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Minutes of Northeast Atlantic Geographical Intercalibration Group Benthic Expert Meeting

Kristineberg Marine Station, Sweden
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Attendees:

See Annex I

Summary of Actions:
· ACTION: Distribute presentations – Graham Phillips

· ACTION: Remove redundant indices from draft expanded Normative Definitions - UK

· ACTION: Highlight all additional indices to be included in the expanded Normative Definitions to Graham Phillips - All

· ACTION: Review AMBI taxa groupings list and provide expert comments to Ángel Borja - All

· ACTION: Produce AMBI protocol and post on AZTI website - Ángel Borja

· ACTION: Report back to Mats Blomqvist if guidance notes need expanding for BQI - All

· ACTION: Develop and circulate UK Multimetric protocol – Alison Miles
· ACTION: Identify official Intercalibration sites for each Member State - All

· ACTION: Each Member State to ensure appropriate contacts and co-operation established for access to the necessary information/data on their intercalibration sites - All
· ACTION: Contact JRC to highlight the internal problems for various Member States regarding i) data access and sharing of data and ii) national delivery issues – Peter Holmes (Discharged 20 October 2004)

· ACTION: Member States to provide UK with a list of their official intercalibration sites, their common European waterbody types and their expected status - All

· ACTION: Member States to provide supporting information to the UK for their intercalibration sites at the station level - All

· ACTION: Draft a list of matched intercalibration sites (in their expected status classes) - UK

· ACTION: Investigate the possibility of the Netherlands hosting next NEAGIG Intercalibration benthic invertebrate meeting – Tom Ysebaert
Wednesday 22nd September

Welcome and Introduction – Peter Holmes

Peter Holmes welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked everyone for attending.

Introduction
The purposes of intercalibration were highlighted:

a) To ensure comparable ecological quality assessment systems between States.

b) Harmonised approach to assessing good ecological status.

c) Agreed boundaries between High/Good and Good Moderate status regardless of ecological assessment method used.

d) As all waters must be “Good Status” by 2015 – the good/moderate boundary is particularly important economically as this will drive the Programme of Measures.
The steps and requirements of the intercalibration process were outlined taking into consideration the Directive and Common Implementation Strategy Guidance (WG 2.5). The intercalibration timetable was reiterated: present – 2006 (Annex II).

Emphasis was placed on the requirement to (i) intercalibrate the tools as opposed to the pressures and (ii) establish the ecological class boundaries based on the Normative Definitions. 

In order to derive ecological class boundaries it is important to:

a) Agree the definitions of minor disturbance in relation to physico-chemical and hydromorphological conditions, ideally relating to pressure.

b) Agree the rules for defining High/Good values consistent with boundary conditions for physico-chemistry and morphological conditions.

c) Establish data sets against pressure gradients.

d) Derive the criteria for Good and Moderate status from Normative Definitions and relate to pressure gradient.

e) Develop rules for setting the Good/Moderate boundary.

The expanded Normative Definitions as proposed by the UK were reiterated and distributed for discussion.

Following ECOSTAT WG Guidance there are 3 different options for the process of intercalibration to be considered:

a) Option 1: 
Partial Intercalibration utilising common metrics compared with national methods

b) Option 2: 
Establish Common Metrics 

c) Option 3:
Full Intercalibration

Aims of the meeting
· To get as close as possible to establishing common metrics (Option 2) for the purpose of intercalibration. 

· To identify Member States’ sampling methods, quality control, analyses, statistics and EQR production.

· To agree EQR Class boundaries.

In order to achieve this Member State representatives were asked to:

a) Discuss and consider only those issues that are WFD compliant.

b) Be willing to compromise on national approaches for the purpose of the intercalibration exercise.

c) Keep approaches as simple as possible.

Member State Presentations

The presentations provided an introduction to the classification tools being considered by Member States (Table 1) which identified those metrics tested, and those preferred with reasoning.

Following agreement at the NEAGIG meeting (The Hague, June 2004), all methodologies discussed for the purpose of intercalibration were based on soft sediment faunal communities.

