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MINUTES OF THE FIFTH MEETING OF PROJECT FOR MODERNIZATION OF 

THE POLLUTION LOAD COMPLIATION DATABASE (HELCOM PLUS) 
 

INTRODUCTION   

0.1 In accordance with decisions of HELCOM PLUS 4/2013 (paragraph 6.1 of the Minutes of the 

Meeting) and HELCOM MONAS 19/2014 (paragraph 6.30, Minutes of the Meeting) the 5th Meeting of 

Project on Development of a HELCOM Pollution Load User System (HELCOM PLUS 5/2014) was held at the 

premises of the HELCOM Secretariat (Katajanokanlaituri 6 B, 00160 Helsinki, Finland) on 27-28 February 

2014. 

0.2 The main purpose of the Meeting was to allow national PLC data experts the possibility to 

provide input for the finalization of the PLC data model and the Database Functional Design Specifications 

document, taking into account items arising from the revision of the PLC-6 guidelines. The Meeting also 

discussed future implementation of the project, especially the proposal that the future database could be 

hosted by BNI-Sweden, as well as cooperation with OSPAR. 

0.3 Mr. Lars M. Svendsen, PLC-6 Project Manager, chaired the workshop and Ms. Minna Pyhälä, 

HELCOM Secretariat, acted as Secretary. 

 

Agenda Item 1 Adoption of the Agenda 
Documents: 1-1 

1.1 The Meeting adopted the provisional agenda as contained in document 1-1. 

 

Agenda Item 2 Information by Secretariat and Contracting Parties 
Documents: 2-1, 2-2, 2-3 

2.1 The Meeting took note of progress with the PLUS project as presented by the Project 

Manager Mr. Sriram Sethuraman (document 2-1, presentation 1). 

2.2 The Meeting took note of the information by the Executive Secretary that during the 

meeting of HELCOM HOD 45-2014, Finland provided the reasons for SYKE withdrawing from their offer to 

host the modernized PLC database in the future, and the HODs noted the urgency of the issue to find a 

hosting solution for PLUS, as the work is progressing with finalizing the data model which will soon be ready 

for implementation. HODs welcomed the offer of Sweden to consider hosting the PLUS database, by BNI or 

another national institution, and requested the HELCOM PLUS 5/2014 workshop to consider the issue of 

hosting PLUS database, including economic aspects.  

2.3 The Executive Secretary further explained that the PLUS and PLC related developments 

remain a high priority for HELCOM and that it is of outmost importance to quickly secure the hosting and 

web development for PLUS not to cause delays that would jeopardize the final aim to have the 2014 data 

reported with the use of the new database. 

2.4 The Meeting took note and welcomed that Sweden can now confirm their offer from 

HELCOM HOD 45-2014, and that BNI is willing to engage in hosting as well as future web application 

development for the PLUS database as a long-term commitment from their side. Some initial ideas of how 

to extend the PLUS cooperation to a new partner (BNI-Sweden), to complement the on-going cooperation 

between the Secretariat and SYKE, as well as a revised budget are given in document 2-2, as the starting 

point for discussions by this Meeting. The PLC Data Manager remains a key part of the PLUS team according 

to the running contract for PLC data management between HELCOM and SYKE.  
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2.5 The Meeting welcomed the participation of BNI experts at the Meeting so the technical 

details can be discussed and invited BNI to be closely involved in the finalization of the data model and 

database migration phases of the project, to ensure smooth knowledge transfer from SYKE ICT unit to BNI 

as well the possibility to ensure development of a database which follows SQL standards and which at the 

same time will also fit into BNI’s data hosting environment.  

