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18/06/2004

Overview of country comments 

on 2003 water and fisheries factsheets
A. Summary of comments

9 countries supplied their comments within the commenting round on 2003 water and fisheries factsheets. 33 water and fisheries factsheets were submitted for country review. 28 factsheets including all 10 EEA core set indicator factsheets have been commented upon by at least 1 country. The average number of commented indicators per country is 7, ranging from 3 to 12. 

Most frequently commented areas were data quality, methodologies for gathering, processing or interpretation of data, and assessments. Very useful general comments, suggestions and recommendations for improvements have also been supplied.

All comments in their original versions are available at http://eea.eionet.eu.int/Public/irc/eionet-circle/water/library?l=/products_eionet/2003_factsheets/international_organisati&vm=detailed&sb=Title
The following table summarises the number of comments received by type: 
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B. EEA response

All comments are highly appreciated. 

General comments will be taken into consideration when updating the factsheets in 2004 and for further development of the core set of water and fisheries indicators.   

Most of the factual comments and corrections have been  incorporated in the facsheets. However, in a few cases this was not possible. For specific explanations please see the attached spreadsheet which provides a detailed overview of country comments and EEA responses.

In 2004 the priority will be given to updating and development of the core set of water and fisheries indicators. All indicators will be clearly marked according to their status and classification. Attention will be paid to the description of methodologies employed to prevent unnecessary comments in this area, and to making the structure of source data transparent in the factsheets.

Countries are strongly encouraged to ensure the timely update of international databases (e.g. Eurostat) that are used by EEA for some of the factsheets.

Comments that arrived after the deadline will be taken into consideration for the 2004 update.

For further details please contact Pavla Chyska, pavla.chyska@eea.eu.int
C. Overview of country comments and EEA responses

See the Excel spreadsheet attached.
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Sheet1

		Graph

		General		Factsheet structure		Providing additional information / suggestions		Clarity of factsheet		Other factual corrections		Interpretation of data / Assessment		Methodology (commented / missing / unclear)		Quality of data

		11		3		4		6		11		15		16		16
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comments analysis - indicators

		Code		NameCode		Quality of data		Other factual corrections		Interpretation of data/ Assessment		Methodology (commented/missing/unclear)		Factsheet structure		Comprehensibility of factsheet		Providing additional info/suggestions		General

		Total				16		11		15		16		3		6		4

		CC6b		NOA		indicator not commented														better cooperation with countries

		FISH11		Catches		1		1		1										do not submit demonstration indicators for review

		FISH1a		Stocks OSBL		1		1		1										mark indicators clearly according to their status and cathegorization (core set, demonstration, etc.)