ACTION: Distribute presentations – Graham Phillips

Table 1: Summary of Member State presentations and discussion points:

Member State
Representative
Presentation file
Metrics tested
Comments & Discussion

Denmark
Alf Josefson
Denmark GIGWS.ppt
Species diversity

Benthic biomass
Benthic biomass absent from expanded Normative Definitions

Recommendation to use EUNIS coding in habitat classification (scheme preferred by COAST)

Spain (Basque region)
Ángel Borja
Basque Method WFD.ppt
Species richness

Diversity

AMBI
AMBI applied globally (Europe, Hong Kong, Brazil, Uruguay)

Reference conditions change according to habitat – need to adjust boundaries accordingly

Norway
Frode Olsgard
Norway – FOL Coast Intercalibration Kristineberg September 2004.ppt
ISI

Diversity

Hurlberts Rarefraction

Species number (area adjusted)

Species number (abundance adjusted)


Trend in changing community composition along Norwegian coast possibly linked to variations in temperature, salinity and productivity

Suggestion to perform MDS plots of metrics used

Additional Norwegian data is needed from other institutes

Only NIVA (post-1973) data used – therefore no pre-treatment

Sweden
Rutger Rosenberg
Sweden WFD Benthos.ppt
Benthic Quality Index (BQI):

Abundance

Tolerance value (ES50)

Species
Low 02 linked to water renewal times

Log of species numbers used to achieve a more workable scale

Similarities found between species numbers and BQI

Compare to changes in minimum 02 values



United Kingdom
Alison Miles
UK Benthic Invert Classification Tool.ppt
AMBI

Evenness

Species number

Total Abundance
Highlighted need to establish which section of a water body is used to determine status.



Netherlands
Tom Ysebaert
Netherlands WFD Benthic expert meeting.ppt
Biomass

Species number

Abundance
Need to initially intercalibrate on coastal waterbodies – more straightforward than transitional waterbodies

AMBI currently unreliable for transitional waterbodies – need to investigate metric boundary changes for transitional bodies.

Identified difficulties in defining habitats in dynamic environments (from e.g. dredging pressures) – pressures possibly identifiable with hydromorphology checking 

Special consideration needed for alien species – apparent reducing status as a result of alien species may not require action – status change not a reflection of easily manageable pressure

Need for quantitative approach in defining habitats

Recommendation: discuss issues with wider group (beyond NEA)

Thursday 23rd September
Workshop 1: Do we have a common metric?

Introduction – Peter Holmes

· Reiteration of aim of meeting: to get intercalibration working, not to establish the perfect intercalibration tool.

· Limit the discussions to WFD compliant issues.

· Be prepared to compromise.

· Keep the process as simple as possible.

· Document chain of reasoning.

Workshop objectives

The groups considered the following questions:

a) Do you agree with the expanded Normative Definitions by the UK?

b) Can you confirm that as a minimum all member states will use AMBI as a common metric as suggested at the NEAGIG (The Hague, June 2004).

c) Does a protocol need to be written for the use of AMBI?

d) If other metrics need adding to the expanded Normative Definitions these have to be WFD compliant. Can any of these be agreed upon? List them and judge them as best as you can.

e) If any other metrics are agreed upon, does a protocol need to be written for their use?

Member State representatives separated into following workshop discussion groups:

Group A
Group B

Mats Blomqvist (Sweden)

Myles O’Reilly (UK)

Tom Ysebaert (Netherlands)

Peter Cunningham (Ireland)

Sverker Evans (Sweden)

Ángel Borja (Spain)

Marc Herlyn (Germany)
Rutger Rosenberg (Sweden)

Hans Nilsson (Sweden)

Alison Miles (UK)

Gert Van Hoey (Belgium)

Alf Josefson (Denmark)

Peter Holmes (UK)

Graham Phillips (UK)

Frode Olsgard (Norway)

Group feedback

a) Do you agree with the expanded Normative Definitions identified?

The expanded Normative Definitions proposed by the UK were drafted to include all metrics being considered by the UK at that time. It was acknowledged that these are now out of date. Several indices identified within the expanded Normative Definitions are now redundant e.g. taxonomic distinctness and need to be removed from the Normative Definitions.