2.6 The Meeting took note of changes in the project budget resulting from the withdrawal of 

SYKE’s in kind contribution and that the application for funding to the Nordic Council of Ministers did not go 

through. Document 2-2 presents the proposal for a revised budget whereby the missing sum would be 

covered from the HELCOM budget and possible additional contributions by the Contracting Parties. The 

Chair noted that the overall budget for web development in the revised version has decreased (due to SYKE 

in kind contribution for web development being pulled out) raising a question if the same product could be 

delivered with smaller amount of financing, and the Meeting took note that BNI would be willing to allocate 

some human resources in form of in-kind as BNI sees their involvement as of mutual benefit beyond the 

PLUS budget. However, the extent of such an in kind-contribution could only be clarified following the 

further discussions with the project team.   

2.7 The Meeting took note that the discussions between the HELCOM Secretariat and SYKE on 

finalization of a contract for implementation of the PLUS project are still ongoing, and that both parties are 

committed to close formalities as soon as possible. The PLC Data Manager informed that in their latest 

proposal there is a budget increase for SYKE’s ICT Unit comparing to the original budget, due to the need to 

better reflect the work actually done and expected to be carried out in the next phases of PLUS. The 

Meeting appreciated SYKE’s engagement in the project and good input so far, despite formalities not being 

closed yet.  

2.8 The Meeting acknowledged that there might be some delays in the implementation of the 

database due to the hosting and web development set up only being finalized now and recognized the 

need to proceed with the implementation as promptly as possible, recalling that the database as well as the 

reporting (data upload) and quality assurance functionality of the web application should be up and 

running in mid-2015 so that it can be tested and taken into use well before the deadline for PLC-6 data 

reporting on 31 October 2015. 

2.9 The Meeting took note of and considered the information on the OSPAR RID database 

development activities as contained in document 2-3. The Meeting noted the good information exchange 

between the developments in the two regions and that even technical information related to 

implementation of the PLUS data model and web application has been shared with OSPAR to facilitate the 

process of finalizing the planning for RID. The Meeting thanked the Chair of HELCOM LOAD Mr. Lars M. 

Svendsen for his support in the collaboration and for serving as a liaison between HELCOM and OSPAR. 

2.10 The Meeting was of the opinion that cooperation between OSPAR and HELCOM pollution 

input related activities should continue, as there are mutual benefits to be obtained from cooperation 

between the two conventions, not least related to the mutual membership of the three countries Germany, 

Denmark, and Sweden. The Meeting welcomed the information of the election of Mr. Lars Sonesten, 

Sweden, as the Chair of OSPAR INPUT as Mr. Sonesten is also involved in HELCOM PLC and PLUS projects.  

2.11 The Meeting noted that two of the options identified by a consultant for the RID future do 

involve cooperation with HELCOM. Taken the differences in the data and reporting systems as well as in the 

stage of the developments in the two regions, one viable option would be to develop a common data 

garage with a common interface that could ‘pool out’ the relevant and comparable data from the two 

databases, to be used for comparisons, joint visualizations, reporting requirements under other 

frameworks such as EU directives, etc. 

2.12 The Meeting however stressed that any joint initiatives should not compromise the specific 

data requirements of the two conventions, while commonalities in data and quality assurance could be 
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expected and further investigated, also in relation to if, and how, the already prepared HELCOM data 

model could serve RID development.   

2.13 The Meeting emphasized that ultimately the usability and functionality of the database and 

web application should be prioritized as the most cost-effective way forward. 

2.14 The Meeting encouraged OSPAR to continue cooperation with HELCOM to harmonize 

regional activities related to monitoring, reporting, assessment and ensuring access to data on waterborne 

inputs. Re-iterating the sharing of information via national experts involved in both HELCOM and OSPAR 

work, the Meeting also invited relevant OSPAR contacts to be in contact with the HELCOM Secretariat, the 

PLUS project team and relevant HELCOM projects (PLC-6 and PLUS) as appropriate.  

 

Agenda Item 3 PLC database data model 
Documents: None 

3.1 The Meeting considered the latest version of the data model (a link to the model is provided 

in the database functional specifications, document 4-1), including the types of quality assurance (QA) 

requirements of the database, and provided comments to the Project Team. 