		FISH1b		Cod stocks				1		2										others

		FISH3		Aquacult.				1		1		1

		FISH5		By-catch						1		1

		WQ1		WEI		1						1				1

		WQ2		Wuse_sectors		1		2				2				2

		WEC2d (dem)		Classif. CW		indicator not commented

		WEC5		BQ lakes						1

		WEC7b		Intro. Spec.										1

		WEU10		DWQ								1

		WEU11		BWQ		1		1		1

		WEU13		Chloroph.		1						3				2

		WEU14		Phytopl.										1

		WEU15		Hypoxia										1

		WEU16		UWWT		4												1

		WEU1		Nitrate Ground						1

		WEU2WEU5		Eutr Rivers		3												1

		WEU3WEU12		Eutr Lakes								1

		WEU4		Nutr Coast				1		2		2

		WEU7		Loads Coast						1

		WEU8 (dem)		Organic_emission		indicator not commented

		WEU9 (dem)		UWWT emiss.		1						1

		WHS10		Oil Disch.				1				1				1

		WHS11		Oil Accident		indicator not commented

		WHS12		Oil Illegal		indicator not commented

		WHS1a		Pestic Ground						1								1

		WHS2		HS Rivers		1				1		2

		WHS6		HS MarineO		1

		WHS7		Loads HS Coast		indicator not commented

		WHS8 (dem)		HS UWWT				1

		WHS9 (dem)		HS Industry				1		1								1

		Graph

		Top five comeented indicators

		not commented at all





comments analysis - countries

		Type of comment		NameCode		HU		SW		NL		SI		Latvia		NO		FIN		IT		AT		Total

		Quality of data

		Interpretation of data/ Assessment

		Methodology - missing/unclear

		Methodology - recommendations for improvements

		Other corrections

		Factsheets template/ structure

		Providing additional info/suggestions

		Comprehensibility of factsheet



Pavla chyska:
General comments:
- Please mark every fact sheet with status, for
 example "Under review", "Accepted 2003", or similar. 
- Please distinguish between and mark clearly indicators from differents sets ( "Core
 indicator for water") if more than one set of indicators exist.

Pavla chyska:
- warns against making general statements/analysis that are not well-founded by data included in the factsheet (WEC5)
- suggests to have countries involved in assesment from the beginning (more rewarding)
= would be pleased if individual countries could be given a feedback possibility through the internet accessed factsheet, which is visible also for all other Clients, MS and Public to communicate in short and perhaps with a link to national data on region specific information.

Pavla chyska:
General comments
- two types of indicators:
1) expert level, for scientific community, large influence of natural variability and therefore it is not so easy, if possible at al, separate anthropogenic factor from natural. 
2) 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.

Pavla chyska:
General AT comments:
- would differentiate between  background concentrations for countries
- points at data aggregation problems and quality of results
- methodology remarks: points at "limit of quantification" and "limit of detection" values that we do not use
- title of tables and graphs should always include time period or reference year
- indi definition to be included in the beginning of the factsheet



