. As the understanding of the processes and the knowledge of the criteria defining the good status increases, the question is being raised on what the consequences for the planning of the river basin plans, the preparation of measures and the setting of the environmental objectives including the related the socio-economic impacts may be. The current paper provides general reflections on some of the key issues. Practical examples were not included in the document but are increasingly available in the Member States. Some examples have been presented during the Workshop on “Environmental Objectives and Exemptions” on 26/27 May 2005 in Berlin
. However, it appears that there are only few examples available and that most of these do not necessarily have sufficient information and data to allow a sound application of the exemption tests. It will therefore be useful to continue collecting examples and highlight in particular those which can be used as a reference or good practice.   

The key issue identified during the consultation process are, in particular:


Article 5 results


The first preliminary results of the pressure and impacts analysis indicate that a high number of water bodies are “at risk or possibly at risk of failing the environmental objectives set out by the WFD”. In particular, the hydromorphological alterations mainly due to navigation, hydropower, flood defences and other uses and pressures from agriculture and urbanisation are a common concern across Europe. In some parts of the EU, insufficiently treated wastewater from municipalities and industries still plays a considerable role in the deterioration of water quality
. There are a number of factors which will enhance this situation regarding the achievement of the objectives such as the uncertainties of the analysis and the ‘worst case’ approach often followed
.

Other reasons for this situation are that the analysis incorporates those environmental objectives of other EU legislation which are not achieved yet (e.g. Urban Wastewater Treatment, IPPC or Nitrates Directives). In addition, the main environmental objectives of the WFD are broader and more challenging than previous environmental objectives. 


		[image: image8.wmf]

		The preliminary results of pressure and impact analysis  reveal that the condition of our aquatic ecosystems is to some extent more worrying than anticipated or hoped for (based on 2004 not 2015 results). This is partially due to the non-achievement of objectives under other environmental/water legislation and the considerable lack of information about many aspects.





Prioritised action


It is therefore unlikely that Member States will be able to address all the problems facing the water environment in a single planning cycle. The Directive allows for this by incorporating the use of exemptions as an integral part of the river basin planning process. The exemptions provide the means by which Member States can prioritise action to improve the water environment over a series of planning cycles. 

From the preliminary results of pressure and impact analysis it seems that there may be water bodies which cannot be brought to good status by 2015. Member States will not be able to tackle everything at once and will need to determine which of their water bodies are the highest priorities for action and which can be tackled later. 

The process of setting objectives for each water body is the proper mechanism for this prioritisation of actions to meet the Directive’s objectives. Use of exemptions may be more common in the first river basin planning cycle but will reduce steadily through the river basin planning cycles, as actions are taken and the Directive’s objectives are achieved.

		[image: image9.wmf]

		The objective setting and exemptions should be used to prioritise action in river basin plans and programme of measures (see figure 1).





Note to figure 1: Add to all green boxes a footnote with a text “to be confirmed by monitoring data”. 
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Figure 1: 
Stepwise thinking process for the considerations of exemptions from good status. For water bodies designated as heavily modified or artificial
, references in the Figure to ‘good status’ should be taken to mean ‘good ecological potential and good surface water chemical status’


Relationship between exemptions

In order to use the exemptions appropriately in the planning process, it should be recognised that the different elements of the exemptions are interrelated and should be considered in parallel rather than in sequence.


The decision making process should also factor in uncertainty (e.g. about the effectiveness of measures, changing pressures and impacts over time and knowledge of costs and benefits).


For example, a water body is at risk of not reaching good status by 2015. Measures could be taken which would improve some elements of its status but implementing all the measures needed to reach good status by 2015 would be disproportionately expensive. However, a major change in “environmental practices” is expected over the period 2017-2020. This should deliver improvements in the remaining quality elements.


If there is confidence that the change in “environmental practices” would quickly deliver sufficient improvements in the relevant quality elements, an extended deadline of good status by 2021 could be set. However, if there is uncertainty about what the effects of the change in “environmental practices” would be or how long they would take to deliver changes in ecological quality, it might be more appropriate to set a less stringent deadline for 2015 and reassess the situation when preparing the second river basin plan.