ACTION: Remove redundant indices from draft expanded Normative Definitions - UK
It was acknowledged that certain indices are poor indicators in certain conditions (e.g. unstable shallow sediments, mussel beds) and that the indices specified vary highly according to the environmental conditions of the sample location. For inter-comparison it is important to ensure that the indices are used to compare similar habitats and as such, it is necessary to work towards habitat specific indices where possible. The European Nature Information System (EUNIS) scheme may be of use in describing habitats. 

As well as removing obsolete metrics, it is necessary to include other metrics used by Member States but not currently by the UK e.g. Hurlberts index (Sweden, Norway). 

The use of biomass was discussed, but as the parameter is not required by the WFD, biomass will not be considered for the Intercalibration exercise. Member States are free to use biomass in their national classification tool.

ACTION: Highlight all additional indices to be included in the expanded Normative Definitions to Graham Phillips - All
b) Can you confirm that as a minimum all member states will use AMBI as a common metric?

At the NEAGIG meeting in The Hague, (June 2004) the AMBI index was considered as a potential common metric for intercalibration. However, Member States raised several reservations regarding the use of the AMBI index alone:

a) The AMBI index does not incorporate a measure of diversity and abundance, therefore the multimetric approach needs to be followed.

b) The effectiveness of AMBI is reduced in naturally stressed environments (e.g. highly mobile sediments, the Wadden Sea).

c) Trials using the AMBI index in Scandinavian waters have shown that the use of AMBI alone results in the allocation of ecological statuses different to those expected (based on expert judgement). This may well result from the allocation of ecological class being assigned to taxa needing to be biogeographically specific. The Benthic Quality Index (BQI) used by Sweden and Norway does not correlate with AMBI. This may be due to high numbers of unassigned taxa.

d) Allocation of the correct ecological class to each taxa is limited by our current knowledge of taxa. (It had been hoped that EU 6th Framework funding in the form of the AMBITION project would have provided the necessary information for this but the project was not funded.)

e) There are difficulties with attaining unanimous agreement between experts on assigning ecological classes to taxa (some of these may be related to biogeographical differences).

A common protocol is required for the use of AMBI, which incorporates the recognised weaknesses. While discussing the limitations of using the AMBI index in isolation, it was further reiterated that there was a need for an agreement on a common metric if full intercalibration (Option 3) was to be prevented. However, the final metric needs to be fully accepted by the scientific community to be an effective management tool (needs to distinguish clearly across the good/moderate boundary). To effectively establish a common metric there is a need for:

a) Good quality data for matched waterbody types across Member States.

b) High quality data at the High/Good and Good/Moderate boundaries.

c) Standardised datasets.

c) Does a protocol need to be written for the use of AMBI?

It was agreed that a detailed protocol needs to be provided to each Member State for testing any common metric. A guidance protocol for AMBI and the Norwegian/Swedish analysis is required along with descriptions of what data is needed for each method.

ACTION: Review AMBI taxa groupings list and provide expert comments to Ángel Borja - All
ACTION: Produce AMBI protocol and post on AZTI website - Ángel Borja
d) Other metrics considered need to be WFD compliant. Can any of these be agreed? List them and judge them as best you can.

Sweden and Norway are currently using the BQI, which incorporates Hurlberts index. It was agreed that the BQI index should be incorporated into the expanded Normative Definitions, and Member States (with particular relevance to the Norway/Scotland intercalibration) should trial the index on their own data to assess the index’s performance.

The UK has developed a multimetric based on AMBI, Simpsons, species number and total abundance which is considered to be WFD compliant.

e) If other WFD compliant metrics are agreed upon, do protocols need to be written for their use?

A protocol for the Swedish BQI index is currently available on EPA website: http://www.internat.environ.se/documents/legal/assess/assedoc/lakedoc/indbfana.htm#bqi
ACTION: Report back to Mats Blomqvist if guidance notes need expanding for BQI - All
It was highlighted that the UK multimetric is still undergoing testing. It was decided that a detailed protocol is to be written when the metric is fully tested.

ACTION: Develop and circulate UK Multimetric protocol – Alison Miles

Workshop 2: Methodologies

Workshop objectives:

a) To consider all the variables that may affect the intercalibration exercise e.g. sampling device, number of replicates, spatial coverage, quality control procedures for samples, storage of data and statistical analysis.

b) Can methodologies be agreed at a GIG level, Member State groupings or intercalibration pairings?