Sheet2

		Code		Name		Countries commented

		WEU13		Chloroph.		6

		WEU16		UWWT		6

		WEU2WEU5		Eutr Rivers		5

		WEU4		Nutr Coast		4

		WHS2		HS Rivers		4

		WQ2		Wusectors		3

		WEU11		BWQ		3

		WHS1a		Pestic Ground		3

		FISH1a		Stocks OSBL		2

		FISH1b		Cod stocks		2

		FISH3		Aquacult.		2

		WQ1		WEI		2

		WEC5		BQ lakes		2

		WEU10		DWQ		2

		WEU1		Nitrate Ground		2

		WEU3WEU12		Eutr Lakes		2

		WEU9		UWWT emiss.		2

		WHS8		HS UWWT		2

		WHS9		HS Industry		2

		FISH11		Catches		1

		FISH5		By-catch		1

		WEC7b		Intro. Spec.		1

		WEU14		Phytopl.		1

		WEU15		Hypoxia		1

		WEU7		Loads Coast		1

		WEU8		Organic		1

		WHS10		Oil Disch.		1

		WHS6		HS MarineO		1

		CC6b		NOA		0

		WEC2d (dem)		Classif. CW		0

		WHS11		Oil Accident		0

		WHS12		Oil Illegal		0

		WHS7		Loads HS Coast		0





comments overview

		Code		NameCode		HU		SW		NL		SI		Latvia		NO		FIN		IT		AT		Total

		CC6b		NOA																				0

		FISH11		Catches						1														1

		FISH1a		Stocks OSBL				1		1														2

		FISH1b		Cod stocks				1		1														2

		FISH3		Aquacult.						1										1				2

		FISH5		By-catch						1														1

		WQ1		WEI		1																1		2

		WQ2		Wusectors		1		1														1		3

		WEC2d (dem)		Classif. CW																				0

		WEC5		BQ lakes						1								1						2

		WEC7b		Intro. Spec.										1										1

		WEU10		DWQ												1		1						2

		WEU11		BWQ						1								1		1				3

		WEU13		Chloroph.				1		1		1		1				1		1				6

		WEU14		Phytopl.										1										1

		WEU15		Hypoxia										1										1

		WEU16		UWWT		1						1				1		1		1		1		6

		WEU1		Nitrate Ground		1										1								2

		WEU2WEU5		Eutr Rivers		1				1		1						1		1				5

		WEU3WEU12		Eutr Lakes						1								1						2

		WEU4		Nutr Coast				1		1				1						1				4

		WEU7		Loads Coast										1										1

		WEU8 (dem)		Organic		1																		1

		WEU9 (dem)		UWWT emiss.		1																1		2

		WHS10		Oil Disch.																		1		1

		WHS11		Oil Accident																				0

		WHS12		Oil Illegal																				0

		WHS1a		Pestic Ground		1										1		1						3

		WHS2		HS Rivers		1				1								1				1		4

		WHS6		HS MarineO										1										1

		WHS7		Loads HS Coast																				0

		WHS8 (dem)		HS UWWT		1										1								2

		WHS9 (dem)		HS Industry												1						1		2

		Total				10		5		12		3		7		6		9		6		7		65

		Tha following types appeared in the countries comments:

		1) concrete suply with corrected data (kolikrat?)

		2) general complaint of quality of data

		3) conception comments - concrete recommendations

		4) doubts about overall quality/correctnes of information provided within a factsheet

		5) suggestions to improve communication flow

		6) missing methodology

		Questions arising from the comments:

		1) Assessment, key messages: are we deriving them purely from data/info we have available and give a source of ?

		2) What is the difference between data gathered through Eurowaternet and by official EEA reguest to all countries?

		PCH comments:

		1) factsheets items are understood differently by partners -> info given under same items across factsheets is not consistent => template items need definition!

		(perhaps a model indicator factsheet would help)

		2) subindicators coding is not homogenous across factsheeets

		3) "official" classification of sets of indicators for defined purposes - (core set - enlarged set - demonstration/testing set) - could solve some problems with

		"quality" or "relevance" of indicator.

		4) general attitude to factsheets development should be changed from creating long "story-telling" paragraphs to structured,

		concise information that stick to the fact we have available and try to make most use of it .  No wrapping facts in abundant information.

		5) often comments on the interpretation of data included in the worksheets was accompanied by comments on unclear methodology

		in that case the comment is registered under both themes



Pavla chyska:
- warns against making general statements/analysis that are not well-founded by data included in the factsheet (WEC5)
- suggests to have countries involved in assesment from the beginning (more rewarding)
= would be pleased if individual countries could be given a feedback possibility through the internet accessed factsheet, which is visible also for all other Clients, MS and Public to communicate in short and perhaps with a link to national data on region specific information.

Pavla chyska:
adittional info on the situation in the country

Pavla chyska:
Fig. 3a wrong? (3a x 3b)

Pavla chyska:
adittional info on the situation in the country

Pavla chyska:
Fig. 1 - "trend" to be replaced by percentage
Methodology: Criteria used for the selection of number of stations included in the analysis missing

Pavla chyska:
Sub.1 
Fig.2: EU+EFTA
Fig.3: AC13+Balkan
Sub.2: provides a suggestion to methodology
Sub.4: discrepancy between table and chart data

Pavla chyska:
Fig.1: "trend" to be replaced by "percentage"; suggests to use pie chart or table instead
Methodology: Criteria used for the selection of number of stations included in the analysis missing

Pavla chyska:
Table3: submits new/corrected data

Pavla chyska:
Fig.1 Notes: submits new/corrected data

Pavla chyska:
Table2: submits new/corrected data

Pavla chyska:
General AT comments:
- would differentiate between  background concentrations for countries
- points at data aggregation problems and quality of results
- methodology remarks: points at "limit of quantification" and "limit of detection" values that we do not use
- title of tables and graphs should always include time period or reference year
- indi definition to be included in the beginning of the factsheet

Pavla chyska:
 - the evaluation methodology should be reviewed (LOQ x LOD; medial value); concrete recommendations

Pavla chyska:

