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1 General discussion on guidance 

- GEP guidance is needed asap to support the 3
rd

 RBMPs. The main bulk of guidance text should 
be agreed with MS within 2018, even though the guidance will be finally adopted in 2019. Al-
ready in 2019, the pressures and impact analysis for the next planning cycle will be updated, 
including a GEP risk assessment. The new GEP guidance should support MS in this process. 

- We should keep in mind that the new guidance is an Addendum to an existing guidance, and not 
a new Guidance document. 

- Consultation with ECOSTAT should be organised in steps, identifying the key issues/questions 
which need clarification in each step: 

o Step 1: Guidance for consultation should include: 

 proposed flow-charts,  

 list of mitigation measures for library,  
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 guidance on significant adverse effect on use 

 explanation on key concepts, e.g. comparable water types 

2 Chapter 4 / Minimum requirements 

- Chapter 4 on Minimum requirements will be taken out of the outline as a chapter and relevant 
text elements will be included in the description of the steps of the new MEP/GEP flow-chart 
as well as the flow-chart on ruling out measures 

- Minimum requirements are related to WFD Annex V but also to the assessment of significant 
adverse effects (SAE) 

- Linking the assessment of SAE to the definition of MEP may result in situations where the MEP 
includes no water in the water body. E.g. in NO and SE, a number of WBs have no water at 
GEP. 

- Cases of depleted reaches: For example, in Norway there are large-scale transfers which result 
in large rivers being totally dry (inside fish zone). The water transfer is needed for the use. 
Still, numerical evidence and proof is needed that allowing water for the river (which can be a 
substantial amount of water) has significant adverse effect on the use. 

- The wording in Annex V 1.2.5. was discussed. “In particular” (with respect to migration of fauna 
and appropriate spawning and breeding grounds) in the MEP definition (hymo elements) 
means “no-regret”. In practice, this means that you have to take relevant mitigation measures 
even if they have a SAE on the use. 

- An aquatic ecosystem is needed at MEP/GEP, thus MEP/GEP cannot mean a water body with-
out water. 

- Exceptions to this are possible, e.g. for upstream short stretches of rivers without fish. 

- Turning a river into a dry river needs an exemption (see the relevant recommendation of the 
JRC technical report on storage).  

- Artificial water bodies (AWB): As there was no biology present before, minimum requirements 
cannot include biological requirements. 

3 Chapter 5 / Flow-charts on MEP/GEP 

- The flow-chart to be used for MEP/GEP definition is the one presented by Sebastian, in a ver-
sion slightly modified by Martina/Wouter 
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-  

- For the next draft (Draft 1 of the guidance), text-blocks should be prepared to illustrate each of 
the key steps on this flow-chart. 

- The flow-chart combines the Prague and the CIS approach. Both approaches are acceptable, if 
one knows well the links/relationships between biology-morphology. 

- GEP definition should work for single WB but it is also possible to group WB (if MS have many 
HMWB) 

- Aim is to harmonise GEP definition across MS to achieve a more transparent process. 

- Step (A) should describe the main situations for the identification of water category: 

o Former river -> lake 

o River -> river 

o Lake -> lake 

o Lake -> river 

- Step (B) should make a link to the identification of “no-regret” mitigation measures with an ex-
planation on what is a functioning aquatic ecosystem (see also issues noted above under 
Chapter 4). This can be done by including an additional bullet point on the need to take the 
“no-regret” measures on continuum or adding issue to 2

nd
 bullet point. This aspect will also be 

reflected in the revised flow-chart for the selection and ruling out measures in Chapter 7. 

- Also the term “continuum” should be explained, noting that water, sediment and at least fish (as 
BQE) are needed. For lake reservoirs, macrophytes are also needed for a functioning aquatic 
ecosystem. 
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- Continuum explanation should address both longitudinal and lateral continuum. 

- “Best approximation” (to ecological continuum) also needs explanation. “Best approximation” 
cannot mean “no continuum”. This term needs further work by the GEP core group. 