There will always be some uncertainty over whether and which measures will be effective in achieving the objectives set through the river basin planning process. Where monitoring or other data indicate that an objective set for a water body is unlikely to be achieved, Article 11 § 5 requires Member States to take such additional measures as may be necessary to achieve the established objectives. Where the additional measures necessary would be technically unfeasible or disproportionately expensive, Member States should revise the established objective in accordance with the provisions of Article 4 § 4 and 4 § 5, and include an update on the objective for the water body, the reasons for not achieving the former objective, the reasons for not taken additional measures and the measures taken to achieve the updated objective, in the following river basin management plan.
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		The relationship between exemptions is not a hierarchy in the sense that some are easier to justify than others. However, the conditions for setting “less stringent objectives” require more information and in-depth assessment of alternatives than those for extending the deadline. However, there should be a stepwise thinking process for considering what sort of exemption may be most appropriate (e.g. see figure 1).





Less stringent objective


The ecological and chemical status class of a water body are determined by a range of quality elements. If, for reasons of technical unfeasibility or disproportionate expense, one quality element cannot be restored to the condition required for good ecological or good chemical status, then the highest objective that can be set for the water body will be below good.


A ‘less stringent objective’ does not mean that (a) the other quality elements are permitted to deteriorate to the status dictated by the worst affected quality element or (b) the potential for improvement in the condition of other quality elements can be ignored.

The achievement of a so called “less stringent objective” may require the implementation of measures that are as stringent, if not more so, than the measures that are required for water bodies for which the objective is good status. 


For example, a water body has a less stringent objective set because of a significant abstraction that is disproportionately expensive to reduce. Achieving an EQS for a pollutant in such a water body may require more stringent discharge controls than would the achievement of the same EQS in a water body not subject to such an abstraction.

		[image: image12.wmf]

		“Less stringent objective” represents the nearest quality one can get to “good status” given the impacts that are either infeasible or disproportionately expensive to address.





Key terms


As mentioned earlier, the exemptions contain a number of conditions for their application. To some extent, these conditions are qualified by terms which are not easy to interpret. The most important terms are “disproportionately expensive”/”disproportionate costs’, “technically feasible”, “significantly better environmental option” or “sustainable (human) development”. It will hardly be possible to agree on a common application of these terms. Thus, it is even more important that the methodologies developed by the Member States are presented in an open and transparent manner so that they can be discussed in the public consultation process. 

		[image: image13.wmf]

		When applying exemptions, application of key terms and/or provisions in the exemptions needs to be done in an open and transparent manner in order to make the methodologies subject to consultation.





For some of these terms, guidance is already available. On “disproportionate costs”, the WATECO Guidance
 provides some reflections. On the “significantly better environmental option” or “sustainable (human) development” the application of the SEA or EIA Directive
 offers a legal framework to assess these aspects. On “overriding public interest”, the guidance document developed for the Article 6 of the Habitat Directive provides some reflections
.   

Scale


It should also be noted that the scale of the assessments is important and should be clarified in the preparation of the river basin management plan. For example, the cost-effectiveness of measures should take account of geographic target of these measures, i.e. upstream and/or downstream. It is recognised that different scales (national, basin, sub-basin, water body) may be appropriate for different assessments or different aspects of the same assessment. E.g. transboundary issues have to be assessed on a transboundary scale. However, the choice of the scale should be justified by the provisions of the WFD. Thereby, the fundamental concept of the WFD needs to be recognised which introduces the water resource management on a catchment scale.
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		A harmonised, comparable and transparent approach for the application of the “exemptions” and the cost-effectiveness assessment should be co-ordinated within river basin districts and Member States
. The appropriate scale of application of assessments may be different for different issues.





New modifications


Article 4 (7) has a considerable impact on new developments and modifications. For example, hydropower plants, flood protection schemes and future navigation projects are covered by this provision. The assessment of whether the criteria and conditions are met, need to be carried out in the planning stage. Thus, it makes sense to incorporate such an evaluation into the environmental impact assessment which has to be done for most of such types of projects. However, even if certain projects are not covered by the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive 85/337/EEC, article 4 (7) may apply. For plans and programmes affecting the environmental objectives of the WFD, the evaluation in accordance to 4 (7) should be incorporated into Strategic Environmental Assessment (Directive 2001/42/EC)
. 



		[image: image15.wmf]

		The planning of “new modifications” requires the carrying out of an environmental impact assessment which demonstrates, at least, that the criteria and conditions of Article 4 §7, but also 4 § 8 and §9, are met. 