3.2 The Meeting welcomed the offer of Denmark to review the list of database tables in the data 

model document (the Excel file embedded in document 4-1) and to specify the types of the quality 

assurance checks to be applied in the different tables.  

 

Agenda Item 4 Database Functional Design Specifications 
Documents: 4-1 

4.1 The Meeting considered the database functional specifications contained in document 4-1. 

The Meeting discussed the functional specifications and the data model in detail and provided comments 

to the Project Team and these were added to a revised version of document 4-1 during the Meeting. The 

Project Team will update the database functional specifications document with received comments by 7 

March 2014, after which it will be circulated to Contracting Parties. The Contracting Parties are invited to 

provide their final comments and endorsement of the data model at the latest on 28 March 2014. 

4.2 The Meeting welcomed that the PLUS database can accommodate calculated flow-

normalized input data which are needed for follow-up of country-wise progress towards the HELCOM Baltic 

Sea Action Plan (BSAP) nutrient reduction targets. The Meeting pointed out that flow normalization can 

only be carried out for “complete datasets” and that approval of the complete dataset (including filled in 

data gaps) by all Contracting Parties will be necessary before normalized data can be made publically 

available.  

4.3 The Meeting noted that the PLUS database cannot carry out the actual calculations for 

obtaining the flow-normalized input figures. The Meeting acknowledged that such calculations (on an 

annual basis) are time consuming, especially if data gaps vary from year to year.  

4.4 The Meeting noted that countries are nevertheless interested in being able to follow-up 

trends in their nutrient inputs and suggested that it would be useful to develop a separate tool (linked to 

the database) which would allow countries to calculate normalized inputs for their national input data and 

to carry out trend analysis. The Meeting recognized that the development of such a tool is not part of the 

PLUS project, but could be carried out under a separate project or as an intersessional activity of the LOAD 

group (pending active contribution by a lead country).  

4.5 The Meeting was of the opinion that the complete PLC-5.5 dataset (where data gaps have 

been filled in) should be available in the new database, as should also future PLC assessment datasets. The 
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Meeting stressed that estimated and unofficial data in the assessment datasets should be flagged. The 

Meeting requested the PLUS project team to consider whether they might test the upload tool using the 

PLC-5.5 dataset or propose different means for including the assessment data into the new database. 

 

Agenda Item 5 PLC-6 guidelines 
Documents: 5/1 

5.1 The Meeting took note that the PLC-6 guidelines were updated during the meeting of 

HELCOM PLC-6 5-2014 but that significant parts of the guidelines still remain to be updated. 

5.2 The Meeting noted that the Data Manager should provide draft contents of reporting 

formats (to be included as annexes of the PLC-6 guidelines) to the next workshop of the PLC-6 project 

group which will be held on 2-4 June 2014. The additional inputs, which address the data format (General 

Setting section), will be provided at the end of Work Package 2 of the PLUS project, after the data 

migration has been completed. The actual reporting form would be available as a part of Work Package 3.  

5.3 The Meeting considered and discussed the open issues and questions in the PLC guidelines 

that have implications for the new PLC database (document 5/1) and provided advice as contained in 

Annex 2. 

 

Agenda Item 6 Future work and coordination with national experts and project 

group 
Documents: None 

6.1 The Meeting discussed future activities of the PLUS project and was of the opinion that the 

developed data model and the database functional design specifications, with the adjustments agreed 

upon during the meeting, can be used directly in future HELCOM PLUS project work.  

6.2 The Meeting discussed the change in the database host and web application developer of 

the future hosting of the PLC database and agreed that this does not have significant impacts of the work 

carried out so far on data model design and functional design specification. The new MS SQL platform for 

the database is very well suited for the development of a web application and no technical changes will be 

needed. Further, it will be possible to use open source software for the web application development as 

proposed. 