- Ecological continuum should not only be guaranteed for the HMWB but also for the upstream 
and downstream water bodies. 

- Differentiate between long-distance migrating fish (population impacted by chain of barriers) and 
short-distance migrating fish (for which a chain of barriers is not so relevant). 

- A text box can be introduced on these issues called “Check of approximation to continuum” (in-
stead of calling it “minimum requirement”). 

- Step (D) on comparable types: the guidance should work out normative definitions for different 
types (key types), e.g. rivers, lakes, TraC, within / outside fish zone 

- Step (D) change title from “choose” to “adapt” or “identify” type 

- The already developed generic cases on water storage can be included as examples in different 
parts of the guidance. 

- The message should be that MS can (but not must) develop types of HMWB. The GEP guid-
ance can give ideas on how to do so, e.g. for storage. 

- The guidance should be explicit with examples on comparable types. E.g. when a river changes 
to an impoundment, it is not necessary to change the type but the size, e.g. changing from 
small brook to river). Otherwise, the new type may result in new (higher) nutrient conditions. 

- The first option should be to try to optimise the natural water body type (close to GES). 

- In this process, there may be exceptions. Important is to verify if the new hymo conditions are a 
good reason for changed nutrient levels. In the case of impoundment, usually temperature 
conditions can be different; the hymo conditions in some cases may change the physic-
chemical conditions. 

- Martina/Wouter have prepared an additional flow-chart with different routes depending on 
whether or not there is a comparable water body type. This will be added into this chapter. 
Examples should be developed to illustrate the arguments in this flow-chart, e.g. on im-
poundments. 

- Step (H) should include also the EQS. Guidance should state that conditions for chemical status 
have to be met. 

- It was agreed that the term “slight changes” is not to be described in detail. 

- Differentiation between GEP definition and implementation of measures is crucial for the whole 
document and in particular for the connected planning processes in MS (though knowing that 
parts of both are closely inter-connected and even partly the same) 

4 Chapter 6 / Mitigation measures 

-  Sebastian has prepared brief introductory text for this chapter, to be used in the next draft ver-
sion. 

- Sebastian shared the latest versions of the mitigation measures tables for water storage and 
land drainage (now uploaded also on Sharepoint). 

- Rivers and lakes are addressed in these tables (lakes due to storage), but not TraC. 

- These tables should ideally include information on hymo effects (on basic hymo components) 
and ecological effects (how much will the measure improve the ecological condition?). Effi-
ciency can be indicated with symbols for Hymo and BQEs (+++, ++, +). 

- For the guidance, summarising tables of the measures should be used within chapter 6.  

- Guidance should indicate the measures which we usually/normally expect to address certain 
modifications 

Kommentar [ek1]: Addition point 
sent by Sebastian via email during 
meeting, but not discussed 



 

5 

 

- Sources mentioned to support the mitigation measures tables can include the JRC technical re-
ports, the REFORM wiki, the EU project NWRM.eu. 

- ECOSTAT should be provided both with the summarising tables and the detailed Excel tables 
(for first consultation).  

- Table on mitigation measures on navigation has still too many details. 

- Note on “trap, transport and release” that measure is not self-sustainable. The same goes for 
similar transport measures for sediments (these are not self-sustainable). 

- It needs to be explored if a separate flow-chart on the “selection/relevance” of mitigation 
measures is needed or whether the “selection/relevance” of measures can be combined with 
the flow-chart on “ruling out” measures (see chapter 7.1). Relevant issues for the “selec-
tion/relevance” of measures include: the water uses, the key hymo impacts, questions on the 
extent to which the measure is ecologically beneficial. 

