Comments on 2003 series of indicator fact sheets on water and fisheries

By VITUKI CONSULT Plc.

National Reference Centre on Water - Hungary

This summary of comments is based on comments received from national water experts. The following indicator fact sheets were considered:

WEU1 Nitrate in groundwater

WEU2 Nutrients in rivers 

WEU5 BOD and ammonium in rivers 

WEU8 Emissions of organic matter

WEU9 Emissions of N and P from UWWTPs

WEU11 Bathing water quality

WHS1a Pesticides in groundwater

WHS2 Hazardous substances in rivers

WHS9 Emissions to water of hazardous substances from industry

1. WHS9 – Emissions to water of hazardous substances from industry

    WEU8 – Emissions of organic matter

    WEU9 – Emissions of N and P from UWWTPs

These indicators are demonstration indicators. Maybe these should not been sent to countries for comments. Especially, in case of WHS9, where EUROWATERNET-Emission data is used, because no official EEA request was made to Member Countries for such data submission. Please, handle the demonstration indicators more carefully in the future. 

National experts tried to identify the source of the presented EUROSTAT dataset in WEU8, WEU9 and WEU16. These data are different from what Hungary officially sent to OECD as annual data submission. Therefore, it is recommended that the used EUROSTAT data should be replaced by the official OECD data. 

2. WEU1 Nitrate in groundwater

The Sub-indicator 3 (Statistically significant trends for nitrate) shows that 5 out of 11 Hungarian groundwater bodies have significant upward NO3 concentration trends. By purely observe the data statistically, it may be right. However, it seems that it is not right. Please, let me highlight some of the annual average NO3 (mg/l) data. (Graphical presentations of these data are in Annex1.)

This fact sheet stated that 5 groundwater bodies (gwbs) have significant upward trends, 5 gwbs have no significant trends, and 1 gwb have significant downward trend. Our opinion is that 1 gwb has significant upward trend, 7 gwbs have no trend, and 3 gwbs have significant downward trend. However, the fact sheet should indicate that what was the relationship between these annual averages and the national/international limit values. This would be important, because a statistically significant upward trend is has no meaning if all annual average NO3 concentration is very low (below 1 mg/l). 

	ID
	EEA view
	National view

	HU001
	significant upward trend
	The extreme values in 2002 and 2001 need revision. The time series have no trend without these values.

	HU002
	significant upward trend
	The extreme values in 2002 and 2001 need revision. The time series have no trend without these values.

	HU003
	no significant trend
	no significant trend

	HU004
	no significant trend
	significant downward trend

	HU005
	significant downward trend
	significant downward trend

	HU006
	significant upward trend
	no significant trend

	HU007
	significant upward trend
	significant upward trend but at very low concentration values

	HU008
	no significant trend
	no significant trend

	HU009
	no significant trend
	no significant trend

	HU010
	no significant trend
	significant downward trend

	HU011
	significant upward trend
	significant upward trend


Therefore, I suggest to reconsider the trends of these groundwater bodies, and modify the graph accordingly. 

3. WHS1a Pesticides in Groundwater

On Figure1 (Danger of groundwater pollution by pesticides), Hungary is marked as red (danger of pesticide pollution in GW reported by countries). Later on, in the text, it is stated: “In Hungary, the shallow groundwater is not regarded suitable for drinking purposes and irrigation, inter alia caused by inappropriate use of pesticides (GRID-BP, 2002)”. The corresponding link was broken probably due to restructuring of the Hungarian Ministry homepage. The correct link is: http://www.ktm.hu/gridbp/grid3ver/pressure/viz/1vizhat.htm
However, I did not find such statement on the website. Since Hungary officially has not sent such information through the EIONET network, and this statement is not on the above website, please, re-classify Hungary into the “no statement” category. 

4. WEU2 Nutrients in rivers 

    WEU5 BOD and ammonium in rivers

Hungary provided data on 96 river stations to EUROWATERNET-Basic. According to our records, out of these 96 stations, 89 stations have NO3-N, BOD5, NH4-N and PO4-P data for all years between 1992 and 2001. Therefore, it is not clear, why only 83 (BOD5), 85 (NH4-N), and 87 (NO3-N, PO4-P) stations were used for the Figure 1-5 and Figure 10-11 assessments. Please, provide more explanation on the selection criteria, or use all available information. 

