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Background 
HELCOM PLC-6 2/2013 discussed the need to collect GIS datasets from Contracting Parties which allows for 

the making of maps that illustrate monitored and unmonitored areas of the catchment area. 

Maps illustrating the GIS datasets on PLC monitoring which had been submitted by Contracting Parties to 

the Secretariat have been considered by HELCOM LOAD 6-2013 (document 5/3), HELCOM PLC-6 4-2013 

(document 4/3) and HELCOM PLC-6 5-2014 (document 4/2).  

Since HELCOM PLC-6 5-2013, corrected and/or additional datasets have been received from Germany, 

Lithuania, and Poland. Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden have 

submitted available GIS datasets related to pollution load monitoring to the HELCOM Secretariat.  

The attached maps illustrate the coverage of the datasets. The map have been redrawn taking into account 

the following comments and feedback provided by the meeting of HELCOM PLC-6 5-2014, e.g.: 

 for Denmark, the monitored and unmonitored areas should be corrected so that only the areas 

within the Baltic Sea catchment area (not the whole country) 

 the map should also visualize transboundary catchment areas that are monitored but not reported 

for HELCOM PLC because they discharge to another Contracting Party (for example parts of 

Lithuania discharging into Latvia). Relevant information has been received from Finland, Estonia, 

and Germany. 

 an additional map should be made to visualize transboundary loads. The part of the catchment 

area located in non-Contracting Parties should be in one colour, and parts of the catchment area in 

Contracting Parties draining into other HELCOM Contracting Parties should be shown with a 

different colour. 

 as monitored areas change on an annual basis and there should be a disclaimer on the map that 

the areas do not necessarily reflect the actual monitoring every year. 

 the map showing PLC reporting of point sources should be updated only after the PLC-6 data has 

been collected and included in the PLC-6 assessment. 

Action required 
The Meeting is invited to: 

─ consider the overview of GIS datasets on PLC monitoring which have been submitted by 

Contracting Parties to the Secretariat and provide possible further feedback,  

─ encourage Contracting Parties to provide missing, corrected or updated GIS datasets related to PLC 

monitoring to the Secretariat (minna.pyhala@helcom.fi). 

http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=80219&folderId=2332810&name=DLFE-54540.pdf
http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=80219&folderId=2460707&name=DLFE-54978.pdf
http://portal.helcom.fi:81/meetings/PLC-6%205-2014-134/MeetingDocuments/4-2%20Overview%20of%20GIS%20datasets%20on%20PLC%20monitoring%20submitted%20by%20Contracting%20Parties.pdf
mailto:minna.pyhala@helcom.fi
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Monitored vs. unmonitored areas & monitoring stations 

 

Comments:  

Only areas that are both hydrographically and chemically monitored are shown as ”monitored areas” in the 
map. The unmonitored parts may include areas that are monitored chemically or hydrographically (but not 
both). 
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Datasets are missing from: Latvia, Russia and non-HELCOM countries in the catchment area.  

Not clear whether the stations reported by Denmark, Lithuania and Germany are monitored both 

chemically and hydrologically, or just one or the other. 

Questions for Estonia (see map below) 

It seems that Estonian monitored areas have been defined based on hydrological station rather than 
chemical (this is the opposite of what was decided on by PLC-6 project). Or is there a mistake in the shape 
file of the monitoring stations? 

For the transboundary catchments indicated with red outline, it is a correct assumption that both drain out 
of Estonia and are therefore not included in Estonian PLC reporting? And is the blue area draining from 
Estonia to Latvia or the other way around? 
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Questions for Germany 

Do the areas in blue indicate catchments monitored by Germany but which drain into Poland? 

Should the small areas indicated as unmonitored (in orange) on the southern side of the monitored area be 

removed? This are most like the result of that that “unmonitored area” was made by erasing the monitored 

area from an old (rough) shape file of the whole Baltic Sea catchment area. 
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Transboundary catchment areas 
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Comments: 

Please provide feedback if the map should be further amended. 

Can we include these maps in the PLC-6 guidelines even though we do not have the monitored areas from 

Latvia and Russia or monitoring station information from Russia? 


