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Executive Summary 

 

This report describes the outcome of a mission carried out by the EFTA Surveillance 

Authority (“the Authority”) in Norway from 4 to 13 March 2013. The objective of the 

mission was to verify that official controls related to the quality of water used and 

produced by the food industry were carried out in compliance with the European 

Economic Area (“EEA”) legislation.  

 

In comparison to the previous mission on quality of water, carried out in November 2007, 

some improvements were observed although several shortcomings were identified during 

this mission. Some of these shortcomings were pointed out in the 2007 mission or have 

been noted during more recent missions to Norway.  

 

The shortcomings identified by the Authority should be fully addressed by Norway and the 

competent authorities. The main needs for improvement were identified in the following 

areas:  

 

 the transposition of all requirements laid down in EEA legislation into the national 

Norwegian legal order, in particular in relation to the minimum frequency of audit 

monitoring; 

 

 the regular monitoring of the quality of water intended for human consumption in 

Norway and establishment of appropriate monitoring programmes, by the 

competent authority, for all water intended for human consumption;  

 

 the fulfilment of relevant requirements related to food-production undertakings to 

guarantee that water used is potable water; 

 

 the coordination and organization of comparative tests between the official 

laboratories and the National Reference Laboratory for E.coli; 

 

 the supply of all relevant information concerning potable water to  the public and 

the Authority; 

 

The report includes a number of recommendations addressed to Norway and the 

competent authorities, aimed at rectifying the identified shortcomings and enhancing the 

control systems already in place. 
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1 Introduction 

The mission took place in Norway from 4 to 13 March 2013. The mission team comprised 

three inspectors from the EFTA Surveillance Authority (the Authority) and an observer 

from the Food and Veterinary Office of the European Commission. 

 

This was the second mission to Norway focusing on official controls of the quality of 

water used and produced by the food industry. The previous mission was carried out by 

the Authority in November 2007.  

 

The opening meeting was held in Oslo on 4 March 2013 with representatives of the 

Norwegian Food Safety Authority (NFSA), the Ministry of Health and Care Services and 

the Ministry of Agriculture and Food. 

 

The mission team confirmed the objectives and the itinerary of the mission. The 

Norwegian representatives provided additional information to that set out in the reply to 

the Authority's pre-mission document.  

 

Throughout the mission, the mission team was accompanied by a representative from 

NFSA central office together with representatives of the relevant district offices in charge 

of official control in the places visited.  

 

The final meeting was held in Oslo on 13 March 2013 with representatives of  NFSA, the 

Ministry of Health and Care Services and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food.  

 

The abbreviations used in the report are listed in Annex 1. 

 

 

2 Scope and objective of the mission 

The following main European Economic Area (EEA) Acts and related EEA legislation fall 

within the scope of the mission: 

a) the Act referred to at Point 7a of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Council Directive 98/83/EC of 3 November 1998 on the quality of 

water intended for human consumption (hereinafter “Directive 98/83/EC”), as 

amended, insofar as relevant and applicable to the food industry, including 

bottled water; 

b) the Act referred to at Point 13ca of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for Community action in 

the field of water policy (hereinafter “Directive 2000/60/EC”), as amended and 

adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex 

XX thereto, and insofar as relevant and applicable to water intended for human 

consumption, including bottled water.  

 

The main objective of the mission was to assess Norway’s application of the above 

mentioned legislation with a particular focus on the following areas: 

a) the legal and administrative measures in place to implement the above 

requirements; 
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b) the control framework established and operated by the competent authorities to 

ensure the uniform application of these requirements; 

c) other measures to achieve compliance; 

d) the follow-up of controls, including corrective actions; 

e) the status of implementation of corrective measures with respect to the previous 

mission carried out by the Authority from 4 to 13 November 2007. 

 

The evaluation included the gathering of relevant information and appropriate 

verifications, by means of interviews/discussions, review of documents and records, and 

on-the-spot inspections, to verify the normal control procedures adopted and enforcement 

measures in place to ensure that corrective actions will be taken when necessary. 

 

The meetings with the competent authorities and the visits during the mission are listed in 

Table 1.  

 

Table 1: Competent authorities and establishments/sites visited during the mission 

 

 Number Comments 

Competent authorities  2 An initial and a final meeting between the 

mission team and NFSA, the Ministry of 

Health and Care Services and the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Food 

3 Meetings with three NFSA district offices in 

two regions 

Laboratories 2 One laboratory designated by NFSA to carry 

out analysis of official samples, also analysing 

private samples and one laboratory analysing 

private samples 

Food business operators 8 Two establishments bottling water, both with 

in-house laboratories; three meat product 

establishments, of which two had their own 

water supplies; two milk product 

establishments, of which one had its own water 

supply; one fish products establishment   

Water supply systems 2 Water supply systems managed by 

municipalities 

 

 

3 Legal basis for the mission 

The legal basis for the mission was:  

a) Point 4 of the Introductory Part of Chapter I of Annex I to the EEA Agreement; 

b) Article 1(e) of Protocol 1 to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the 

Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice; 

c) Article 45 of the Act referred to at Point 31j of Chapter XII of Annex II to the EEA 

Agreement, Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure 

the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal 
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welfare rules, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral 

adaptations referred to in Annex I thereto; 

d) The Act referred to at Point 74 of Chapter I, Subchapter 1.2 of Annex I to the EEA 

Agreement, Commission Decision 98/139/EC of 4 February 1998 laying down 

certain detailed rules concerning on-the-spot checks carried out in the veterinary 

field by Commission experts in the Member States, as amended and adapted to the 

EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex I thereto. 

Other legislation relevant for the mission is listed in Annex 2.  

 

4 Background  

A mission to Norway focusing on the official controls of the quality of water used and 

produced by the food industry and natural mineral waters was carried out by the Authority 

in November 2007. The final report from this mission is available on the Authority’s 

website (www.eftasurv.int). Following that mission the Norwegian competent authorities 

provided a plan of corrective actions to all the conclusions contained in the Authority’s 

report. The Authority evaluated these corrective actions as satisfactory; however, in order 

to evaluate the full compliance of the corrective actions, a follow-up mission was 

suggested but not considered as urgent.   

 

The Authority has also during other missions carried out to Norway after November 2007, 

most recently regarding safety of food of animal origin (meat and milk) in January 2011 

and regarding game meat in November 2011, pointed out that, for some food business 

operators, the quality of water was not monitored in accordance with the requirements of 

Directive 98/83/EC.  