6.3 The Meeting acknowledged that the transfer of the PLC database to the new host (BNI) 

requires additional efforts and additional time will be needed for the data developer and new data host to 

get familiarized with the developed specifications and database. The Meeting nevertheless agreed that 

important project deadlines relating to the national PLC-6 data reporting in autumn 2015, such as the 

reporting format, upload functionalities, QA checks and functionality can be met. 

6.4 The Meeting discussed how to ensure coordination with national experts from the 

Contracting Parties during the various phases of implementation of the PLUS project and the involvement 

of the project group/steering group and agreed that the current approach of project group meetings is 

good. The Meeting also recalled that any additional comments can also be forwarded to the LOAD core 

group, which acts as a steering group of the PLUS project. 

6.5  The Meeting agreed that the next project group meeting should be held once user 

specifications of the web application have been drafted and proposed holding the next meeting on 9-10 

September 2014 at premises of the HELCOM Secretariat and felt that the meeting should focus on 

reviewing the draft versions of the reporting templates and user specifications. 
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Agenda Item 7 Any other business 
Documents: None 

7.1 The Meeting did not discuss any other business. 

Agenda Item 8 Agenda Item 8  Closing of the Meeting 
Documents: 8/1 

8.1 The Meeting adopted the draft Outcome of the Meeting as contained in document 8-1. The 

Minutes, together with the documents and presentations considered by the Meeting are available in the 

HELCOM Meeting Portal. 

  



PLUS 5-2014, 8-1 
 

 

Page 7 of 13 
 

Annex 1 List of Participants 
 

CHAIRMEN 

Mr. Lars M. Svendsen 

Chair of HELCOM LOAD; Vice-Chair of 
HELCOM MONAS 

DCE - Danish Centre for Environment and 
Energy 

Aarhus University  

Vejlsoevej 25 

DK-8600 Silkeborg 

Dir.Phone: +45 87158795 

Fax: +45 87158901 

Email: lms@dmu.dk 

 

DENMARK 

Ms. Jytte Erfurt 

 

DCE - Danish Centre for Environment and 
Energy 

Institut for Bioscience 

Aarhus Universitet 

Vejlsoevej 25 

DK-8600 Silkeborg 

Dir.Phone: +45 87158749 

Fax: +45 87158901 

Email: je@dmu.dk 

 

ESTONIA 

Mr. Peeter Ennet 

 

Estonian Environment Agency 

Mustamäe tee 33 

EE-10616 Tallinn 

Dir.Phone: +37 27339713 

Fax: +37 27339464 

Email: Peeter.Ennet@envir.ee 

FINLAND 

Mr. Seppo Knuuttila    

 

Environment Institute (SYKE) 

Marine Research Centre 

Mechelininkatu 34a 

P.O. Box 140 

FI-00251 Helsinki  

Dir.Phone: +358 407609232 

Fax:  

Email: Seppo.knuuttila@ymparisto.fi 

 

GERMANY 

Mr. Dietmar Koch 

 

Federal Environment Agency 

Section II 2.2 

Woerlitzer Platz 1 

Dessau-Rosslau 

Dir.Phone: +49 34021032371 

Fax: +49 34021042371 

Email: dietmar.koch@uba.de 

 

LITHUANIA 

Mr. Svajunas Plunge 

 

Environmental Protection Agency  

Environmental Status Assessment 
Department 

River Basin Management Division  

Juozapavičiaus st. 9, 

LT-09311 Vilnius 

Dir.Phone: +370 67506994 

Fax: +370 52662800 

Email: s.plunge@aaa.am.lt 

 

RUSSIA 

Ms. Natalia Oblomkova 

 

Saint-Petersburg Public Organization  
"Ecology and Business" 

Sabrikovskaya Str. 37, Office No. 307 

Post Office Box 66 

RU-197374 St. Petersburg 

Dir.Phone: +78124311167  

Fax: +78124309305  

Email: ivaskova@helcom.ru 

 

