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Executive Summary 

The Common Forum on Contaminated Land (CF) was initiated in 1994.  It is an informal 
group of those from national government and agencies in EU Member States who are 
involved with contaminated land and groundwater issues.  Its general objectives are to 
develop strategies for the management of contaminated sites and for land recycling with 
respect to “sustainable resource protection” for contaminated land and groundwater.  

The Common Forum holds regular meetings to discuss important and current issues. The 10th 
meeting of the Common Forum on Contaminated Land was organised by the Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and the Environment Agency of England, and 
Wales and held in Birmingham, UK, over January 19 to 20, 2004.  

The main goals of the meeting were to discuss ideas and positions on: 

• EU soil strategy 

• the draft Groundwater (Daughter) Directive 

• the impact of EU waste legislation on soil and water management 

• developing the State of the Art in the EU (linking to EC research and information 
initiatives) 

These topics were arranged in four sessions, each comprised of a series of short keynote 
presentations, a discussion of the issues raised, and the development of key actions for the 
Common Forum. 

The Common Forum agreed the following actions as a result of this meeting. 

EU soil strategy  

1. Joop Vegter  (NL) is drafting a response to the recent EC Soil Strategy Technical 
Working Group (TWG)  Monitoring proposals on behalf of TWG “contamination”.  He will 
share the first draft of this response with the Common Forum.  This first draft  might serve as 
the basis of a Common Forum input to TWG Monitoring.  Initial comments will be made by 
Harald Kasamas (Austria), Martin Schamann (Austria), Francesca Quercia (Italy) and Eddy 
van Dyck (Belgium) and then circulated to the Common Forum more widely.  A final version 
will be circulated for Common Forum members to send (if they wish) to the national Soil 
Strategy delegates, and for the Common Forum collectively to submit to the TWG 
Monitoring.  This submission will be drafted by Defra (UK).  

2. Anna-Rita Gentile (EEA) requested comments on the EEA proposal for a European 
monitoring and information system on soil contamination, which she will circulate to 
delegates by e-mail. 

EC Proposed new Groundwater Directive 

3. Victor Dries will draft a discussion document describing the potential problems that 
the Common Forum sees in the draft Groundwater Directive (GWD): a lack of integration 
with the soil strategy, infeasible approach to megasites and large urban areas.  This will be 
circulated to the Common Forum for comments.  The final draft will be sent to DG 
Environment (Phillippe Quevauviller, EC) and circulated for Common Forum members to 
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send (if they wish) to their national delegations in the Council of Ministers and European 
Parliament where the GWD text is about to be debated. 

4. In parallel Margaret Keegan (IRL)  and Victor Dries (BE) will take the points raised 
by the Common Forum to the DG Environment meeting in Bruxelles, January 28th to the WG 
on Groundwater Risk Assessment. 

Impact of EU  waste legislation on soil and water management:  

5. A report written by John Vijgen for the EC Framework 5 Project Terra Nova has been 
circulated to Common Forum Members, who will be asked to return any new or revised 
information to Malcolm Doak (IRL).  The Terra Nova report and Member  responses will be 
used as the basis of a summary paper to be developed by Malcolm Doak outlining how 
different EU countries regulate the processes involved in remediating contaminated soil with 
respect to EU waste legislation, including dealing with excavated materials from remediation 
or redevelopment of land affected by contamination. 

6. Onno van Sandick (NL) and Victor Dries / Eddy van Dyck (BE)  will collaborate to 
present the Common Forum with a briefing paper describing the “official” EC position 
regarding the regulation of these remediation activities with regard to EU waste legislation .  
Francesca Quercia (Italy) and Dominique Darmendrail (France) also offered to make inputs to 
this paper. 

7. Joop Vegter (NL) will draft with Mark Kibblewhite (UK) a discussion paper on the 
potential role of risk-based decision-making in soil strategy to be circulated within the 
Common Forum for elaboration of a Common Forum statement. 

Developing the State of the Art in the EU  

8. The Common Forum will invite the projects who participated in the Birmingham 
Meeting (AQUATERRA, EURODEMO, SNOWMAN and EUGRIS) to draft two-page 
position papers outlining their “vision” of how they would like to collaborate with the 
Common Forum, and their information requirements (or other requirements of) the Common 
Forum.   

9. The Common Forum agreed that it needed to make a more active and strategic input to 
R&D at an EU level for contaminated land and groundwater related work for several reasons: 

• To ensure that projects work in a way that meets the needs of Member States 
• So that projects can benefit from Common Forum knowledge and resources (e.g. 

for data collection in European Countries) 
• To open up a platform for discussing long term support for initiatives such as 

AQUATERRA, EURODEMO, SNOWMAN and EUGRIS, which are seen as 
having long term value to EC and Member States. 

10 Harald Kasamas  (AUT) will co-ordinate the drafting of an options paper that will 
consider how the Common Forum might make its input to EC Research.   This possibility had 
been discussed in previous meetings (Berlin and Paris) but is now a firmer ambition.  A 
number of possibilities were discussed and the following general approach is likely to form 
the basis of the options paper. The position papers noted in (8) will be circulated to Common 
Forum Members, and any information required will be requested in a way that is linked across 
these projects. 
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11 One Common Forum Member will volunteer to act as a point of contact to the 
Common Forum for each project and will undertake to: (a) interact with the project to feed in 
any overarching comments from Common Forum Members on project aims and/or 
programme of work, (b)  keep the rest of the Common Forum updated on developments, and 
(c) manage any requests from the projects, or requests to the project from Common Forum 
Members.    

12 There are now a range of FP5 Accompanying Measures and FP6 projects related to 
contaminated land, soil and groundwater.  BRGM (France) will develop an explanatory 
diagram of their interlinkages.  Dominique Darmendrail (France) will feed the analysis of EC 
projects into the discussion paper. 

13 The success of this informal approach will be evaluated at the next Common Forum 
meeting, to discuss whether there is a need for a more formalised secretariat, which would 
take over the volunteer functions described above.  A number of possible funding routes for a 
secretariat were discussed:  

• EC funding (not seen as a best option as it would compromise independence)  
• some form of membership, viz NICOLE,   with countries not paying a membership 

fee allowed to pay to attend individual meetings,   
• some form of intermediate arrangement combining aspects of the NICOLE model 

and the current Common Forum model to reduce membership costs 

14. A preliminary review of a possible secretariat for the Common Forum, to assist the 
discussions for the next Common Forum meeting will form a second strand of the options 
paper to be developed by Harald Kasamas.  This review will draw from previous discussions 
which took place in Antwerp, Amsterdam, Berlin and Paris.  

15.  Common Forum country representatives will check whether they would be able to 
pay a membership fee (for example 10,000 EURO per year) to run a Common Forum 
secretariat, and supply their answers to Harald Kasamas. 

The Common Forum’s next meeting is expected to be in November 2004, in the 
Netherlands 

 

Key Words 

International co-operation, contaminated land, remediation, treatment technologies, soil, 
groundwater, risk assessment, risk management, waste management 
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1  INTRODUCTION  

The Common Forum on Contaminated Land (CF) was initiated in 1994.  It is an informal 
group of those from national government and agencies in EU Member States who are 
involved with contaminated land and groundwater issues. 

Its general objectives are to develop strategies for the management of contaminated sites and 
for land recycling with respect to “sustainable resource protection” for contaminated land and 
groundwater. To this end, national and European policy processes are observed and, where 
appropriate, comments and interventions are made, and information provided.  The Common 
Forum also plays a role in national and EU level research projects, through the activities of its 
individual members, and by offering advice at a group level. 

The Common Forum holds regular meetings to discuss important and current issues. The 10th 
meeting of the Common Forum on Contaminated Land was organised by the Department for 
Environment and the Environment Agency of England and Wales and held in Birmingham, 
UK, over January 19 to 20, 2004. Among the meeting participants were representatives of the 
European Environment Agency; ministries of the environment, or by their request, other 
ministries or institutions and the environment agencies of different EU Member States and 
Accession Countries; NICOLE; and invited speakers, including several from EC funded 
research projects.  The meeting delegate list is provided in Appendix 2. 

The main goals of the meeting were to discuss ideas and positions on: 

• EU soil strategy 

• the draft Groundwater (Daughter) Directive 

• the impact of EU waste legislation on soil and water management 

• developing the State of the Art in the EU (linking to EC research and information 
initiatives) 

These topics were arranged in four sessions, each comprised of a series of short keynote 
presentations, a discussion of the issues raised, and the development of key actions for the 
Common Forum.  Table 1 lists the keynote presentations made for each session.  The full 
meeting Agenda is provided in Appendix 2.   

This meeting report is arranged in order of these four sessions and includes a summary of the 
papers presented, the ensuing discussions and the actions agreed by the Common Forum. 
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Table 1  -  Common Forum 10th Meeting – Invited Papers 

EU soil strategy 

1. Short overview of the EC soil strategy development, its progress to date and Technical 
Working Groups (TWGs)   -  Eddy van Dyck (BE) and Harald Kasamas (AUT)  

2. Technical Working Groups  (TWG)  “Contamination” - Joop Vegter (NL) 

3. Subgroup (SG) “Land Management” -  Victor Dries  (BE)  

4. TWG "monitoring - subgroup indicators and parameters" - Martin Schamann (AUT) 

5. TWG “Research” - Bob Harris (UK) 

6. NICOLE perspective, water and soil are an integrated system – Marc van Gijzel (NL – 
NICOLE) 

The draft Groundwater (Daughter) Directive 

1. Daughter Directive on Groundwater– Victor Dries (BE) 

2. AquaTerra project linking soils and water -  Dominique Darmendrail (Fr) 

3. Practical implementation issues for national regulators – Bob Harris (UK) 

The impact of EU waste legislation on soil and water management 

1. EU waste legislation and its impacts on land and water management -  Mark Kibblewhite 
(UK) 

2. Waste policy impacts on brownfields redevelopment - Steve Wallace, (UK - NICOLE 
chair) 

Developing the State of the Art in the EU 

1. JOINT - review of the main outputs of the Framework 5 research programme relating to 
soil and water management  - Dominique Darmendrail (FR)  

2. CABERNET – brownfields – Paul Nathanail or Kate Millar (UK) 

3. ERANET SNOWMAN  - review of soil and groundwater research in the EC + ad for more 
countries are invited to join this network- Harald Kasamas (AUT)  

4. EUGRIS -a common European information platform for contaminated land and 
groundwater and land information  -   Bob Barnes (UK)  

5. EURODEMO - European platform for demonstration of efficient soil and groundwater 
remediation:  - Martin Schamann (AUT) 
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2  EU Soil Strategy 
2.1 Papers Presented 
Overview of the EC soil strategy development, its progress to date and Technical 
Working Groups, Eddy van Dyck, OVAM, Belgium and Harald Kasamas, 
Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft 
(BMLFUW) Austria 

In April 2004 the EC published COM(2002) 179 final “Towards a Thematic Strategy for Soil 
Protection”.  This pointed out that to date, despite the delivery of some soil protection 
through several existing policy areas, a comprehensive Community approach to soil 
protection does not exist. Soil protection is more the result of the crosscutting nature of soil 
than the outcome of an explicit intention to tackle soil problems. It concluded that a thematic 
strategy is needed to underpin an integrated and targeted effort for a sustainable management 
of soil in the EU. 

In order to address the challenging task of developing better instruments for soil protection, 
the EC decided to work together with Member States, Candidate countries, the European 
Environment Agency (EEA), academia and other stakeholders.  The objective of this work 
will be to assist the Commission in developing: 

• a proposal for soil monitoring (to be finalised by June 2004) 
• a Communication on soil erosion, soil organic matter decline and soil 

contamination including recommendations for future measures and actions. 

The thematic soil strategy work also now encompasses the revision of the existing Sludge 
Directive and a forthcoming Biowastes Directive. These Directives and a soil monitoring 
Directive are expected in Summer 2004. (Note the Sludge Directive revision considers all 
sludges not just sewage). The consultation procedure underway is summarised in Figure 1.  
This includes five technical working groups, which together encompass 33 task or sub 
groups. 

 

Figure 1   EC Soil Thematic Strategy consultation 
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The first general meeting of the Advisory Forum was held on 23 April 2003, with the first 
Technical Working Group (TWG) meetings taking place the following May and June.  
Second TWG meetings took place September to October 2003.  The second Advisory Forum 
meeting took place on  11 November 2003 when interim reports from the various TWGs 
were considered.  The third series of TWG meetings TWGs took place December 2003 to 
January 2004.  A third Advisory Forum meeting is scheduled for 19 April 2004 to consider 
the draft final reports from the TWGs.  These will be finalised in a fourth meeting of TWGs: 
20-21 April 2004. 

Members of the Common Forum are well represented in the Advisory Forum and TWGs as a 
result of the CLARINET and CARACAS networks that it inspired.  TWG1 on soil 
monitoring is particularly important as its work will strongly influence the forthcoming 
Directive on soil monitoring, which is intended to provide a framework for reporting on the 
status of soil across Europe.  Common Forum members also take part in TWG4 on 
contamination, which is further divided into subgroups looking at contamination sources 
(point and diffuse) and a strategic approach to “land management”.  Their work will support 
the drafting of an EC Communication on its further intentions, likely to be finalised in 
September 2004. 

 

Technical Working Group on Contamination, Joop Vegter, Technical Committee on 
Soil Protection, the Neherlands 

The main aims of TWG Contamination is to: 

• provide a general picture of the extent of soil contamination in the enlarged EU 
• describe strategies and technologies for solutions considering local sources, 

diffuse inputs, contaminated land management and large-scale water and air 
pollution 

• identify the added value of action at the EU level and provide policy 
recommendations 

• define what should be monitored by the Directive on soil monitoring 
• make a research agenda 

The general picture that has been produced considers agriculture, wilderness or natural areas, 
urban areas and sediments.  Agricultural soil is seen as being under pressure from 
atmospheric deposition (acidification, persistent organic pollutants [POPs], metals), the use 
of pesticides, phosphate accumulation, and the application of biowastes to land.  In some 
areas the agricultural use of land is endangered because of concerns about the food safety of 
crops.  Where soil is still fit for use agricultural areas remain under threat of land-use 
changes.  The main pressures on natural areas also include atmospheric deposition, which in 
this case includes eutrophication from to nitrate deposition.  However, soils in natural areas 
are seen as still being in reasonably good shape.  In urban and infrastructure areas soil 
pollution occurs due to PAHs and lead accumulation, copper and zinc  from powerlines and 
masts, herbicides (roads and railways), asbestos from demolished buildings, mineral oil.  
These soils are seen as mostly unfit for sensitive uses.  Sediments have suffered large scale 
historic pollution  from metals, mineral oil, PAHs, PCBs, and pesticides, which has an 
ecological impact in waters, and also often renders dredged material unfit for use on land, and 
renders them a source of contamination after flood events.   The typical land use in an EU 
country (although percentages vary) is shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2  Land use in a typical EU country 

The TWG Contamination has agreed basic principles and definitions and the need for a legal 
framework.  It considers that better use could be made of opportunities for soil protection in 
the Common  Agricultural Policy and in guidelines for good agricultural practice.  It would 
like to see a better linkage of Framework 6 programme research with the management of 
large areas that are under threat or already contaminated, and particularly to sediment 
contamination problems.  Suggestions for additional tasks include the need for a more 
complete picture (comparable information) of the extent of contamination in the enlarged EU, 
current situation and contamination trends observed where data is available.  TWG 
contamination also suggests that soil contamination should be considered in an overarching 
framework, which should include: impact assessment, socio-economic aspects, gender 
mainstreaming, climate change issues, environment and health issues, biodiversity issues, 
role of land use planning policy, coordination with the world wide dimension, awareness, 
communication and participation, property rights related to soils and soil data, EU wide 
reporting of the state of soils,  and basic typology and characterisation across European soils.  
TWG contamination has also suggested the establishment of an EU soil conservation service. 

Contaminated land management should be governed by subsidiary.  Although the EC has a 
role in establishing common general principles, decisions should be made at a local level.  
The current approach to Integrated Pollution Prevention Control (IPPC) should be 
reappraised to examine whether it is sufficiently protective of soil.  The proper place of 
bioavailability as a consideration in soil policy needs better elaboration.  Soil policy should 
be integrated with water policy: soil should be protected for its own sake, not just as an 
adjunct of water protection.  TWG Contamination sees the need for a soil framework 
Directive. 

TWG strongly suggests that soil monitoring  across the EU should be related to specific 
questions, rather than as a general effort to collect and archive data. It is impossible to 
provide a total monitoring system based on some kind of a grid sampling approach that yields 
any meaningful data1, given the costs, scale and variability of soil.  It is better to focus 

                                                 
1 Although for certain pollutants an EU grid or stratified sampling scheme may evolve from the national 
approaches 
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monitoring effort  on “pinch points” where the resources used will yield meaningful 
information, for example by prioritising monitoring on the most “vulnerable” soils, or where 
improved understanding is most needed.  As an example, soil monitoring data could be used 
to explore any possible linkage between soil contamination and erosion and the composition 
of indoor dust in households.  This work should be in parallel with studies to explore the 
human health effects of indoor dust.  Soil monitoring should not just be concerned with the 
collection of analytical data. Inventories of soil samples could also become a valuable 
research resource over time.  TWG contamination also considers that soil monitoring should 
encompass monitoring of radionuclides. 

Based on these considerations the TWG soil has made a series of monitoring 
recommendations to be taken forward by TWG 1 on soil monitoring.  In general monitoring 
should be driven by real information needs.  It should be integrated with existing reporting 
activities for soil and other environmental monitoring, already taking place.  Implementation 
should take place in a step-wise manner, rather than all at once, and should be supported by 
detailed guidance for national monitoring.  TWG Contamination propose a European Point 
Source Assessment System (EPSAS) for evaluating local sources, based on nationally 
provided information.  For diffuse inputs monitoring needs to be based on a conceptual 
system model that considers trends, impacts and abatement.  Monitoring needs to be 
integrated across large systems with other monitoring activities, for example of water quality. 