 

The main sources of water providing potable water in Norway are surface waters, 

amounting to approximately 90%. Groundwater is the source of the remaining 10%. 

According to information provided by Norway in its reply to the pre-mission document of 

the Authority, approximately 5000 water supplies are registered in the NFSA quality 

control system (MATS). 1800 of these serve about 4.7 million persons in permanent 

settlements, i.e. approximately 94% of the population in Norway. The yearly production 

of these 1800 water supplies were approximately 770 million m³ of water in 2011.  

  

5 Main findings and conclusions 

5.1 Applicable EEA legislation and national implementing measures 

Legal Requirements 

Article 7 of the EEA Agreement states that acts referred to or contained in the Annexes to 

the Agreement are binding upon the Contracting Parties and shall be, or be made, part of 

their internal legal order. 

 

Findings 

According to information provided by Norway in its reply to the pre-mission document of 

the Authority, the EEA legislation falling within the scope of this mission has been 

implemented into the internal Norwegian legal order by several national acts and 

regulations.  

 

http://www.eftasurv.int/
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The Norwegian Act of 19 December 2003 no 124 relating to food production and food 

safety (“the Food Act”) is the main national act on food production and food safety in 

Norway. The act incorporates obligations and principles laid down in Regulation (EC) No 

178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council. The Food Act also serves as the 

legal basis for issuing national regulations on both food and drinking water and legislation 

related to official controls of the quality of water used and produced by the food industry. 

 

Directive 2000/60/EC has been transposed into the internal Norwegian legal order by 

Regulation of 15 December 2006 no 1446, entering into force on 1 January 2007 and 

having its legal basis in several national legal acts. 

 

Directive 98/83/EC has been transposed into the internal Norwegian legal order by 

Regulation of 4 December 2001 no 1372, entering into force on 1 January 2002 and 

having its legal basis in several national legal acts, hereto the Food Act.  The mission team 

noted that the Norwegian legislation transposing Directive 98/83/EC appears to include 

some additional requirements, whereas certain requirements in Directive 98/83/EC have 

not been addressed in the transposing national legislation1. In relation to the chemical 

parameters listed in Part B of Annex I to Directive 98/83/EC, parametric values for several 

of these are lower in the Norwegian legislation (e.g. trihalomethanes – Total 50 µg/l 

instead of 100 µg/l, bromate 5 µg/l instead of 10 µg/l, cyanide 10 µg/l instead of 50 µg/l, 

mercury 0,5 µg/l instead of 1,0 µg/l, copper 1,0 µg/l instead of 2,0 µg/l etc).  

 

In relation to the parameters subject to check monitoring listed at point 1 of Table A of 

Annex II to Directive 98/83/EC, the Norwegian regulation establishes colony count 22°C 

and 36°C instead of 22°C and 37°C2.  

 

Table 4 of the Norwegian transposing Regulation No. 1372/2001 indicates the frequencies 

of check and audit monitoring corresponding to the minimum frequencies of sampling 

listed in Table B1 of Annex II to Directive 98/83/EC. Table 4 also sets frequencies for a  

simplified monitoring to be performed with a high frequency of sampling but with only a 

few mandatory parameters to be analysed (colony count 22°C, coliform bacteria, turbidity 

and colour).  A representative from  NFSA central office explained that in Norway the 

indicated frequencies of simplified monitoring are regarded as frequencies of audit 

monitoring although all chemical parameters of a full audit monitoring are excluded3. 

Note 5 to Table 4 of the Norwegian Regulation No. 1372/2001 applies to the frequencies 

of audit monitoring and states that audit monitoring shall be performed according to the 

set frequencies for audit monitoring, unless the owner of a water supply system can 

document that it is unlikely that a given parameter will be above set parametric values. In 

such cases NFSA can, for a limited and fixed period of time, decide that the parameters in 

question do not have to be monitored4.  

   

In relation to Article 13(2) of Directive 98/83/EC, the Norwegian text does not state that 

Norway shall publish a report every three years on the quality of water intended for human 

consumption with the objective of informing consumers, nor does it state that Norway 

shall send the report to the Authority within two months of its publication5. 

 

 

                                                 
1 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
2 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
3 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
4 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
5 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
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Conclusions 

The relevant EEA legislation concerning the quality of water used and produced by the 

food industry included in the scope of this mission has been made part of the Norwegian 

internal legal order. Concerning monitoring, the national Norwegian legislation 

implements more parameters and stricter values for certain parameters than those laid 

down in the EEA legislation.  However, the national transposing measures for Directive 

98/83/EC, namely the Norwegian Regulation No. 1372/2001, does not appear to fully 

transpose all the requirements laid down in that Directive. 

 

 

5.2 Competent authorities6 

Legal Requirements 

Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires Member States to designate the 

competent authorities responsible for the official controls set out in the Regulation.  

 

Article 4(3) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that efficient and effective 

coordination and cooperation shall be ensured between all the competent authorities 

involved in official controls. 

 

Article 6 (a)-(b) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 lays down requirements to the training 

and up to date keeping of competence for staff performing official controls. 

 

Findings 

Part 1 of the country profile for Norway concerning competent authority system, describes 

the overall organisation of the Norwegian authorities in the areas of food and feed safety, 

animal health and animal welfare. NFSA is the competent authority with regards to 

ensuring that food and drinking water are safe and healthy. The organization and 

competencies of NFSA is described in point 3.2 of the Multi-Annual National Control 

plan for Norway 2011-2014, available on  NFSA’s website.7 

 

The legal power to enforce the Norwegian Food Act and the regulations issued with a 

legal basis in that Act, is given to  NFSA in Section 23 of the Food Act and in national 

Norwegian Regulation No. 884/2004. In general, it is the district level in NFSA that has 

been delegated the principal power to enforce the Food Act and its regulations in  national 

Norwegian Regulation No. 11/ 2005.  However, in the area of drinking water, the national 

Norwegian Regulation No. 1372/2001 has its own provisions as concerns decisions taken 

at the various levels of NFSA.  NFSA may also delegate its powers to administrative 

organs outside NFSA.  According to information provided by NFSA in its reply to the pre-

mission document of the Authority this has only been done in the case of the control of 

drinking water on Norwegian oil installations. 