Group feedback

a) To consider all the variables that may affect the intercalibration exercise e.g. sampling device, number of replicates, spatial coverage, quality control procedures for samples, storage of data and statistical analysis.

Results are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2: Adopted sample and analysis methods by each NEAGIG Member State: 

Member State


Survey Methods & Area
Sieve Mesh size
Replicates
Sampling periods
AQC Procedures
Database & Taxon list

Spain (Basque Region)


Day Grab (0.1m²)

Van Veen Grab (0.1m2)
1mm
3 replicates per station.
January to March
No nationally adopted AQC schemes (AQC schemes internal)
Own in-house database (MS Access). Species list based on NDOC code system.

Belgium


Van Veen Grab (0.1m2)

No Intertidal monitoring
1mm
3 – 5 Replicates on point sampling. Grid samples also taken in coastal areas.
March or October
No nationally adopted AQC schemes (AQC schemes internal)
Own database and Flemish Institute of the Sea database (includes taxonomy database)

Denmark


Haps Core (0.012 m2)
1mm
2 Strategies:

Point station (10 replicates per station)

Grid sampling (45 – 100 Haps cores over survey areas varying between 1 – 300km2.
April to May & October to November
Standardised sorting procedure.

No formal national AQC scheme (analysis by different labs and consultants) although guidelines exist.
Species list based on Robean code system.

France


Smith-MacIntyre Grab (0.1m²)

Van Veen (0.1 m²)
1mm
3 – 9 replicates taken per station.
April & September to October
No nationally adopted AQC schemes (AQC schemes internal)




Germany


Van Veen Grab (0.1m2)

Box Grab (0.0167m2)
1mm + 0.5mm
3 – 10 replicates per station.
March/April & August/September
Nationally adopted AQC schemes in development (AQC schemes internal)




Republic of Ireland


Day Grab (0.1m²)
1mm
5 replicates per station.
Adaptable
No nationally adopted AQC schemes (AQC schemes internal)


Netherlands


Box corer (0.1m²)
1mm


1 replicate per station.
April to May & October
National AQC scheme adopted.


Norway


Van Veen Grab (0.1m2 – NIVA)

Van Veen Grab (0.2 m2 

· University of Bergen)


1mm
3 – replicates per station (NIVA).

5 – 8 grabs for National Monitoring project (South and West Norway)
April to May (Southern Norway)
Developed monitoring guidelines but expensive to adopt fully – Not always appropriate to use all standards. Soft bottom protocol in development for EEA.
Multiple databases exist to store inshore data. Little exchange takes place. Single standardised database for offshore data.

Sweden


Smith-MacIntyre Grab (0.1m2). 

Various other sample types.
1mm
3 – 5 replicates per station
May (Western Sweden)
Predominantly in-house. External national system in place but rarely used
Own in-house database (MS Access)

UK


National Marine Monitoring Programme = 0.1m2 Day Grab for subtidal. Cores used for intertidal.
1mm (Coastal) + 0.5mm (Transitional)
Typically 3 – 5 replicates per station
January to April & November
Conform to National Marine Biological Analytical Quality Control (NMBAQC) procedure (www.nmbaqcs.org)
Unicorn (MS Access) – common taxon list shared by all WFD competent authorities.

It was recognised that there were many similarities between sampling methodologies between Member States, allowing Intercalibration with available data. Where different sample techniques do exist, discrepancies due to sample size and depth of sampling will need to be considered. Care is needed in comparing samples from commonly used grabs to those from box corers due to the differences in the quantities of deeper sediment fauna retained.

Accessing the necessary data was highlighted as being a challenge within Member States as different Agencies/groups may hold relevant data but may be unwilling to contribute the data to the WFD assessment. Co-operation and willingness to share between Agencies/groups within Member States was acknowledged to be essential if further extensive sampling is to be avoided.

The need for a standardised taxon list was highlighted. There are currently many problems linked to inconsistent naming (common names/synonyms) which may be resolved by loading data onto a common database.