Another form of monitoring relates to observing the progress of contaminated land 
management, which might encompass assessments such as the number of sites, surface unfit 
for current of future use, costs, remediation technologies applied.  Megasites are large-scale 
problems and need to be related to EU regional development. 

The European parliament has a legitimate need for a soil monitoring Directive that 
establishes a catalogue of soil status, vulnerability, threats and pressure as a basis for future 
policy and decision making.  A lot of information is collected nationally already.  However, 
this information may not be publicly available, it is not always archived so it can be lost.  
Information from different countries lacks harmonisation.  Links between soil threats and 
their combined impacts are scientifically unclear, for example any linkages between organic 
matter dynamics, pollution and biodiversity. 

As a legal instrument the soil monitoring Directive needs to establish that the owner of the 
soil is not the owner of soil information.  An organisation or cooperation should be created to 
manage soil information in a co-ordinated way.  Member States can contribute to this with 
existing information and existing monitoring systems.  This central initiative should include 
scientific goals ( testing models on fate and transport, relation with biodiversity, etc).  In 
addition soil protection should be addressed when drafting policy and regulations in general.  
There should be a “soil test” for new regulations, and this test should be based on principles 
described in the EU soil strategy. 

TWG Contamination has identified a list of key substances which should be monitored as a 
high priority, on the basis of the following criteria: ecological risks, acute human health risk 
(soil ingestion), cancer risk ( soil ingestion), bioaccumulation and ubiquitous persistent 
substances: copper, zinc, lead, PAHs, PCBs, dioxins, HCH (lindane) and DDT/DDE.  TWG 
Contamination has also identified other contaminants of concern as set out in Table 2. 
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Table 2  -  Schedule of Possible Contaminants for Monitoring from TWG 
Contamination 

Monitoring proposals I Monitoring proposals II 
 ‘Extractable’ forms 

Monitoring III Organics 

Arsenic  
Cadmium  
Chromium  
Copper  
Mercury  
Nickel  
Lead  
Phosphorus 
Selenium  
Zinc  
Radionuclides: 137Cs and 90Sr 

Acidity 
Aluminium 
Cadmium  
Calcium  
Copper  
Fluorine (as fluoride) 
Lead  
Magnesium  
Nickel  
Phosphorus 
Potassium 

Halogenated compounds; 
Linear alkylbenzene 
sulfonates 
Di-(2-ethylhexyl)-phthalate 
Nonyl-phenol and 
nonylphenol-ethoxylates 
Poly-aromatic hydrocarbons  
Polychlorinated-biphenyls  
Di-benzofurans and di-
benzodioxins (congeners to 
be agreed) 
 

 

Subgroup  “Land Management”, Victor Dries, OVAM, Belgium 

A necessary first step in considering contaminated land management is to have a common 
approach to what constitutes a contaminated site.  This categorisation should be made on the 
basis of risk assessment, and a site should only be labelled “contaminated” where the risk 
assessment indicates that some form of action is necessary to manage the site.  This 
assessment may therefore need to take into account possible future uses of the site as well as 
current and intended use for this categorisation to be effective.  It is important to be clear the 
term contaminated site is not synonymous with contaminated land2 nor contaminated soil.  It 
is also important to be clear that in the natural environment soil and water quality are linked. 

There is a relationship between soil monitoring and water quality monitoring under the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD).  The WFD imposes a “monitoring duty” for surface water and 
groundwater.  Soil quality linked to indirect discharges in a “catchment area” or groundwater 
body.  A lack of a risk-based approach to groundwater quality on the draft Groundwater 
Directive means that inappropriate soil quality thresholds may be required to meet indirect 
discharge constraints. 

Monitoring should be carried out with a strategy and conceptual approach in mind, for 
example to find out when a particular set of actions are needed.  For monitoring contaminated 
sites the role of the local authority is already a vital one in many countries.  It is important 
that the information local authorities are required to provide to any EU system is reasonable 
and needed to avoid creating an unnecessary information bureaucracy.  IPPC regulations 
should also be linked to soil monitoring activities.  IPPC assessments should include 

                                                 
2 Land is a geographical, three dimensional entity comprising soil, groundwater, surface water, sediment, a site 
is an area of land defined by ownership and/or use. 
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reporting on soil quality, and the range of scheduled activities should be broadened, with 
perhaps a special consideration of “high risk activities” such as big storage facilities. 

The subgroup suggests that EU Reporting parameters for contaminated land management 
might include: 

• number of past risk activities  
• number of sites investigated 
• number of sites where further action was deemed necessary 
• estimated costs for necessary actions 
• number of sites where action has been undertaken 
• amount spent on action 
• possibly number of sites with current contamination risk activities  
• area of known brownfield sites 
• area of redeveloped brownfields 
• technologies used for remediation  
• perhaps a special monitoring regime for megasites 

Contaminated land assessment across the EU needs to be supported by harmonised analytical 
approaches and sampling procedures, devised with risk assessment in mind. 

Soil monitoring also needs to consider the possibility of future contamination.  The legacy of 
historic land contamination is so large that it is scarcely a problem Society should recreate.  
There needs to be a strategic approach at national level for the early detection of potential or 
new contamination problems.  Immediate action desirable for new contamination, and this 
should be more than “dig and dump”. 

Although general principles are similar, risk assessment tools vary between countries.  In 
some cases this is for practical reasons connected with local circumstances, in other cases the 
reason for variation is less clear.  Initiatives such as CARACAS and CLARINET3 have 
identified what is necessary for risk assessment and what can be harmonised.  The 
CLARINET concept of risk-based land management (RBLM) – see Appendix 3 should be 
exploited in policy development.  It is a dynamic approach and links the management of 
contaminated land to spatial planning, fitness for present and planned use, the protection of 
surroundings and long term care.  Risk management techniques should be based on best 
available technology (BAT).  The BAT assessment should be wide-ranging, and a range of 
options should be considered.  Key parameters for consideration obviously include costs and 
performance, but also wider environmental impacts and benefits (including their long term 
effectiveness and  aftercare needs). 

The subgroup supports the development of technical guidance for risk management 
techniques, and suggests that there is a strong need for demonstration sites where best 
practice can be shown. 

Liability for land contamination is a complex policy area with EC, national and regional legal 
frameworks.  The Subgroup Land Management draft environmental liability Directive may 
be a missed opportunity for soil protection. 

 
3 wwwclarinet.at 
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The subgroup also considered that funding support is sometimes necessary to restore 
contaminated land.  However, the EC regulations on state aid are unclear, which can be an 
obstacle to supporting brownfields re-use, particularly when greenfield development is so 
easy in most countries. 

Finally, the subgroup felt that a “land status report” might be a useful tool in facilitating the 
re-use of brownfield sites.  This would clarify that the site was available for use from a risk 
management perspective.  It could also go further, for example by describing any remediation 
contracts, funding sources or financial guarantees. 

 

TWG "Monitoring - subgroup indicators and parameters" - Martin Schamann, 
Umweltbundesamt Austria 

The thematic soil strategy has identified eight key threats to soil: 

1. erosion 
2. decline in organic matter 
3. soil contamination (local soil contamination and diffuse soil contamination) 
4. soil sealing 
5. soil compaction 
6. decline in soil biodiversity 
7. salinisation 
8. floods and landslides 

The main task of the TWG Monitoring is to develop options and recommendations in support 
to the development of the proposal for a monitoring Directive. For each of the eight identified 
threats the TWG shall identify the parameters and indicators to be monitored at the 
appropriate level. The monitoring of these parameters must allow to establish trends in order 
to: 

• identify where specific protective actions are needed 
• evaluate the efficiency of measures already in place. 

There is a clear difference between monitoring system and soil strategy.  Any monitoring 
system that is devised needs to be developed on a step by step basis, incorporating what is 
done now to begin with, which is seen as requiring no additional budget.  The Monitoring 
Directive should set out a set of general principles, including a first set of indicators and 
parameters.   

The soil strategy deals with a number of open questions and includes non-obligatory 
measures and  research related issues.  Many of the measurements and indicators needed to 
support soil strategy goals can only be feasibly established in the medium and long term.  
After three meetings of the TWG Monitoring the Chairs suggest that the proposed monitoring 
scheme for Europe should, at the first step, be based on existing resources (zero cost option). 
This implies that monitoring in this first step will have to be based on existing sites and 
information. Existing sites are already either financed by EU programmes (LUCAS, Forest 
FOCUS) or by national funding. 

Discussions in TWG Monitoring  have focused on using existing monitoring schemes, which 
appear to be  mainly based on (regular) grid sampling.  There has been little discussion of 
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additional approaches.  Hence in the short term, practical monitoring efforts may be limited. 
Extending-grid based sampling has significant cost implications. 

Three meetings have been held so far. Their main conclusions can be summarised as follows.  
Monitoring issues should be divided into two main fields of activity: 

• issues where there is a need for further intensive discussions and questions to be 
solved for the future EU-Soil-Strategy (such as exchange of information, know-
how and best practice, voluntary measures). 

• obligatory regulations to become part of a legally binding soil monitoring 
Directive. 

Before starting monitoring activities, it is necessary to have a basic inventory/ baseline for 
comparative purposes and therefore the definition of the baseline for all future comparisons 
and activities is essential.  It has become obvious that a single common baseline, taking into 
account all possible threats, will not be achievable. Neither is it effective or helpful to deal 
with parameters or indicators that are not relevant to a particular information need or site.  

There has been a lot of discussion in the TWG about the use of grid-based analyses for the 
assessment of trends.  This may need initial studies to determine the performance criteria 
required to identify different threats at appropriate scales, i.e. number of observations 
required to give a specified level of detection of change.  For example:  at the moment there 
is a common feeling that as a first step all existing data and mapping (especially 1:1,000,000) 
should be used to evaluate and define the relevant regions for each of the eight key threats to 
soil at the EU level.  

The TWG also concluded the need for a better understanding of representivity (e.g. number 
and location of sampling points) which may need evaluation studies for different soil threats 
considering time scales, measuring intensity, etc Monitoring also needs to be supported by 
the development of appropriate baseline information. 

The monitoring system should be built up carefully and provide adequate, appropriate and 
relevant information for EU-policy decisions. The system should be brought into use step-by-
step using existing soil monitoring systems as effectively as possible. This is why any 
Directive should include all what can be done NOW (2004) as far as possible without any 
additional financial burden and set the overall framework including a general timetable for 
the different steps. In this first step, the general principles must be set up, including a first set 
of indicators and parameters which are already available or achievable within a short term 
time frame (about 2 years). 

Mr Schamann made a number of personal observations. 

• The initial proposal for the basic component of a EU soil monitoring was focusing on 
soil sampling at a regular grid approach (16 x 16 km). However, the discussion revealed 
that this approach would not reflect the full variety of soils in a cost-efficient way.  Such  
fixed grid-width approaches do not take into account national experiences in soil 
variety, and show little subsidiarity. 

• As a consequence the elements of monitoring are now seen in a more flexible soil 
sampling approach.  The soil monitoring strategy work so far has addressed three of the 
eight threats identified by the soil strategy: diffuse contamination, decline of organic 
matter, and salinisation -partly. Threats like soils sealing, local contamination, erosion, 
compaction, floods/landslides and loss of biodiversity have yet to be considered. 

  Page 10 



Report of the meeting of the Common Forum on Contaminated Land in the EU, Birmingham 
on 19 and 20 January 2004 

 
• The approach to monitoring discussed so far almost exclusively follows a generic multi-

purpose approach, and a clear functional link is missing, as is linkage to policy and 
policy needs. 

• On the other side it became evident that any indicator included in the Monitoring 
Directive has to be operable within a period of 4 – 5 years. Owing to the varying 
experiences, different definitions, approaches and progress for tackling soil problems in 
the Member States, immediate agreements on practicable indicators to be included in 
the Monitoring Directive are needed. The indicators should act as starting point for an 
integrated monitoring reflecting reductions of soil functions expressed by all eight  
threats. 

 

TWG “Research” - Bob Harris, Environment Agency of England and Wales 

The specific mandate of the TWG Research is the identification and structuring of the 
existing information; the identification of barriers that prevent the full use of existing results 
for policies and recommendations how  to improve the transfer of information; and the 
identification of research gaps with indication, in which time intervals these can be closed 
(short-, medium- and long-term activities).  The TWG has approached its task by considering 
five  research clusters (shown in Figure 3), evaluating research on the basis of the based on 
the Drivers; Pressures; State; Impacts and Responses (DPSIR) Framework (illustrated in 
Figure 4).  In addition the TWG considers soil sealing and cross cutting issues.  The eight 
threats are interlinked as shown in Figure 5. 

 

 

Figure 3 TWG Research Clusters 
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TWG Research  includes nine task or sub groups, which have Common Forum participants as 
shown below: 

1. Erosion, Compaction and Landslides 
2. Contamination - local and diffuse: Johan van Veen (NL); Jorg Frauenstein (D); Joop 

Vegter (Contamination WG); Bob Harris (CF) 
3. Organic matter and biodiversity 
4. Salinisation 
5. Sealing, Urban Soils, Land Use and Planning 
6. Monitoring, harmonisation, spatial data, GIS 
7. Soil and data property; legislative framework; soil conservation service 
8. Awareness, education, networking, capacity building 
9. Good status, soil/water system, soil quality/health Dominique Darmendrail  

(EuroGeoSurveys) 
 

 

Figure 4    Drivers; Pressures; State; Impacts and Responses (DPSIR) Framework 

 

TWG Research has identified the following emerging research issues and needs for 
contamination 

• collection of harmonised background data to identify sources of pollution, 
especially diffuse sources; 

• understanding capacity influencing factors in soil which affect long-term 
behaviour of contaminants; 

• research to produce/optimise standards for all steps (sampling, analysis and 
establishment of background levels etc); 

• generating accessible and comparable data on the status and trends in soil 
contamination; 

• harmonising of methods to allow the identification of priority substances for 
terrestrial environment; 

• improving conceptualisation and modelling of transfers between environmental 
compartments to enable the assessment of subsequent risks to receptors, 
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specifically addressing bioavailability and transfer of contaminants from soil to 
indoor air; 

• developing tools for more systematic risk assessment and for deciding flexible 
“tolerable loadings” in soil, especially on reuse of waste as soil and agriculatural 
practices; 

• improving the quantification and the consistency with impact assessment of 
natural rehabilitation processes. 

Its next steps will include a sharing of ideas with TWG Contamination.  Each Task Group 
will produce a short (2/3 pages) report relating to the five research clusters and subsequently 
a longer (20 page) summary report.  The short reports are due by 9 February and all initial 
draft summary reports by 1 March, with final drafts by 31 March.  TWG Research’s report 
will be published after the Advisory Forum meeting on 19/20 April and before Commission's 
Communication on Soil in September 2004. 

 

 

Figure 5  Interdependencies of threats identified by the soil strategy 

 

NICOLE perspective: water and soil are an integrated system, Marc van Gijzel, Vopak, 
the Netherlands and NICOLE’s Common Forum representative 

NICOLE was set up in 1995 as a result of the CEFIC  “SUSTECH” programme to promote 
co-operation between industry and academia on the development of sustainable technologies. 
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It started as a Concerted Action in 1996 and, since February 1999, has continued self-
supported by membership fees. NICOLE currently has 120+  members. NICOLE has an 
active Industry Subgroup, with about 30 industrial company members, and a pro-active group 
of Service Providers, with about 20 members. The Academic world is also well represented 
in NICOLE. Finally NICOLE, through its members from different industrial sectors, provides 
a liaison among many European branch organisations on contaminated land issues. 

NICOLE is convinced that a European approach to sustainable land management is valuable 
for society as well for industry. Incoherence in the perception of the soil problems and the 
solutions for these problems in Europe is leading to an inefficient approach to the issue. From 
the outset it has been NICOLE’s mission to develop and promote responsible (risk-based) 
management of contaminated industrial land, creating a commonly accepted cost effective 
approach, based on the “fitness for use” concepts. To this end NICOLE promotes common 
research and collaborates with other international networks inside and outside Europe.  

Position of NICOLE with regard to the (Soil and) Groundwater Daughter Directive 

1. Our reading of this proposal leads us to conclude that the first step in Community 
activity will be a data gathering and monitoring initiative, which may lead to further 
initiatives depending on the data output and trends. 

We very much support this approach as described in Section 5.1 and 5.2 of the Explanatory 
Memorandum being a pragmatic and scientific approach to identifying problem areas, rather 
than bringing forward primary legislation based on unsubstantiated views. 

2. As such the proposal is wholly consistent with responsible industries' strategies - 
namely: 
a) Dealing with contamination where it exists and poses a risk to human health and the 
environment. 
b) Prevention of new contamination. 
The latter is also clearly recognised in the present proposal. It also makes clear that a 
distinction must be made between new and old groundwater contamination. 

3. Working on “..identifying and reversing significant and sustained upward trends in 
pollution..” is also fully supported.  However we feel that reversing an upward trend as such 
should not be a requirement but a decision based on actual risk for humans and the 
environment and in relation to natural occurring concentrations. For historical pollution 
caused by human activity the risk-based approach should be a vital element in the 
remediation process. These elements are missing in the introductory remarks (item 3) of the 
Directive. In a risk-based approach a “.. starting point for trend reversal..” (item 4) is not a 
fixed concentration but a case by case weighing of risks. Consequently if concentrations of 
harmful pollutants are detected a risk assessment determines whether further action is 
required instead of costly remediation/reduction of any concentration. 

4. In Article 2 the concept of threshold value is introduced. These should be risk-based. 
If this is not made explicit different approaches will be established in the coming years 
making it more difficult to converge back again to one accepted approach. 

5. We regret that the Soil Directive and Groundwater Directive were developed 
separately.  We regard soil and groundwater as one system in which possible contamination 
needs to be assessed and possibly remediated. The definition of “.. indirect discharges to 
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groundwater..” is a direct consequence of this choice and considered unnecessary. We would 
advise removing this definition from the Directive. 

6. The concept of ‘Risk management zones’ has been omitted from this draft. We 
strongly advise reinstating this approach because this concept allows for Natural Attenuation 
(NA) solutions which might have (temporary) impacts beyond the site boundaries, yet within 
the risk management zone. 