 

According to information provided by NFSA in its reply to the pre-mission document of 

the Authority,  NFSA central office has planned an internal audit of all district offices this 

year on water related controls.  According to the same source of information, NFSA 

central office regularly arranges national or regional audits on different water related 

                                                 
6 Further information on the organisation of the competent authorities and how official controls are carried 

out in Norway is given in the country profile available on the Authority’s website: 

http://www.eftasurv.int/internal-market-affairs/fields-of-work/food-safety/country-profiles/ 

 
7 www.mattilsynet.no 
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topics in order to harmonise controls.  In 2012 NFSA focused on issues related to control 

and maintenance of the distribution network of approved water supply systems. A project 

guide was presented to the mission team describing the main areas to be controlled with 

emphasis on how it was ensured by the owners of the distribution systems that potable 

water was delivered to the end users. The goal was to evaluate at least 400 water supply 

systems in the country, thereof 100 in the two NFSA regions visited by the mission team.  

A report describing the results of the campaign is to be issued in 2013.  The NFSA central 

office has issued a plan for official controls for the years 2013 to 2015 where potable 

water is one of four topics specifically identified as a subject to be prioritized.   

 

At regional level there are meetings organized for staff involved in controls with water 

supplies in order to discuss relevant topics related to drinking water supply systems and 

official controls.  The NFSA central office also arranges drinking water seminars each 

year for staff involved in official controls on water.  This seminar was last held in June 

2012.  In these seminars, focus is generally on water treatment, control systems, multiple 

barriers, water sampling, pipelines and other relevant topics. Around 100 inspectors from 

the local level participate in these annual seminars each year.  In one region visited, where 

this was checked by the mission team, an active participation of relevant staff involved in 

official controls was confirmed. Training for staff not involved in control of water supply 

systems as such but in official control of food producing establishments is integrated into 

the specific training related to official control on the respective type of food business 

establishments. In general the training of staff is the responsibility of the district level 

within NFSA. 

 

Conclusions 

Norway has designated competent authorities responsible for the official controls falling 

within the scope of this mission in line with the requirements laid down in the Article 4(1) 

of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. 

  

Efficient and effective coordination and cooperation between competent authorities 

involved in official controls as required in Article 4(3) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004, 

are ensured by the Norwegian competent authorities. 

 

Appropriate training and regular updating of competence are ensured for staff performing 

official controls in accordance with Article 6 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. 

 

 

5.3 Laboratory services 

Legal Requirements 

Article 11(1)-(2) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 lay down requirements to the  sampling 

and analysis methods used in the context of official controls. These shall comply with 

relevant EEA rules if such rules are established.  

 

Article 11(3) states that, wherever possible, methods of analysis shall be characterised by 

the appropriate criteria set out in Annex III to the above mentioned Regulation. 

  

Article 12(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 states that the competent authority shall 

designate laboratories that may carry out the analysis of samples taken during official 

controls. Article 12(2) states that the competent authority may only designate laboratories 

that operate and are assessed and accredited in accordance with the European standards; 
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whereas it is mentioned in Article 12(3) that accreditation and assessment of testing 

laboratories may relate to individual tests or groups of tests. 

 

Article 33(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 states that Member States shall arrange for 

the designation of one or more national reference laboratories for each Community 

reference laboratory referred to in Article 32.  

 

Article 33(2)(b)-(e) lay down requirements to national reference laboratories in relation to 

their role and concerning most notably coordination for their area of competence and the 

organisation of comparative tests. 

 

Findings  

According to information provided by  NFSA in its reply to the pre-mission document of 

the Authority, alternative methods for coliform bacteria and E.coli (Colilert-

18/Quantitray®) and for Clostridium perfringens (NS-ISO-6461-2 with verification), 

different from those specified in Part 1 of Annex III to Directive 98/83/EC are used in 

Norway.  

 

According to information provided by NFSA at the initial and at the final meeting, 

laboratories have been designated to carry out the analysis of samples taken during official 

controls and a list of those laboratories was provided to the mission team.  A 

representative of NFSA explained at the initial meeting that the Norwegian Reference 

Laboratory (NRL) for E.coli had not been involved in the assessment of the alternative 

method for E.coli used in Norway8.  

 

In the official laboratory visited by the mission team, representatives of the laboratory 

informed the Authority that comparative tests between official laboratories were organized 

by a different laboratory than the NRL and that their relation with the NRL was based on a 

case by case need for confirmation of analysis results. The laboratory was accredited by 

the Norwegian accreditation body for all the parameters listed in Part 1 of Annex III to 

Directive 98/83/EC. Analyses concerning water were carried out by two departments 

belonging to the same laboratory.  In relation to analysis reports, the mission team noted 

the following shortcomings: an official report  had been signed by a trainee, other reports 

had an incomplete reference to a method of analysis used (NS-EN-ISO 9308 instead of 

NS-EN-ISO 9308-1) and method of analysis was in one report indicated in the wrong 

column where the parameter tested should have been mentioned.  

 

A representative of the official laboratory informed the mission team that the accredited 

methods for detection of Clostridium perfringens in potable water was an internal method 

using membrane filtration; however the method had not been validated.  During a visit to a 

private laboratory, it was noted that the internal method for Clostridium perfringens was 

validated and accredited, and evidence of validation carried out was made available to the 

mission team. 

 

The mission team visited a private laboratory currently not included in the list of 

designated laboratories. According to information provided by the management, the 

contract between the laboratory and the NFSA for analysing official samples had not been 

renewed as the NFSA considered the cost per analysis to be too high.  According to 

information provided by its management, this is the only laboratory receiving samples 

                                                 
8 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
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included in the monitoring plans of several waterworks belonging to municipalities. For 

the year 2013, despite the fact that this laboratory is not anymore an official laboratory, 

the monitoring plan of the largest waterworks in the region belonging to a municipality 

was already submitted and implemented by this private laboratory. The laboratory was 

accredited for all the relevant microbiological parameters listed in Directive 98/83/EC.  

For chemicals, only few of the required parameters were accredited while for the others 

the laboratory uses an accredited sub contractor. The mission team observed that analysis 

reports were consistent, including information related to ISO reference and limits of 

detection. The laboratory participates in ring tests concerning coliforms and E. coli 

organised by a public official laboratory situated in an EU member state four times a year.  

According to information provided by the management, several other NFSA designated 

private laboratories participate in the same comparative tests, not organised by the NRL.    