SWEDEN 

Mr. Rasmus Kaspersson 

Analyst 

Swedish Agency for Marine and Water 
Management 

Gullbergs strandgata 15 

Box 11930 

SE-404 39 Göteborg 

Dir.Phone: +46 (10) 698 61 48 

Fax: +46 (0) 10 698 61 11 

Email: 
rasmus.kaspersson@havochvatten.se 

 



PLUS 5-2014, 8-1 
 

 

Page 8 of 13 
 

 

Mr. Lars Sonesten 

 

Department of Aquatic Sciences and 
Assessment 

Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, 
SLU 

P.O. Box 7050 

SE-750 07 Uppsala 

Dir.Phone: +46 18673007 

Fax: +46 18673156 

Email: Lars.Sonesten@slu.se 

 

BNI 

Mr. Bo Gustafsson 

Director 

Baltic Nest Institute 

Stockholm University 

Baltic Sea Centre 

SE-106 91 Stockholm 

Dir.Phone: +46 737078603 

Fax:  

Email: bo.gustafsson@su.se 

 

Mr. Alexander Sokolov 

 

Baltic Nest Institute 

Stockholm University 

Baltic Sea Centre 

SE-106 91 Stockholm 

Dir.Phone: +46 (8) 6747586 

Fax:  

Email: alexander.sokolov@su.se 

 

SYKE 

Mr. Pekka Kotilainen 

Senior Scientist 

Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) 

Marine Research Centre 

Mechelininkatu 34a 

P.O. Box 140 

FI-00251 Helsinki 

Dir.Phone: +358 295251317 

Fax: +358 954902290 

Email: pekka.kotilainen@ymparisto.fi 

 

Mr. Marco Manzi 

 

Finnish Environment Institute SYKE 

ICT Department 

Mechelininkatu 34a 

P.O. Box 140 

FI-00251 Helsinki 

Dir.Phone: +358 40 648 2022 

Fax:  

Email: Marco.Manzi@ymparisto.fi 

 

SECRETARIAT 

Ms. Minna Pyhälä 

Assisting Professional Secretary 

Helsinki Commission 

Katajanokanlaituri 6 B 

FI-00160 Helsinki 

Dir.Phone: +358 468509205 

Fax: +358 207412645 

Email: minna.pyhala@helcom.fi 

Mr. Sriram Sethuraman 

Project Manager  

Helsinki Commission 

Katajanokanlaituri 6 B 

Helsinki 

Dir.Phone: +358 40 647 4507 

Fax: +358 207412645 

Email: sriram.sethuraman@helcom.fi 

Ms. Monika Stankiewicz Helsinki Commission 

Katajanokanlaituri 6 B 

Helsinki 

Dir.Phone: +358 408402471 

Fax: +358 207412645Email: 
monika.stankiewicz@helcom.fi 

 

  



PLUS 5-2014, 8-1 
 

 

Page 9 of 13 
 

Annex 2 Answers to questions raised by the PLUS project team 
 

HELCOM PLUS Project team question HELCOM PLUS 5/2014 reply 

 
1. To which LOQ table should we refer to from the 
Guidelines? there is currently 2, and both of them 
lists two alternatives for each value. The idea is to 
have country-wise LOQ (LOD) values, which can be 
applied to the datasets.  

 
There is only one LOQ for river water and waste 
water, respectively pr. parameter in the PLC6 
guidelines. 
Regarding national LOQ –values – be aware that 
they might change when new/better methodology 
is applied 

 
2. The discussion about the distance between two 
stations (hydrological and chemical) to be reported 
as hydrochemical hasn’t been finalized yet. If a 
certain distance can be agreed upon in the 
guidelines, then in the future these stations could 
be compiled into hydrochemical, if the Contracting 
Parties wish to do so.  

 
A certain distance could be applied but in some few, 
even within a short distance between a chemical 
and a hydrological station a tributary can flow into 
a main river between these stations. Contracting 
Parties will be requested to provide the information 
of whether the station should be listed as 
hydrochemical or as separate stations.   