7. We feel it better that groundwater be classified - and any accompanying thresholds be 
based - on its utility to society.  As an example, potable groundwater should be classified and 
protected based on drinking water standards.  But groundwater that is not potable, either 
because of low quality or yield, should be protected more on its ‘pathway to sensitive 
receptor’ considerations.  That is, groundwater that provides baseflow to a stream should be 
protected to the extent that it does not impact the ‘good status’ of the receiving water body.  
This classification will allow for pragmatic decisions by recognising the natural protection 
that occurs as contaminants migrate and biodegrade on their path to the receptor.  
Groundwater thresholds could be based on distance to the receiving body of water. 

8. Annex iv, para 1.4 states that "Specific trend assessment shall be carried out for 
relevant pollutants in bodies of groundwater that are affected by point sources of pollution, 
including historical point sources, in order to verify that plumes from contaminated sites do 
not expand over a defined area and deteriorate the chemical status of the groundwater body". 
In an earlier draft, it was stated that point sources from historic contamination would be 
excluded in certain circumstances.  This was felt to be a pragmatic way forward and was 
supported. However, in some large industrialised areas, it may be that a combination of many 
point sources adds up to more that 15% of the aquifer.  How would such situations be 
managed in terms of reaching compliance with 'Good' status where in many cases it will not 
be cost effective or technologically possible to repair these impacts in the timescales required 
to achieve 'good' status?  

The revised proposal implies that all potential point sources of historic contamination will 
have to be monitored over a large number of years. Given the number of potentially 
contaminated sites across Europe, this will have very high monitoring compliance costs that 
will in many cases be disproportionate to the potential harm being caused.  Potentially 
thousands more monitoring points will have to be installed as a result of this provision. The 
priority for the assessment of such sites should (again) be risk-based and proportionate to the 
potential risks posed. There should also be allowance for early exit from the trend assessment 
process where it can be shown that a plume is either stable or contracting or where a risk-
based solution has been agreed with local regulators. 

 

2.2 Discussions 

Comments on the soil strategy development can be made by the Common Forum and its 
members in one of several ways, via national panellists on the Advisory Board, via the Chair-
people of the TWGs and via the Common Forum representatives to the consultation: Eddy 
van Dyck (OVAM) and Harald Kasamas, BMLFUW.  In the long run the soil strategy 
communication was felt to be as important as the Directive on soil monitoring, as it will set 
the framework for future EC legislation for soil protection, and its global aims are supported 
by the European Parliament and Council of Ministers.  Each TWG is reviewing existing EC 

  Page 15 



Report of the meeting of the Common Forum on Contaminated Land in the EU, Birmingham 
on 19 and 20 January 2004 

 
environmental legislation against soil issues, and can signal to the EC and the European 
Parliament if it feels that changes are needed.  Consequently a number of policy and 
legislative areas may be influenced. 

An area if great concern to the Common Forum delegates was the emphasis of the work of 
TWG Monitoring on grid-based sampling approaches.  It was felt that this TWG’s work had 
been hijacked to some extent by organisations with a vested interest in carrying out such 
monitoring work.  The overwhelming view of the meeting participants was that the 
monitoring TWG had to be more strategic in its outlook and consider carefully the real value 
of the information collected for environmental decision making and policy development.  It 
was also felt that the monitoring TWG should be realistic about the technical reliability of 
data collected on the basis of large grid sampling exercises, given the heterogeneity of soils at 
regional and local levels.  It also does not take into account the generally accepted risk-based 
approach to dealing with historic contamination.  There appeared to be a significant failure of 
viewpoints from the TWGs on contamination and research to influence the views of the TWG 
on monitoring.  The meeting concluded that the Common Forum and its members needed to 
send a clear signal of its views to the soil strategy development process (as outlined in 
Section 2.3). 

Common Forum delegates felt that the monitoring TWG should consider how it might track 
the management of contaminated land, and identify possible hazards of future contamination.  
It was also felt that monitoring land use might support the work of the European 
Environmental Agency.  Monitoring land use was felt to be something that was best managed 
at a local level, with EC guidance and support, and central collation of essential data only.  
Subsidiarity was felt to be important across the board for soil strategy as soil and its 
protection issues vary at regional and local scales, and soil (obviously) is not mobile in the 
same way as air and water. 

The Common Forum and NICOLE felt that the lack of integration between the development 
of soil and water policy was a serious problem that could well lead to inappropriate 
developments in either arena of policy (discussed further in Chapter 3).  The review of EC 
environmental policy by the TWGs could flag some of the problems identified in Chapter 3, 
but the lack of co-ordination recently and still represents a missed opportunity. 

It was pointed out that there has to be a clear benefit of soil monitoring to Society, and it 
should not be carried out for its own sake. 

Delegates also felt that any soil monitoring approach needed to have a clear structure for 
dealing with information at local, regional, national and EU levels.  It was suggested that 
what was really needed at an EU level was a series of “key performance indicators”, that 
indicated trends and provided a basis for policy review and development was more 
appropriate than raw data extracted from multiple local sources.  There is a possibility of 
causing “blight” by listing individual sites at an EU level.  Not all delegates felt that this was 
a significant problem, but in any case aggregated data might not need to list individual sites. 

The EEA was concerned that such an approach to reporting might mean that it looses the 
level of detail it needs to fulfil its own environmental quality monitoring role.  Other 
delegates did not see a conflict, and felt that suitable arrangements could be made.  The EEA 
has not fully elaborated what environmental monitoring it feels is necessary for it to carry out 
to fulfil its statutory role, but will circulate its current proposals to the Common Forum 
members for their comments.  The EEA has also concluded that a general grid based 
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approach to data collection is unlikely to yield useful information in relation to its costs and 
complexity. 

In short the meeting concluded that monitoring has to be more than simply collecting 
numbers, it needs to encompass and support the active management of soil and solution of 
soil problems. 

 

2.3 Action Points 

1. Joop Vegter  (NL) is drafting a response to the recent EC Soil Strategy Technical 
Working Group (TWG)  Monitoring proposals on behalf of TWG “contamination”.  He will 
share the first draft of this response with the Common Forum.  This first draft  might serve as 
the basis of a Common Forum input to TWG Monitoring.  Initial comments will be made by 
Harald Kasamas (Austria), Martin Schamann (Austria), Francesca Quercia (Italy) and Eddy 
van Dyck (Belgium) and then circulated to the Common Forum more widely.  A final version 
will be circulated for Common Forum members to send (if they wish) to the national Soil 
Strategy delegates, and for the Common Forum collectively to submit to TWG Monitoring.  
This submission will be drafted by Defra (UK).  A Common Forum viewpoint has was sent 
to TWG monitoring (reproduced in Appendix 4) in February 2004, along with a suggested 
scheme for monitoring the assessment and management of contaminated land (reproduced in 
Appendix 5).  

2. Anna-Rita Gentile (EEA) requested comments on the EEA proposal for a European, 
monitoring and information system on soil contamination, which she will circulate to 
delegates by e-mail. 

 

3  The Draft Groundwater (Daughter) Directive 
3.1 Papers Presented 
EU Water Framework Directive and Groundwater Daughter Directive: state of affairs 
and developments, Victor Dries –  OVAM, Belgium 

The Groundwater Directive (GWD) supplements the Water Framework Directive, which is 
now in force. The GWD is linked to the WFD by Article 17 of the WFD, which sets out the 
scope of the GWD.  The draft GWD is shortly to be give its first reading by the European 
Parliament and the European Council of Ministers.   The GWD is likely to be in force in 
about 18 months time.  The linkage of the new GWD with the existing Groundwater 
Directive and WFD  is shown in Figure 6.  Transitional arrangements under Article 11 of 
WFD allow for the continuation of the protection regime of Directive 80/68/EEC. 

The GWD’s scope encompasses: 

• Defining good chemical status – linked to existing EU and Member State threshold 
values, and set out in Annex V of the WFD 

• Pollution trend analysis – to strengthen the Strengthening the “no deterioration” clause of 
the WFD 

• Prevention or limiting of pollution - integrates relevant legislation to consider both direct 
and indirect discharges (e.g. discharges from diffuse sources). 
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Under the Directive, Member States must identify all groundwater bodies at risk of pollution 
within 18 months of the GWD coming into force, and provide an inventory to the 
Commission during June 2006.  Member States must also make proposals for environmental 
quality standards for their groundwater within 12 months of the GWD coming into force.  
Quality standards for nitrates, biocides and pesticides are already enacted under existing 
legislation.   Where groundwater bodies have been identified at being at risk, sources of risk 
need to be distinguished between pollutants that may occur naturally and specific synthetic 
pollutants.  Environmental quality standards for pollutants that may occur naturally may be 
set in the context of a study of the background chemical composition of the groundwater 
body.   Environmental quality standards for specific synthetic pollutants must be based on an 
analysis of  “pressures and impacts”. 

 

 

Figure 6  Directives relating to Groundwater Protection 

The GWD sets out a minimum list of compounds for which environmental quality standards 
must be set by Member States: naturally occurring substances: ammonium, arsenic, cadmium, 
chloride, lead, mercury, and sulphate; synthetic substance: trichloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethylene. 

The GWD also provides a framework to stop further pollution and reduce existing pollution.  
Direct discharges are controlled as previously under the existing Groundwater Directive 
(80/68/EEC) and the WFD.  Indirect discharges  (i.e. discharges occurring after percolation 
through soil) are to be regulated via a system of prior investigations and authorisations.  
Control measures are to be based on specific trend assessment for point sources of pollution.  
This scheme of trend identification and reversal is based on the concept that any significant 
and sustained upward pollution trend should be reversed, where the increasing trend is of 
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anthropogenic origin.  The trend analysis approach applies to all pollutants identified as 
important for a particular groundwater body.  It is illustrated in Figures 7 & 8. 

The goal of the trend analysis approach is that pollutants in groundwater bodies affected by 
(historical) point sources do not expand over a defined area and deteriorate chemical status of 
the groundwater.  It is seen as particularly important in areas of a groundwater body where an 
upward trend in contaminant loadings might result in adverse effects on associated aqueous 
or terrestrial ecosystems.  Surface water quality monitoring is to be based on thresholds for 
contaminants of concern on an EU-wide basis, derived from existing Directives.  Member 
States can propose regional environmental quality objectives, but these must be ready within 
the 18 month implementation period for the GWD, so in practice are unlikely. 

 
Figure 7  General Draft Groundwater Directive trend reversal concept 

 
Figure 8  General Draft Groundwater Directive trend reversal concept applied to 
naturally occurring substances.  

Technical problems with the trend reversal concept are that it may be very hard to detect any 
significant trends given the inherent variability of groundwater measurements, and the 
seasonal changes from water movements into and out of the groundwater.  It is also by no 
means clear how trends for anthropogenic origin are to be distinguished from natural 
phenomena.   The minimum monitoring regime is annual monitoring.  It is not clear how this 
will clearly show trends.  A project taking place in Austria is investigating this trend model 
approach, but has yet to report to DG Environment. 
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Figure 9 sets out the expected schedule for the implantation of the Water Framework and new 
Groundwater Directives. 

 

 

Figure 9 Expected schedule for the implantation of the Water Framework and new 
Groundwater Directives4

Dries identified a number of problems in the current draft GWD. The timeframe for 
establishing prevention and remedying of groundwater bodies to achieve “good” chemical 
status is very short, by 2015, given the complex, and often slow,  hydrogeological and 
biological processes that affect aquifers.  The trend reversal concept has some substantial 
technical weaknesses.    This is exacerbated by the EC suggestion that interventions for trend 
reversal should take place at 75% threshold environmental quality standards.  There is also no 
explicit link between the GWD draft and the developing EC soil strategy.  Finally, despite 
may comments from experts, the focus of the GWD remains with concentrations of selected 
pollutants, rather than a risk-based approach5.  It is not clear how the GWD will impact on in 
situ remediation techniques involving the re-infiltration of groundwater, which remain the 
most likely treatment route for some contaminated aquifers.  These problems are likely to be 
greatest for aquifers beneath urban conurbations or megasites. 

The GWD is now an agreed text of the EC, which has been submitted to the European 
Parliament for discussion with a  vote expected in April 2004, and implementation expected 
18 months later.  The draft is also under consideration by the Council of Ministers, hence any 
statement from the Common Forum will need to be passed via national routes to the Council 
of Ministers. 

                                                 
4 Dries’ presentation slides and diagrams were extracted from a previous presentation by Phillipe Quevauviller 
of EC DG Environment 
5 Derogations are possible under the WFD, and these may be able to include a risk-based approach to 
contaminated aquifers. 
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AQUATERRA: Integrated modelling of the river-sediment-soil-groundwater system:  
advanced tools for the management of catchment areas and river basins in the context 
of global change: Scientific structure and objectives, Dominique Darmendaril, BRGM, 
France. 

AquaTerra is a 20 million EURO integrated research project in the sixth Framework 
Programme (with.13 million EUROs support from the EC)  The project has more than 40 
partners (listed in Table 1) from 21 European countries, and will last five years. 

AquaTerra seeks to develop and  integrate soil and water research to provide a 
comprehensive concept for integrated river basin management and a clear understanding of 
individual techniques and modelling approaches for collecting river basin management 
information.  Its intention is to produce advanced tools for the management of catchment 
areas and river basins in the context of global change. 

AquaTerra is an integrated project of the 6th EU RTD Framework Programme that aims to 
provide the scientific basis for an improved river basin management through a better 
understanding of the river-sediment-soil-groundwater system as a whole, by integrating both 
natural and socio-economics aspects at different temporal and spatial scales. This should be 
applicable to European contexts facing modifications or changes due to climate change, land 
use and pollution of soil and water.  

Soil-water management at catchment and river basin scales requires the identification of the 
relevant processes and the quantification of associated parameters, and the development of 
numerical models of the groundwater-soil-sediment-river system to identify adverse trends in 
soil functioning, water quantity and quality. The AquaTerra models will integrate the key 
biogeochemical, climatic and hydrological processes over relevant scales in time and space. 

AquaTerra integrates across multiple disciplines, from geosciences, environmental 
engineering and chemistry to socio-economic sciences, from the catchment to the regional 
scale with case studies located in major European river basins. It involves practitioners and 
end-users to elaborate operational tools for the different stake-holders (for instance, policy-
makers, river basin managers, regional and urban land planners). 

Consequently, AquaTerra works across different scales, from micro-scales investigated in the 
laboratory to river basins. These are integrated into the numerical models, to provide 
comprehensive, advanced management tools for catchment areas and river basins.  It works 
in line with the precautionary principle and anticipates the risks caused by upcoming priority 
threats. In support to EU policy matters, AquaTerra takes into account socio-economics 
issues and their legal implementations. 

The deliverables of the AquaTerra project will be 

• Adjusted and validated soil-water numerical models applicable at different 
operational scales (from the local to river basin scale) 

• Databases on biogeochemical parameters relevant for modelling the groundwater-
soil-sediment-river system as a whole 

• New and reliable tools for the analysis of identified and non-identified 
contaminants (organic and inorganic) in water / sediment / soil compartments 
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• Conceptual impact assessment integrated models for characterising and assessing 

direct (physico-bio-chemical processes and indirect (social and economical 
processes) impact of Global Change 

• Tools for monitoring changes and for an integrated management of the river-
sediment-soil-groundwater system 

• Training courses for the dissemination of the results. 

 

Table 3  AquaTerra Partners 

Scientific and applied research 
institutions: 

Stakeholders: 

S
(A

Ins

W
Mas
(

ociedad General de Aguas de Barcelona 
GBAR - E), Agència Catalana de l'Aigua 

(ACA - E), Wallonian Institute for Water 
Management (ISSEP - B), Netherlands 

titute for Water Management (RIZA - 
NL), Organisation for Sustainable soil 
management at the Kempen (AbdK - NL), 
National Institute for Research and 
Development for Environmental Protection 
(ICIM - RO), Ministry for Protection 
Resources Environment (Serbia), Slovakian 

ater Research Institute (WRI - SK), , 
aryk Water Research Institute Prague 

CZ). 

 

SMEs: 

Tuebingen University (D), Bureau de 
Recherches Géologiques et Minières 
(BRGM - F), Netherlands Organisation for 
Applied Scientific Research (TNO - NL), 
Consejo Superior d’Investigaciones 
Cientificas (CSIC - E), University of 
Newcastle (UK), University of Lancaster 
(UK), Czech Technical University of Prague 
(CZ), Danish Technical University (DK), 
Universite de Neuchâtel (CH), Wageningen 
University (NL), Umweltforschungszentrum 
Leipzig/Halle (UFZ - D), Technical 
University Hamburg-Harburg (D), 
Eidgenoessische Technische Hochschule 
Zürich (CH), Institute for Ecology of 
Industrial Areas (PL), University of Mining 
and Metalurgy (PL), University of Mainz 
(D), Flemish Institute for Technological 
Research (VITO - B), University of Natural 
Resources and Applied Life Sciences 
Vienna (A), University of Utrecht (NL), 
Université de Liège (B), Université Libre de 
Bruxelles (B), Université Henri Poincaré 
Nancy (F), Facultés Agronomiques 
de.Gembloux (B), Université d'Avignon et 
des pays de Vaucluse (F), Free University of 
Amsterdam (NL), Università di Trento (I), 
Università di Padova (I), Technical 
University of Munich (D) 

ACTeon (F), Laboratories for Applied 
Organic Petrology Tuebingen (D), R3 
environmental technology ltd (UK), 
Attempto Service GmbH (D), Institute for 
Ecology of Waters and Applied Biology 
GmbH (GOBIO - D), AQUATEST Land 
and Water Consultancies (CZ), Slovakian 
Environmental Institute (SK), Lemna Tec 
GmbH (D), WASY Ltd. (D). 