 

In relation to the role of the NRL and the absence of organization of comparative tests 

between the designated  laboratories in Norway, this was also observed during a mission 

on the monitoring and control of zoonotic agents in live animals and products of animal 

origin carried out by the Authority from 11 to 20 June 2012.  

 

The mission team visited the in-house laboratory performing own checks for a company 

selling water in bottles. The internal procedures provide for a list of microbiological 

parameters to be tested at regular intervals by an external official laboratory. Seven 

parameters should be tested monthly and three of those every week. Results of analysis 

observed by the mission team showed consistency with the checks carried out. The form 

accompanying samples originating from the company and sent to the official laboratory 

reported the request for the colony count at 37°C, whereas the official laboratory, 

consistently provided results on colony count at 36°C. The same company form required 

the test for Pseudomonas aeruginosa.  However, the above mentioned laboratory provided 

the last result available in 100 ml instead of 250 ml, even though the sample size provided 

by the company was 330 ml. The representatives of the company were not able to provide 

an explanation for this.  Concerning the internal procedures in place, the mission team 

noted that the temperature set out for colony count was 36°C but that the temperature 

recorded by the thermostat was constantly between 35°C and 35,5°C. The thermometer in 

use to check the temperature was placed inside the thermostat and calibrated. The internal 

method for checking the presence of coliforms and E.coli was a qualitative test.  

 

During this mission, the Authority went through several results of analysis issued by other 

official laboratories and noted that they consistently reported colony count at 36°C instead 

of 37°C. Incomplete references to the method of analysis (NS-EN-ISO 9308 instead of 

NS-EN-ISO 9308-1, NS 6222 instead of ISO 6222, NS 9308 instead of ISO 9308-1 etc) 

were also observed in several analysis reports issued by the official accredited 

laboratories. 

 

Conclusions 

The use of a non validated internal method of analysis for official controls is not in 

conformity with the requirements of Article 11(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. 

 

The Norwegian competent authorities have designated laboratories that may carry out the 

analysis of samples taken during official controls in accordance with Article 12(1), (2) and 

(3) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. However some discrepancies were pointed out by 

the mission team in relation to consistency of reports of analysis issued by accredited 

laboratories. In particular, and in relation to water offered for sale in bottles, a colony 
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count 36°C and testing for Pseudomonas aeruginosa in 100 ml, are not in conformity with 

the requirements set in Part A of Annex I to Directive 98/83/EC. 

 

The NRL for E.coli is not fulfilling the requirements laid down in Article 33(2)(b)-(c) of   

Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 concerning coordination and organization of comparative 

tests, where appropriate, for its area of competence between the official laboratories 

designated by NFSA.  

 

 

5.4 Control system for the quality of water used and produced by the food industry 

 

5.4.1 Framework for action in the field of water policy (Directive 2000/60/EC) 

Legal Requirements 

Article 3(1) of Directive 2000/60/EC requires that Member States shall identify individual 

river basins lying within their national territory and assign them to individual river basin 

districts.  

 

Article 3(2) of Directive 2000/60/EC requires that Member States shall ensure the 

appropriate administrative arrangements, including the identification of the appropriate 

competent authority within each river basin district.  

 

Article 3(8) of Directive 2000/60/EC requires that Member States shall provide the 

Authority with a list of their competent authorities including the information set out in 

Annex I.  

 

Article 7(1) of Directive 2000/60/EC requires Member States to identify, within each river 

basin district, all bodies of water used for the abstraction of water intended for human 

consumption providing more than 10 m³ a day as an average or serving more than 50 

persons, and those bodies of water intended for such future use.  

 

Article 7(3) of Directive 2000/60/EC requires that Member States shall ensure the 

necessary protection for the bodies of water identified according to Article 7(1), with the 

aim of avoiding deterioration in their quality. 

 

Findings 

The transposing legislation implementing Directive 2000/60/EC into the Norwegian 

internal legal order came into effect in January 2007, containing various extended future 

deadlines for the implementation of certain requirements, which is in line with the relevant 

EEA adaptation to the Directive. These extended deadlines relate to, inter alia, the 

production of river basin management plans and the establishment of programmes of 

measures. However, to get experience with river basin management planning, Norway 

decided to start drafting such plans for a limited number of water bodies on a voluntary 

basis already in 2007 with the Norwegian Government approving the first pilot river basin 

management plans (RBMP) for Norway in June 2010. Norway intends to finalize official 

RBMPs for the eleven designated river basin districts covering the entire country in 2015. 

The Norwegian RBMPs prepared include identification of the appropriate competent 

authorities within each river basin district.  The Authority has not received a list of 
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Norway’s competent authorities including the information set out in Annex I to Directive 

2000/60/EC9.  

  

The NFSA collects all information concerning water supply systems into the MATS 

system. The system is designed to collect detailed data on various facts such as size and 

scope of operation of the water supply systems, including treatment types, volume 

produced, number and type of end users etc. Results concerning parameters and 

parametric values reported by the water suppliers are also stored in the system.  

 

According to information available in MATS there are approximately 1700 water supply 

systems serving more than 50 people or producing more than 10 m³ a day in Norway. 

However, during meetings with relevant NFSA staff in the districts visited, it was 

observed that volume figures and information concerning number of people served by the 

water supplies were not always included in the data presented by the MATS system. 

According to the national legislation, owners of approved water supply systems are 

required to send in annual reports to NFSA, but it was confirmed during visits that not all 

approved water suppliers reported all the relevant information to NFSA annually.  

 

Specific national legal provisions set out to ensure the necessary protection of bodies of 

water identified are laid down in Article 14 of the Norwegian Regulation No. 1372/2001, 

where the need for protection of the water source is mentioned, and the principle of two 

protection barriers in water supply systems is introduced.  Article 17 of the Norwegian 

Regulation No. 1446/2006, states that drinking water resources shall be protected against 

pollution in order to reduce the level of purification treatment required in the production of 

drinking water. According to information provided by NFSA, any drainage area to a 

drinking water source is to be considered as a safeguard zone but safeguard zones may 

also be established in smaller areas within a drainage area and are then established as part 

of the approval of the drinking water supply system. According to NFSA there is no 

national overview of the restrictions that are applied within safeguard zones and there is 

no overview of which water sources are regarded as sufficiently protected in order to 

prevent their deterioration and need for further water treatment of theses water sources. 
 