 
3. Just for clarification, when talking about degree 
of purification, is it what Pekka has included in the 
PLC database as Nitrogen and Phosphorus removal 
percentage?  

 
Yes: If you remove 60 % off TN the degree of 
purification is 60 % 

 
4. Size categories for the point sources should be 
clarified, if possible, especially in relation to 
Industries and Fish Farms. Are these divisions valid, 
or are they relevant only for WWTPs?  
Industry: 2000PE (Aggregated) < (Small) < 10000PE 
(Big);  
MWWTP: 2000PE (Aggregated) < (Small) < 10000PE 
(Big);  
Fish Farm: 100 tons (Aggregated) < (Small) < 200 
tons (Big) (feed consumption)  

 
Seems OK for WWTP and Industry. 
For aquaculture the criteria for being big is very high 
– very few will be big then? 

 
5. In order to avoid confusion in the data reporting, 
the following definitions should be clarified:  
-river catchment (as an example definition could be 
– “A river catchment is a drainage area of a river to 
the river mouth’s outmost estuary covering also the 
lake system in the drainage area. The river mouth 
coordinates define the end of the river drainage.”)  
-monitored subcatchment  
-transboundary rivers (and a list)  
as an example Indalsälven, Kemijoki, Oulujoki, 
Pärnu and Salaca are transboundary rivers but 
never counted (station and or load estimated 
should be needed, but how to proceed?)  
-unmonitored catchment  
-individual point source  
-aggregated point sources  

 how should the old data be revised?  

 
Outmost estuary?? Not necessarily correct – as the 
river mouth is the point of entrance in the sea this is 
not the same as the outmost estuary. In the 
guidelines a river catchment is defined as:  
“The area of land bounded by watersheds draining into a 

body of water (river, basin, reservoir, sea)” 
 

What is the question – if these rivers should be seen 
as transboundary rivers? Only is a CP want to have 
it as transboundary.  
List of transboundary rivers will be provided. 
 

Point source definiton will be added to the PLC-6 
guidelines. 
What are the questions? 
Which kind of data? 
Is this direct PS? 



PLUS 5-2014, 8-1 
 

 

Page 10 of 13 
 

 point sources to be considered ~500 ps in 
1994-2010  

o individually reported  

o aggregated point sources  
 
possibly unmonitored and coastal area load 
should be changed as point source loads should be 
reported as direct instead of including them in the 
unmonitored area  
-total load and average flow calculation of 
monitored and unmonitored subcatchments 
-point source (MWWTP, industry and Fish farm) 
load and flow calculations  
-calculating/estimating of fish production?  
-calculating some parameters i.e., PO4  

-calculation/estimate source apportionment  
-calculation/estimate of natural background, diffuse 
losses  
-calculation of retention  
(how to refer code of country specific 
methods?!)  
-waste water treatment method (approval of a list)  

 
?? 
 
 
 
Only valid for some CP’s. 
Contracting parties  to clarify and re report the 
point sources as direct instead of unmonitored. 
Average flow? 
 
Contracting Parties should  be able to report fish farm 
production data 
 
For the nutrients(PO4. etc) related to the point sources, a 
formula will be included in the guidelines, so that they 
can be calculated. 
 
Methodologies are available and the contracting parties 
are obliged to provide the values for Natural backgound, 
retention and diffuse losses. 
 

For Waste Water Treatment Plants: CPs should  
provide level of treatment (untreated, primary, 
secondary, tertiary and 4th level (according to EU 
categories) 

 
6. Reporting of number of point sources 
(aggregated point sources) may differ by 
parameter:  
 
-number of inhabitants connected (how to treat 
aggregated PS as NR_OF_INHABITANT may vary 
between the parameters?)  
-number of PE (how to treat aggregated PS as 
NR_OF_PE as it may vary by parameter?)  