 

 

The scientific approach to AquaTerra considers several key components: 

• a water cycle component: HYDRO, which focuses on improving understanding of the 
mechanisms and impact of global change and in particular climate change on the water 
cycle; 
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• a biology and geochemistry component: BIOGEOCHEM, which focuses on identifying 

the dominant biogeochemical processes that determine water quality, and the filtering 
buffering, and transport functions of soils and sediments; 

• a component concerned with the fluxes of water and substances between different 
compartments of soil and water systems, FLUX, which will consider fluxes of solids 
and solutes (inorganic and organic) in the water cycle and relate them to the impact of 
soil functions such as filtering, buffering, and transformation capacity, using an 
input/output mass balances for selected pollutants in hydrologically closed sub-
catchments; 

• development of quantitative models: COMPUTE, which focuses on soil-water 
ecosystems, in particular for forecasting global change impacts on soil-water 
ecosystems and harmonising the different inputs of the other scientific components, 
examining the upscaling  of predictions (bench, catchment, and river basin), and 
providing an integrated toolbox of models; 

• examination of trends, TREND: which will investigate and model the temporal trends of 
pollutants and their behaviour in soil-groundwater-sediment-river systems as a basis for 
integrated management strategies examining specific chemical, physical, and biological 
parameters in (floodplain) soils and related ecological functioning and the effects of 
perturbations; 

• provision of monitoring tools across the project: MONITOR, which will provide, 
develop and validate the analytical tools necessary for the monitoring of organic and 
inorganic pollutants in water/sediment/soil compartments; 

• linkage of research findings and tools to river basins, BASIN, which will connect the 
scientific research in the sub-projects HYDRO, BIOGEOCHEM, FLUX, COMPUTE, 
and TREND to practical research cases (rivers: Brevilles, Ebro, Meuse, Elbe and 
Danube). 

 

This scientific work will be translated into applied knowledge and tools by three further 
groups of activities. 

• The EUPOL component is a key point of linkage to the AquaTerra project for the 
Common Forum and its participants.  EUPOL aims to define research needs for river 
basin management from the perspective of current and emerging policy and also to 
translate the scientific findings of the project (in conjunction with the INTEGRATOR 
work) to develop a framework for future integrated policy for river basin management, a 
key feature of AquaTerra is integrating policy on the soil/water system. 

• The INTEGRATOR component will collate the findings of the AquaTerra projects 
various components to provide a holistic and overarching representation of river basin 
soil/water processes and the possibilities for their management for all the stakeholders 
involved in river basin management and provide an integrated impact assessment model 
to characterise and assess in qualitative terms) the direct and indirect impacts of global 
change on soil and water resources 

• KNOWMAN will provide dedicated training and support in the use of the AquaTerra 
project outputs. 

The overall project structure is illustrated in Figure 10 and the project timetable in Figure 11. 
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Figure 10  Organisation of the AquaTerra project 
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Figure 11 AquaTerra Project Timetable 

 

  Page 25 



Report of the meeting of the Common Forum on Contaminated Land in the EU, Birmingham 
on 19 and 20 January 2004 

 
Groundwater  Directive, Practical Implementation Issues for Regulators, Bob Harris 
Environment Agency of England and Wales 

The draft Groundwater Directive (GWD)  does not link well to the existing Water Framework 
Directive, in terms of approach.  The draft GWD has expanded on explaining the concept of 
good water status, and has included nitrate and pesticide standards.  However, there is a 
potential conflict as its considerations of nitrate apply only outside nitrate vulnerable zones 
(NVZs) as regulated by the Nitrates Directive. There is the possibility that thresholds 
imposed by the draft GWD might be more stringent than thresholds within the NVZs. 

The definition of trends is separated from considering their environmental significance (for 
example by risk assessment).  Not only is this in conflict with other environmental regulatory 
approaches and so confusing it is likely to lead to over-prescriptive remedies.  The trend 
analysis procedure itself, as specified in the GWD, has complicated requirements for 
monitoring periodicity/frequency.  It is too prescriptive and does not take account of aquifer 
variability. 

Member States may take into account socio-economic costs when setting standards for 
groundwater which appears to negate the aims for the Water Framework Directive (WFD).  
No account is made of natural background levels.  The prevent or limit measures are 
unattainable - the absolute prevention of all (indirect) inputs of a pollutant will, in practice, be 
impossible to achieve.  

Both the standards setting and prevent or limit measures should better relate to the WFD 
“Programme of Measures”. 

 

3.2 Discussions 

A number of serious reservations are shared by Common Forum members about the draft 
Groundwater Directive (GWD), although Common Forum members differ in how they 
propose to manage the problems that might ensue. 

The technical basis of trend analysis was questioned, as was its practicality.  The comments 
made in the presentation of Mr Dries were generally recognised and amplified. 

• It may be very hard to detect any significant trends given the inherent variability 
of groundwater measurements, and the seasonal changes from water movements 
into and out of the groundwater.   

• It is also by no means clear how trends for anthropogenic origin are to be 
distinguished from natural phenomena. 

• It is not possible to distinguish between historic sources and new sources by trend 
analysis. 

• The trend analysis / threshold approach runs the risk of generating large 
bureaucracies within Member States, and large amounts of data of dubious value, 
for little apparent environmental benefit. 

The focus of the GWD on groundwater threshold concentrations as a tool for detecting when 
trends require reversal undermines the effects-based or risk-based evaluation that is suggested 
in the Water Framework Directive (WFD), and is considered good practice by the ministries 
and agencies taking part in the Birmingham Common Forum meeting.  This problem is 
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exacerbated by the very short timeframe in which regional environmental quality standards 
for groundwater can be derived, which is likely to result in drinking water standards being 
widely used as groundwater thresholds. 

The draft GWD and WFD are not explicitly linked to emerging EU soil strategy policy, nor 
vice versa.  Of particular concern is that linkages may be unintended, for example the 
requirement of control of indirect discharges leading to soil quality thresholds. 

Previous versions of the draft GWD have considered the use of risk management zones 
“RMZ” in aquifer management.  These were first suggested in the 2003 Berlin meeting of the 
Common Forum (see Box 1).  The risk management zone concept is that a part of an aquifer 
system may remain with an undesirable level of quality, for example because it is under an 
urban conurbation with many diffuse sources, but that the aquifer is managed so that at its 
interface with surface water there is no unacceptable impact.  The RMZ also extends to 
monitored natural attenuation and also to in situ remediation, particularly where this is based 
on the extraction and re-injection of conditioned groundwater to achieve a treatment effect.  
An important reason for the suggestion of the RMZ idea was that for a significant number of 
aquifers, restoration to “good” quality by 2015 is simply impossible with current technologies 
and resources.  The draft GWD now provides no explicit link to the RMZ concept. 

Common Forum delegates’ opinions on the removal of an explicit link to risk management 
from the draft GWD fell into several broad camps: 

• the draft GWD does not explicitly exclude RMZ so perhaps it is still permissible 
(3) 

• the exclusion of RMZ poses a serious problem for aquifer management, and so 
strong representations should be made via the Council of Ministers for its 
inclusion in the GWD (9) 

• the exclusion of an explicit link to risk management is a retrograde step and a 
missed opportunity, however the derogation mechanism under the WFD might 
provide an alternative legal framework for the risk-based management of 
groundwater quality in impacted aquifers. (4) 

The number in brackets is an indication of the number of views expressed.  One potential 
problem with using the derogation mechanism instead of RMZ is that under a derogation no 
further deterioration must take place, as set out in Article 4 of the WFD.    This may be 
impossible to prevent, for example if a plume is still spreading. 

Several Common Forum members suggested that the RMZ concept should be better 
elaborated and more clearly explained in any future discussions, with guidance offered about 
how it should be applied. 

Overall the Common forum considered that: 

The draft GWD poses problems for large contaminated areas or aquifers, for example where 
there are multiple sources such as in industrial areas or cities, or where it is likely that there 
will always be a risk of ongoing contamination, such as in harbour areas.  It is not possible 
for such groundwater bodies to meet good status by 2015, not least because sources not be 
well understood (e.g. cities), so a programme of  prevent and limit measures is not feasible.  
Derogation may be a mechanism to solve this regulatory dilemma. 
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The time frame to identify “pressures” on groundwater bodies is extremely short, particularly 
for large groundwater bodies affected by multiple sources.  There is also no clear protocol for 
identifying is a particular “pressure” on an aquifer is big or small.  Not only is trend analysis 
a poor technical tool, but how it should be applied, and the level of detail required, is unclear 
– for example should it be applied to the contaminated part of an aquifer as a whole.  It is not 
clear whether trend analysis is intended as a tool for   plume management.   The historic data 
sets available for trend analysis are either negligible or small, and there is limited time to 
begin their collection.  It may be possible to identify significant pressures, and develop trend 
analysis data by iteration, but this means firstly that earlier data collection needs to be 
recognised as investigative, and this recognition is not possible in the current GWD text.    

The deadline of mid-2005 for developing threshold values is insufficient for a rigorous 
scientific process.  It is unclear how the draft GWD considers re-infiltration, for example as 
part of an in situ remediation process.  The list of allowed activities is very limited and soil 
remediation is not listed.  Furthermore, in situ remediation may involve the deliberate re-
infiltration of risk substances.  The disconnection between soil and water policy is very 
apparent in the negligible consideration of in situ remediation of soil and aquifer.  The use of 
absolute threshold values that does not consider risk assessment, not even ecological risk 
assessment seems unlikely to achieve a targeted environmental improvement through best use 
of resources for the most serious (and solvable) problems. 

The Common Forum agreed to develop a clear statement of problems (which were generally 
recognised) to serve as briefing for those involved in EC discussions, European Parliament 
discussions of briefings for the Council of Ministers (see Section 3.3). 

 

3.3 Action Points 

3. Victor Dries will draft a discussion document describing the potential problems that 
the Common Forum see in the draft Groundwater Directive (GWD): a lack of integration 
with the soil strategy, infeasible approach to megasites and large urban areas.  This will be 
circulated to the Common Forum for comments.  The final draft will be sent to DG 
Environment (Phillippe Quevauviller, EC) and circulated for Common Forum members to 
send (if they wish) to their national delegations in the Council of Ministers and European 
Parliament where the GWD text is about to be debated. 

4. In parallel Margaret Keegan (IRL)  and Victor Dries (BE) will take the points raised 
by the Common Forum to the DG Environment meeting in Brussels, January 28th to the 
working group on Groundwater Risk Assessment. 
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Box 1 Risk Zones or Risk Management Zones as Described by the 2003 Berlin Common 
Forum Meeting 

Risk zones are a group of point sources of pollution including historical contaminated sites, 
within a specific area, which together make a significant flux of pollution which can affect 
one or several receptors (e.g. megasites, as studied in the EC Framework 5 Programme 
WELCOME project6).  The Common Forum suggested the following approach for the setting 
up of a framework for management plans of “historically contaminated sites” which show or 
may have an impact on groundwater7. This could be done at the level of a single site, a 
collection of sites or a risk (management) zone.  The main objectives of such management 
system would be the following: 

• to monitor specifically groundwater contamination due to historical contaminated sites 
and its impact on existing or identified future receptors; 

• to assess the risks linked with the contaminated sites on a case by case approach and 
based on the present and future uses of the groundwater body; 

• on the basis of the monitoring and risks assessment, to establish a specific management 
plan for the protection of groundwater in order to limit the risks and to ensure in 
particular that 
o receptors (such as drinking water supply, surface water or vulnerable territorial 

ecosystem) are not endangered, 
o the contaminated plume does not extend as far as technically and economically 

feasible beyond an area to be defined. This area may comprise a limited expansion 
of the plume, providing compliance with the Water Framework Directive objectives 
is met. 

• The management plan shall in particular consider the measures to 
o prevent at source, as far as technically and economically feasible, the degradation of 

groundwater, 
o limit when necessary and as far as technically and economically feasible the 

extension of the contaminated plume beyond a defined limited area ; 
o improve the water quality; 
o restrict the use of the site and of the groundwater to avoid the degradation of the 

water resources; 
o inform the potential users of the site and of the groundwater of the potential risks of 

groundwater degradation. 

Member States would ensure the proper implementation of the management plans on 
“historical contaminated sites” or risk (management) zones. 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 WELCOME defines megasites as follows (the definition has been discussed also by NICOLE in its 2003 Lille 
meeting – report available on www.nicole.org) large scale contaminated sites, that pose a large potential or 
actual risk to deterioration of groundwater, sediment, soil and surface water quality. 
7 “historically contaminated sites” are contaminated sites which show or may have an impact on groundwater 
due to activities which took place before the entry into force of the Daughter Directive. 
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4  The Impact of EU Waste Legislation on Soil and Water 
Management 
4.1 Papers Presented 
The impact of EU waste legislation on soil: some personal ideas for making progress, 
Mark Kibblewhite, University of Cranfield, UK 

Soil has certain key features.  Soil systems develop over long periods of time ( many 
generations), hence they are effectively an irreplaceable natural resource.  Soil protection is 
not on the same level as protection for water and air, and should be.  Soil is very variable, and 
it varies at many scales.  For example “soil maps” illustrate the spatial distribution of 
particular soil types.  However, these soil types are themselves only approximations, and 
within each mapped area there is significant local variation, variation that occurs even within 
a field or a small plot.  Indeed the soil environment is enormously varied even at the 
microscopic scale, where it is clear that a significant proportion of soil is occupied by water 
or air.  Hence soil is a system that is heterogeneous at many different levels. 

Soil is not the same as land, which describes an area of the Earth’s surface not covered by 
water.  Land is obviously a finite resource.  It has an ecological capacity, which includes the 
ecology of the soil system.  This overall ecological capacity can be increased or degraded by 
different kinds of land management.   A technique that is seeing increasing use is ecological 
foot-printing, where the use of materials and economic resources is back calculated to the 
area of land needed to support it.  These calculations show that in the “developed world” our 
ecological footprint far exceeds our land area.  So it is essential to maximise the ecological 
capacity and outputs of land, and this means managing soil systems optimally in all land in 
both the rural and urban environments. 

From a strictly selfish human perspective we can list the ecological services that soil provides 
us with: 

• food and fibre production 
• maintenance of biodiversity, both above and below ground  
• attenuation and degradation of pollutants 
• modulating water flow, both to sustain re-charge during drought and to prevent excess 

flooding 
• platform for infrastructure 
• cultural heritage - landscape and archaeology 
• organic waste processing. 

However, soil is also a habitat.  It is a living system, as illustrated in Figure 12, and from a 
risk management perspective it is a “receptor”, as well as a potential source of contamination, 
or a pathway for contaminants to move between environmental compartments.  As a receptor 
soil faces a number of key hazards: 

• inert material and soil sealing 
• contaminants 
• excess nutrients 
• physical damage 
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Figure 12  Soil as a living system (Kibblewhite 2004) 

Waste legislation impacts soil protection through controls on dumping of inert wastes and on 
the spreading of hazardous waste.   Materials commonly  spread on soil are: agricultural 
manures and slurries (largest source), food wastes (significant source), industrial wastes such 
as paper sludge (locally significant) and other wastes, including sewage sludge (important?).  
There are possible benefits from the application of these materials to soil, however, the 
speaker argues that they are contentious, for example: 

• Organic matter addition is thought to benefit soil structure and function by enhancing 
endogenous soil organic matter content and the effect appears to be greater for fresh 
materials than treated ones (such as composts).  However, the speaker argued that 
changing land management (for example reducing intensive agricultural production) 
is a more powerful way to increase soil organic matter than spreading exogenous 
organic matter. 

• Application of these materials to land is seen as completing nutrient cycles, for 
example for nitrogen and phosphorous (for which sewage sludge is a particularly rich 
source).  However, nitrogen addition from waste applications to land can exceed the 
capacity of the soil to buffer and attenuate nitrate, resulting in nitrate migration to 
groundwater. 

The speaker suggested that the benefits of waste applications to land should therefore be 
subject to more careful scrutiny.  In addition the application of waste materials to land has 
recognised detrimental effects, including acting as a source of contamination (and this may be 
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particularly serious for wastes currently exempt from strict control, such as animal slurries 
with their potential loading of heavy metals, antibiotics and other biologically active 
compounds).  Key soil protection concerns are limiting inputs of biocides, preventing 
excessive nutrient inputs and prevention of physical damage (for example compaction 
through spreading activities). 

The way forward suggested was a change in philosophy or paradigm, which is to recognise 
soils as an important resource for processing organic wastes, as distinct from emphasising the 
value of organic matter in wastes to soil.  This shift in emphasis leads to a focus on 
conserving and managing soil-based capacity to process wastes that do not present a 
significant risk to soil systems. 

An even more contentious argument from a strictly soil protection point of view is that 
current environmental policy is allowing the legal dispersal of contamination into the soil, 
compared with disposal to landfill (which concentrates pollutants) and incineration (which 
destroys many pollutants). 

Soil is subject to a number of hazards: inert material and soil sealing, contaminants, excess 
nutrients, physical damage, and is steadily being lost to the built environment.  These hazards 
ought to be considered in a risk assessment and management context, in a similar way to risk 
management from historic land contamination.  A rigorous risk-based approach to protecting 
the soil habitat and its functions, including organic waste processing, should be adopted, and 
this needs to be linked to other areas of environmental policy, with a soil linkage including 
integrated pollution control.  The Common Forum’s knowledge of risk-based management at 
a policy level would be a significant contribution to discussing and developing such a way 
forward. 

The speaker suggested a number of practical steps forward, commencing with a “Soil 
Framework Directive”.  Such a Directive should not take a prescriptive “one size fits all” 
approach to regulation, but should recognise fully the importance of soils for processing 
organic wastes, take full account of the diversity of soils by allowing subsidiarity, have a 
risk-based approach to protecting the soil habitat and its functions and overcome inspection 
problems by concentrating waste spreading industry in to larger, more sophisticated 
operators, subject to effective waste licensing and enforcement. 

 

Waste Policy Impacts on Brownfield Redevelopment, Steve Wallace, Secondsite 
Property, UK and chairman of NICOLE 

This speech included four components (1) a suggestion of what might be meant by 
sustainable brownfield remediation (2) an overview of the application of waste legislation to 
brownfield remediation, (3) a discussion about the introduction of Landfill Directive in UK as 
a case study and (4) a question: “do we encourage sustainable brownfield regeneration?” 

Sustainable development was defined by the    World Summit on Sustainable Development, 
Johannesburg 2002 as “development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”.  Although different 
countries have elaborated their sustainable development policy in various ways, they include 
three core elements: economic growth, environmental protection and social progress.  For 
contaminated land remediation regulators and industry should (and in most cases, do) share 
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these common objectives at a high level.  The issue is, how these common goals are put into 
practice.   

