Comments on the Water Indicator Report (Final Draft, February 2003)

1. General comments on the Issue Report
· In Chapter 4, a few figures are black and white, and others are presented with colours. These should be harmonised. 

2. Specific comments on individual chapters and indicators including style and presentation

Chapter 3:

· (i) Lakes less than ‘good’ quality in national classifications (page9); (ii) Transitional and coastal waters less than ‘good’ quality in national classifications (page 10); (iii) Progress in the implementation of the Water  Framework Directive (page 11): These indicators were listed as answering to the Policy Question 1. However, on the top of these pages, the 2nd Policy Question was written. 

· Page 12: Introduced fish species in Hungary: The total number of introduces species are not correct for Hungary. See below in the ‘Comments on fact sheets’ section. 

Chapter 4:

· Page 16: Figure 4.1: Implementation of Nitrate Directive. The ‘of ‘ is missing from the textbox. 

· Page 18: The following two indicators might discuss very similar issues if the latter one is developed. Is it necessary to have both? 

I. Discharges of organic matter from point sources (Policy question: In which sector are discharges of organic substances and nutrients increasing/decreasing?)  

Page 28: Discharges of organic matter from point sources: One would expect to see a chart on the distribution of point sources, and not only to see a figure on the total discharges of EU countries and ACs. (‘Loads of nutrients discharged to sea’ on page 29. is an example on what is expected here.)

II. Emissions of organic matter and nutrients from industry (Policy question: Are the discharges from industry being reduced?)

· Page 24: Phosphorus in lakes: The ‘end’ bracket is missing from the bottom: (e.g. Bodensee and Ijsselmeer).

· Page 24: The title of Figure 4.9 (Change in average summer concentration of phosphorous in lakes) should indicate the spatial scale. 

· Page 25: These two charts (Figure 4.11 Trends in total phosphorus concentrations in some European large lakes) should be presented with the same scale, preferably next to each other. 

· Page 30: Atmospheric deposition of nitrogen to marine and coastal waters: A few more sentences should be included here on the environmental context, and maybe of the deposition processes. It is possible to quantify the background level of the nitrogen deposition in precipitation? The fact sheet does not state whether this environmental state is acceptable or not. 

· Page 34: Figure 4.19 Livestock densities (a) and relative changes in cattle (b) and pig (c) numbers in different regions of Europe since 1990. In case of figure a), what is the year that it is talking about?

· Page 36: Microbiological contamination of drinking water: Figure 4.21: Maybe 3 years of EU data of the early 1990s is too few to show on a figure. 

Chapter 5:

No specific comments on text. However, some indication of major pollution incidents could be included such as the Cyanide pollution was on Tisza River (e.g. in the ‘Biological effects of hazardous substances on aquatic organisms’ indicator or in the ‘Point source emissions to water’ indicator). 

Chapter 6: 

No comment.

Chapter 7:

· Page 77: ‘Sub-policy question’: Are impacts on wetlands and aquatic biota decreasing? To answer for this question, the following indicator was developed: Groundwater levels. This demonstrator indicator is able to answer to the main Policy Question (Policy Question 3: Is water stress due to water abstractions being reduced?), but fails to answer to the ‘sub-question’ that is written above (see page 91 for the indicator). 

3. Comments on individual fact sheets and excel spread sheets.

· Fact sheets should be organised into subfolders. Sometimes it is very time consuming to find some of the fact sheets if a section of the WIR needs further investigation. 

· 0_Alien_Species_FRESHWATER.doc: Excel tables do not reflect the actual outcome of the fact sheet. The text says that Hungary had 40 introduced freshwater species, but the actual number of species according to the Fact Sheet’s tables is 15, and among these one species was doubled (Mylopharyngodon piceus). Probably all the reasons were counted as species, although sometimes two or more reasons were listed next to one species. 

Furthermore, the stated 40 introduces species is not correct. Hungary has 24 introduced fish species (three of these ornamental fish – No. 20-21-22, but unfortunately these fishes can be found nowadays in surface waters). These species were introduced in 42 cases (see attached Excel table from the Hungarian Research Institute Fisheries, Aquaculture and Irrigation (HAKI) that is under the direct control of the Ministry of Agriculture and Regional Development). If those three ornamental fishes are not counted, we would receive 39 as a result, but this is not the number of introduced species, but the number of introductory cases. The Excel table was produced by dr. Károly Györe (HAKI, gyorek@haki.hu, http://www.haki.hu/english/Default.htm). Dr. Györe said that the Fact Sheet table is very similar that was produced by him for the FAO. 

Please correct the chart and the text, and be more thorough when a chart gets its title. 