Conclusions 

Norway has assigned all river basins to river basin districts as required by Article 3(1) of 

Directive 2000/60/EC, and appropriate administrative arrangements within the river basin 

district have been ensured, including the identification of the appropriate competent 

authorities as required by Article 3(2) of Directive 2000/60/EC.  However, Norway has 

not provided the Authority with a list of competent authorities and relevant information 

according to Article 3(8) of Directive 2000/60/EC.  

 

The identification of all bodies of water, within the river basin district, used for the 

abstraction of water intended for human consumption providing more than 10 m3 a day as 

an average or serving more than 50 persons, has not yet been fully completed in Norway 

as required by Article 7(1). Therefore, the necessary protection for such bodies of water 

that should have been identified in accordance with Article 7(1) cannot be ensured, as 

required by Article 7(3)10. 

 

 

                                                 
9 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
10 See Annex 3 for comments from NFSA. 
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5.4.2  The quality of water used in the food industry (Directive 98/83/EC)  

Legal Requirements 

Article 7(1) of Directive 98/83/EC states that Member States shall take all measures 

necessary to ensure that regular monitoring of the quality of water intended for human 

consumption is carried out, in order to check that the water available to consumers meets 

the requirements of this Directive and in particular the parametric values set in accordance 

with Article 5.  

 

Article 7(2) of Directive 98/83/EC states that appropriate monitoring programmes shall be 

established by the competent authorities and that those monitoring programmes shall meet 

the minimum requirements set out in Annex II to the same Directive.  

 

Article 5 of Directive 98/83/EC states that Member States shall set values applicable to 

water intended for human consumption for the parameters set out in Annex I.  Annex I 

lays down the microbiological, chemical and indicator parameters and parametric values. 

Table A of Annex II requires that all parameters set in accordance with Article 5 must be 

subject to monitoring and table B1 of Annex II sets out the minimum frequencies for 

sampling and analyses. 

 

Article 13(2) of Directive 98/83/EC states that Member States shall publish a report every 

three years on the quality of water intended for human consumption with the objective of 

informing consumers.  Each report shall include, as a minimum, all individual supplies of 

water exceeding 1000 m³ a day as an average or serving more than 5000 persons.  

According to Article 13(3) of Directive 98/83/EC, Member States shall send their reports 

to the Authority within two months of their publication. 

 

Findings 

According to the information provided by Norway in its reply to the pre mission document 

of the Authority, the obligations concerning water monitoring and sampling are put on the 

owner of the water supply system and each food business operators, where a water 

monitoring program shall be a part of the different food production own control systems.  

According to the same information, the sampling program for each water supply system is 

designed and implemented by the owner of the water supply system. It is further stated in 

the information provided by Norway in its reply to the pre mission document of the 

Authority that NFSA does not have any monitoring programme, but that local offices may 

take samples for verification in the water supply systems or in food business 

establishments as a part of an inspection.  In general very limited sampling of water was 

seen done by NFSA in the districts visited in relation to controls on water in water supply 

systems. 

 

NFSA uses MATS to keep an overview of water supply systems and monitoring done by 

the owners of the water supply systems.  In meetings with NFSA district offices it was 

stated by representatives of NFSA that it was difficult to use MATS to provide an 

overview of water supply systems, and that Mats was rather used to store basic 

information.  An overview of water supply systems supplying water to food business 

operators in the districts could not be provided during the NFSA district office meetings 

and the mission team noted that basic information was often lacking in the MATS system, 

for example concerning exact location of the water source, volume figures, if the 

respective system was supplying water to food business operators, parameters tested, type 

of treatment used etc.  It was noted that water supply systems which do not have to be 
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approved by NFSA, and which therefore are subject to less stringent controls, can supply 

water to both registered and approved food business establishments.  In one district visited 

it was noted that a high percentage of approved water supply systems did not report 

annually to NFSA, as required by the national legislation.   A NFSA officials responsible 

for controls on water supply systems described a risk classification system, linked to the 

MATS system, based on various general factors e.g. volume, type of end users and water 

treatment methods.  In districts visited it was observed that the risk classification system 

was not fully implemented, and this was confirmed by central NFSA representative that 

this was the situation in all of Norway.  Consequently the frequency of official controls 

was generally not based on risk classification.  It was stated by NFSA representative that 

NFSA did not demand that all parameters laid down in the national transposing Regulation 

No. 1372/2001 are monitored. When asked if this was a central NFSA decision, it was 

explained that this was known to be a common practice in Norway but no reference to a 

specific instruction issued by central NFSA could be provided.  

 

A meeting was held with representatives of a municipality in charge of a water supply 

system for several municipalities with total volume of water supplied approximately 90 

million m³ in 2012. The source of the water was surface water taken from a lake in the 

area.  Sampling was conducted on the distribution network but none of the sampling 

points were in a food business establishment.  The water supply system was inspected by 

NFSA in October 2009 and February 2011. The inspection performed in 2011 

concentrated on hazard analysis, own controls and treatment of water. As a follow up of 

the last inspection, NFSA requested a full audit monitoring to be done within a set 

deadline. The mission team noted that the sample had been taken within the set deadline.  

However, the sample was collected at the wrong point.  Full audit monitoring of treated 

water was last performed in 2007.  In another NFSA district a company in charge of a 

water supply system was visited providing water to twelve municipalities in total 

supplying more than 220.000 persons. The company, owned by several municipalities, 

was also in charge of the distribution network for four of those municipalities.  

Approximately 30 sampling points had been determined for the distribution network and 

NFSA had been involved in deciding these sampling points. The sampling points were 

defined based on a risk analysis taking into consideration factors such as volume, whether 

pipelines were submerged in seawater, if the end user was a food producing establishment, 

age of pipes etc.  The most recent audit monitoring had been performed in 2012 and in 

2007. The frequency had been reduced based on a risk analysis approved by NFSA. For 

four other water supply systems randomly selected from a list of water supplies in the 

district it was noted that full audit monitoring had never been carried out. At least one of 

these water supply systems was supplying an approved food business establishment. 

 

A company bottling water visited had its own water supply system from an underground 

water source. The production volume of bottled water was around 60 m³ a day and the end 

products were sold mainly in Norway but also traded with EEA countries and exported to 

third countries.  The company had established frequencies for full audit monitoring to be 

taken twice a year. One sample was analyzed with reference to national legislation and 

one sample according to American standards. The last sample for full audit monitoring 

was taken in January 2013 with results pending, and was therefore not available at the 

time of the visit.  All facilities visited including the in-house laboratory were well 

maintained and documents seen were updated.  The company was visited by NFSA 

annually at least, with the last inspections performed in October 2012 and February 2013. 