- title of tables and graphs should  include time period or reference year
- add units to the axes
- describe calculation of the content of the graph right below the graph as well as threshold values like the Falkenmark indicator
- comparability of data should be noted in the text not only at the end of the fact sheet
- methodology: figure 5: Trends in water abstraction .. à how is this trend calculated, information on calculation should be noted right below the graph

Pavla chyska:
- include line for whole Europe in the graphs of sub-indicators
- (WQ3b): Trends .. à how is this trend calculated, information on calculation should be noted right below the graph
sub-indicator is called water use by agriculture but all information is about irrigation, how many percent of water use by agriculture are for irrigation?
- (WQ3c): Trends .. à how is this trend calculated, information on calculation should be noted right below the graph
- (WQ3d): Trends .. à see above

Pavla chyska:
- Figure 1: include reference year or period, in the legend there is the box for yellow marked countries missing
- include Data Source below the map
- define how a main drinking water problem is identified
- acronym NIS should be explained
- acronym CEE should be explained
- Figure 3: number of parameters failing .. à are these parameters listed if only one measurement value exceeds or are there other criteria for the nomination
- percentage of monitored parameters should be included as countries monitor different number of parameters
- Sub-indicator: Trends in drinking … à is this a statistically significant trend or only a development
- Figure 4: specify the countries included in the graph
- page 4: text has to be amended in the box ‘Assessment of sub-indicator’ and below in the box ‘Key messages’
- Figure 5: are the data based on the same monitoring parameters and monitoring stations in both years

Pavla chyska:
- OECD/Eurostat x EPER/PRTR data? +suggestion: it is proposed to add in the future an assessment which is based on EPER or PRTR data only, e.g. "Emissions of heavy metals from the biggest industrial sources (as reported in EPER or PRTR)".

Pavla chyska:
- submits new/corrected data

Pavla chyska:
- submits new/corrected data
- why AT not included in the factsheet?

Pavla chyska:
General comments:
- Please mark every fact sheet with status, for
 example "Under review", "Accepted 2003", or similar. 
- Please distinguish between and mark clearly indicators from differents sets ( "Core
 indicator for water") if more than one set of indicators exist.

Pavla chyska:
- does not like data for Baltic

Pavla chyska:
- concrete recommendations on ammending the policy and environmental assessments
- concrete editorial notes suggestion

Pavla chyska:
- misses Quality Assurance and clear methodology description
- comments on methodology used

Pavla chyska:
- giving 1 backgground concentration for the whole Baltic is not a good solution
- Sub.4: Quality Assurance and methodology missing

Pavla chyska:
- imperfections in the tables
- TAbstGroups:
Total AC (Southern) is missing in the energy part of the table.
Total abstraction should be moved from the middle of the table to the end.
Total abstraction by region should be equal to the sum of the water abstraction not only by the different countries but also by the different sectors. There are rather many errors in this respect.

- TrendsAbstractions
Total volume for AC (Northern) and for Europe differ from corresponding volumes reported in table TabstGroups.

- AGRIC USE
What does mean water allocation stand for? Needs explanation

Pavla chyska:
- unclear key-messages
- comments on mehodology

Pavla chyska:
- submits concrete amendments to the assesment

Pavla chyska:
- corrections of assesment

Pavla chyska:
- uncomplete time series, although data is available
- suggestions for assesment
- metadata5: concrete correction

Pavla chyska:
- confusing factsheet at all (due to the way the amount of exploited stocks per area is calculated?)
- suggests to stick to  stocks of commercial importance only
- metadata correction

Pavla chyska:
- would discriminate between marine, coastal and transitional stations
- why from a total of 54 stations addressed, only 5 stations appeared with longer time series?

Pavla chyska:
- table inconsistencies

Pavla chyska:
Geographical coverage is poor. This is recognised in the fact sheet itself. However the key message suggests full European coverage of the eutrophication problem. This cannot be concluded from the limited information in the factsheet.