Secondsite work to return former gasworks sites that were operated by the former British Gas 
to the development cycle.  Form this perspective, Wallace suggests a straightforward 
“common sense” approach to sustainable remediation.  It should focus on: 

• recovery of the soil resource either destroying contamination or separate it from the 
soil 

• recycling materials and re-use (for example the crushing and re-use of concrete, and 
the use of recovered material as fill on site). 

• Most remediation is business driven, not enforcement driven, therefore sustainable 
regeneration has to be economically viable. 

There are a range of technological constraints on what can be achieved in land remediation: 

• technological (availability of technology, verification of data – confidence, suitable 
timescales, the scale of projects – it may be hard to mobilise remediation technologies 
for small sites from a practical and economic perspective) 

• legislative (waste legislation which is hazard driven; versus contaminated land 
legislation which is risk driven; versus water regulation, which is moving towards 
absolute compliance targets) 

• financial (a developer wants least cost options, and overall a project must have a net 
positive value). 

Solutions to the technological problems continue to advance. It is the legislative constraints 
which appear to be the most intractable. A significant barrier is the potential for conflict 
between the different strands of environmental legislation. In many cases, compliance costs 
might make the most sustainable solution uneconomic.  As most projects are development 
rather than enforcement led this simply means that brown-land development will not happen.  

From the point of view of waste legislation, waste is something that the holder discards or 
intends or is regarded to discard.  Land contamination is captured in this definition.  Case law 
is adding weight to strict interpretation of this definition.  In the UK remediated soil remains 
a waste until it is “fully recovered”, and this interpretation conflicts with fit-for-purpose 
contaminated land definitions.  FFP (Steve what is FFP?) treated soils could still be 
hazardous waste.  In the UK the conventional regulatory approach would be to ask a regulator 
to ask for a waste management licence (WML) to re-use treated soil or site materials.  It is 
also possible to apply for an exemption but these are contrived and the material is still 
considered a waste.  In addition, exemptions can be very limited in scope for use of the 
material (and they do not apply to hazardous waste).  Both approaches limit the prospects for 
materials re-use on sites being remediated, as they creates a stigma associated with the site. 
The fundamental issue is that the treated soil or materials remain a waste, and the waste 
regulatory perspective on the site is that it contains a waste deposit, even if from a 
contaminated land point of view the site is fit for purpose.  

Secondsite have investigated whether treated soil can be more easily disregarded as a waste, 
for example as stabilised aggregate for use in road base.  However, these materials are still 
regarded as “waste”.  Of particular frustration is the obstacle waste legislation in the UK 
poses to dealing with small sites, where the problems of equipment mobilisation and space 
limit opportunities for materials recovery.  Secondsite have been considering operating 
remediation on these sites in clusters, with a central resource recovery plant, a “treatment 
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hub”.  In this scenario treated fill material may not be put back to the same site it originated 
from, depending on transportation and logistical circumstances.  Current UK waste regulation 
effectively precludes the development of this clustering approach.  Not only does the 
treatment site require licensing, which is understandable, but the treated material remains a 
waste; it to be transported to the site where it will be used as though it were a waste, and it 
has to be placed in the ground as though it were a waste.  This is in spite of the material being 
fit-for-purpose and having a pre-defined use before transporting it! 

There appears to be a diversity of approach to EC waste regulation across the Member States, 
with other Member States adopting a position that is far more amenable to materials recovery 
and re-use, as set out in Table 4.  It is also apparent that several Member States are 
encountering problems in the application of waste management based regulations to land 
remediation. 

 Table 4  Site Material and Recovery Re-Use Across EC Member States. 

Country  Approach 

Sweden  Waste once excavated – not common to re-use soils 

Italy  Only a waste when it leaves site 

France  Only a waste when it leaves site 

Germany  Remains a waste if treated ex-situ, but certain uses allowed 

Ireland  No treatment – soil is exported for treatment 

Holland  Ceases to be a waste when re-used 

Flanders  On-site soil specifically excluded. Off-site soil not a waste when re-used 

Wallonia  Excavated soil is a waste as there is an intention to discard 

 

While treatment of contaminated land is, where feasible, the preferred option.  The critical 
word is “feasible”.  landfill is still needed to deal with waste that cannot be economically 
treated.  Whilst the increase in landfill prices in the UK will stimulate greater uptake of 
treatment technologies, there is still a need for significant landfill capacity for material that 
cannot be treated or indeed the residues from treatment processes such as soil washing.  Even 
if we maximise the use of currently available technologies to their fullest possible extent (at 
least within reasonable costs - ignoring £750/tonne incineration), the new landfill position 
will add significantly to the cost of Brownfield regeneration and prevent some projects from 
happening. The recent EC Terra Nova Project Report suggested that around 70% of 
contaminated site material was landfilled. 

A body of unfavourable case law is building and a change in the EC definition of waste 
seems unlikely in the short term.  However, it may be possible to draft exemptions with a 
better fit to site activities (which in the UK is ongoing via Defra for non-hazardous waste 
materials, but requires EC sanction needed for hazardous waste exemptions).  Operators need 
clarity for when treated material ceases to be a waste.  Member States should share best 
practice as EC regulation seems to be applied differently in different Member States. 
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In the UK the Landfill Directive is due to take effect in July 2004.  It will result in a large 
reduction in number of landfills available to accept hazardous waste, and a consequent 
increase in landfill gate prices, and increase haulage distances and costs and a period of 
uncertainty about landfill unavailability.  The potential to disrupt market-driven brownfield 
regeneration is high.    A review of three recent UK gasworks remediation projects found that 
on one site 32% of site materials was recovered via bioremediation, on another 49% was 
recovered using bioremediation, and on the third 54% recovered using soil washing.  A large 
proportion of the site materials was not treatable; Figure 13 illustrates some typical gasworks 
site materials. 

In principle reduceing reliance on landfill is a good idea.  The difficulty in the UK is in the 
way that the Directive has been introduced, with a very rapid impact. This means that the 
capacity for landfill for dealing with contaminated site materials is disappearing virtually 
“overnight”, and alternatives approaches do not have time to catch up - leaving an enormous 
shortfall in provision.  It would have been better to have planned for a gradual reduction over 
time in landfill provision that allows treatment providers time to develop alternative capacity.  
This might allow a system to be developed as exists in Holland where there is a presumption 
to treat but landfill is allowed where it is shown that treatment is not viable. 

 

  

Figure 13  Typical gasworks Site materials 

Wallace posed the question “is landfill sustainable?”.  His point of view is that waste 
reduction (recovery and re-use) has to come first, however on contaminated sites historic 
contamination has already been made and in many cases there is no viable treatment 
alternative. In these cases removal of materials to landfill can be the best practical 
environmental option (BPEO).  Perhaps “bio-reactor” landfills are remedial treatments but 
under better environmental control than leaving a contamination deposit in situ; i.e. 
contamination in a landfill is better than contamination in an unmanaged site!  Removal of 
hard to treat materials to landfill returns land to beneficial use quickly, and therefore removal 
to landfill should remain in the brownfield site redevelopment “toolbox”.   

A ‘back of an envelope’ environmental impact assessment of reducing the availability of 
removal to landfill is that:  

• Landfill disposal will still have to be used for most projects.  
• Haulage distances will increase, with an associated greater environmental impact 

from transport.  
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• Most remediation projects are ‘voluntary’ and will not happen if economics are 

marginal or negative. 
• The amount of brown-land regeneration will be decreased and the amount of 

greenfield site development increased (Development risks for Greenfield sites are 
already less – see Figure 14) . 

• The number of regulator led projects will decrease as the balance of costs to 
benefits changes. 

• The overall amount of environmental improvement will be less. 

 

 

Figure 14  Relative profitability and risks of Greenfield development (green line) and 
brownfield redevelopment (brown line). 

Overall Wallace suggests that while EC waste legislation is intended to protect the 
environment, its overly cautious approach actually skews site remediation away from 
sustainable development, as illustrated in Figure 15.  Over all he concludes that there is a 
conflict between waste and contaminated land regulations, and that waste regulations were 
not designed to handle “historic waste” in contaminated sites.  Whatever the intent, the 
impact of the way it is being applied is likely to reduce brownfield site re-use.  He feels that 
this problem should be resolved at EU level.  Overall, current waste regulation does not 
achieve sustainable regeneration of brownfield sites.  However, in the UK, part of the 
problem is the speed of change, with landfill options to be greatly reduced over a period of 12 
months, a transition which should have been planned for years ago. 
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4.2 Discussions 

There were some differences in opinion about the potential role for risk-based decision 
making in soil protection.  An important difference between soil protection and managing 
historic contamination is the focus of soil protection on preventing future contamination (in 
line with other policy arenas such as integrated pollution prevention and control).  Future 
contamination from farming as well as from industry should be prevented.  However, the 
debate was felt worthy of further development, and  a discussion paper was proposed (see 
Section 4.3). 

Most discussions focused on the impact of waste legislation on brownfields re-use.  This was 
seen as a serious issue in the UK, with other countries reporting varying degrees of related 
difficulties.  In all countries there is a distinction between contamination that triggers an 
immediate enforcement action for environmental protection, and contamination that needs to 
be dealt with on sale, transfer or development of a site.  While there was some sympathy for 
the point of view about landfill in Dr Wallace’s talk, some delegates felt that there was a 
degree of complacency in relying on landfill, and limiting its availability was the only 
effective route to stimulating the use of alternatives.  Distance to landfill was seen as a very 
important factor in both the economics of landfill and its alternatives.  In Ireland substantial 
volumes have been sent by ship for treatment in Belgium and the Netherlands (300,000 
tonnes per annum), and this is seen as a more sustainable solution than landfill or the 
development of local soil recycling plants for what is a rather small market. 

 

 

The intended effect of waste regulation was to 
achieve a balance between economic, social and 
environmental priorities, where previously economic 
and social priorities had been higher 

The actual impact of EC waste policy on brown-land sustainability 
has been to skew economic, environmental and social priorities 

Figure 15  Viewpoint on the effect of waste legislation on sustainable remediation of 
brown-fields 

In many countries the re-use of site materials appears to be more actively encouraged.  In 
Flanders, Germany and the Netherlands treated site materials are regarded as a waste, but as a 
waste in a special category where there are a range of permitted re-use options, depending on 
its characteristics.  A common approach to benchmarking when a treated soil or site material 
could be re-used was seen as a necessary development, and this would need to link to EC 
waste legislation, concerning definitions, exemptions and the waste acceptance criteria in the 
Landfill Directive.   
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It is not clear that this legislative framework allows for a risk-based decision-making 
approach.  Several countries reported that they were or would be interested in reviewing the 
legal framework for waste regulations applied to contaminated soils (France, the Netherlands, 
Belgium), and this seemed to be an activity where collaboration through the Common Forum 
would be useful.  The Common Forum is also aware of a report from an EC R&D project 
(Terra Nova) where a substantial amount of information on contaminated land and waste 
regulations review work had been carried out.  It was felt that collaborating to update this 
information would also be useful. 

 

4.3 Action Points 

5. A report written by John Vijgen for the EC Framework 5 Project Terra Nova has 
been.  Common Forum Members, who will be asked to return any new or revised information 
to Malcolm Doak (IRL).  The Terra Nova report and Member  responses will be used as the 
basis of a summary paper to be developed by Malcolm Doak outlining how different EU 
countries regulate the processes involved in remediating contaminated soil with respect to EU 
waste legislation, including dealing with  excavated materials from remediation or 
redevelopment of land affected by contamination.. 

6. Onno van Sandick (NL) and Victor Dries / Eddy van Dyck (BE)  will collaborate to 
present the Common Forum with a briefing paper describing the “official” EC position 
regarding the regulation of these remediation activities with regard to EU waste legislation .  
Francesca Quercia (Italy) and Dominique Darmendrail (France) also offered to make inputs 
to this paper. 

7. Joop Vegter (NL) will draft with Mark Kibblewhite (UK) a discussion paper on the 
potential role of risk-based decision-making in soil strategy to be circulated within the 
Common Forum for elaboration of a Common Forum statement. 

 

5  Developing the State of the Art in the EU 
5.1 Papers Presented 
JOINT - Joint Technical Approach for Soil and Groundwater Quality Management, 
Dominique Darmendaril, BRGM, France and Thomas Ertel, UW- Umweltwirtschaft 
GmbH, Germany 

Groundwater and surface waters are a vital natural resource for the European Union and New 
Accessing States (NAS). However, all countries are facing significant contamination of these 
resources caused by contaminated land originating from former industrial activities and 
improper waste disposals causing environmental, social and economical consequences. 
Remediation activities in several countries of the past 10 years have not achieved a 
significant change in this situation.  

JOINT seeks to promote the combination of single results of RTD-activities to a single 
integrated approach to support their practical implementation, and so promote the 
development of groundwater quality across the EU. JOINT uses peer review and meetings to 
develop an overall concept into which specific research results can be mapped for the benefit 
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of risk management and resource management approaches, linking existing research projects 
and networks.  

JOINT’s aims are to support: 

• the diffusion of current R&D results, 
• updating and connecting existing technical approaches, 
• stimulation of co-operation in applied research, 
• the implementation of Water Framework Directive and EC Soil Policy. 

JOINT’s workshops are on the following themes: investigation, risk assessment, remediation 
and integrated management of polluted water and soil.  The output of these workshops is 
published and posted (to the web) as proceedings.  The information provided includes an 
initial state of the art review for key topics and reviews of projects funded under the 
Framework 5 Programme Water Key Action.  

The first JOINT workshop was  held at BRGM in Orleans, France at the end of November 
2003, and was co-organised with JOINT’s sister Accompanying Measure, IMAGE-TRAIN 
and BRGM).  Presentations from the workshop are already available at www.image-train.net.  
The full workshop proceedings will shortly be available and will also be posted at 
www.eugris.org.  

The aims of this workshop were to 

• review the progress of projects funded under 1.4 Pollution Prevention of the Water 
Key Action of the Environment and Sustainable Development Programme (FP5) 

• build a conceptual “bridge” between the Framework 5 and 6 Programme projects 
• inform the research community about the new instruments of FP6 and to discuss both 

their scientific and project management aspects 
• identify future short, medium and long-term priority research tasks. 

A number of key conclusions were drawn at the workshop, which in outline, are as follows: 

• Monitoring and site characterisation 
o Framework 5 projects focussed on sensors and heavy metals 
o Few projects dealt with the entire problem cycle 
o Future research needs include: toxicity aspects, cyanides, on-site detection, 

guidance parameters 
• Risk assessment 

o current and future work needs to be focussed on 
o the credibility of risk assessment procedures 
o increasing the transparency of models and their assumptions 
o harmonising approaches 

• Remediation 
o Framework 5 projects focussed in situ techniques 
o most projects have been limited to laboratory and small scale investigations 
o end user involvement has been limited 
o there has been limited public availability of results 

• Diffuse Pollution 
o Framework 5 projects deal with wetland restoration, agriculture, heavy metals 

and sedimentation processes 
o some Framework 5 projects consider socio-economic aspects 
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o implementation of findings requires awareness building, education and 

training 
• Integrated Management 

o particular issues for research arise from the scale of large industrial areas and 
catchments 

o management approaches are being developed, in close co-operation with 
stakeholders 

o there is a strong demand for this kind of research from Accession States. 

General conclusions about soil and groundwater research pointed out that there are barriers to 
the implementation of research findings, relating to: communication and dissemination, 
marketing and commercialisation and meeting the users’ needs.  There is a strong research 
role in current EC policy developments, such as the Thematic Strategy for Soil and the 
Common Implementation Strategy for the Groundwater Directive.  There is a clear need for a 
research - policy interface.  Future needs will centre on the management of soil-water 
systems at river basin scale, encompassing: 

• effects based analysis, sensor-based total process monitoring 
• harmonisation of measurement and assessment methods 
• remediation by microbial degradation 
• urban soils 
• links between land use practises and urban planning 
• risk management tools. 

JOINT’s next workshop will be held in Bonn, Germany on 7th - 9th June 2004, and is 
organised between JOINT and the  German Environmental Ministry. 

 

CABERNET and the Sustainable Regeneration of European Urban Brownfields, Kate 
Millar, Paul Nathanail, Land Quality Management Limited, UK;  Uwe Ferber, 
Projektgruppe Stadt and Entwicklung, Ferber, Graumann und Partner, Germany, 
Detlef Grimski, Umweltbundesamt, Germany 

CABERNET, the Concerted Action on Brownfield and Economic Regeneration Network, is a 
European multidisciplinary expert network that is working to facilitate sustainable solutions 
for urban brownfields which enhance social wellbeing, environment quality and economic 
regeneration.  Its vision is to: Enhance rehabilitation of brownfield sites, within the context of 
sustainable development of European cities, by the provision of an intellectual framework for 
coordinated research and development of tools.  CABERNET was established in January 
2002 and builds on the work of a previous network CLARINET, particularly drawing from 
CLARINET 'Brownfields in Europe' Working Group 1 (www.clarinet.at).   CABERNET has 
of 55 Members from 21 countries across Europe, including many types of stakeholders (see 
Figure 16) The Network started in January 2002 and is funded until December 2004. 

Finding solutions for "brownfield" sites is an increasingly important part of effective policies 
aimed at a sustainable future for land and in particular cities. Recognising the wide range of 
complex issues that brownfield regeneration poses for all industrialised countries the EC has 
funded this three year initiative to examine ways to encourage sustainable management of 
brownfield or previously-developed land.   
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The fundamental objective of CABERNET is to facilitate new practical solutions for urban 
brownfields. As part of its remit the network will focus on four key objectives:  

• improving awareness and enhancing understanding of brownfield issues across the 
professional disciplines  

• developing a conceptual model for brownfield issues 
• highlighting research gaps and proposing coordinated research activities across different 

sectors and countries  
• identifying best practice approaches and other valuable tools for practitioners  

The underlying philosophy of CABERNET is to see brownfield land not as a threat but as an 
urban opportunity. 