- Chapter 6 should also explain that certain measures can have different ranges of ambition. This 
can be explained with the example of e-flows. This measure should not be excluded immedi-
ately, but different ambitions should be tested first. For this reason, for GEP definition, 
measures ruled-out in the HMWB designation process should be re-considered. For instance: 

o When discussing the achievement of GES, 100l of flow will likely have a significant ef-
fect on the use (and thus, water body is HMWB) 

o However, a different volume of water can be considered as a mitigation measure for 
GEP definition, e.g. 50l may have a significant or not significant effect on use 

-  

5 Chapter 7.1 / Flow-charts on ruling out measures 

- Michael’s flow-chart is being used as a starting point. It has been slightly modified by 
Wouter/Martina. It was agreed that a revised version of this flow-chart will be provided by 
Wouter/Michael by 23 March to Eleftheria. 

- The flow-chart on ruling out measures should connect to step (B) of the flow-chart on MEP/GEP. 

- Explanation should be provided on the term “practicable” measures. 

- Emphasise that mitigation measures should be chosen that are most suitable (ecologically 
beneficial) for the specific hymo alterations present at site. 

- In general, the flow-chart shows a more bottom-up approach (at WB level) 

- The flow-chart might be missing the step of ruling out measures because of only “slight effect”. 
This seems to be included in the box “If the library has >1 measure to address the impact, 
choose the most ecologically beneficial given the characteristics of the site”. 

- “Is the mitigation measure in place and adequate” should say “Are all mitigation measures in 
place and adequate”? 

- Clear definition of “Technical feasibility” based on Feasibility studies. In particular important to 

separate the “Technical feasibility” from e.g. “Legal feasibility”, “Resource feasibility” and “Fi-

nancial feasibility” 

6 Notes on other chapters 

- Chapter 2: Role of hydromophology. Martina to draft a concise version of the Madrid final con-
clusions, to be used as basis for the 1

st
 draft of the GEP guidance. 

o Last item of proposed content to be deleted (“Many countries use hymo directly to say 
if a WB is at less than GES and for HMWB designation (hymo as proxy)” 

o Madrid workshop report (Part 1 and Part 2) should be uploaded on Sharepoint when 
they are finalised. 

Kommentar [ek2]: Addition point 
sent by Sebastian via email during 
meeting, but not discussed 
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o Resource document on hydromorphology is planned to be produced with consultant 
support by end 2018. The resource document should combine the conclusions from 
the Madrid workshop on hydromorphology and the upcoming workshop on classifica-
tion. The resource document should also identify key issues for further work. 

- Chapter 3.1. Short re-cap of HMWB designation process to be included (as it will be prepared 
for discussion paper of SAE workshop). Key principles need to be emphasised again (these 
can be drafted later) 

- Chapter 3.3. Martina to check issues that were covered in the Madrid workshop conclusions and 
possibly integrate into chapter 2. 

o Issues included in the outline of chapter 3.3, which were not discussed in Madrid, 
should be addressed in the upcoming classification workshop. 

o Short text on space/time lag issues and their relevance to correlations between BQEs 
and hymo to be prepared by Veronika/Martina for 1

st
 draft of the GEP guidance. 

- Chapter 7.3 should be integrated in chapter 8. 

- Chapter 8. Links to less stringent objectives. Draft guidance should elaborate that justification for 
an exemption under art. 4.5 is tough. Chapter 8 will be drafted at later stage. 

o Exemptions (reaching GEP not possible) -> in general exemptions should be few cas-

es according to different EC statements -> What happens if there are several exemp-

tions, e.g. on HMWB caused by land availability reasons (particularly in the low-

lands)? 

- Chapter 9. Reporting: 

o The list of mitigation measures (for GEP definition) from the Annex of the Reporting 
Guidance 2016 may be modified to reflect better the proposed mitigation measures in 
the new GEP guidance. 