Prior to analysis of the data matrix, truncation of the datalist would need to be carried out to ensure standardised assessments. It was acknowledged that care is needed in data truncation of juveniles as certain taxa don’t exceed 1 year old and juveniles may occasionally be useful for detecting anthropogenic effects.

b) Can some methodologies be agreed at a GIG level? Are others best agreed at Member State groupings or intercalibration pairings?

The effectiveness of different sample methods was acknowledged. It was agreed that there was a need for standardised sampling and analysis methods as these affect the behaviour of the biological indices. Additionally it was agreed that the most common sample methods are not appropriate across the range of sediment types e.g. the Day grab is unsuitable for coarse sediments. It was also highlighted that large sample areas are needed to pick up rare and sensitive taxa.

At a GIG level, it was agreed that:

a) it was preferable to intercalibrate using data from stable, depositional habitats.

b) 0.1m2 sample areas (or combined equivalent) would be used

c) datasets with 3 replicates per sample station would be used.

d) samples sieved over a 1mm mesh only would be used (the issue of the use of wire mesh sieves vs. hole based sieves was raised, but the significance of this was not addressed).

Workshop 3: Intercalibration exercise

Member States were grouped according to shared common NEA waterbody types to consider how to proceed with the intercalibration exercise.

As several Member States have more than one common waterbody type, for this exercise Member States were grouped according to their dominant waterbody types and geographical location.

Member States were grouped as follows:

a) Group I (NEA4, NEA2, NEA6) 
Belgium, Netherlands, Germany, Denmark.

b) Group II (NEA1, NEA2, NEA6)
England & Wales, France, Spain (Basque Region), Ireland: 

c) Group III (NEA7, NEA9, NEA10)
Scotland, Sweden, Norway.

The groups were asked to consider which Intercalibration sites from their Member State could be matched to Intercalibration sites from another Member State (in terms of habitat type, sample type etc.)

Group feedback

The exercise was complicated as Member State representatives had not been informed as to which sites had been submitted as their official intercalibration sites on the register. Groups were therefore generally limited to a more general discussion on available data.

Friday 24th September 

Peter Holmes summarised the progress to date prior to a general discussion on group intercalibration results.

It is essential that Member State representatives are informed as to the Intercalibration sites that had been submitted to the register.

ACTION: Member States to identify their official Intercalibration sites - All

Without knowing which sites had been submitted it was difficult to progress the matching of suitable habitats/datasets that could be used for intercalibration. Where sites were known, the identification of and access to the necessary datasets has proven to be problematic, often due to the lack of co-operation between Agencies/groups within a Member State. As a result, some Member States were uncertain as to what data are available for Intercalibration sites.

ACTION: Each Member State to ensure appropriate contacts and co-operation established for access to the necessary information/data on their intercalibration sites - All
Within many Member States there has been no resource or recognition of the need to carry out intercalibration. It was agreed that external pressure needs to be applied in order to highlight the need for support for the intercalibration process within the Member States.

ACTION: Contact JRC to highlight the internal problems for various Member States regarding i) data access and sharing of data and ii) national delivery issues – Peter Holmes

The workshop focused on coastal waters, however it was acknowledged that there is also a need to intercalibrate transitional waters. These are naturally characterised by fewer numbers of taxa and often low numbers of individuals. These habitats may therefore require different metrics to those used for the intercalibration of coastal waters. If AMBI is to be used as a common metric for transitional waters it was suggested that the use of modified AMBI taxa groupings/taxa subset list should be produced to take into account of the high natural stress. However, it was acknowledged that producing further AMBI lists for different habitats would require large amounts of time and resource. The Basque Region and the UK have approached this by establishing specific class boundaries for the classification tool for waterbody types and habitats. As such, specific class boundaries will be established for transitional waters. It may be necessary to establish different boundaries for transitional water zones (e.g. salinity zones of 0 – 10, 10 – 20, 20 – 30).

As data for official Intercalibration sites were not available for all countries, Member States focused their preliminary Intercalibration exercise on available data in order to explore possible approaches to the formal Intercalibration process (to be progressed when Intercalibration sites are identified and data is available).

Denmark/Belgium/Germany/Netherlands (NEA1)

· The group looked in detail at the AMBI index.