After a new hydromorphological alteration has occurred, it may be subject to the application of the provisions for heavily modified water bodies in the subsequent river basin management plan if the conditions of Article 4 (3) apply. However, water bodies cannot be designated as HMWBs before the new modification has taken place because of the anticipation of the significant hydromorphological alteration. In any case for the designation of new HMWB’s the step by step approach developed with the HMWB Guidance Document should be applied without the “provisionally identification” after the evaluation in accordance to Art. 4 (7) has been carried out.

Associated water bodies


Article 4 § 8 specifies that when applying an exemption to a water body, “a Member State shall ensure that the application does not permanently exclude or compromise the achievement of the objectives of this Directive in other bodies of water within the same river basin district and is consistent with the implementation of other Community environmental legislation.” This minimum requirement contains two elements, first the linkages between water bodies and second, the consistency with other environmental legislation. The latter should ensure that, under no circumstances, the exemptions under the WFD are being used in order to derogate from requirements imposed by other relevant EU Directives. 


Regarding the link between water bodies, the application of this requirement will depend strongly on the approach applied for the identification of water bodies. It is clear that there cannot be an automatic mechanism for justifying exemptions in an adjacent water body on the basis of an assessment carried out for another water body. This does not necessarily imply that the reasons (e.g. water uses or significant pressures) for justifying an exemption must always be located within the water body for which the exemption is sought for. Concrete “best practice examples” should be exchanged in order to avoid the risk of misapplication of this essential provision.  

Funding instruments

Finally, it is evident that the assessment of the proportionality (or dis-proportionality) of costs may be dependent on the funding options. In this regards, the possibility to use EU funding instruments will influence the discussion and decision-making in the Member States. In particular, the Common Agricultural Policy, the Financing Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (or future European Fischeries Fund), the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund may be applicable. It will need to be identified which measures required by the river basin management plan (which includes the programme of measures) are eligible for any of these funds. Ongoing activities under the Common Implementation Strategy will provide useful input to this end. 

9. Final considerations

The discussion paper introduces the key elements as regards the environmental objectives of the Water Framework Directive and the approach on how benefits and socio-economic consequences are being integrated into the management cycle in the river basin districts.  

The Water Framework Directive already provides for a stepwise approach to ensure that the achievement of the objectives and the related benefits and costs are being addressed in the management cycle. It follows from the above considerations that there is a sequence of steps which, for the first river basin management plan could be summarised as follows.


Step 1 (2004-2006): EU harmonisation of criteria for status assessment on the basis of common methodologies and approaches.

Step 2 (2005-2009): Evaluation of the most cost-effective measures and identification of potential socio-economic impacts including a public consultation of these issues.


Step 3 (2007 onwards): Monitoring of water quality.

Step 4 (2008-2009): The step 2 process culminate in setting objectives including, if necessary and appropriate, application of exemptions following public participation.
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		The WFD is based on a sound and integrated management of environmental quality in river basins which will enable the right choices for society, in particular the setting of ambitious objectives, the consideration of socio-economic and cost-effective aspects etc. 





The objective setting and exemptions process is fundamental to river basin plans and programmes of measures, and will be a lengthy and complex process involving many stakeholders. It will involve the coordinated assessment of technical, social and economic issues. Member States can and should begin now if they are to be in a position to consult on draft water body objectives in the draft RBMP in 2008; implement measures; and achieve the relevant objectives by 2015. 

However, the process of objective setting does not stop after the first planning cycle but is dynamic and iterative which means that it should be further developed and improved on the basis of experiences in the first RBMP. It is likely that the number of water bodies for which exemptions are applied will be decreasing within the second and third planning cycle but the application will have to be adapted each time. 

One particular long-term issue to be further explored and discussed in the future is the consequences of climate change for the   Water Framework Directive. The assessment methods for good status (e.g. typology and reference conditions for ecological status classification), will have to be further developed in the light of the predicted changes in climatic conditions
.
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		There is a lot of work to be done on objective setting and exemptions. Ongoing activities need to be continued with high priority and additional work in the Member States needs to start now.





The Common Implementation Strategy serves already as a platform to exchange information and cooperate in order to learn from the various processes in the different Member States or river basin districts.  It may be necessary to intensify this cooperation on some particular aspects of the issues mentioned above, during the work programme 2005/2006 and beyond.
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Appendix 2

Water Framework Directive Objectives Workshop

Berlin, 26 – 27 May 2005

- main findings – 

1. Exemptions under the WFD must not be used if other EU legislation would be compromised.


2. Figure 1 in the COM paper
 illustrating the stepwise process is accepted: Use first the extended deadlines. Only if this is not sufficient the less stringent objectives can be applied. All information needed for the decision on exemptions must be on the desk before starting the stepwise process.