Pavla chyska:
- The key message is absolutely irrelevant for policy evaluation, and should be deleted. Of course small countries have less designated bathing areas. 
- Table 5: data does not comply with EU Bathing Water report 2002

Pavla chyska:
From the fact sheet nor from the underlying spreadsheets it is unclear which country information has been used. Therefore comments on the factual correctness of statements and graphs is not possible

Pavla chyska:
Although the Netherlands did not submit data to Eurowaternet for the last 2 years, it is not clear why Dutch data from previous years have not been used at all for the compilation of these fact sheets.

Pavla chyska:
WHS2_Hazardous substances
Although the Netherlands did not submit data to Eurowaternet for the last 2 years, it is not clear why Dutch data (and data from other countries) from previous years have not been used at all for the compilation of figure 1 and 2

Pavla chyska:
General comments
- two types of indicators:
1) expert level, for scientific community, large influence of natural variability and therefore it is not so easy, if possible at al, separate anthropogenic factor from natural. 
2) 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.

Pavla chyska:
- "it does not correspond to intended Policy relevance and Policy context"; gives concrete recommendations

Pavla chyska:
- points at misleading assessment, gives concrete recommendations

Pavla chyska:
- the factsheet name does not correspond to the content

Pavla chyska:
- suggests more explanation should be included for non-expert users

Pavla chyska:
- the factsheet name does not correspond to the content; "what is the indicator?"; can be confusing for user

Pavla chyska:
- data does not comply with the HELCOM assessment “Environment of the Baltic Sea Area 1994-1998”

Pavla chyska:
- two controversial messages are given within the factsheet (key message x subindicator assessment), "authors should rethink their statements and stick to the facts"

Pavla chyska:
- inconsistence in information given: Sweden is not included in the graph but is included in the assessment (under "European Commission report" part)
- PCH: why do we make ECR conclusions part of our factsheet assessment?

Pavla chyska:
- methodology commented

Pavla chyska:
- data for NO is wrong (show generaly lower level), but overall trend corresponds; no corrected data submitted

Pavla chyska:
- comment; no concrete recom.

Pavla chyska:
Fig.1: data source should be corrected

Pavla chyska:
- Fig.1: data source should be corrected
- 3rd key message p.1:
should be improved; concrete recom. provided

Pavla chyska:
- supply of corrected data

Pavla chyska:
- data quality; supply of corrected data

Pavla chyska:
- data quality
- methodology commented without concrete recom.

Pavla chyska:
General comments
- Guiding Eurowaternet principle to compare "like to like" is in some cases in contradiction with the indicator aim to give a balanced overall estimate of the situation in a country; in such cases the "like to like" approach is impractical
- In a few cases it seems that the conclusions and assessments in the text are not supported by a suffi-cient data. The indicator WEC5 is one example of this. The validity of the Key Messages and other statements should be re-checked in this respect against the underpinnig data.

Pavla chyska:
- Fig.1 is misleading! What have been the sources for that?

Pavla chyska:
- Sub.3 - both charts are identical!!!!!
- Sub.2 - inland: Denmar and Germany or Greece and Ireland????

Pavla chyska:
- indicator completely misleading, removal recommended!!!!
- additional info: Fig. 2000 has been used in the Commission report without proper explanation of shortcomings

Pavla chyska:
- Finland asks for additional info to be made part of Notes of Fig.2: (in bold): "Finland has not accepted the opinion of the European Commission".

Pavla chyska:
- assessment misleading - unsatisfying assessment methodology
- additional info (report on pesticides will be ready in 2005 or 2006)

Pavla chyska:
Fig. 3 - not updated/wrong data (from 4 monitored substances in Finland only 3 are included in the factsheet

Pavla chyska:
- not enough data, the relevance of the indicator is rather doubtful  - what is the purpose for the indicator?
- adittional recommendation and info about country performance

Pavla chyska:
- presentation of trends: If the information would be grouped by parameter (instead of the grouping by the type of information) it would be much easier to the reader to get a comprehensive view of the situation. 
- Fig.6: methodology unclear
- Sub. Assessment under Fig.9: Finland is missing from the list of "lowest ammonium conc." (spreadsheet OK)
- Fig.10 - misleading assessment, concrete formulations to be amended (PCH: also problem of methodology?) 
- Fig.11: misleading graph and assessment/interpretation; concrete recommendations

