Comments on Indicator Fact Sheets (EIONET).

Before commenting on particular Indicator Fact Sheets, I would like to give a general comment, because my further comments will be derived from that. 

The point is that there are two types of indicators: 

1. One type covers indicators, which are suited for expert level, and gives very good overview of environmental status. The specific feature of these indicators is that they have large influence of natural variability and therefore it is not so easy, if possible at al, separate anthropogenic factor from natural. As a result they are not suitable for policy makers, while invaluable to scientific community.

2. Second type covers indicators directly linked to anthropogenic activities and sensitive to measures targeted at improvement of nature. 

In ideal it would be good to have one set which covers both points, however, at present state it is not so. Therefore, my proposal would be to treat indicators as it is, at least for now, and separate them in two groups, otherwise they can be misleading or even meaningless for decision makers and broader public, despite added explanatory text.    

1. WEU15. The indicator is potentially good one. However, in present context it does not correspond to intended Policy relevance and Policy context, because this type of indicator is applicable only in those areas where stratification is broken at least once a year. So it leaves misleading impression, in political context, about Black sea in first place and about deep parts of Baltic Sea in particular. Therefore, I would suggest rethink usefulness of figure 1, which to some extent serves as umbrella figure for the whole Fact Sheet, and rethink also Policy issues.

2. WEU4. The indicator and Fact Sheet are very good. However, I would like to stress some points. 

a. When one looks at figures 2-5 one notice that the concentration scales are very different. Probably there is nothing to do to improve that. 

b. In assessment (page 7) there are some controversial things to consider. First of all if we take and compare figures 2 (Baltic Sea) and 3 (North Sea) one can be very confused by what he sees. There is statement that in Baltic Sea concentrations are low due to long residence time and at the same time there are very high (by comparison) concentrations at North Sea coast of Denmark, Germany, Netherlands with no explanation whatsoever. The obvious gradient indicates that this is the result of land-based sources in those countries. So one can rightfully guest ion explanation that the long residence time causes low concentrations while short residence time high, given that the source of all that nitrate is on land. General consensus is that long residence time causes accumulation if loads exceed sinks. This particular assessment should be elaborated further.

3. WEC7b. The title of this indicator fact sheet is “Introduced species in marine and coastal waters”. So the reader could expect that report will deal with whole problem. However, this particular report deals only with influence of aquaculture as if other sources of introduced species do not exist. The suggestion therefore is either to change title or substantially add information on other sources and impacts. 

4. WEU13. The comment concerns sub-indicator and environmental context and is more suggestion than comment. In chlorophyll case it might be interesting if authors could give some explanation why there are concentration differences between seas. Might be it is not necessary to give such sort of assessment, but if this report will be meant also for broader public and civil servants, then there might arise such curiosity. Especially if this potential reader will remember figures of winter nutrient concentrations and will now something about biology as well.  

5. WEU14. Very interesting fact sheet, although, a little bit confusing. That because in this report are combined several issues at the same time and it is the task of reader to straighten out, which of following is meant as indicator – phytoplankton (as states title), shellfish poisoning by phytoplankton toxins (as in figure 1) or occurrence of toxins (as follows further on). The fact sheet only will benefit if author will straighten that out. 

6. WHS6. In HELCOM assessment “Environment of the Baltic Sea Area 1994-1998” increasing trends of Cd (1981-1998) were reported for herring liver in southern Bothnian Sea, northern Baltic Proper, southern Baltic Proper and for flounder liver in the Danish part of the Sound. That is in clear contrary to Figure 4 of this fact sheet. Obviously some harmonization of assessment procedures is needed, because otherwise reader will be puzzled of which source of information he/she should trust.

7. WEU7. Reading this fact sheet reader gets two controversial opinions. 

a. First opinion is from Key messages, that discharges are decreasing and environmental actions (which, if I am not mistaken, are mostly nonexistent for agriculture) are performing excellent – as if it would have been possible to get 22 % and 38 % decrease in agricultural discharges (numbers for Baltic sea) just in 5-6 years. 

b. Second opinion comes if reader have been patient and reached sub-indicators, where it is stated that there are no change and everything is controlled by run-off fluctuations.

Probably authors should rethink their statements and stick to the facts. And that means that in Figures 1 and 2 rivers run-off factor must be taken into account, and load numbers at least be flow normalized.