- New chapters/sections: 

o A chapter on monitoring ecological potential should be added to the guidance (but this 
will be developed after the ECOSTAT meeting in May). To be added before chapter 9 
on “Reporting”. 

o One separate section to be added towards the end of the guidance document on “mul-
tiple pressures”. For example, this should address situations where a water body 
could be at GEP, but due to nutrient pollution, it is at moderate potential. 

o A separate chapter (e.g. new Chapter 9 “Implementation of mitigation measures and 

other River Basin Management aspects”) with indications for implementation of 

measures would help to more clearly differentiate the River Basin management as-

pects from the aspects according to the definition of environmental objectives (e.g. 

GEP definition) aspects; this chapter could include particularly: 

 Flow chart for selection of measures for implementation (for consistency rea-

sons: should be valid for CIS and measure approach) 

 Connections to “reality”, e.g. costs of measures (which should not be included 

in Chapter 6, but could still be linked to the steps in chapter 7) or land availa-

bility that might lead to exemptions 

 Aspects on scale and significance of impacts (as this is much related to the 

water body level, but has a strong general meaning and should not be includ-

ed in Chapter 6) 

 Multiple pressures (and other effects that need to be taken into account in 

River Basin Management Planning, e.g. scale aspects if Reservoirs have se-

Kommentar [ek3]: Addition point 
sent by Sebastian via email during 
meeting, but not discussed 
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vere impacts on water bodies downstream that might determine the biological 

conditions for NWB/HMWB e.g. through temperature alteration) 

 As sub-chapter existing Chapter 9 according to reporting in RBMPs 

7 Workshop on significant adverse effects (SAE) 

- Issues for the agenda: 

o Agenda will include discussion in breakout groups. For the breakout groups, flood pro-
tection and agriculture can possibly be combined. 

o  In the breakout groups, the benefits of the uses should be highlighted on different 
levels; from national to local. 

o The workshop should also support the distinction between SAE and costs for 
measures (linked to exemptions). Programme may include a presentation on the rel-
evant elements of the WATECO guidance and the SAE aspects in CIS Guidance 
no.4 (possibly by new expert on economics in DG ENV Water Unit). 

o The workshop agenda can include stakeholder presentations. These presentations 
should address key questions to be provided to stakeholders in advance; these 
should be the same questions as those put up for discussion in the breakout groups. 
E.g hydropower stakeholder should provide examples of a case where a fish pass 
has a SAE on the use and a case where it has not). 

o Candidate stakeholders for presentations: Eurelectric, navigation (Jan Brooke or other 
speaker to be proposed), Copa-Cogeca (irrigation supply and morphological issues 
from agriculture), floods (expert from Austria or Ireland) 

o Include coastal/transitional waters in discussion; relevant uses are flood protection, in-
land navigation, but the relevant criteria and measures are similar. 

o It would be useful to have a presentation on the wider environment in the plenary (na-
ture protection, heritage e.g. water mills) 

o There are also cross-cutting issues which are relevant to this workshop. E.g. 
measures on flood protection on the coast may have an impact on navigation. This 
should be raised as an issue in the discussion paper and be addressed also in the 
workshop agenda (e.g. as an item for the group discussions or as a plenary item on 
the 2

nd
 day). Use of water for tourism/recreation is also relevant for a session on mul-

tiple purposes. 

- Discussion paper: 

- Discussion paper should explain which are the main uses; what an effect on the use means: 
what are the criteria for assessing significance (use the AT criteria as source of examples) 

- Uses of relevance to the workshop: hydropower, water supply, irrigation (all related to storage), 
flood protection, navigation, agricultural drainage. 

- The discussion paper should present the key uses (look at 1
st
 table in Guidance no.4) 

- The results on numbers of HMWB per use should be presented at the workshop, with some 
more information on what could be behind certain uses. E.g. urbanisation may need some 
explanation as it is often combined with flood protection. Also flood protection is a use with 
different benefits in agricultural areas (food production) and urban areas (civil protection) 

- The list of uses and impacts can be presented at the workshop to the users and ask them for 
further ideas on other types of effects. 

- Workshop discussion should focus on concrete figures/thresholds. Main question is what is con-
sidered as “significant” effect for different uses?  