 
Yes, that is what happens in real life 
 
 
 
Indicated it for each parameter 
 
 

 

7. 2012 / 2014 problems in terms of data collection 
(DE-PL reported in 2012, other CPs to report in 
2014) for the PLC-6:  

a) Database-wise (in storing the data) there 
shouldn’t be any major issues.  
 
How does it affect in the calculations when the data 
has been reported in the old format for these two 
countries, and will be reported with a different 
format for the others? the compilation of the data 
might be biased when PLC data from Germany and 
Poland is included.  

 
Main data and information to stored should be the 
same 
 
 
 
 
Regarding the assessment you can’t and will not mix 
2012 and 2014 data. For total inputs etc. we will use 
the annual data reported for 2014 – only for sources 
apportionment we might use results from 2012 
together with 2014 hopefully based on methods 
that provide normalized or at least 5 year average 
and comparable results 

 
8. New HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment 
Strategy (Additional document provided by Minna):  
 
-difference in deliniation – a separte document by 

 
If we will need more than the nine main PLC sub-
basin, further sub-divisions must comply with the 
existing ones, i.e. the can be aggregate to the 
existing ones. The marine subdivision should follow 
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the secretariat  
a) They do not follow the basins of PLC  
b) They do not follow river catchments  
c) How this will be handled in the database that 
some rivers are changing the basin in 2014?  
d) How will be the loads by basin comparable in the 
future?  
e) Should the unmonitored loads be revised in 
1994-2013? If yes, then the point sources and 
source apportionment, including diffuse sources 
and retention, should be revised in order to make 
the loads comparable. 

the terrestrial catchments. 
 
If the present sub-basins are sub-divided it is 
necessary to re-report aggregated points sources 
and the recalculate inputs from unmonitored areas 
– and also source apportionment need to be 
recalculated 

 
9. The Access database contains some data which 
has been coded differently than the original (using 
‘9’ as a prefix to the normal parameter codes). This 
data is not “official” reported data, but it’s been 
created by the LOAD Core group for the PLC-5.5 
assessment. Is it acceptable to skip the transfer of 
these datasets (we prefer not to have “unofficial” 
data stored in the database) and keep in only in the 
Access version. The Access database will be always 
accessible and as such, if requested, the data will be 
available.  
 

 
This is assessment data. Ideally we should have CP’s 
to accept this as the official PLC 5-5 data – and then 
have them in the new database – otherwise as the 
dataset use for PLC5-5 and available via the new 
web-interface. 
 
PLC- 5.5 data should be available in the new 
database and the estimated as well as unofficial 
data should be marked. 

 
10. The PLC database have always had the 
possibility to report the sea surface area, per 
Country and sub-basin, but these have never been 
reported. If useful, it could be asked to be provided 
by the Contracting Parties (as it is not even very 
likely to change, unless the sub-basin division is 
changed)  

 
This is background information used for assessment. 
Is that not and information already available in 
some other HLCOM database? 

 
11. Several metadata fields related to the reporting 
of PLC loads, should be possibly made mandatory 
(or strongly recommended) if the quality of the data 
has to be improved compared to the past. These 
include (not in order):  
 
- fish production (in tn/a);  
- number of measurements (total number of 
samples from 0 to N, 0 if the value hasn’t been 
measured);  
- number of inhabitants linked to WWTP (in case 
number of PE is not available);  
- river mouth coordinates and total drainage area;  
- station coordinates and monitored area;  
- subcatchment area sizes;  
- point source coordinates (when reported 
individually);  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- Available 
- Available, ok 

 
 

- Might be tricky to get and for matter off 
comparison it should  be number of PE 

- Or prefilled in the reporting template 
- Or prefilled in the reporting template 
- What is this??? 
- Or prefilled in the reporting template 
-  
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12. How to treat the different reporting of 
unmonitored part of monitored rivers (some 
countries do it separately from the unmonitored 
areas)  

Unmonitored is unmonitored – so it should in the 
end be aggregated to unmonitored to the sub-basin 

 
13. Is it relevant (or even possible) to report “sludge 
percentage removal” in the Fish Farm loads? It 
could be coded as a parameter if needed.  