The changing face of European industrial production has had a significant impact on the 
urban land use cycle.  The downsizing of a number of traditional industries, the associated 
reduction in local employment and the reluctance of new industries or developers to re-invest, 
have all contributed to a brownfield problem that can be seen in many cities across Europe. 
Brownfield sites are defined here as:  

• sites that have been affected by the former uses of the site and surrounding land;  
• are derelict and underused;  
• may have real or perceived contamination problems;  
• are mainly in developed urban areas; and  
• require intervention to bring them back to beneficial use.  

 

 

Figure 16  Stakeholders in CABERNET 
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Sources of brownfield land include: changes in land use, the downsizing of industries and 
consequent loss of activities, demilitarisation, and the migration of people.  The brownfields 
problem is not confined to old industrial areas - e.g. coal and steel areas, but extends across 
Europe.  In Europe, the extent of brownfields  has a significant impact on land use cycle, for 
example re-use of brownfield land might help reduce urban sprawl and greenfield 
consumption.  In many EU countries brownfield land is recycled at a rate that is roughly the 
same as the rate at which it is created.  The overall scale of European brownfield has not 
decreased in 10 years, and would have been much worse without the European Structural 
Funds (ERDF) and Research and other EU and national initiatives and instruments. 

A further complication is that not all brownfield land is re-used, or is not re-used quickly.  
Among brownfield sites there is a serious problem of what CABERNET terms hardcore 
brownfield sites, which remain unused for many years.  To a lesser or greater extent, the 
economic attractiveness of a brownfield site is the principal determinant of how quickly it 
will be re-used.  However, technical challenges and “overly conservative” guidance may also 
limit interest in these sites in some cases.  CABERNET represent the pool of brownfield land, 
with its content of hardcore sites in what they term the bath tub model – see Figure 17.  The 
brownfield bath tub is being emptied … but also refilled.  Brownfield reuse is increasingly 
important for sustainable communities that are attractive places for people to live and work – 
and invest – in.  Re-using more of the brownfields “bath-tub” will also reduce the rate at 
which soil resources are concreted over, reduce urban sprawl, and by bringing people and 
commerce closer reduce travel.  Dealing with brownfields offers the potential to make a real 
impact on peoples’ lives and wellbeing, and merits a coherent spatial and strategic 
management approach.  CABERNET contends that the time to deal with brownfields is now 
while Europe still has a massive share in world economic activity, as an investment in its 
future. 

 

Figure 17 – The CABERNET Bath Tub Model for Brownfield Sites 

The drivers for brownfield regeneration can be identified in the roots of sustainability. In 
economic terms, the opportunities include mobilising human resources, modernising existing 
sites and infrastructure and creating pockets of regeneration that have catalysing effects on 
surrounding redevelopment opportunities.  In environmental terms reusing brownfields 
provides opportunities to reduce green land consumption and urban sprawl.  Where soft-end 
reuses are envisaged, there are significant opportunities for urban ecology to flourish.  Many 
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brownfields offer niche habitats that enhance local biodiversity. Finally, the opportunities to 
include socio-cultural dimensions into regeneration can motivate and energise communities 
and therefore ensure representative and equitable sustainable development, which may reduce 
the potential for subsequent decline and recreation of brownfield. 

CABERNET has developed what it terms the football model to illustrate the impact of 
different stakeholder perspectives on the drivers and barriers to brownfields re-use.  This 
model can be used via http://www.cabernet.org.uk.  It gives each stakeholder a “kick of the 
ball” to see how this changes the relative priorities of different drivers and pressures. 

CABERNET has also developed the CLARINET “ABC” conceptual model, see Figure 18 – 
which is different to the ABC model described by the PURE project model reviewed in a 
previous section. 

In general three different economic types of redevelopment could be identified: 

A: “Self-developing”  These are sites of local and regional importance, with high property 
values and low reclamation costs, that have their own dynamic development potential. In 
most cases the redevelopment implies an increase of the value of the site and there is no need 
for specific public interference. Hence, the normal planning and administration system can 
handle such redevelopment sites.  

B: “Passive-developing”  These are sites of local and regional importance with a specific 
development potential but with accompanying risks of development, which therefore require 
dedicated advice and assistance with planning and funding. In order to achieve this, however, 
special policy concepts in the shape of public-private partnerships are often developed, since 
they can be very effective. Risk sharing and co-ordinated planning and financing of projects 
by public-private co-operation should be seen as an ingenious approach toward this objective. 

C: “Non-developing sites”  These are sites without development potential at least during the 
foreseeable future. These are the most problematic sites in our monostructural industrial 
regions. A high density of brownfield sites in a certain area and low site values coupled with 
high site preparation costs do not allow self sustaining redevelopment. As a result, these sites 
will not be reclaimed and need additional mechanisms to make them viable. 
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Figure 18  The CABERNET ABC Model 

The overall CABERNET work programme (2003-5) is divided across a series of working 
groups. 

• Working Group 1: Citizen Participation, considering: 
o The role and regeneration benefits of Citizen Participation 
o Number of valuable tools and methods 
o Solutions that are driven by community interests and encourage ownership of 

the problem 
• Working Group 2: Policy and Regulations, considering: 

o The potential for municipalities to drive the regeneration process 
o EC legislation and its current and potential impacts on brownfields 
o One-Stop-Shop to speed up the process 

• Working Group 3: Professional Skills, considering: 
o The need for a Brownfield Process Manager 
o Skills Matrix / Skills base needed 
o How can this be delivered 

• Working Group 4: Environmental Group, considering: 
o 4D spatial planning (i.e. including time) 
o How the Principles of Sustainability are applied in practice 
o Soft EIA 
o Role of Environmental Due Diligence 
o Good practice in brownfield subsurface management 
o Environmental Technologies Opportunities (e.g. via the EC ETAP 

programme) 
• Working Group 5: Social and Cultural Issues, considering: 

o Key social and cultural objectives 
o Ensure that regeneration meets these objectives - long term viability 

• Working Group 6: Economic Issues, considering: 
o Funding instruments for brownfields - role of “gap funding” 
o Corporate social responsibility and financial transparency 
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o Insurance Models and market confidence 

Looking towards 2004 activities, CABERNET plans to participate in: 

• National Debates and Framework 7 programme discussions 
• Develop Tools and Case studies for practioners 
• Review Framework 6 programme outputs and make recommendations for policy and 

practice there from. 

CABERNET is also working to develop training packages through the EC Leonardo and 
Marie Curie schemes, and is working towards its final conference which will take place in 
April 2005. 

 

National research funding agencies form the initiative SNOWMAN, Harald Kasamas, 
Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft 
(BMLFUW) Austria 

The European Union as well as national research funding agencies spent millions for RTD 
during the last years, but common strategies for funding mechanisms and an exchange of 
respective information between the different organisations are still missing. The Sixth 
Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development (FP6) introduced 
within the Specific Programme "Integrating and Strengthening the European Research Area 
(ERA)" a new initiative - the ERA-NET Scheme.  

• The overall objective of the ERANET Concerted Action project SNOWMAN (Soil-
Water-Sediment System: sustainable management under the pressure of pollution and 
contamination) is to: enhance the quality, relevance and utilisation of resources in 
Europe dealing with research in the field of soil and ground/water protection and 
remediation in order to support the needs of several European policies and Directives 
concerning water and soil management.  

SNOWMAN  started on 1 January 2004 and will last for three years. Its core goal is to 
overcome the traditional fragmentation of research efforts in the member states through good 
co-ordination and co-operation.  SNOWMAN  will build on the results of the Working Group 
“Collaboration of RTD programmes on a European level” within the EU Concerted Action 
CLARINET (Contaminated Land Rehabilitation Network for Environmental Technologies in 
Europe, 1998-2001). 

SNOWMAN project aims to match RTD programmes in the field of soil and water 
management among EU countries. More specifically this will be achieved by answering the 
following questions: (i) What research programmes do we HAVE ongoing? How do they 
overlap? What are the contents / topics to be focussed? The consortium will produce a sound 
overview on programmes and their contents and management in the field specified. (ii) What 
do we WANT? Which vision of a common ground can we set up? What helps and /or hinders 
co-operation? A Vision Paper will define the goal of European research activities in this 
specific field of environmental research. (iii) How do we GET co-operation between EU 
countries? What are the contents and questions for co-ordinated research? Which 
mechanisms for co-operation are available at the moment? The project partners will develop 
and apply suitable tools in order to prepare ground for multinational co-operation.  
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The SMOWMAN partners are the Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt 
und Wasserwirtschaft (BMLFUW, AT), the Agence De l’Environnement et de la Maîtrise de 
l’Energie (ADEME, FR), Umweltbundesamt Berlin (UBA, DE), Stichting 
Kennisontwikkeling en Kennisoverdracht Bodem (SKB, NL), and The Environment Agency 
of England and Wales (The EA, UK). For further information contact the project co-ordinator 
stefan.vetter@lebensministerium.at 

The specific objectives of SNOWMAN are to: 

• expand and intensify the cohesive and productive programme managers' community 
developed under the 4th FP Concerted Action "Clarinet, working group 4". Continue 
their initiatives toward EU-wide programme co-ordination and extend the sphere of 
activity from "site-remediation" to "soil and groundwater protection", which includes 
much larger programmes. Especially partners from new EU members will be invited 
to support the fast adaptation of their programmes to EU-wide policy and support the 
development of coordinated and problem-targeted programmes for improved soil and 
groundwater protection 

• organise of bi-annual meetings with a well-structured agenda to stimulate 
interpersonal knowledge transfer and discussion between programme managers 
concerning topics such as 

o current/on-going funding priorities 
o future plans of programme managers to support the implementation of 
o national and EU policies 
o topic-specific workgroup sessions to discuss and develop best-practise 

approaches for proposal evaluation, programme definition, &c. 
• identify areas (problems of soil and groundwater protection), where co-ordination of 

activities or co-operation on bi-/multilateral level is needed for effective problem-
solutions 

• develop systems and instruments for co-operation and co-ordination of national 
programmes (co-ordination of evaluation criteria, international peerreviewing of 
research proposals, trans-national clustering of thematically related projects, produce 
legal framework for joint programmes or participation of foreign researchers within 
national programmes) 

• provide content for the EUGRIS portal, including information about national R&D 
programmes dedicated to "Soil and Groundwater Protection", annual budgets and 
thematic focus. 

 

The benefits of these activities will be: 

• structured, updated information about national R&D programmes, about all aspects of 
their organisation, administration, etc. 

• research activities (thematic focus) in individual participant countries identified and 
published. 

• an increase in the number of problems that can be addressed at an international scale 
by distributing knowledge, clustering of projects and drawing conclusions from 
collective results. 

• optimised allocation of funds by avoidance of duplication and "reinvention of the 
wheel". 

• assistance in defining the long-term objective of joint R&D programmes (and joint 
budgets) in the field of soil and groundwater protection. 
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• integration of new EU-member states with respect to soil and groundwater protection 

R&D programmes 
• communication between programme managers will lay the ground of the European 

Research Area by replacing vague political statements with interpersonal relations and 
experiences. 

 

 

EUGRIS project “European groundwater and contaminated land remediation 
information system” EUGRIS, Paul Bardos, r3 environmental technology limited, UK. 

EUGRIS is a project to develop an information gateway on the Internet, i.e.  a web based 
user-friendly information platform for contaminated land and groundwater information.  
EUGRIS is an Accompanying Measure Project under the Key Action Water of the Fifth 
Framework Programme.   It is funded by the European Commission from March 2003 up to 
August 2005, and by matching contributions in money and in kind from a number of national 
Public and Private sector organisations.  For more information and contacts visit 
www.eugris.org. 

The EUGRIS gateway will provide a "one stop shop" for information provided by research 
projects, legislation, standards, best practice and other technical guidance and 
policy/regulatory publications from the EC, participating Member and Accession States and 
from various international networks dealing with groundwater and land management issues. 
Different types of user will be able to gain access to information according to their needs. 

EUGRIS is a strategic project. It is intended to achieve a step change in the way land and 
groundwater management information is both handled and perceived across Europe. It is 
intended to provide a platform for explaining and disseminating the state of the art in these 
topics. It is intended to foster a climate in which a whole range of web based services can 
develop and grow, not just for contaminated groundwater and land management, but perhaps 
also inspiring similar initiatives in other sectors of environmental policy and technology. 
EUGRIS is also intended to greatly enhance the efficiency of DG Research's investment in 
contaminated groundwater and land management. 

The aims of the Accompanying Measure funded project are to: 

• deliver a complete pilot system, encompassing a completed specification and 
design for web based information supply  

• a working system offering a complete range of topics and information digests, 
along with contextually based links to national information sources for five “Pilot 
Countries” (Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary and the UK), and 

• a mechanism for expanding the range of national linkages further across Europe. 

In the longer term, and depending on whether or not funding can be secured, the aims of 
EUGRIS are that it should continue to be maintained, monitored and updated, and its scope 
widened to encompass more countries, and a wider range of topics in the broad context of 
soil, land and water (as illustrated in Figure 19) 
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Figure 19  Ambitions for EUGRIS 

 

 

The  development of EUGRIS has four broad components:  

• the design of an information system,  
• the design of templates to present information 
• the development of the web site and its associated software, and  
• the provision of  information digests. 

The information system defines the scope of the EUGRIS service, how information is to be 
collected, evaluated, stored and used.  The templates specify how information and web links 
are provided to web site users.  The information digests are packets of information that 
provide overviews and web links in context to more detailed sources of information on web 
sites which will have been checked by the EUGRIS team.   

EUGRIS will be openly available and provide a comprehensive and overarching information 
resource for sustainable groundwater and land management practice. EUGRIS is intended to 
direct any user to the most appropriate source rather than store vast amounts of information 
itself. EUGRIS will store a series of reviews, summaries and locations for more detailed 
sources across Europe (as illustrated in Figure 20).  EUGRIS will therefore act as a "central 
broker" of information.   
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Figure 20: EUGRIS at the hub for a web of European information sites 

The EUGRIS Information Approach 

1. EUGRIS users will be able to view information in a number of categories, or 
“views”.  The basic “views” are:   

a. Content (the technical discussion of a subject) 
b. Country (outline of country activities / discussion of a subject by country, with 

the EU treated as a “country”) 
c. Research (discussion of research for the various technical topics) 
d. Glossary (see below) 
e. Library and links (where the expect user can quickly search all of the EUGRIS 

information resources without having to navigate the site in depth) 
f. Who does what directory 
g. News 
h. Registration 
i. Help 
j. Comments 
k. EUGRIS team area 

 

2. All of these views are linked by a common set of keywords, which are explained in 
a glossary and are also used to devise a large part of the site navigation, to allow 
easy read across between the different “views” 

 

3. An important feature to be aware of is that information of any particular type is 
stored in one place in a series of linked database tables to facilitate uploading, 
maintenance, and reduce risk of software and updating errors. In other words the 
same information may be extracted from databases and used in a number of 
different views.   

 

4. The system will allow submission of links and other information, but not 
anonymously, and all submissions will be clearly identified as “user supplied” 
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5. The technical content pages will make use of invited “digest” contributions which 

will consist of a three page “further description” and ~10 key documents and ~10 
key web links for the topic. 

EUGRIS is intended to benefit Member States and European industry, as well as the 
European research community, by reducing the costs of information collection, and avoiding 
repetition of consultancy effort.  This will allow resources to be more efficiently spent on 
problem solving rather than preparation, and a more consistent approach to information 
review. 

The Internet has become one of the most important sources of information. A tremendous 
amount of information is collected and stored on the Internet about contaminated 
groundwater and land management. The available information on the Internet simply does 
not exist in a way that can be easily harvested by everyone in the groundwater and 
contaminated land community. It is scattered over many web sites and sources, whose 
provenance and reliability may be unclear. Coverage for a particular information requirement 
may not be complete. Often the information offered is not placed in a context.  In particular, 
it may not be well explained for those who are either new to contaminated land management, 
nor for key stakeholders who are not technical experts on contaminated land, for instance 
many site owners, the financial community and insurers.  EUGRIS is intended to be a labour 
saving device for both basic and applied research, as well as technology, policy and 
regulatory development in general. This one stop shop for European information will be a big 
step forward. Such a structured comprehensive European gateway does not yet exist for 
contaminated land, groundwater, nor for waste management nor many other environmental 
sectors.  

• EUGRIS will provide a guided, scaleable and holistic approach to providing 
information  

• EUGRIS will provide a linkage of networks and national initiatives to a central 
European "hub"  

• EUGRIS will provide a research management tool 

One of the major activities of EUGRIS will be the collation of data on national as well as EU 
research programmes. EUGRIS will:  

• provide a means for researchers to deliver and obtain information on research 
findings, 

• provide a base for funding institutions to decide about future research programmes 
at European level, 

• offer end-users high-quality links to new developments and a quick feed-back to 
the research community.  

• offer a balanced overview on distance education, workshops, etc offered by 
leading research institutions, which today are part of the dissemination strategy for 
any major national or international research project. 

The work within the Accompanying Measure project is structured within 8 Work Packages. 
Each Work Package consists of several members from different countries: 

0. Co-ordination 
1. Information management system design 
2. Template design 
3. Software implementation 
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4. Production and use of information digests for pilot countries 
5. Production and use of information digests for Research and Development activities 
6. Communication/Dissemination 
7. Market and economic survey 

The overall development programme for EUGRIS is illustrated in Figure 21. The information 
system design can be divided into two main categories of work: the design of templates, 
which are distinct web pages structuring specific information and providing further guidance 
through to the ultimately sought information by clear route navigators, quick search facilities, 
and the design of the information digests. These digests will be carefully compiled and 
drafted summaries of specific information prepared by EUGRIS experts enrolled for the 
purpose. Templates will be proposed by the EUGRIS project team, but will be offered for 
debate at workshops. Stakeholder networks will be invited to contribute digests, and will be 
offered digest drafts for peer review. 