- The assessment of SAE requires numerical information.  

Kommentar [ek4]: Addition point 
sent by Sebastian via email during 
meeting, but not discussed 
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- Discussion paper for workshop can make proposals on what a SAE might be for the key uses 
(e.g. for loss ob based load production; what is significant, what is not significant – give some 
example of thresholds, if available) 

- How does the significance level compare to levels of natural variation (e.g. levels of significance 
of adverse effects of less than 5% vs. natural variation in annual energy production of 5-
10%)? E.g. in dry years, country would have energy loss, therefore the argument that “every 
drop counts and leads to SAE on use” is not valid. If every drop counts, then the energy sys-
tem is very insecure. 

- As agreement on certain thresholds of assessment criteria may be difficult, a possible key con-
clusion is that the process of assessing SAE is important (defining the key uses; defining 
what is significant). The decision-making basis needs to be made transparent, to make the 
assessments comparable. 

- Discussion paper can compile the key issues from previous guidance and key CIS documents 

- Use relevant text from CIS guidance no.13 on ecological potential (poor potential if considerable 
amount of BQEs is missing); relevant text is also included in conclusions of CIS workshops 
on HMWB in 2009 and Hydropower in 2011. 

- Possibly refer also to CIS document on affordability (CIRCABC library under thematic docu-
ments/economic issues) 

- Distinction between SAE and disproportionate costs: Refer to page 65 (table) of CIS Guidance 
no.4. Can ability to pay be used for this distinction? The income of a specific company should 
not be used as an argument for SAE (the discussion should be based on economic effects on 
the sector, at least for hydropower) 

- Discussion paper should also address scale of issues: WB scale is key for stakeholders. Guid-
ance no.4 leaves different options open for assessment of SAE on different scale (national to 
regional to local). For most uses, the regional/national level is the minimum level of assessing 
SAE. For the assessment of SAE of mitigation measures for GEP definition, the local scale is 
also important. 

- Discussion paper should show that there can be a difference in scale when assessing SAE for 
different uses (e.g. for energy production, national level is key; for flood protection, local level 
also plays a role in the assessment) 

- There is a need for consistency of the scale for assessing SAE for different uses: 

o Energy to be assessed on national level (In some countries (e.g. AT), SAE on hydro-
power is assessed for the whole sector, while in other countries, it is only linked to a 
specific HPP -> need for consistency) 

o Tourism/recreation to be assessed on local level 

o Flood protection to be assessed on basin scale 

o Agriculture on national level (similar to energy) 

- HMWB designation vs. GEP definition: Discussion should be based on a set of measures per 
use/sector (measures to be chosen in advance, e.g. fish passes and flow measures for hy-
dropower). Measure discussion should be done on the basis of the measures in the JRC 
technical reports. 

- Most mitigation measures are the same for GES and GEP, and we should not have two different 
discussions on measures at this workshop. 

- The differentiation of designation of HMWB and definition of GEP is important; there might be 
particularly differences on scale 

- Mitigation measures (GEP) and restoration measures (GES) are in general very similar; the 
general measure set for GEP definition can also be used for designation of HMWB (if GES 
measures included) 
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- Depending on the degree of modification, mitigation measures differ more or less from restora-
tion measures (the more modified a water body is, the higher is the difference between the 
measures -> e.g. a lake reservoir as HMWB has several different measures for GEP com-
pared to the “original” river water body for reaching GES, while e.g. a water body with land 
drainage has most of the same measures than a natural water body, the difference is in gen-
eral very small -> secondary floodplain vs. natural floodplain) 

- For the workshop on SAE, the mitigation measures for the key uses should be clustered into 
large groups of measures, in order to manage the discussion with stakeholders on SAE in the 
time available. 

- Conclusions should indicate measures which are generally considered to have a SAE. However, 
caution is also needed in this respect not to generalise such statements. In some countries, 
one measure may have a SAE on use, while in other countries, it does not. Generalised con-
clusions of this nature may lead to a situation whereby the measure is considered to have a 
SAE also in countries where it previously did not. 