 
For some countries yes. But: if CP’s report the 
discharges from fish farms based on monitoring in. 
and outlets, these figures are not relevant, besides 
to evaluate data; but regarding fish farms where 
discharges are done by calculation based on feed 
consumption, the removal percentages is a simple 
theoretical value – i.e. not measured  

 

14. In order to define precise categories listing 
possible suspicious values (Quality Assurance) we 
need to know what are the rules/controls to be 
performed on the data values. Examples could be 
drawn (at least partially) from EEA Waterbase 
Rivers quality control documentation 
(http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-
maps/data/waterbase-rivers-5/qa-
documentation/qa-
documentation/at_download/file) but these might 
differ from what are the needs of PLC, and as such 
it’s required from the experts to draft a list of 
different needs in relation to data quality.  

 
Lars and Jytte (DK) will provide a proposal before 
end of March 2014 for relevant tables in the data 
model  

 
15. Fish farms  
 
It should be decided if information on fish feed is to 
be reported. If reported, then could it be used as a 
QA or as a constraint. As an example:  
feed and type of feed x coefficient = fish 
production  

Ntot and Ptot loads in t/a  

 
 
 
Yes – but yu also need to know what kind of fish you 
are producing (trout – other species, production of 
fish egg, fry, 200-800 g, > 1 kg or mother fish  - the 
coefficient will be VERY different 

- Use feed consumption, fish production, 
compare with former year, allowed fish 
consumption, feed type 

- If you get Ntot (and NH4-N), Ptot, and BI5 
the methodology should be given – 
calculate or monitored 

Proposed options cannot be used as QA criterias 

16. Transboundary / border load  
 
Which are the paramtermeters to be reported in 
the transboudary data Ntot , Ptot (and flow?)  
Transboundary (border) rivers and transboundary 
load defined in terms of size?  
 
If not transboundary rivers will not be reported 
then a clear distinction or definition between the 
reported and not reported transboundary rivers 
should be made and transboundary rivers listed and 
the primary (reporting country) and countries 
sharing the catchment.  

Yes: Ntot, Ptot, flow (all annual), coordinates, 
catchment area. 
At some stage also retention estimation. 
 
 
 
 
 
If the catchment area in other countries are very 
small we should not really request anything  often it 
might be 1-2% of the catchment being 
transboundary – and if a CP is happy not allocating 
that as transboundary lease do not make life 
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Transboundary rivers, information (surface areas of 
subcatchment, possible stations, etc) could be 
listed.  
BORDER rivers 
-NARVA (RU, EE)  
-TORNIONJOKI / TORNE ÄLV (SE, FI)  
-NEMUNAS(RU,LT) 
Transboundary rivers 
LATVIA  
BARTA (LV, LT)  
DAUGAVA (LV, LT, RU, EE, BY)  
GAUJA (LV, EE)  
LIELUPE (LV, LT)  
SALACA (LV, EE)  
VENTA(LV,LT) 
SWEDEN  
TORNIONJOKI / TORNE ÄLV (SE, FI)  
ESTONIA  
PÄRNU (EE, LV)  
NARVA (RU, EE, LV, BY)  
FINLAND  
KEMIJOKI (FI, NO, RU)  
OULUJOKI (FI, RU)  
TORNIONJOKI / TORNE ÄLV (SE, FI)  
RUSSIA  
NARVA (RU, EE, LV, BY)  
NEMUNAS(RU,LT) 
NEVA (RU, FI, BY),  
PREGOLYA (RU, LT, PL)  
POLAND  
ODER (PL, DE, CZ)  
VISTULA (PL, SL, BY, UA)  
LITHUANIA  
NEMUNAS (LT, LV, PL, RU, BY)  
AKMENA-DANE (LT, RU) 

difficult  
 
 
In this examples – where do we need the 
transboundary station 
 
 

 