Pavla chyska:
- Fig.1 - methodology unclear
- Sub.2 - adittional info provided

Pavla Chyska: 
- general: demonstration indicators should not be submitted  to countries for comments, since there is no clear methodology

Pavla Chyska:
should not been sent to countries for comments

Pavla Chyska:
should not been sent to countries for comments

Pavla Chyska:
should not been sent to countries for comments

Pavla chyska:
- interpretation of the data: statistically significant upward trend has no meaning if all annual average NO3 concentration is very low (below 1 mg/l): asks for adjusting the grapg accordingly

Pavla chyska:
- submits updated link for a source, complains about the correctness of the statement "taken" form there, asks for reclassifying Hungary in the assessment

Pavla chyska:
- methodology for selecting data unclear (from 96 stations reported by H to EWN only part has been used for the indicator) + correct/available data provided

Pavla chyska:
- asks to remove H from the indicator - data available is not sufficient, source is not clear
- provides adittional data, that has not been reguired through the EWN-Impact data flow



overview

		Code		Name		NameCode				Data source		Subindicators		Relation to policies

		CC6b		North Atlantic Oscillation		NOA		IFREMER		FIFREMER, SAHFOS, FNCAR, FCRU, others, links via http://www.ldeo.columbia.edu/NAO/		1		0

		FISH11		Catches by major species and areas		Catches		HCMR		FAO, ICES		2		TACs

		FISH1a		Percentage of stock outside safe biological limits		Stocks OSBL		HCMR		ICES/ACFM Reports. OSPAR, Eurostat, GFCM - SAC Report, FAO		0		CFP, TACs, CEC (harvesting levels based on CFP)

		FISH1b		North Sea cod stocks		Cod stocks		HCMR		ICES, DG Fisheries		1		CFP, TACs

		FISH3		Aquaculture production		Aquacult.		HCMR, WRc		FAO Fishstat Plus, OSPAR 2000 & 2002, HELCOM 1998 and WRI		4		EIA Directive, WFD, few national policies

		FISH5		Accidental by-catch: birds, mammals and turtles		By-catch		HCMR, WRc		DEFRA, J.A. Caminas and J. Valeiras 2001, J.M. McGLADE and K.I. METUZALS,2000		1 (3)		CFP, (Habitats Directive and other legislation to protect flora and fauna)

		WQ1		Water exploitation index		WEI		CEDEX		EUROSTAT, World Bank		2		WFD, 6th EAP

		WQ2		Water use by sectors		Wusectors		CEDEX		EUROSTAT, FAO		3		no direct policy targets, 6EAP, CAP

		WEC2d (dem)		Classification of coastal waters		Classif. CW		NIVA		NRCs, working documents from the CIS WG 2.4 COAST		1		WFD, CFP, UWWD, ND, CBD, Marine strategy

		WEC5		Biological quality in lakes		BQ lakes		NERI		Various national or regional data holders. Collected on ad-hoc basis.		1		WFD

		WEC7b		Introduced species in marine and coastal waters		Intro. Spec.		HCMR		FAO		1		CBD, Bonn Convention, Berne Convention, Habitats Directive, GMOs and EIA Directives

		WEU10		Drinking water quality		DWQ		WRc		ETCW Questionnaire, nat. SoE reports, DG ENV		3		DWD, WHO

		WEU11		Bathing water quality		BWQ		IFREMER		EC from annual reports by MS		2		BWD+revisions, UWWD

		WEU13		Chlorophyll in transitional, coastal and marine waters		Chloroph.		NERI		HELCOM, OSPAR  data through ICES, NRCs		2		WFD, OSPAR+HELCOM Conventions, UWWD, ND, others