Comments on other figures:

Figure 6 (Concentration distributions of nitrate in rivers ..): 

The following distribution is presented on this figure in the Fact sheet:

	
	<1
	1 to 2.3
	2.4 to 5.6
	5.7 to 9.0
	9.1 to 11.3
	>11.3

	HU (2001)-94
	14
	43
	29
	8
	0
	0


However, based on the 2003 submission, the distribution is the following:

	HU (2001)
	<1
	1 to 2.3
	2.4 to 5.6
	5.7 to 9.0
	9.1 to 11.3
	>11.3
	Total

	# of stations
	19
	38
	29
	8
	0
	0
	94


Please, correct the graph.

Figure 7 (Concentration distributions of orthophosphate in rivers ..): 

The following distribution is presented on this figure in the Fact sheet:

	
	<10
	10 to 50
	51 to 250
	251 to 500
	>500
	Total stations

	HU (2001)
	
	22
	46
	9
	17
	94


However, based on the 2003 submission, the distribution is the following:

	HU (2001)
	<10
	10 to 50
	51 to 250
	251 to 500
	>500
	Total stations

	# of stations
	0
	23
	45
	9
	17
	94


Please, correct the graph.

Figure 8 (Concentration distributions of ammonium in rivers ..): 

The following distribution is presented on this figure in the Fact sheet:

	
	<0.25
	0.25 to <0.6
	0.6 to <1.3
	1.3 to <2.5
	2.5 to 9
	>9

	HU (2001)-94
	57
	24
	7
	4
	2
	0


However, based on the 2003 submission, the distribution is the following:

	HU (2001)
	<0.25
	0.25 to <0.6
	0.6 to <1.3
	1.3 to <2.5
	2.5 to 9
	>9
	Total

	# of stations
	59
	24
	5
	4
	2
	0
	94


Please, correct the graph.

Figure 9 (Concentration distributions of BOD in rivers ..): 

The following distribution is presented on this figure in the Fact sheet:

	
	<2
	2 to 3.5
	3.6 to 5
	>5
	Total

	HU (2001)-94
	12
	36
	36
	10
	94


However, based on the 2003 submission, the distribution is the following:

	HU (2001)
	<2
	2 to 3.5
	3.6 to 5
	>5
	Total

	# of stations
	13
	36
	35
	10
	94


Please, correct the graph.

5. WHS2 Hazardous substances in rivers

From this Fact sheet, Hungary should be removed, because data on 4 stations is not statistically representative for even a small country. 

Furthermore, the fact sheet does not declare that this information came from the EUROWATERNET-Impact network (at least this is the case for Hungary). 

By definition, impact stations are: “monitoring stations within the zone (area or volume of water) where initial mixing of the emissions takes place within the receiving waters.

Concentrations of determinands would be expected to be relatively high (‘worstcase’

concentrations) at these stations. that shows the “worst side” of a country (Impact stations have to be in the mixing zone of any polluters in the recipient, before the waste water is fully mixed in the cross-section).“

This is important highlight for non-qualified readers. 

I’d like to highlight, that in Hungary, in case of Hg there are 158, in case of Zn, Ni, Pb and Cu, there are 205 monitoring stations that measures such parameters. In case of Lindan and Atrazin, data is available since 1999. This information was not requested for reference and representative stations (Basic network); therefore, these were not submitted for basic stations. 

Finally, on Figure 4, only the Lead and Zinc charts reflect the submitted EUROWATERNET-Impact data. 

Cadmium:

	ng/l
	<40
	40 to <80
	80 to 160
	160 to 250
	>250
	sum
	year

	Presented # of stations
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	4
	2001

	2003 submission
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	4
	2001


Mercury: Although Hungary was in the WHS2_Mercury.xls file, Hungarian data was not presented in the figure. Furthermore, the excel table had wrong information. 

	
	<25
	>25 to 50
	>50 to 100
	>100 to 200
	>200
	sum
	year

	Presented # of stations
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	4
	2001

	2003 submission
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	4
	2001


Copper:

	
	<1
	1 to <10
	10 to<20
	20 to <28
	>28
	sum
	year

	Presented # of stations
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	4
	2001

	2003 submission
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2001


Nickel:

	
	<0.6
	0.6 to <1.3
	1.3 to <6
	6 to <50
	>50
	sum
	year

	Presented # of stations
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	4
	2001

	2003 submission
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	4
	2001


6. WEU11 Bathing water quality

No comment. The used data on Figure 2b is correct. 

Attila Lázár

Recearch Associate

VITUKI CONSULT Rt

NRC-Water

Hungary

27 April 2004

Annex 1: Annual average NO3 concentration trends of the 11 Hungarian groundwater bodies
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