During the inspection in February 2012, samples were taken by NFSA for microbiological 

analysis with the results reported as being satisfactory.  During the mission visit the 

responsible officer from NFSA described that part of the inspection routines was to visit 
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the water source and check if it was sufficiently protected with regards to proper fencing 

of the area surrounding the borehole.  The inspection reports seen described controls on 

documentation of chemical and microbiological monitoring without any identification of 

non conformities.   

 

Another company bottling sparkling water, and other beverages for the Norwegian market, 

was visited. Water was provided by the municipal water supply system and the water 

source was surface water (a lake). Procedures related to own water controls were seen. 

Audit monitoring according to American standards were performed on water after own 

treatment once a year.  According to information provided by the management, result of 

analysis provided by the municipality supplying potable water are sent monthly to the 

company and include the parameters subject to check monitoring.  However when 

checking the results available, it was observed that Clostridium perfringens was tested 

only four times in the period between 2008-2012 despite the origin of the water source 

being surface water. The company is registered and had been in contact with NFSA before 

start of production in September 2012.  The first and only NFSA inspection was 

performed in August 2012 without any issuing of recommendations.   In this district a 

laboratory previously designated by NFSA was visited.  The mission team went through 

monitoring plans submitted in the last four years by the major water supply system 

operating in the region, including the plan for the water supply system supplying the 

visited company with production of beverages. The mission team noted that both 

monitoring plans included only a limited number of parameters to be tested for audit 

monitoring.  

 

According to the information provided by Norway in its reply to the pre mission document 

of the Authority and with reference to Article 13 of Directive 98/83/EC, the last reports on 

the quality of water was published by the Norwegian Institute of Public Health in 

November 2011.  The information in the report is based on data collected from the water 

supply systems for the years 2007 and 2008.  The information provided by Norway in its 

reply to the pre mission document of the Authority also makes reference to an article 

published on the Norwegian Institute of Public Health webpage, reporting water quality 

for a few selected parameters collected from the water supply systems for the years 2008 

to 2010.    A report on the quality of water as referred to in Article 13(2) of Directive 

98/83/EC was last submitted to the Authority in year 2007.  

 

Conclusions 

Regular monitoring of the quality of water intended for human consumption as required 

by Article 7(1) of Directive 98/83/EC, is not ensured by Norway and appropriate 

monitoring programmes have not been established by the competent authorities for all 

water intended for human consumption as required by Article 7(2) of Directive 98/83/EC.  

 

Not all relevant parameters set out in Annex I to the Directive are subject to monitoring, as 

required by Article 5 and Table A of Annex II to Directive 98/83/EC. In addition, 

monitoring does not meet the minimum requirements set out in Annex II to Directive 

98/83/EC concerning frequencies of audit monitoring.  

 

Norway has not published a report every three years on the quality of water intended for 

human consumption with the objective of informing consumers in accordance with Article 

13(2) of Directive 98/83/EC.  Reports according to Article 13(2) of Directive 98/83/EC 

have not been submitted to the Authority every three years as required by Article 13(3) of 

Directive 98/83/EC.  
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5.4.3  Food business establishments (Regulations (EC) No 178/2002, 852/2004, 

853/2004) 

Legal Requirements 

Article 2(2) of Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 includes water after the point of compliance 

in its definition of food. Article 2 (g) of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 states that ‘potable 

water’ means water meeting the minimum requirements laid down in Directive 98/83/EC 

on the quality of water intended for human consumption.  

 

Chapter II (3) and VII of Annex II to Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 and Chapter II, 

Article 3 of Regulation (EC) No 853/2004 specify when the use of potable water by food 

business operators is required. 

 

Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 requires food business operators to put in place, 

implement and maintain a permanent procedure or procedures based on the HACCP 

principles (Hazards Analysis Critical Control Points).  

 

Findings 

According to information provided by Norway in its reply to the pre mission document of 

the Authority, monitoring of water quality in food business establishments follows the 

basic principle that it has to be done as part of the ordinary control system for the 

respective type of operations and shall be based on HACCP principles. According to the 

same information provided there is very limited official monitoring at a national level of 

water quality in the food business establishments.  

 

In a NFSA district office relevant information concerning water supply system for an 

approved establishment producing meat was evaluated by the mission team.  The water 

used in the establishment had never been sampled for full audit monitoring.  In the same 

district another approved company producing fishery products was visited.  The 

companies received water from the municipal water supply system.  The company’s own 

water monitoring sampling plan was provided to the mission team. Check monitoring for 

ice, seawater and water was included in the sampling plan and according to the plan six 

samples should be taken at different locations every three months by an external party. 

The mission team noted that the company representatives had limited knowledge of the 

pipeline network for seawater and could not provide information on where ice was 

sampled. Records seen showed that sampling was not always done according to the set 

frequencies and not performed for all parameters. No audit monitoring of water samples 

were performed in the company. Results from audit monitoring, which did not include all 

relevant parameters, performed by the water supply system in 2007, were available.  In the 

same district a registered company producing ice cream products was visited.  The 

company received water from the municipality and could provide results for audit 

monitoring from 2005 and 2011 which had been provided to it by the water supplier. The 

mission team noted however that the document provided by the water supplier for  2011 

seemed to be a replica of results from 2005 apart from only a few parameters.  In general 

the inspection reports seen in visited establishments in that district included very limited 

controls on potable water.  

 

In another district belonging to the same NFSA region, an approved establishment was 

visited, producing different range of meat products and meat preparations.  Water was 

received from the municipal water supply system. The volume of water used in the 
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company was around 14 m³ per day. According to the sample plan provided, three water 

samples should be taken quarterly.  No documentation could be provided concerning what 

parameters should be tested and the company could not provide any results from audit 

monitoring. The mission team noted that in the period from May 2011 to September 2012 

no samples had been taken at all. No official sampling had been performed of water in the 

establishment. The last report of analysis from May 2011 reported 300 colonies/ml in the 

water sample (the set limit in the Norwegian Regulation No. 1372/2001 is 100/ml), but 

this did not initiate any response from the company and no written procedure was 

provided concerning response in case of non compliances. In January 2012 NFSA 

performed a full audit of the company but did not check any issues related to water 

quality.  In the same district a dairy plant producing cheese and milk powder was visited.  