		WEU14		Phytoplankton algae in transitional and coastal waters		Phytopl.		IFREMER		ICES-IOC Harmful Algae Event Data Base		3		three? Directives on bivalve molluscs, + UWWD, ND, WFD, OSPAR strategy to combat eutrofication, others

		WEU15		Frequency of low bottom oxygen in coastal and marine waters		Hypoxia		NERI		HELCOM, OSPAR  data through ICES, NRCs, NATO-TU – Black Sea Project		1		WFD, ND, UWWD, Marine Conventions

		WEU16		Urban waste water treatment		UWWT		IOW		Eurostat JQ, FAO, UNECE Rep., OECD EPRs, national stat. Offices and SoEs		2		UWWD

		WEU1		Nitrate in grounwater		Nitrate Ground		FEA		WATERBASE		9		ND, DWD

		WEU2WEU5		Nutrients, BOD and ammonium in rivers		Eutr Rivers		WRc		WATERBASE		3		number of EU Directives, incl. ND, UWWTD, IPPC, WFD

		WEU3WEU12		Phosphorus and eutrophication indicators (chlorophyll, Secchi depths) in lakes		Eutr Lakes		NERI		WATERBASE - lakes		2		not directly related to a specific policy target, undirect rel. to WFD, ND, UWWTD, SWD, FFD

		WEU4		Nutrients in coastal waters		Nutr Coast		NERI		HELCOM, OSPAR  data through ICES, NRCs, NATO-TU – Black Sea Project		4		WFD, ND, UWWD, Marine Conventions

		WEU7		Loads (riverine and direct) of nutrients to coastal waters		Loads Coast		NERI, WRc		OSPAR, HELCOM, Black Sea Commission		2		Marine Conventions, MAP, WFD, ND, UWWTD

		WEU8 (dem)		Emission of organic matters		Organic		IOW, WRc		WATERBASE, Eurostat JQ		0		WFD, IPPC, UWWTD

		WEU9 (dem)		Emissions of nutrients from UWWT plants		UWWT emiss.		IOW, WRc		WATERBASE, Eurostat JQ		0		UWWTD, IPPC, WFD

		WHS10		Discharge of oil from refineries and off-shore installations		Oil Disch.		IFREMER		Eurostat SIRENE db., OSPAR, DHI?		1		Dangerous Substances Directive (DSD), OSPAR, HELCOM

		WHS11		Accidental oil spills from marine shipping		Oil Accident		IFREMER		International Tanker Owners Pollution Federation (ITOPF)		1		DSD, MARPOL, a number of other Directives and Regulations on shipping

		WHS12		Illegal discharges of oil at sea		Oil Illegal		IFREMER		HELCOM, Bonn Agreement		1		DSD, MARPOL, some Directives and Regulations on shipping

		WHS1a		Pesticides in groundwater		Pestic Ground		FEA		WATERBASE, SoE reports and EEA (1999) report		1		DWD, WFD

		WHS2		Hazardous substances in rivers		HS Rivers		WRc		working WATERBASE for rivers		5		DSD, WFD

		WHS6		Hazardous substances in marine organisms		HS MarineO		NIVA		Marine conventions, NRC		14 + 24 maps in the Annex		DSD, WFD, OSPAR, HELCOM, North Sea conferences

		WHS7		Loads of hazardous substances to coastal waters		Loads HS Coast		NIVA		HELCOM, OSPAR  data through ICES		0		DSD, WFD, OSPAR, HELCOM, North Sea conferences

		WHS8 (dem)		Emissions to water of hazardous substances from UWWT plants		HS UWWT		IOW		WATERBASE-Emissions (containing data from EUROSTAT JQ, OSPAR and Netherlands nat. database)		0		DSD, WFD, OSPAR, HELCOM, North Sea conferences

		WHS9 (dem)		Emissions to water of hazardous substances from industry		HS Industry		IOW		WATERBASE-Emissions (containing data from EUROSTAT JQ, OSPAR and nat. databases)		1		IPPS, DSD, others (SEWESO II)