Information management will be based on two features: gateway structure and templates. 
EUGRIS will be the EU portal for national gateways, i.e. the central entry point - the hub of 
the system. All national gateways will have identical structure based on well-defined 
templates (e.g. site structure, descriptors, etc; see below). Therefore, EUGRIS can grow to an 
EU portal as a flexible and open system.  The software implementation of EUGRIS 
encompasses both the design of web pages and linkages, based on the information system and 
its templates, and the associated databases, going on throughout the project. Two broad 
classes of data will need to be stored: data which identifies where source material is located 
elsewhere on the web (meta-data), and data stored within EUGRIS itself. 

The population of the database with information digests includes two broad areas of activity: 
the collation and review of information sources and the preparation of information digests 
written from national and technical perspectives, as described previously. The component 
parts have been organised as activities by country. A further work package relates to the 
collection of information from EU and stakeholder network sources.  

The Communication/dissemination Work Package includes the promotion of EUGRIS, the 
collation of peer review comments and other inputs from national agencies, DG Research and 
stakeholder networks and the encouragement of further countries to join EUGRIS, once a 
working system has been established. An External Advisory Group (EAG) provides an non-
project view of the development project, considering:   

• Does EUGRIS provide proper, far-reaching and reasonable information ? 
• Does EUGRIS provide valid data? 
• Is EUGRIS usable and is the interface user friendly? 

The development of a detailed management / business plan for the future maintenance and 
expansion of EUGRIS is a critical part of this project that will underpin the development of a 
sustainable system (Work Package Market and economic survey). This aims to secure the 
resources to manage and maintain EUGRIS and its national nodes after the Accompanying 
Measure.  

The project will progress through "prototypes" to test the functionality of the system at 
increasing levels of complexity and completion, and to provide convenient "break-off" points 
for the collection of peer review comments from DG Research, national Agencies, 
stakeholder networks and from the “External Advisory Group”. The first prototype will 
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include the first implementation of system design and templates, which will have been 
subject to previous comment and review.  The second prototype stage will provide a working 
model for the EUGRIS system and will be the final opportunity for peer review on system 
design, templates and their software implementation. After final amendments to the second 
prototype the bulk information population for the pilot countries will take place to provide the 
Foundation Version of EUGRIS after 30 months.  

Following the second prototype stage, the emphasis of the communication and dissemination 
Work Package will shift towards offering countries the information system design for them to 
replicate national gateways, that are analogous to the European hub. The web and database 
software applications will also be offered, including the possibility for a seamless transfer of 
users between hub and national gateways. 

 

Figure 21 EUGRIS Development 

The EUGRIS project team consists of 11 partners including national ministries and 
authorities, research organisations, SMEs and consultants from Denmark, France, Germany, 
Hungary, Italy and United Kingdom.  

The specific goals of the EUGRIS Accompanying Measure project are to: 

• provide a high-quality platform for dissemination and extraction of existing 
knowledge across Europe (e.g. guidelines, case studies, methods, reviews, 
regulations, conferences, workshops, courses, curricula, etc) 

• provide access to innovative research findings, products, technologies (e.g. on-
going RTD projects and their objectives, new tools, demonstration sites, first 
findings, technology transfer, etc)  

• enhance the transfer of information between stakeholders and their networks (not 
only regulators, researchers and industry but also end-users, NGOs etc) 

• support co-ordination of RTD funding across Europe (e.g. access to information 
about former, on-going and future research plans and their outcomes)  
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• improve efficiency of policy and regulatory development (e.g. regulating agencies 

can obtain information and results on research work and strategies of neighbour 
countries) 

• contribute to the harmonisation of environmental standards across Europe (e.g. 
experiences with water and soil Directives, existing and new ISO standards, etc) 

• develop a management or business plan to support the long-term sustainability of 
EUGRIS following the end of the Accompanying Measure. (Note the 
Accompanying Measure funding mechanism is described on www.cordis.lu).  

Why EUGRIS Needs You! 

EUGRIS is looking for volunteers to produce technical content digests.  In return for 
producing a digest you would be given an acknowledgement, both personal and for your 
organisation, on the information page you helped with.  This can be linked back to your home 
page to provide a valuable promotional benefit as well as public recognition through 
authorship on what we intend to be Europe’s leading information site on soil and water.  A 
list of digest topics and specifications are available from EUGRIS, and should be requested 
by Easter 2004 from Maike Hauschild <maike.hauschild@uba.de>. 

EUGRIS would like your ideas for its future, for example if there are possibilities for  
Common Forum support in providing country information, or supporting the ongoing 
maintenance and operations of EUGRIS when the Accompanying Measure funding ceases. 

 

EURODEMO: European Platform for Demonstration of efficient Soil and 
Groundwater Remediation, Martin Schamann, Umweltbundesamt, Austria 

EURODEMO has been submitted as Co-ordination Action under the FP6 Programme 
"Water-soil system functioning and management".  The proposal has been positively 
evaluated for funding.  EURODEMO is co-ordinated by the Umweltbundesamt Vienna8.  It 
has 35 partners from 14 countries, with the following Work-Package leaders:  

• Umweltbundesamt Austria  
• CLA:IRE, UK  
• BRGM, France  
• TNO, the Netherlands 
• exSite, UK 
• FHSNON (Fachhochschule Nordost Niedersachsen) Germany. 

Its expected duration is three years.  The main focus of EURODEMO is to accelerate 
protection and rehabilitation of soil and groundwater in Europe by expanding the use of 
appropriate reclamation techniques by combining existing efforts and initiatives and by 
actively involving all stakeholders concerned at different levels of the decision making 
process.  

EURODEMO aims to establish a platform that will enable the communication and the 
collaboration of major stakeholders concerned with contaminated land management (see 
Figure 22). In the long run a common European agreement on quality objectives related to 

                                                 
8 Contact: gundula.prokop@umweltbundesamt.at 
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contaminated land management and commonly accepted procedures must be established. As 
a consequence the proposed CA will fundamentally support the issues identified during the 
preparation of the ETAP (see following section) and the EU’s soil thematic strategy and 
integrated approaches like river basin management. 

 

Figure 22: The EURODEMO Vision 

 

A key feature of EURODEMO is its use of stakeholders to drive the process. A task force 
consisting of relevant stakeholders from policy, research, service providers, industry, and 
existing networks will play a central role in the course of the project. The task force will 
function as an umbrella for the overall project structure.  

The specific objectives of EURODEMO are to:  

• narrow the gap between theoretical and practical risk-based land management 
approaches by disseminating and valorising the experience from existing 
demonstration programmes, 

• exchange experience based on demonstrations that are carried out in existing national 
demonstration programmes, 

• better integrate socio-economic criteria for the protection and rehabilitation of soil 
and water resources, and 

• improve the efficiency of contaminated site remediation, strengthen the interface with 
the other steps of the reclamation procedure (definition of remediation objectives, 
control of residual risks on the long term), and, consequently, enhancing the potential 
of monitoring as a remediation support tool. 

EURODEMO works with real data from existing sites and projects. Synergies between 
existing demonstration projects and initiatives will be established. Through technology 
demonstrations currently carried out by existing national programmes exchange of experience 
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will be highly mobilised. Some 20 existing demonstrations at the European level (more will 
be identified along the project) will form the basis for EURODEMO project. 

The main added value of the CA is to help bridge the gap between the theory and the practice 
of approaches for the protection and rehabilitation of soil/water resources.  This is a 
prerequisite for the implementation of innovative remediation and monitoring techniques and 
it is intended to contribute to the development and adoption of realistic procedures with 
lasting effects in the context of a sustainable development. Different factors play a key role in 
the choice and the implementation of remediation technologies on contaminated sites: nature 
of contaminants, geo-chemical soil characteristics, use of the land, potential impact on the 
external environment, time constraint. Their identification on existing case studies will allow 
a more cost-efficient implementation. 

A central part of EURODEMO will be the development of the concept of “Operating 
Windows (OW)” as the main decision-making support tool for remediation action, to provide 
access for all relevant stakeholders and to raise awareness among all parties involved. 

EURODEMO will devise certification procedures for stakeholders in order to have 
confirmation and security whether or not remediation works have been performed properly 
and can be accepted by regulators and the public. 

Usually remediation approaches are primarily driven by costs and feasibility. EURODEMO 
will develop a framework for technology verification.  This is intended to (1) make 
remediation and risk management techniques comparable in terms of environmental effects 
and by considering sustainability aspects and (2) control and review performance assessments 
of remediation technologies in the field.  

The expected outputs of the project are: 

• recommendations for quality criteria for future demonstration projects, 
• a catalogue on operating windows and a user-friendly software tool, 
• an agreed certification guideline and commonly accepted procedure to certify 

innovative technologies, 
• a final framework for sustainable land remediation and management and guidance on 

the development of technology specific protocols,  
• an overview of transferable technologies, and 
• efficiency criteria for the evaluation of remediation techniques. 

 

The Environmental Technology Action Plan 

While no speaker was able to present on the Environmental Technology Action Plan (ETAP) 
it is driving EC funding and policy for supporting environmental technologies, and 
consequently some brief notes on ETAP have been included.  ETAP is intended to help new 
environmental technologies overcome barriers to their development, such as lack of access to 
capital. The action plan includes the launch of 'technology platforms', establishing 
environmental performance targets for products and services and making the most of the 
funding schemes and public and private procurement.  The final draft was released on 
January 2004, and is available from: www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/etap/. 
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5.2 Discussions 

The research and information projects presented were seen as of direct interest to the 
Common Forum and its members.  There was great enthusiasm for overarching nature of 
these projects and the way that they sought to link individual country information together 
and also with information at an EC level. Relationships between key projects are illustrated in 
Figure 23. The AquaTerra project was similarly seen as of strategic importance to the 
Common Forum members, particularly the INTEGRATOR and EUPOL subprojects which 
sought to distil scientific information into a practical and usable form.  On the other hand 
there was concern that what seemed to be initiatives with long term value can only attract 
short-term (three year9) funding from the EC, owing to the nature of the funding schemes 
available.   

The projects themselves are anxious to use the Common Forum as a route to collecting 
national information.  Common Forum members, while wishing to support these initiatives, 
were worried that they might be overwhelmed with information requests, which might 
include some significant duplications.  The suggestion was made that each project should 
produce an outline for the Common Forum, that also included a discussion of how they 
would like to see their relationship with the Common Forum develop, and any specific 
information requests that they would like help with straight away.  These could then be 
consolidated as an overall strategy for future Common Forum links with these (and perhaps 
other relevant EC projects), and also a single list of questions for Common Forum members 
that could be shared across all of the projects.  AquaTerra, CABERNET, EUGRIS, 
EURODEMO and SNOWMAN were seen as “guinea-pigs” for the development of wider 
linkages between the Common Forum and EC supported projects, and a catalyst for 
discussions on the long term role and constitution of the Common Forum, and the possibility 
of supporting strategic projects beyond their EC funding horizon.   

 

5.3 Action Points 

8. The Common Forum will invite the projects who participated in the Birmingham 
Meeting (AQUATERRA, EURODEMO, SNOWMAN and EUGRIS) to draft two page 
position papers outlining their “vision” of how they would like to collaborate with the 
Common Forum, and their information requirements (or other requirements of) the Common 
Forum.   

 

9 Five years for AquaTerra 
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Figure 23  Relationships between Framework 5 and 6 Projects10 

9. The Common Forum agreed that it needed to make a more active and strategic input 
to R&D at an EU level for contaminated land and groundwater related work for several 
reasons: 

• to ensure that projects work in a way that meets the needs of Member States 
• So that projects can benefit from Common Forum knowledge and resources (e.g. 

for data collection in European Countries) 
• To open up a platform for discussing long term support for initiatives such as 

AQUATERRA, EURODEMO, SNOWMAN and EUGRIS, which are seen as 
having long term value to EC and Member States. 

10 Harald Kasamas  (AUT) will co-ordinate the drafting of an options paper that will 
consider how the Common Forum might make its input to EC Research.   This possibility had 
been discussed in previous meetings (Berlin and Paris) but is now a firmer ambition.  A 
number of possibilities were discussed and the following general approach is likely to form 
the basis of the options paper. The position papers noted in (8) will be circulated to Common 
Forum Members, and any information required will be requested in a way that is linked 
across these projects 

                                                 

10 Provided by BRGM with comments from the Umweltbundesamt, Berlin 
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11 One Common Forum Member will volunteer to act as a point of contact to the 
Common Forum for each project and will undertake to: (a) interact with the project to feed in 
any overarching comments from Common Forum Members on project aims and/or 
programme of work (b)  keep the rest of the Common Forum updated on developments, and 
(c) manage any requests from the projects, or requests to the project from Common Forum 
Members.  

12 There are now a range of FP5 Accompanying Measures and FP6 projects related to 
contaminated land, soil and groundwater.  BRGM (France)  will develop an explanatory 
diagram of their interlinkages (supplied as Figure 23).  Dominique Darmendrail (France) will 
feed the analysis of EC projects into the discussion paper. 

13 The success of this informal approach will be evaluated at the next Common Forum 
meeting, to discuss whether there is a need for a more formalised secretariat, which would 
take over the volunteer functions described above.  A number of possible funding routes for a 
secretariat were discussed:  

• EC funding (not seen as a best option as it would compromise independence), 
• some form of membership, viz NICOLE, with countries not paying a membership 

fee allowed to pay to attend individual meetings,  
• some form of intermediate arrangement combining aspects of the NICOLE model 

and the current Common Forum model to reduce membership costs. 

14. A preliminary review of a possible secretariat for the Common Forum, to assist the 
discussions for the next Common Forum meeting will form a second strand of the options 
paper to be developed by Harald Kasamas.  This review will draw from previous discussions 
which took place in Antwerp, Amsterdam, Berlin and Paris.  

15.  Common Forum country representatives will check whether they would be able to 
pay a membership fee (for example 10,000 EURO per year) to run a Common Forum 
secretariat, and supply their answers to Harald Kasamas. 

 

6  Overall Meeting Findings 

Table 5 summarises the key actions agreed at the Birmingham Common Forum meeting. 

The Common Forum’s next meeting is expected to be in November 2004, in the 
Netherlands 
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Table 5 Consolidated List of Common Forum Actions Agreed in Birmingham 

EU soil strategy 

1. Joop Vegter  (NL) is drafting a response to the recent EC Soil Strategy Technical 
Working Group (TWG)  Monitoring proposals on behalf of TWG “contamination”.  He will 
share the first draft of this response with the Common Forum.  This first draft  might serve as 
the basis of a Common Forum input to TWG Monitoring.  Initial comments will be made by 
Harald Kasamas (Austria), Martin Schamann (Austria), Francesca Quercia (Italy) and Eddy 
van Dyck (Belgium) and then circulated to the Common Forum more widely.  A final version 
will be circulated for Common Forum members to send (if they wish) to the national Soil 
Strategy delegates, and for the Common Forum collectively to submit to the  TWG 
Monitoring.  This submission will be drafted by Defra (UK).  

2. Anna-Rita Gentile (EEA) requested comments on the EEA proposal for a European, 
monitoring and information system on soil contamination, which she will circulate to 
delegates by e-mail. 

EC Proposed new Groundwater Directive 

3. Victor Dries will draft a discussion document describing the potential problems that 
the Common Forum see in the draft Groundwater Directive (GWD): a lack of integration 
with the soil strategy, infeasible approach to megasites and large urban areas.  This will be 
circulated to the Common Forum for comments.  The final draft will be sent to DG 
Environment (Phillippe Quevauviller, EC) and circulated for Common Forum members to 
send (if they wish) to their national delegations in the Council of Ministers and European 
Parliament where the GWD text is about to be debated. 

4. In parallel Margaret Keegan (IRL)  and Victor Dries (BE) will take the points raised 
by the Common Forum to the DG Environment meeting in Bruxelles, January 28th to the 
WG on Groundwater Risk Assessment. 

Impact of EU  waste legislation on soil and water management: 

5. A report written by John Vijgen for the EC Framework 5 Project Terra Nova has been 
circulated to Common Forum Members, who will be asked to return any new or revised 
information to Malcolm Doak (IRL).  The Terra Nova report and Member  responses will be 
used as the basis of a summary paper to be developed by Malcolm Doak outlining how 
different EU countries regulate the processes involved in remediating contaminated soil with 
respect to EU waste legislation, including dealing with excavated materials from remediation 
or redevelopment of land affected by contamination.. 

6. Onno van Sandick (NL) and Victor Dries / Eddy van Dyck (BE)  will collaborate to 
present the Common Forum with a briefing paper describing the “official” EC position 
regarding the regulation of these remediation activities with regard to EU waste legislation .  
Francesca Quercia (Italy) and Dominique Darmendrail (France) also offered to make inputs 
to this paper. 

7. Joop Vegter (NL) will draft with Mark Kibblewhite (UK) a discussion paper on the 
potential role of risk-based decision-making in soil strategy to be circulated within the 
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Common Forum for elaboration of a Common Forum statement. 

Developing the State of the Art in the EU 

8. The Common Forum will invite the projects who participated in the Birmingham 
Meeting (AQUATERRA, EURODEMO, SNOWMAN and EUGRIS) to draft two page 
position papers outlining their “vision” of how they would like to collaborate with the 
Common Forum, and their information requirements (or other requirements of) the Common 
Forum.   

9. The Common Forum agreed that it needed to make a more active and strategic input 
to R&D at an EU level for contaminated land and groundwater related work for several 
reasons: 

• to ensure that projects work in a way that meets the needs of Member States 
• So that projects can benefit from Common Forum knowledge and resources (e.g. 

for data collection in European Countries) 
• To open up a platform for discussing long-term support for initiatives such as 

AQUATERRA, EURODEMO, SNOWMAN and EUGRIS, which are seen as 
having long term value to EC and Member States. 

10 Harald Kasamas  (AUT) will co-ordinate the drafting of an options paper that will 
consider how the Common Forum might make its input to EC Research.   This possibility had 
been discussed in previous meetings (Berlin and Paris) but is now a firmer ambition.  A 
number of possibilities were discussed and the following general approach is likely to form 
the basis of the options paper. The position papers noted in (8) will be circulated to Common 
Forum Members, and any information required will be requested in a way that is linked 
across these projects. 

11 One Common Forum Member will volunteer to act as a point of contact to the 
Common Forum for each project and will undertake to: (a) interact with the project to feed in 
any overarching comments from Common Forum Members on project aims and/or 
programme of work (b)  keep the rest of the Common Forum updated on developments, and 
(c) manage any requests from the projects, or requests to the project from Common Forum 
Members.   