The company had its own ground water supply system providing approximately 550 m³ 

per day, supplemented with around 50 m³ liters from the municipality water supply system 

when needed. According to the company annual sampling plan, four samples of water 

provided by the municipality water supply system and six samples from their own water 

supply system were sent to an official laboratory. The parameters to be tested were 

coliforms, colony count at 22˚C, odour, taste and PH. The samples were taken before the 

water underwent UV light treatment. Within the company distribution system, three 

samples were externally analyzed every second month, taken from the distribution system 

at the point of use. Additionally the company took samples at numerous in house locations 

every week for analysis in an own laboratory. According to the control plan a full audit 

monitoring should be performed every five years with reference to a table in an old 

national regulation which is no longer valid.  A result from an audit monitoring analysis 

from April 2012 was provided. According to information provided by the company the 

previous audit monitoring was done in 2005. The company did not receive any results of 

analysis of the water provided by the municipality.  The last inspection report from NFSA 

was from October 2012 and controls on water quality were specifically addressed in that 

inspection. According to a checklist used in that inspection the following water related 

issues were to be inspected; sampling, point of sampling, identification of sampling points 

and results of what was referred to as normal and additional analysis. It was reported that 

some results of analysis had been unsatisfactory and that the issue had been promptly 

addressed by the company. Other reports were provided were water related non 

conformities had been identified, for example that the company had not taken water 

samples fully according to their own sampling plan. A deadline for corrective actions was 

set to 1 June 2010.  A report dated 21 January 2011 describing an inspection performed 22 

December 2010 considered that the company had rectified the issue in a satisfactory 

manner.   

 

In the third district in another NFSA region an approved company producing meat 

products was visited.  Water to the company was provided by an own water supply 

system.  The source of water was ground water treated with UV light. The volume of 

water provided was 6 m³ per day.  A full audit monitoring had never been performed for 

the water provided.  The monitoring plan for the water used in the meat plant was 

observed by the mission team.  Sampling points were defined and a map over sampling 

points was seen. The company produced ice to use in its production and according to the 

sampling plan, ice should be sampled six times a year.  Only four results concerning ice 

sampling could be provided. They all reported colony count at 22°C over the defined limit 

of 100 colonies/ml. Results of analyses for the year 2012 was checked and it was noted 

that many results reported values over 100 colonies/ml for colony count at 22°C. 

According to company procedures no corrective actions were indicated unless three 

samples in a row were over the limit. Often the interval between sampling amounted to 

months. For the year 2012 only one deviation report could be provided describing that 
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additional sampling had been done and a hose had been changed after a result was 

received with results over the limit value for colony count at 22°C.  Approval and 

inspection reports for the meat establishment were checked.  The approval was issued in 

November 2010.  In total five inspection reports which had been prepared by NFSA were 

seen. None of those identified any issues related to control of water quality in the 

company.  No sampling by NFSA had been performed for the water supply system or the 

meat establishment.   

 

The mission team visited a company producing traditional meat products and supplied by 

a private water supply system. The company had previously been visited by the Authority 

in 2011 and it was noted during that visit that audit monitoring had not been performed in 

accordance with Directive 98/83/EC.  It was confirmed during this mission that NFSA had 

addressed this issue to the company, requesting audit monitoring to be carried out, and a 

report for audit monitoring was provided. In another company visited during this mission 

in the same district, also producing meat products and served by an own water supply 

system, the mission team observed that the same initiatives had not been addressed to that 

company by NFSA and that the company could not provide any documentation that a full 

audit monitoring had been performed.  

 

In a registered company visited producing ice cream products, last two NFSA inspection 

reports from November 2011 and September 2012 were checked. The inspection in 2012 

concentrated on the company HACCP system with no remarks except that the use of 

cartons should be included in the HACCP system. The mission team noted that the 

company’s HACCP plan identified no specific risks in relation to the use of water. The 

HACCP plan simply included a reference to the Norwegian regulation for drinking water.  

 

An approved meat establishment was also visited.  NFSA had inspected the company in 

June 2012 as a part of a campaign on HACCP systems. At that time it was reported that no 

HACCP system was in place in the company. The NFSA issued deadlines for corrective 

actions and an inspection report from February 2013 indicated that the company had 

addressed the issue in a satisfactory manner.  When going through the HACCP system it 

was noted that documents were not dated and no specific parameters were identified as 

hazards concerning water quality.   

 

Conclusions 

Food-production undertakings could not always provide guarantee that water used in their 

establishments was potable water in accordance with the requirements laid down in Article 

2(2) of Regulation (EC) No 178/2002, Article 2 (g) of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004, 

Chapter II (3) and VII of Annex II to Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 and Chapter II, 

Article 3 of Regulation (EC) No 853/2004. 

 

In the establishments visited HACCP plans were available, however some shortcomings 

were identified in relation to the identification of hazards and corrective actions 

documented. These shortcomings were not in conformity with the requirements to 

HACCP plans laid down in Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004. 

 

 

6 Final meeting 

A final meeting was held on 13 March in Oslo with representatives of NFSA, the Ministry 

of Health and Care Services and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food.  
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At the final meeting the preliminary conclusions presented by the Authority were 

discussed and additional explanation provided by the mission team. The mission team 

stated it was unfortunate that officers responsible for controls on water supply systems 

were not available during visits in one district visited. The mission team invited NFSA to 

provide additional information as needed on relevant water supply systems in that district.  

 

7 Recommendations 

Norway should notify the Authority, within two months of receiving the final report, by 

way of written evidence, of the corrective actions taken and a plan for corrective measures 

and actions, including a timetable for completion of measures still outstanding, relevant to 

all the recommendations hereunder. The Authority should also be kept informed of the 

completion of the measures included in the timetable.  

 

No Recommendation  

Legislation and implementing measures 

1 Norway should transpose all the requirements laid down in Directive 98/83/EC 

concerning the quality of water intended for human consumption into its national 

legislation. 

Laboratory services 

2 The competent authorities should ensure that methods of analysis performed by 

official laboratories fulfill the requirements laid down in Article 11 of Regulation 

(EC) No 882/2004. 