· It was established that the Member States had many taxa in common.

· Data used were based on current monitoring programmes (limited data).

· The sample size areas were not consistent (varying methodologies).

UK/France/Spain (Basque Region)/Republic of Ireland (NEA1, NEA2, NEA6)

· Data from UK intercalibration sites were matched to data from similar habitats in France (Brittany) and Spain (Basque Region) - French and Spanish official Intercalibration sites need to be confirmed.

· All data used were from EUNIS habitat A4.3 (sublittoral muds and muddy sands).

· Ecological status for the sites were calculated by 4 methods: AMBI alone, UK Multimetric, AZTI Multimetric and French expert assessment.

· There was good agreement between the methods for sites at High status. 

· Variability between method assessments increased with decreasing ecological status.

· Discrepancies in ecological class assessments need to be further investigated to establish the reasons for lack of agreement between methodologies.

Norway/Sweden/Scotland (NEA7, NEA9, NEA10)

· Sweden had access to a large dataset (Norwegian and Swedish coast) but the official Intercalibration sites were not known.

· Common Intercalibration sites were identified for Scotland and Norway (NEA7). Correlation between the Scottish and Norwegian datasets was significantly improved if the shallow site data (those <20m in depth) were removed. 

· More data from the Scottish Intercalibration sites (e.g. Loch Torridon) need to be obtained for an intercalibration assessment to be attainable.

· Initial investigation of the datasets showed that Swedish and Norwegian datasets revealed similar taxa with similar abundance.

· Scotland has similar taxa to Norway and Sweden, but taxa abundance varied greatly between the Scottish and Norwegian/Swedish datasets.

It was provisionally suggested that Scotland, Norway and Sweden should investigate the use of the BQI. Other Member States would focus on AMBI. The similarity between Scottish waterbodies and those of England/Wales could then be used as a point of overlap for AMBI and BQI. It was considered important that overlap of AMBI and BQI exists without gaps whilst progressing North - South through NEA Member States. As a result, the Wadden Sea was suggested to form an appropriate region in the NEA coast North – South progression at which to overlap the AMBI and BQI classification tools as a result of its’ unique waterbody types (NEA3 and NEA4).
Presentation: Risk of Misclassification (Alison Miles)

Within the ecological assessment process it will be necessary to statistically define the risk of misclassification. The UK has begun to test an approach to developing a risk of misclassification model. The model highlighted the high risk of misclassification/low confidence in the EQR/ecological status assigned by the classification tools at sites close to the status boundaries.
It was agreed that it is important for the adopted classification tools to achieve high confidence in the Moderate/Good boundary.

The UK model is currently only in a form that indicates the approach but will be developed using real datasets.

There will be a need to place more effort on assessing areas of uncertainty such as EQR class borders, naturally stressed environments (e.g. transitional waters). The high natural variability shown by biological systems is acknowledged to be problematic when detecting small changes caused by anthropogenic impact. It is possible that in some environments, where the risk of misclassification is high as a result of such high natural variability, that the benthic ecological quality element may not be suitable for determining the ecological status of the waterbody.

Workshop Summary

· Peter Holmes emphasised the short time scales that the intercalibration process is working to.

· The workshop highlighted that Member States were at different stages in recognising sites, accessing suitable data and progressing WFD compliant classification tools. This discrepancy was identified as a major issue that needed to be addressed if intercalibration was to progress to the set timetable. It was agreed that it is the responsibility of each Member State to address the issue of accessing and sharing suitable data.
· Without the knowledge of all the official intercalibration sites at the workshop, it was not possible to identify common waterbody types (including habitats) that could be matched and intercalibrated. The UK volunteered to try and match official intercalibration sites if each Member State provided information regarding the sites.

· The objective is to intercalibrate samples from sites with the same expected status.