8 Workshop on classification 

- Takes place on 29 May (start 9:00) and 30 May (finish 17:00), in Tallinn 

- Plenary will include: 

o Presentation by the EEA on how supporting elements and BQEs were used in the 2
nd

 
RBMPs 

o Presentation based on recent JRC paper on the links between supporting elements 
and BQEs 

o Presentation on hydromorphology and classification (link to key conclusions from Ma-
drid workshop on hymo assessment) 

o Presentation on nutrients and classification 

o Presentation on river basin specific pollutants and classification 

- Participants will be separated into 2 breakout sessions (Hymo and Nutrients). Brief presenta-
tions in Hymo group can be given by countries on the methods they use (e.g. by DE, AT, IT). 
AT and DE can also address the links between physic-chemical and hymo conditions in their 
presentations (this relates to closest comparable water types; e.g. case of reduction of flow 
velocity where a lowland river is to be compared with a fast-flowing river). 

- The workshop will concentrate on rivers. Lakes will be treated marginally (possible presentations 
from France and Finland on lakes).  

- Workshop organisers still need to decide if a separate discussion group should be established 
on TraC. 

- Each country may send 1 expert on hymo, and 1 expert on nutrients. 

- Discussion paper on the hymo aspects of the workshop (to be developed by new support con-
tract to DG ENV) 

o Should use information from WISE reporting on 2
nd

 RBMPs on the sensitivity of biolog-
ical assessment methods to hydromorphological alterations. 

o Should use relevant conclusions from Madrid workshop on hymo assessment 

o Refer to conclusions of recent ECOSTAT survey on BQE sensitivity for type of modifi-
cations in water storage situations (perhaps use illustrations on few key modifications, 
e.g. impoundments) 

o Should develop suitable questions for the discussion in the breakout group on Hymo. 
These questions should address the main conclusions we aim to achieve. E.g. 

 To what extent do our biological classification systems take into account hy-
mo alterations? 

Kommentar [ek5]: Addition point 
sent by Sebastian via email during 
meeting, but not discussed 
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 Why is it difficult to develop biological assessment methods sensitive to hy-
mo?  

 One reason is “time” lag of reaction of biology to new hymo alterations 
and the difficulty to establish correlations. The case of barriers on riv-
ers was discussed. In case a barrier has been in place for a long time, 
the assessment results of biology and hymo can show good correla-
tion. However, in case of a new barrier, the biological effects will not 
be obvious immediately, but at least after 5 years or more time. How-
ever, the hymo elements can show trend of degradation of the aquatic 
ecosystem early on. 

 It is therefore important not to use data uncritically, but to have sound 
concept for developing a biological assessment system that correlates 
to hymo. 

 If you do not have a sensitive biological classification, do you use hymo clas-
sification instead? If so, what is your risk approach? How do you assess cas-
es of new projects affecting hydromorphology? 

 It is important to clarify what we mean with classification. Do we have a 
common understanding? Very few countries have perfect systems. It 
should be discussed how other countries do assessments using “defi-
cit” assessment systems. This relates to a discussion on risk-based 
assessment systems and the use of different confidence levels. If a 
country does not have a biological method which is hymo-sensitive, it 
is essential to have a good hymo assessment method to detect 
changes in hydromophology (risk-based approach). 

 How do countries do risk assessment regarding hymo pressures? 

 Many hymo pressures are overlooked or are not taken into account, 
because the biological reaction is unknown. 

 In case countries use hydromorphological assessment only for the classifica-
tion of high status and good/less than good status: How is risk assessment 
being done? On what basis are substantial changes in character being as-
sessed, to take decisions on HMWB designation? 

 How is expert judgement used when it comes to classification issues? 