3 The competent authorities should ensure that analysis carried out by official 

laboratories and concerning colony count and Pseudomonas aeruginosa in potable 

water offered for sale in bottles, are in line with the requirement set in Part A of 

Annex I to Directive 98/83/EC. 

4 Norway should ensure that the National Reference Laboratory for E.coli fulfils the 

requirements laid down in Article 33(2)(b)-(c) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 

concerning coordination and organization of comparative tests, when necessary, 

within its field of competence between the official laboratories. 

Control systems for the quality of water used and produced by the food industry 

The water framework Directive 2000/60/EC 

5 Norway should ensure that a list of its competent authorities is provided to the 

Authority and for each competent authority, that the information set out in Annex I 

to Directive 2000/60/EC is provided, as required by Article 3(8) of that Directive. 

6 Norway should identify all bodies of water used for the abstraction of water 

intended for human consumption providing more than 10 m3 a day as an average, or 

serving more than 50 persons, and subsequently ensure the necessary protection of 

such bodies of water, as required by Article 7(1) and Article 7(3) of Directive 

2000/60/EC. 

The quality of water used in the food industry (Directive 98/83/EC) 

7 Norway should ensure that regular monitoring of the quality of water intended for 

human consumption is carried out as required by Article 7(1) of Directive 98/83/EC 

and that appropriate monitoring programmes are established by the competent 

authorities for all water intended for human consumption as required by Article 7(2) 

of Directive 98/83/EC.  
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8 Norway should ensure that all relevant parameters set out in Annex I to Directive 

98/83/EC are subject to monitoring, as required by Article 5 and Table A of that 

Directive.  In addition, monitoring should meet the minimum requirements set out 

in Annex II to Directive 98/83/EC concerning frequencies of audit monitoring. 

9 Norway should ensure that reports on the quality of water intended for human 

consumption of all individual supplies of water exceeding 1000m³ a day as an 

average or serving more than 5000 persons, with the objective of informing 

consumers, as required by Article 13(2) of Directive 98/83/EC, are published every 

three years. Norway should also ensure that these reports are submitted to the 

Authority in accordance with Article 13(3) of that Directive. 

Food business establishments (Regulations (EC) No 178/2002, 852/2004, 

853/2004)  

10 Norway should ensure that food-production undertakings provide guarantees that 

water used in their establishments is potable water in accordance with the 

requirements laid down in Article 2(2) of Regulation (EC) No 178/2002, Article 2 

(g) of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004, Chapter II (3) and VII of Annex II to 

Regulation 852/2004 and Chapter II, Article 3 of Regulation (EC) No 853/2004 

11 The competent authority should ensure that establishments implement hazard 

analysis critical control points principles in line with the requirements laid down in 

Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 
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Annex 1 - List of abbreviations and terms used in the report 

 

Authority EFTA Surveillance Authority 

EC European Community 

EEA European Economic Area 

EEA Agreement Agreement on the European Economic Area 

EU European Union 

HACCP Hazards Analysis Critical Control Points 

ISO International Organization for Standardization 

MATS NFSA quality control system 

NFSA Norwegian Food Safety Authority  

NRL National Reference Laboratory 

NS Norwegian Standards 

RBMP River Basin Management Plans  

UV Ultraviolet light 
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Annex 2 - Other relevant legislation 

 

The following EEA legislation was also taken into account in the context of this mission:  

 

a) The Act referred to at Point 11 of Subchapter 1.1 of Chapter I of Annex I to the 

EEA Agreement, Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on official controls performed to ensure the 

verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal 

welfare rules, as corrected and amended; 

b) The Act referred to at Point 12 of Subchapter 1.1 of Chapter I of Annex I to the 

EEA Agreement, Regulation (EC) No 854/2004 of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 29 April 2004 laying down specific rules for the 

organisation of official controls on products of animal origin intended for 

human consumption, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the 

sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex I thereto; 

c) The Act referred to at point 13 of Subchapter 7.1 of Chapter I of Annex I to the 

EEA Agreement, Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 28 January 2002 laying down the general principles and 

requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Safety Authority and 

laying down procedures in matters of food safety; 

d) The Act referred to at Point 16 of Subchapter 6.1 of Chapter I of Annex I to the 

EEA Agreement, Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on the hygiene of foodstuffs, as amended; 

e) The Act referred to at Point 17 of Subchapter 6.1 of Chapter I of Annex I to the 

EEA Agreement, Regulation (EC) No 853/2004 of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 29 April 2004 laying down specific hygiene rules for food 

of animal origin, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral 

adaptations referred to in Annex I thereto, insofar as relevant and applicable to 

the food industry as concerns the use of potable water; 

f) The Act referred to at Point 4 of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Directive 2006/11/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 15 February 2006 on pollution caused by certain dangerous 

substances discharged into the aquatic environment of the Community, as 

adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex 

XX thereto; 

g) The Act referred to at Point 6 of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Council Directive 80/68/EEC of 17 December 1979 on the 

protection of groundwater against pollution caused by certain dangerous 

substances, as adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations 

referred to in Annex XX thereto; 

h) The Act referred to at Point 7 of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Council Directive 80/778/EEC of 15 July 1980 relating to the 

quality of water intended for human consumption, as amended, and adapted to 

the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex XX 

thereto; 

i) The Act referred to at Point 12 of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Council Directive 86/280/EEC of 12 June 1986 on limit values and 
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quality objectives for discharges of certain dangerous substances included in 

List I of the Annex to Directive 76/464/EEC (OJ No L 181, 4.7.1986, p.16), as 

amended, and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations 

referred to in Annex XX thereto; 

j) The Act referred to at Point 13caa of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Directive 2006/118/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 12 December 2006 on the protection of groundwater against 

pollution and deterioration; 

k) The Act referred to at Point 13cab of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Commission Decision 2008/915/EC of 30 October 2008 

establishing, pursuant to Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and 

of the Council, the values of the Member State monitoring system classifications 

as a result of the intercalibration exercise; 

l) The Act referred to at Point 13cac of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Commission Decision 2005/646/EC of 17 August 2005 on the 

establishment of a register of sites to form the intercalibration network in 

accordance with Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council; 

m) The Act referred to at Point 13cae of Chapter II of Annex XX to the EEA 

Agreement, Commission Directive 2009/90/EC of 31 July 2009 laying down, 

pursuant to Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council, technical specifications for chemical analysis and monitoring of water 

status.  
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Annex 3 - Reply from NFSA to the draft report 
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