3. Legally it is not possible to extend the deadlines from 2027 onwards (except for natural reasons). If necessary, less stringent objectives have to be applied. The message is: all mitigation measures have to be done until 2027 at the latest.


4. Cost-effectiveness assessment has to be done before the assessment of proportionality. Certain issues have to be assessed on a transboundary scale. In a transparent way it should be shown how the assessment/calculation has been tried. Use the existing information and data, see the limitations and be pragmatic. 


5. Make reasonable efforts to collect environmental cost and benefit information.


6. Proportionality of costs is an open issue: work on it! The costs for basic measures according to existing EC water related directives (UWWD, IPPC, Nitrate etc.) can not be included into the cost-benefit analysis for justification of exemptions.


7. Effects on associated water bodies outside of the RBD (e.g. marine areas) have to be taken into account (e.g. eutrophication). This is an ongoing issue in regional marine conventions, too.


8. HMWBs have specific objectives with an ambitious goal. The designation as HMWB does not mean that we do nothing.


9. In case of significant pollution there is a need for more clarity regarding the role of natural conditions as a reason for less stringent objectives.


10. Start the exemption setting process early and discuss it open with your neighbours in transboundary river basins. 


� 	[Include reference to the published workshop report]



� 	Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, France, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, the European Commission and the European Environment Agency 



� 	Bulgaria, Romania



� 	Iceland, Norway, Switzerland and Liechtenstein



�  	European Parliament and Council Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy (OJ L 327, 22.12.2000, p. 1) as amended by Decision 2455/2001/EC (OJ L 331, 15.12.2001, p.1).



� 	pollution of “other pollutants” than PS and PHS need to be reduced by Member States in accordance with Article 11 (3) (k) WFD. 



� 	See Guidance Document No. 4 on AWB and  HMWB for more detail. [check reference]



� 	or “good ecological potential by 2015 ” for HMWB and AWB.



� 	A Commission proposal is under development with the aim of presentation in 2005.



� 	The register of intercalibnration sites is finalised and the WFD Committee issued a favourable opinion on 20 May 2005. The Commission will adopt and publish the formal decision on the network shortly. Thus, the deadline for publication of results of the intercalibration exercise will be mid-2007 in accordance to Annex V, section 1.4.1, point viii and ix.



� 	COM(2003) 550 final of 19/09/2003



� 	which is about agreeing the general meaning of the status classes for each water body typology in order to ensure consistency with the WFD and comparability between the classification systems of the Member States.



� 	which is about setting individual objectives (not status class as in footnote above) for each water body, having considered current status/potential and whether or not exemptions apply.



�  For more detail, refer to Guidance Documents No. 7 on Monitoring and No. 13 on Classification.



� 	[include reference to recent EEA report on efficiency of UWWT Directive implementation]



� 	and with non-EU countries sharing a river basin with the EU.



� 	http://www.maweb.org//en/index.asp



� 	Reference to new RTD project under FP6 (under scientific support to policy priority)



� 	Reference to new RTD project under FP6 (under scientific support to policy priority)



� 	In addition, the activity on “cost-effectiveness assessment” under WG B of the WFD CIS Work Programme 2005/2006 will provide further input in this debate.



� 	[Include reference to the published workshop report]



� 	For a more systematic overview on the key issues emerging from the article 5 reports, please refer to the document prepared by Working Group B [include reference to NL paper].



� 	For more details see document “Principles and communication of results of the first analysis under the WFD” [INCLUDE REFRENCE]



� The CIS Guidance Document No. 4 on the identification and designation of heavily modified and artificial water bodies provides guidance on the application of the Article 4 § 3 tests for deciding if a water body can be designated as heavily modified or artificial. These tests include consideration of whether the changes to the hydromorphological conditions necessary to achieve good status could be made without significant adverse impacts on the wider environment or on a specified water use.



�  All information needed for the decision on exemptions should be on the desk before starting the stepwise process, especially the economic data and assessments, which make it possible to test the proportionality of costs, which is one assumption for the achievement of good status



� 	[reference to WATECO Guidance]



� 	[reference to SEA Guidance]



� 	“Methodological guidance on the provisions of Article 6 (3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EC: Assessment of plans and projects significantly affecting Natura 2000 sites” [reference]



� 	It is the duty of the European Commission to ensure that a harmonised, comparable and transparent approach on implementing the Water Framework Directive is taking place in-between Member States and in-between river basin districts. The WFD Common Implementation Strategy is a contribution to this process. 