12 There are now a range of FP5 Accompanying Measures and FP6 projects related to 
contaminated land, soil and groundwater.  BRGM (France) will develop an explanatory 
diagram of their interlinkages.  Dominique Darmendrail (France) will feed the analysis of EC 
projects into the discussion paper. 

13 The success of this informal approach will be evaluated at the next Common Forum 
meeting, to discuss whether there is a need for a more formalised secretariat, which would 
take over the volunteer functions described above.  A number of possible funding routes for a 
secretariat were discussed:  

• EC funding (not seen as a best option as it would compromise independence)  
• some form of membership, viz NICOLE, with countries not paying a membership 

fee allowed to pay to attend individual meetings.   
• some form of intermediate arrangement combining aspects of the NICOLE model 

and the current Common Forum model to reduce membership costs 

14. A preliminary review of a possible secretariat for the Common Forum, to assist the 
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discussions for the next Common Forum meeting will form a second strand of the options 
paper to be developed by Harald Kasamas.  This review will draw from previous discussions 
which took place in Antwerp, Amsterdam, Berlin and Paris.  

15.  Common Forum country representatives will check whether they would be able to 
pay a membership fee (for example 10,000 EURO per year) to run a Common Forum 
secretariat, and supply their answers to Harald Kasamas  

General 

16. The Common Forum has yet to decide if it wants to place the Birmingham meeting 
report on the EUGRIS web site. 

17 The Common Forum’s next meeting is expected to be in November 2004, in the 
Netherlands. 
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Appendix 1  Meeting Participants (excluding invited speakers) 

Name Organisation Country 

Bieber, Andreas Bundesministerium für Umwelt, Naturschutz und 
Reaktorsicherheit Germany 

Darmendrail, Dominique BRGM -SM /SDE France 

Doak, Malcolm Environment Ministry Ireland 

Dries, Victor OVAM, Public Waste Agency of Flanders Belgium 

Fredriksson, Dag  SGU Sweden 

Gentile, Anna Rita European Environment Agency Denmark 

Griffiths, Steven DETR - Department of the Environment, 
Transport and the Regions United Kingdom 

Halen, Henri SPAQuE Belgium 

Harris, Bob Environment Agency United Kingdom 

Hasznos, Gabor Ministry of Environment and Water Hungary 

Hoygaard, Eric Norwegian Pollution Control Authority Norway 

Kacabova, Pavla Ministry of the Environment Czech Republic 

Kasamas, Harald Federal Ministry of Environment Austria 

Keegan, Margaret Environmental Protection Agency Ireland 

Nathanail, Paul University of Nottingham Cabernet 

Pajukallio, Anna-Maija Ministry of the Environment Finland 

Quercia, Francesca APAT, Agenzia Nazionale per la Protezione dell' 
Ambiente Italy 

Schamann, Martin UBA, Federal Environment Agency Austria 

Van Dyck, Eddy OVAM, Public Waste Agency of Flanders Belgium 

Van Gijzel, Marc Network of Industrially Contaminated Land in 
Europe Nicole Project 

Van Sandick, Onno Ministry VROM/DGM -NL Netherlands 

Vegter, Joop Technical Committee on Soil Protection (TCB) Netherlands 

Weiland, Annette Umweltbundesamt Germany 

Ziegler, Urs Bundesamt für Umwelt, Wald und Landschaft 
(BUWAL) Switzerland 
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Appendix 2  Meeting Agenda in Full 

DAY   1    

09.00 to 12.30  AM Chair: Andreas Bieber (GER) 

1  Introductions  

09.00 Coffee and Informal introductions 

09.30 Welcome and meeting arrangements – Bob Harris (UK) 

09.40  Key aims of the meeting – Steven Griffiths (UK) 

09.50  Agenda changes – e.g. discussion points to be added 

2  EU soil strategy  

10.00  to 11.15 

Presentations  

1. Short overview of the EC soil strategy development, its progress to date and Technical Working 
Groups (TWGs)   -  Eddy van Dyck (BE) and Harald Kasamas (AUT) - 10 mins 

2. Technical Working Groups  (TWG)  “Contamination” - Joop Vegter  - 15 mins 
3. Subgroup (SG) “Land Management” -  Victor Dries  (BE) - 15 mins 
4. TWG “Monitoring subgroup” – Martin Schamann (AUT) - 15 mins  
5. TWG “Research” - Bob Harris (UK)  - 15 mins 
6. NICOLE perspective, water and soil are an integrated system – Marc van Gijzel (NL – NICOLE)  - 5 

to 10 mins 

11.15-11.35 Coffee 

Discussions (Moderator Joop Vegter) 11.35 to 12.35

• Discussion of “Contaminated Land Management"  SG draft report 
• Discussion of a possible Common Forum Statement relating to soil monitoring proposals  
• Other points arising 
• List of Key points that merit a Common Forum Response for work in Section 4 during the afternoon 

12.35 -14.00 Lunch and informal networking 

14.00 to 18.00  PM Chair: Francesca Quercia (IT) 

3  EC Proposed new Groundwater Directive 

Presentations 14.00 to 15.00 

1. Daughter Directive on Groundwater – its context & linkage with WFD (brief intro) – Victor 
Dries 

2. Daughter Directive on Groundwater – Victor Dries (BE) 
3. AquaTerra linking soils and water -  Dominique Darmendrail (Fr) 
4. Practical implementation issues for national regulators – Bob Harris (UK) 

Discussions (Moderator Victor Dries -BE)   15.00 to 16.00

• Discussion of a possible statement by the Common Forum about adding a “risk management zones” 
concept into the proposal 

• Other points arising  
• List of Key points that merit a Common Forum Response for work in Section 4 
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16.00 Coffee 

4   Meeting Outputs Day 1 

16.00 to 17.00  Syndicates:  

• EU soil strategy 
• EC Proposed new Groundwater Directive 

(NOTE: several / different syndicates may be arranged on the day as a result of the discussion sessions) 

17.00 to 17.30 Plenary: agree syndicate suggestions 

17.30  Close meeting day 1 – Bob Harris (UK) 

 

DAY   2   

09.00 to 12.30  AM Chair: Steven Griffiths (UK) 

09.00  Welcome to the second day – meeting aims and objectives – Bob Harris 

5   Impact of EU  waste legislation on soil and water management:  

Presentations  09.15  to 09.45 

1. EU waste legislation and its impacts on land and water management -  Mark Kibblewhite (UK) 
2. Waste policy impacts on brownfields redevelopment - Steve Wallace, (UK - NICOLE chair) 

Discussions (Malcolm Doak- IRL)   9.45  to 10.30

• Discussion of a possible statement on issues that waste management policy needs to take account of 
to provide a holistic and sustainable regulatory approach that also encompasses the needs of soil and 
water management?  

• Other points arising  
• List of Key points that merit a Common Forum Response for development in Session 7 

10.30 -10.50  Coffee 

6   Developing the State of the Art in the EU  

Presentations  10.50  to 12.15 

1. JOINT - review of the main outputs of the Framework 5 research programme relating to soil and water 
management  - Dominique Darmendrail (FR)  

2. CABERNET – brownfields – Paul Nathanail or Kate Millar (UK) 
3. ERANET SNOWMAN  - review of soil and groundwater research in the EC + ad for more countries 

are invited to join this network.- Harald Kasamas (AUT)  
4. EUGRIS  a common European information platform for contaminated land and groundwater and land 

information  -   Bob Barnes (UK)  
5. EURODEMO European platform for demonstration of efficient soil and groundwater remediation:  - 

Martin Schamann (AUT) 

12.15 – 13.15  Lunch and informal networking 

13.15 to 15.30  PM Chair: Urs Ziegler (SWITZ) 

Discussions on Developing State of the Art in the EU (Moderator Dominique Darmendrail – FR)   13.00  to 
14.00

• Discussion of a possible initiatives the Common Forum might contribute to / collaborate with / 
monitor.  

  Page 64 



Report of the meeting of the Common Forum on Contaminated Land in the EU, Birmingham 
on 19 and 20 January 2004 

 
• Other points arising  
• List of Key points that merit a Common Forum Response, for development in Session 7 

7   Meeting Outputs Day 2 

14.00 to 14.45  Syndicates:  

• Waste legislation and  soil and water management 
• Developing State of the Art in the EU  

(NOTE: several / different syndicates may be arranged on the day as a result of the discussion sessions) 

14.45 to 15.15 Plenary: agree syndicate suggestions 

8   Meeting Conclusion 15.15 to 15.30 

• Next Meeting 
• Closing Comments: Bob Harris and Stephen Griffiths 
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Appendix 3  Risk-based Land Management – An Overview 

Risk-based Land Management is primarily a framework for the integration of two key 
decisions for remediation of contaminated land: 

• The time frame: this requires an assessment of risks and priorities, but also the 
consideration of the longer term effects of particular choices. 

• The choice of solution: this requires an assessment of overall benefits, costs and 
environmental side effects, value and circumstances of the land, community views and 
other issues. 

These two decisions have to take place at both an individual site level and at a strategic level, 
especially as the impact of contaminated land on the environment can have not only a large 
scale regional dimension but also potentially wide ranging long term impacts. The decision 
making process needs to consider three main components which form the core of the RBLM 
concept:  (1) fitness for use, (2) protection of the environment and (3) long-term care, as 
illustrated in Figure 23.  The first two describe goals for safe use of land, including 
prevention of harm and resource protection. The third allows for a more rigorous assessment 
of the way in which these goals are achieved, to ensure that it is a sustainable way.   The three 
components need to be in balance with each other to achieve an appropriate solution. 

 

PROTECTION 

OF

ENVIRONMENT

FITNESS 
FOR 
USE

LONG-TERM CARE

RBLM

 

Figure 23 The main components of Risk-based Land Management11

RBLM covers the full range of contaminated land problems for which regulators and decision 
makers are responsible. The constituent terms of the concept have been carefully chosen, and 
are used as follows: 

• Risk describes the possibility of any adverse environmental effects from contamination.  
The aim for sustainable contaminated land management is to decide what risk is 
unacceptable and when and how to reduce it. Risk reduction is used in order to return 
contaminated land to an economically viable condition. 

• Land represents an area with geographical boundaries – it is assumed to be an area such 
as a single industrial site, or a region such as municipality. In this sense, land includes 

                                                 
11 Taken from Austrian Environment Agency, 2002, CLARINET Overview Report, available from 
www.clarinet.at, extracted in Nathanail, C.P., Bardos, R.P. (in press) Reclamation of contaminated land, John 
Wiley & Sons Ltd, Chichester UK, ISBN 0-471-98560-0 
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groundwater as contaminated land can impact on ground and surface water and vice 
versa. 

• Management is a set of activities involving decisions about issues such as assessment, 
remediation, land-use restrictions, monitoring, spatial planning, and aftercare. In the 
context of risk management it is a much broader activity than ‘selecting a remedial 
technique’ - it includes all aspects of developing and implementing a sustainable 
approach. 

The aim of the RBLM concept is to achieve integration of approaches originating from 
different perspectives (for example spatial planning, environmental protection and 
engineering), based on the identification of common goals:  

• Comparable levels of protection of health and the environment, taking into account local 
characteristics; 

• Optimised use and development of technical and administrative solutions; and 
• Sustainability - evaluating and optimising environmental, economic and social factors. 
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Appendix 4 Common Forum Letter to TWG Monitoring 
Dear Ms Van Camp, dear Prof. Loveland      6.2.2004 

The "Common Forum on Contaminated Land in Europe" had its plenary meeting in Birmingham in 
late January 2004. The Common Forum is an expert group of national and regional regulators in 
charge of the development and implementation of contaminated soil policies and programmes in the 
European countries. The Common Forum is represented in the Advisory Forum and various TWGs of 
the Soil Thematic Strategy. 

One of the main topics we discussed in Birmingham was our position concerning the current status of 
the Soil Thematic strategy, especially the developments in TWG Monitoring concerning a possible 
future Directive. 

The members of the Common Forum want to express their concerns about the developments of the 
monitoring proposal. We fear that monitoring might be reduced to  measurements of concentrations of 
certain soil contaminants at regular intervals, possibly in a large grid sampling scheme all over 
Europe. The Common Forum not only questions the feasibility of such an approach, it also questions 
whether the results of such a monitoring program will lead to improvement in soil protection, since it 
will give a biased and fragmented view on soil problems and is not able to show any success or 
progress in programs for prevention and restoration of contaminated soils. This is particularly true of 
soils in urban settings where variability is too great to be detected by widely spaced grid samples. 

The Common Forum shares more than ten years of EU wide experience in contaminated land 
management and local contamination problems and has witnessed  a growing awareness in Member 
States about soils leading to the discovery of a large number of contaminated sites. The Common 
Forum has observed tremendous progress in restoration and rehabilitation of these sites and in 
initiatives to prevent future pollution of soils. The members of the Common Forum believe that the 
contaminated land problems and their often costly solutions have been one of the main drivers for the 
discussion of preventive soil protection at both EU and Member State level. 

Unfortunately monitoring progress in contaminated land prevention and restoration is not considered 
at present for the monitoring Directive. We regret this because the view on soils resulting from a 
monitoring Directive along the lines of grid-based measurements as described above will not be truly 
representative and will therefore distort the political debate about soil protection at the EU level.  

Furthermore , local soil contamination is explicitly mentioned in the overall mandate as well as in the 
monitoring mandate. Political attention to contaminated land at EU level and support for cooperation 
between Member States, that gave momentum for further EU actions on soils, may disappear if 
contaminated land and local contamination is not addressed in the strategy-document and the EU 
monitoring Directive. 

We therefore urgently recommend due attention is given in the strategy document to the monitoring of 
contaminated soil and that at least one policy-relevant, cost efficient and feasible indicator covering 
local soil contamination issues is included. Attached is a first draft how such an indicator could be 
developed. We appreciate your response to our recommendation and we offer the available expertise 
within our network to develop this indicator further. 

Yours sincerely, 

Eddy van Dyck and Harald Kasamas 

on behalf of the EU Common Forum on Contaminated Land in Europe 
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Appendix 5 Suggested scheme for monitoring the assessment and management of 
contaminated land 
 

Name of the parameter/indicator: 

Progress in contaminated sites management 

Threat: Local contamination 

Proposed by:  

Common Forum on Contaminated Land in Europe 

Justification for selection:  

For the time being there are few data concerning the EU wide extent of local contamination 
and little information on the process of tackling contaminated sites available. Best available 
information has been collected by the EEA, however experiences show that the lack of 
harmonised definitions hinders a direct comparison of data. Monitoring of the progress in the 
management of sites provides decision makers a sound basis on the dimension of the problem 
(expressed by the number of estimated sites per management step) and actual timeframes to 
tackle local contamination (relation of already managed sites to estimated total number) 

Relevance for which EU-policy, -decision or –activity: 

Existing EU policy: 

GW Directive: Indicator provides information on the existence of contaminated sites in areas 
of sensible groundwater bodies and the progress in their management 

Landfill Directive, Mining Waste Directive, EC environmental liability regime: Indicator 
provides information on the effectiveness of the regulations (whether or not the creation of 
new local contamination can be avoided) 

EU decisions and activities: The indicator functions as a trigger to initiate EU-wide activities 
concerning the management of contaminated sites, e.g. setting priorities for remediation 
activities, setting deadlines for reaching management targets, supporting a EU wide 
comparability of applied risk assessment methods, ... 

Why under subsidiarity aspects to be done at EU-level: 
- Member States should be encouraged to implement/continue systematic approaches for 

the management of local contamination by regarding environmental priorities. 

- Different awareness and risk perceptions in the Member States influence competition and 
choice of settling down of new industrial enterprises   

Kind of monitoring: ? 

A: multi purpose                              B: action driven
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Contribution to 

A: strategy                                B: Element for the directive

Existing available information: 

Almost all EU15 countries keep registers on contaminated sites, including relevant data, but 
in different ways. The EEA made good progress in compilation, harmonisation and analysing 
available information. As a consequence information at EU level is already available 
(however – as mentioned above - not on a directly comparable basis). Basic data for this 
indicator are part of the EEA priority data flow - the indicator is well accepted by EEA 
Member States. Data with reference to the past 5 years are available for a number of MS. 

Method/s to be used: 

The management of contaminated sites is a tiered approach, the following major  management 
steps can be distinguished: 

• Site identification 
• Site investigation 
• Risk characterisation and evaluation  
• Risk reduction 
• Check remediation targets 

Almost all Member States have registers on (potentially) contaminated sites to support a 
systematic management. In general the registers include information on the number of sites 
for each management step. However, management steps are not comparable across the whole 
EU in detail. 

The indicator is identified by the total number of estimated sites per management step 
compared with the number of actual sites per management step. This provides information on 
the extent of the overall problem as well as on the progress in management of contaminated 
sites in the Member States. 

The following parameters are elements forming the indicator: 
• Number of identified potentially contaminated sites 
• Number of sites where investigation measures are in progress 
• Number of identified contaminated sites 
• Number of sites where remediation activities are in progress 
• Number of sites where remediation activities are completed 

Prerequisites for the implementation of the indicator: Definitions/agreements for  
• potentially contaminated site 
• contaminated site 
• investigation 
• remediation 
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Estimated costs and result of the improvement in cost-efficiency 

Most of the EU25 countries are running activities for the remediation of contaminated sites. A 
systematic identification and adequate registration of sites is an important management tool at 
regional or national level. Most of the EU15 and some of the Accession Countries keep such 
registers. For those countries which already have implemented a systematic management of 
contaminated sites additional costs will be low (mostly for the transformation of available 
data into a required data format). Those countries with no systematic management and with 
no systematic registration of sites will have to set up adequate databases for site registrations. 

For the implementation of the indicator and for data collection no additional cost for site 
specific activities as regards risk reduction (site investigation, remediation) occur. 

Expert estimations are essential for the information of the expected total number of sites per 
management step. 

Adequate time frame for repetition taking into account current method/s, method 
development, biological and seasonal thresholds 

2 years 
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