ACTION: Member States to provide UK with a list of their official intercalibration sites, their common European waterbody types and their expected status - All

· To match the benthic invertebrate data it is necessary to further define the data that are available. It is important to keep the following conditions as similar as possible between Intercalibration sites to make the boundaries of systems as equitable as possible:
a) Habitat type (sediment description/particle size analysis)

b) Depth

c) Salinity

ACTION: Member States to provide supporting information to the UK for their intercalibration sites at the station level – All
ACTION: Draft a list of matched intercalibration sites (in their expected status classes) - UK
· The matched list of Intercalibration sites needs to indicate which Member States have common intercalibration data. Common groupings could then be identified to allow the progression of the Intercalibration process.
· Intercalibration needs to be kept pragmatic being based on samples from very similar habitats within/at Intercalibration sites. It was agreed to keep sampling and analysis methodology as consistent as possible within groupings. Where differences in methodologies are found to exist, such differences will need documenting. Such factors would then be available to present to the Commission if they result in inconsistencies between Intercalibrations.
· The issue of monitoring was raised but it was highlighted that this should not be addressed until the intercalibration process was resolved.

· The difficulty of intercalibrating the benthic biological quality element without the full consideration of supporting factors (e.g. hydromorphology) was highlighted. These are important in assessing benthic communities exposed to habitat loss or physical modification pressures. The problem of being able to assign multiple ecological class statuses to a single waterbody was also raised.
· The outcomes of these benthic discussions were suggested to be useful to guide examination of other biological quality elements.
Next Steps:

· A further Intercalibration meeting of the benthic invertebrate experts will be required. This should also address the Intercalibration of transitional waterbodies and dynamic shallow coastal areas - this meeting focused on coastal waterbodies. 

· It is essential for each Member State to provide national commitment to the Intercalibration process prior to a further meeting. All Member State representatives must have a clear understanding of their Intercalibration sites and have access to all available data for those sites. Workshop sessions would then consider data from the official Intercalibration sites.

· The next meeting would ideally be held before February 2005, prior to the next ECOSTAT meeting in March 2005. It was suggested that The Netherlands may host the next NEAGIG benthic meeting.

ACTION: Investigate the possibility of the Netherlands hosting next NEAGIG Intercalibration benthic invertebrate meeting – Tom Ysebaert

Peter Holmes thanked our hosts for hosting the meeting and all attendees were thanked for their efforts throughout the meeting.

Annex I

Attendees of meeting:

Name
Country
E-mail adress

Peter Holmes (Chair)


UK
Peter.holmes@sepa.org.uk

Alison Miles


UK
alison.miles@environment-agency.gov.uk

Graham Philips (Technical Secretary)
UK
graham.phillips@environment-agency.gov.uk

Myles O´Reilly


UK
Myles.oreilly@sepa.org.uk

Ángel Borja


Spain (Basque Region)
aborja@pas.azti.es

Alf Josefson


Denmark
aj@dmu.dk

Marc Herlyn

Germany
marc.herlyn@nloe.niedersachsen.de

Peter Cunningham


Republic of Ireland
p.cunningham@epa.ie

Jacques Grall


France
Jacques.grall@univ-brest.fr

Gert Van Hoey


Belgium
g.vanhoey@ugent.be

Tom Ysebaert


Netherlands
t.ysebaert@nioo.knaw.nl

Frode Olsgard


Norway
Frode.olsgard@niva.no

Mats Blomqvist


Sweden
mb@hafok.se

Rutger Rosenberg


Sweden
r.rosenberg@kmf.gu.se

Hans Nilsson


Sweden
hans.nilsson@niva.no

Sverker Evans


Sweden
sverker.evans@naturvardsverket.se

Annex II

Timetable produced by JRC Ispra ECOSTAT and NE Atlantic GIG Co-ordinator Dave Jowett of the England & Wales Environment Agency :

· Report to COAST Meeting Edinburgh October 2004
· Modify develop Sub-Group output by January 2005
· 2nd NE GIG meeting February 2005
· Report to ECOSTAT March 2005
· Further Development before 3rd NE GIG September 2005. Application of National Method to Intercalibration sites

· Report to ECOSTAT October 2005
· Report to JRC ECOSTAT February 2006
· Final Inconsistencies sorted out with ECOSTAT Working Group reviewing use of boundary protocols and adjust any boundaries in the light of major differences

· Final GIG report to JRC Reported June 2006
· Final Report published by the Commission November/December 2006
· Intercalibration complete - Monitoring Operational
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