� 	See guidance document on the implementation of the SEA Directive:	 http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/eia/sea-support.htm



�  For more details, refer to [reference to JRC « water and climate change » report]



� 	Discussion document on environmental objectives under the water framework directive, draft, 12th May 2005, Version 4.0.See figure 1 of this document.







�An alternative form of words for the principle – which avoids the need to be categoric
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Sitzung am 20.04.2005 in Frankfurt




Rainer Fuchs (Obmann)


Hessisches Ministerium für Umwelt, 


ländlichen Raum und Verbraucherschutz


Mainzer Str. 80


65189 Wiesbaden


0611-815-1350


Ergebnisprotokoll der Sitzung am 20. April 2005

Sitzungsort:
Regierungspräsidium Darmstadt, Abteilung Umwelt Frankfurt

Teilnehmer:
Herr Ewens (BMU), 
Herr Fuchs (Obmann, Hessen), 
Frau Dr. Kopf (Bayern), 
Herr Dr. Matthias (Baden-Württemberg)
Frau Dr. Pawlowski (NRW)
Frau Dr. Rathje (Mittelrheinische Treuhand für Rheinland-Pfalz), 
Herr Dr. Rechenberg (Umweltbundesamt), 
Herr Wiedemann (Niedersachsen), 
Herr Dr. Wiethe-Körprich (Bayerischer Gemeindetag)



entschuldigt: 
Herr Interwies (Ecologic), 
Herr Jedlitschka (Bayern)
Herr Kloppmann (Mecklenburg-Vorpommern), 
Herr Mühlberg (Brandenburg), 
Herr Wagner (Thüringen)


TOP 1:
Verabschiedung des Protokolls vom 27.01. 2005

Das Protokoll wurde angenommen, die endgültige Fassung wird per e-mail versandt und in den Wasserblick eingestellt. 


TOP 2:
Verschiedenes

TOP 2a:
Reporting Sheet ECO 1
Die Wasserdirektoren haben auf ihrer Sitzung am 2./3.12.2004 den „2005 Reporting Guidance“ verabschiedet. Frau Dr. Rathje überprüft, inwieweit die im Reporting Sheet „Economic Analysis“ (Version 8 vom 17. November 2004) enthaltenen Datenanforderungen von den Bundesländern erfüllt werden können.

TOP 2b:
Aktuelle Informationen – Termine – Aktivitäten internationaler Gremien

· Frau Dr. Pawlowski bittet um Anregungen zum Papier „Environmental Objektives Under The Water Framework Direktive“. Sie wird das Papier den Mitgliedern des EU ECON per e-mail zur Verfügung stellen.

· Herr Dr. Rechenberg hat mit e-mail vom 01.04.2005 über die Aktivitäten der WG B zum Thema „Cost Effectiveness Analysis“ (CEA) berichtet. Die Mitglieder des EU ECON werden gebeten, Herrn Dr. Rechenberg Anmerkungen und Anregungen für die weiteren Arbeiten der Drafting group (DG CEA) mitzuteilen.

· Herr Ewens kündigte einen Workshop des BMU zur weiteren Umsetzung der Wirtschaftlichen Analyse an. Der Workshop wird am 7. und 8. Juli in Leipzig stattfinden. Zur Vorbereitung des Workshops sollte der EU ECON ein Thesenpapier erarbeiten. Der Workshop soll auch zur Erarbeitung von Inhalten des Arbeitspapiers zur Umsetzung der wirtschaftlichen Analyse in der Wasserrahmenrichtlinie (vgl. TOP 4) genutzt werden. Vereinbart wurde daher, dass die Beiträge der Mitglieder zum Arbeitspapier auch an Herrn Ewens gesandt werden. Herr Ewens leitet aus diesen Beiträgen ein Thesenpapier für den Workshop ab.

· Leitbänder (Anfrage des Statistischen Bundesamtes, Frau Hein)
Die Leitbänder werden nicht zentral verwaltet. Der EU ECON bittet, die so genannten „qualifizierten Leitbänder“ anzuwenden. Der Obmann informiert Frau Hein diesbezüglich.

