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This is the second set of comments.

WEU10 Drinking water quality

Figure 1

The Figure 1 suggests that Finland would have problems with the nitrates in the drinking water. We are not aware of any results supporting this kind of strong statement. It is unclear which have been the sources of information regarding Figure 1. The title of the Figure 1 suggests that the problems are identified by national reports. The Figures 2 and 3 are addressing the same issue and the reference there is DGEnv which probably means the national reporting on the directives to the Commission. Are the sources of information different for these three Figures? Furthermore, the Excel files with the background information don't contain any nitrate exceedances for Finland. We have problems with nitrite as shown in the Excel files but these two parameters must not be mixed in the way it is done in the text.

WEU11 Bathing water quality

Sub-indicator: Compliance of …

Assessment of the sub-indicator

Instead of Denmark and Germany, Greece and Ireland had the highest percentage of inland bathing waters reaching the guide values.

Sub-indicator: Designated …

Figures 3a and 3b are identical.

WEU13 Chlorophyll-a concentrations in transitional, coastal and marine waters
Sub-indicator: Chlorophyll a from satellite images

Finland has already in earlier occasions criticized the use of the presented information which is based on the satellite image interpretations. As the note in the title of Figure 6 states, the interpretation is not valid e.g. in the Baltic Sea area. The Figure 6 gives a very distorted view when the reader compares the different sea areas on the basis of the colours in the Figure. Furthermore, in the Assessment box it is stated that comparisons between the two years can't be made. We recommend that the sub-indicator is removed.

Moreover, the Figure of the year 2000 has been used e.g. in the Commission report "Implementation of Council Directive 91/676/EEC concerning the protection of waters against pollution caused by nitrates from agricultural sources" without an adequate explanation of the shortcomings of the interpretation. 
WEU16 Urban waste water treatment

Figure 2

We propose that in the Notes below Figure 2 the following is added (in bold): Finland has not accepted the opinion of the European Commission.

WHS1a Pesticides in Groundwater

Figure 1

The Figure 1 is rather surprising. The table in the Figure indicates that in a national report the danger of pesticide pollution is identified. As a matter of fact, the national report in question (Jorma Niemi, Pertti Heinonen, Sari Mitikka, Heidi Vuoristo, Olli-Pekka Pietiläinen, Markku Puupponen and Esa Rönkä (Eds.). The Finnish Eurowaternet with information about Finnish water resources and monitoring strategies. The Finnish Environment 445, Finnish Environment Institute, Helsinki 2001. Temporarily not available in Internet) states the following:

In some areas, however, groundwaters are affected by increased salinity due to deicing salt spread on roads in winter, pesticide residues around tree nurseries, phenols and metals from wood- treatment plants and leachates from landfill sites and particularly by extraction of gravel, which is probably the most severe threat to aquifers.
The report is not aimed to estimate the danger (or likelihood) of pesticide pollution. In our opinion it is by no means possible to paint the whole of Finland red because in some areas pesticide residues are found around tree nurseries. Without any underestimation of the problems with pesticides, we believe that the two-step approach, either red or green, is not appropriate. We propose as a solution to indicate in the Figure 1 that some countries, like Finland, don't have enough information for the estimation of the danger of pesticide pollution. There is an ongoing national project on the pesticides and groundwater. The final report will be available in 2005 or 2006.

WHS2 Hazardous substances in rivers

Figure 3

At least the four heavy metals Cd, Hg, Pb, and Ni are monitored in Finland. The Figure 3 states that only 3 metals are monitored in Finland. Without access to the source of information (COMMPS database) it is impossible to say what is the reason to this difference in the number of parameters monitored.