- Discussions at the classification workshop are also relevant for the GEP of HMWB. Question is 
“how do we know that we have reached GEP and how to describe this in biological terms?”. It 
is important to link this to discussions on comparable water types. For instance, in the case of 
impoundments, the same type should used for fish (no change of type), but not for benthic in-
vertebrates. In this context, not only the composition of the biological community, but also re-
quirements on abundance and biomass play a role. 

- Caution is needed in the conclusions of the workshop to avoid recommendation that a 5-class 
system is needed for hymo. Instead, we should say that hymo should be assessed along the 
full gradient of biological classes. 

9 Typical and good practice case studies on storage 

- A dedicated skype call on these case studies will be organised by Ecologic, to ensure also the 
participation of Jo and Sebastian. 

- It was suggested that the analysis of these cases could concentrate at first place, on the C1 
cases (several cases submitted), especially to summarise the mitigation measures selected 
and implemented for GEP. This can then be compared with the mitigation measures pro-
posed as normally expected for this type of modification in the draft GEP guidance. 
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- In addition, the information provided by countries on SAE can be extracted and summarised for 
use in the discussion paper of the workshop on SAE. 

- It was agreed that the exact use of these cases should be decided later, when the draft guid-
ance is more mature (especially the steps of the flow-charts). 

- A couple of theoretical cases following the new flow-chart on MEP/GEP definition would be very 
helpful for the draft guidance (to be provided by core group members) 

- Intercomparison – how to fulfil this aim with the cases at hand? 

10 Next meetings 

- 23-24 April 2018, Workshop on Significant Adverse Effects, Brussels 

- 25 April 2018, Next drafting meeting on the Appendix to Guidance no.5, DG ENV Brussels. 

o Aim is to agree on the details of the 1
st
 draft guidance to be taken to consultation with 

ECOSTAT in May 2018. 

o  Main chapters for 1
st
 consultation are chapters 1, 2, 3 (parts of), 4 (to be integrated 

now in other chapters), 5, 6 (summarising tables of measures) and 7. 

- 29-30 May 2018, Workshop on Classification, Tallinn 

- 31 May – 1 June 2018, ECOSTAT meeting, Tallinn 

o 1
st
 draft of GEP guidance to ECOSTAT on 11 or 15 May. 

o Will be used as opportunity to go through the 1
st
 draft of the guidance and explain the 

key elements proposed  - rule out key misunderstandings (half a day at least to be 
blocked for GEP guidance and list of mitigation measures) 

o Comments will be taken mainly in the written consultation in June 2018.    

o ECOSTAT agenda will also include quick reporting on the results of the Madrid work-
shop on Hymo, the classification workshop and the workshop on SAE 

- 4-5 October 2018 (dates and location tbc), ECOSTAT meeting in autumn 2018  

 

11 Actions 

 

Action Who By when 

1. Send revised version 
of flow-chart on ruling 
out measures to 
Eleftheria 

Wouter/Michael 23 March 

2. Send draft texts pre-
pared so far for chap-
ter 6 on mitigation 
measures to Eleftheria 

Sebastian Asap by 5 April 

3. Send flow-chart with 
different routes for 
MEP depending on 
whether or not there is 
a comparable water 
body type 

Martina/Wouter Asap by 5 April 
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4. Revised Draft 0: Re-
vise outline of draft 
guidance to reflect dis-
cussions in Berlin (re-
visions in the main 
structure, additional 
chapters needed and 
addition of key flow-
charts agreed)  

Eleftheria 9 April 

5. Skype on case studies 
on storage 

Eleftheria to organise doodle 
poll for availability (main partic-
ipants Jo, Veronika, Michael, 
Sebastian?) 

tbc 

6. Draft 1: Developed 
text-blocks to support 
the selected flow-
charts (MEP/GEP, rul-
ing out) and updates in 
the chapters discussed 
in Berlin 

new support contract 20 April 

7. Draft 1 revised: Ready 
for ECOSTAT 

New support contract 11 or 15 May 

   

 