TOP 2c:
Novellierung des Umweltstatistikgesetzes

Das Gesetz zur Straffung der Umweltstatistik wurde in den Ausschüssen des Bundesrates behandelt. In verschiedenen Anträgen wurde eine Reduzierung der Angaben zum Bereich Abwasser vorgeschlagen. BMU, Herr Ewens befürchtet dadurch künftig eine erhebliche Verschlechterung der Datenlage und bittet die Mitglieder, im Rahmen ihrer Möglichkeiten auf eine Beibehaltung des bisherigen Erhebungsumfanges hinzuwirken.


TOP 3:
Subvention und Kostendeckung

Frau Dr. Kopf hat mit e-mail vom 13.04.2005 einen erläuternden Text zum Subventionsbegriff übersandt. Sie wird diesen Text an die Mitglieder des EU ECON weiterleiten. Die Mitglieder werden gebeten, ggf. ergänzende Unterlagen an den Obmann zu senden. 

TOP 4:
Arbeitspapier zur Umsetzung der wirtschaftlichen Analyse in der Wasserrahmenrichtlinie

Die LAWA hat den EU ECON gebeten, bis zur nächsten LAWA VV am 27. / 28.9.2005 ein Arbeitspapier zur weiteren Umsetzung der wirtschaftlichen Analyse in der Wasserrahmenrichtlinie vorzulegen. In der Sitzung wurde die beiliegende Gliederung erarbeitet und die entsprechenden Arbeitsaufträge besprochen.



[image: image1.emf]Arbeitspapier WA -  Stand 25.04.2005




TOP 5:
Weiterer Zeitplan

Folgender Zeitplan für die weiteren Schritte wurde vereinbart:


· Beiträge zum Arbeitspapier bis 4. Mai an Herrn Ewens und den Obmann


· Abstimmung des bzw. der Rohentwürfe per e-mail sodann


· Nächste Sitzung EU ECON am 16. Juni in Frankfurt, Beginn 10:00 Uhr

· Workshop BMU am 7. / 8. Juli in Leipzig 


· Einarbeiten der Ergebnisse des Workshops bei einer Sitzung im Juli und Erarbeitung Entwurf Arbeitspapier


· Abstimmung des Entwurfes per e-mail


· LAWA VV September – Präsentation des Arbeitspapiers


Wiesbaden, den 25. April 2005

gez. Rainer Fuchs

Rainer Fuchs
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Arbeitspapier zur Umsetzung der wirtschaftlichen Analyse 



in der Wasserrahmenrichtlinie



1
Einleitung



2
Ablauf und Einbindung der WA



Beschreibung was ist WA und wie ist sie verknüpft mit anderen Bereichen



3
Arbeitsgebiete der wirtschaftlichen Analyse


3.1
Beiträge zu anderen fachlichen Arbeitsschritten bei der Aufstellung von Maßnahmenprogrammen


Baseline-Szenario 


Herr Wiedemann erstellt den Beitrag



Anmerkungen: In D derzeit keine Notwendigkeit gesehen, Diskussion im BMU Workshop „Was gibt es? - Wo werden Einsatzmöglichkeiten bei der WA gesehen?“


Beitrag zur Auswahl der kosteneffizientesten Maßnahmenkombinationen


Herr Dr. Rechenberg erstellt den Beitrag


Frau Pawlowski übersendet ergänzende Unterlagen


Herr Rechenberg spricht Herrn Interwies wegen laufender Vorhaben in anderen Ländern an.


Fuchs liefert Beitrag zu Bewertungsverfahren


Ausnahmetatbestände


Frau Pawlowski ertellt den Beitrag



Anmerkung Frau Kopf –sollte ein konkretes Verfahren vorgeschlagen werden?


3.2
Eigene Aufgaben der wirtschaftlichen Analyse


Kostendeckung und Wassergebühren


Frau Dr. Rathje erstellt den Beitrag


4.
Weitere Arbeiten - Arbeitshilfen 


Die konkreten Arbeitsschritte und Aufträge sind aus den Papieren unter 3 abzuleiten


· Pilotprojekte und deren Themenstellungen


Der Obmann schreibt die Länder an und bittet um Angabe der Pilotprojekte, in denen die Fragen der WA behandelt werden.


· Hinweise zur ergänzenden Datenerhebung 



· Hinweise zur Ausweisung von Ausnahmetatbeständen



· ….
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