
 
Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 

Ninth Meeting of the Sixth Baltic Sea Pollution Load 
Compilation Project (PLC-6) 
Helsinki, Finland, 27-28 October 2015 

 

PLC-6 9-2015 

 

 

 Page 1 of 22  
 

Outcome of the Ninth Meeting of the Sixth Baltic Sea Pollution Load 

Compilation (PLC-6) project group (PLC-6 9-2015) 
 

Contents 
 

Outcome of the Ninth Meeting of the Sixth Baltic Sea Pollution Load Compilation (PLC-6) project group 

(PLC-6 9-2015) ................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Agenda Item 1 Adoption of the Agenda .................................................................................................... 2 

Agenda Item 2 Information from the Project Manager, Secretariat and Contracting Parties .................. 2 

Agenda Item 3 Status of PLC data .............................................................................................................. 3 

Agenda Item 4 Annual EMEP reporting ..................................................................................................... 3 

Agenda Item 5  Finalization of PLC-6 Guidelines........................................................................................ 4 

Agenda Item 6 Procedures for elaborating PLC data assessment products .............................................. 4 

Agenda Item 7 Outline for the PLC-6 assessment ...................................................................................... 4 

Agenda Item 8 Question related to the follow-up of the HELCOM nutrient reduction scheme ............... 5 

Agenda Item 9 Future work ....................................................................................................................... 6 

Agenda Item 10 Any other business ........................................................................................................... 6 

Agenda Item 11 Closing of the Meeting ..................................................................................................... 6 

Annex 1 List of Participants ..................................................................................................................... 7 

Annex 2 List of nominated PLC-6 project members ................................................................................ 8 

Annex 3 Proposal for procedures for releasing the reported PLC-water data and accepting the 

filled-in and consolidated dataset as part of the steps to elaborate PLC products ................... 9 

Annex 4 Outline for the PLC-6 assessment ............................................................................................ 15 

 

  



Outcome of PLC-6 9-2015 
 

 

Page 2 of 22 
 

Outcome of the Ninth Meeting of the Sixth Baltic Sea Pollution Load 

Compilation (PLC-6) project group (PLC-6 9-2015) 
 

Introduction 

0.1 In accordance with the decision of the eighth meeting of the HELCOM project Sixth Baltic Sea 
Pollution Load Compilation (Outcome of PLC-6 8-2014, paragraph 7.3), the ninth meeting of the Sixth Baltic 
Sea Pollution Load Compilation (PLC-6) project group (PLC-6 9-2015) was held on at the Secretariat in Helsinki, 
Finland, on 27-28 October 2015.  

0.2 The Meeting was held back-to-back with a RedCore DG meeting on 26 October 2015 and a 
PLUS project meeting on 29 October 2015. 

0.3 The Meeting was attended by representatives from all Contracting Parties except European 
Commission, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. The data consultants SYKE Finland and BNI Sweden also attended. 
The List of Participants is contained in Annex 1. 

0.4 The primary aims of the Meeting were:  

 Further elaborate the table of contents for the PLC-6 report, available background data, 
division of working tasks between project members, and quality assurance and validation of the PLC 
data sets for the assessment; 

 Discuss the status of collection of background information and data for the PLC assessment; 

 Discuss the process for elaborating PLC data assessment products, getting approval of a 
filled-in and consolidated dataset and for releasing reported PLC water data; 

 Discuss the annual reporting from EMEP of nitrogen emissions and deposition, as well as 
information on annual reporting on emissions and deposition of hazardous substances 

 Follow-up of the status of annual and periodical reporting of 2014 PLC data, and finalizing PLC 
2013 data reporting and validation.  

0.5 The Meeting was chaired by the PLC-6 Project Manager, Mr. Lars M. Svendsen, Denmark and 
Mr. Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky, 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 from the Project Manager, Secretariat and Contracting 

Parties 
Documents: 2-1 

2.1 The Project Manager and the Secretariat informed the Meeting on the relevant outcomes from 

recent HELCOM meetings and progress of the PLC-6 project, including the status of the road map (document 

2-1). 

2.2 The Meeting took note of the last updates in the PLC-6 roadmap and agreed on them. 

2.3 The Contracting Parties informed on their PLC reporting and assessment activities for PLC-6, 

in particular: 

 Sweden informed that the new project on estimating uncertainties and discharge and its effect 

on riverine load has just been launched and the results will be available in the end of December 2015; 

 Estonia informed about the ongoing project on verification of the input data which can cause 

the need to re-report the data 2013. The Data Manager informed that as long as data reported by 
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Estonia are not inserted into the database it can be easily revised by the end of November. Estonia 

also informed about changes of Narva river flow monitoring; 

 Germany informed about the progress in reporting; 

 Russia informed that the annual data compilation is in progress and reporting is anticipated in 

time with possible delay of about a week. The Meeting also took note of information by Finland 

regarding the new assessment of input data from unmonitored areas in Russia. The data were 

compiled by the BASE project and published. Russia is considering an opportunity to integrate the data 

into the national reporting; 

 Denmark informed that all the national data since 1994 will be re-reported, due to a new 

model for estimating inputs from unmonitored areas and further data on point sources will be 

updated. The Meeting was informed that the current procedures require filling in annual reporting 

form for every year. Nevertheless, BNI was invited to investigate a technical opportunity to report 

several years using one reporting template. 

2.4 The Meeting took note the presentation by BNI of the WEB application for annual data 

reporting. The reporting application includes also the procedures for the QA level 1 and 2. The Meeting 

welcomed the work presented and was of the opinion that the application is ready to be used for reporting 

national data. The Meeting invited national experts to use the application to report PLC data for the year 

2014 and provide a feedback to BNI for possible ways to improve its functionality. 

2.5 The Meeting also suggested to consider a possibility to provide a tool for the end-users to 

accept or reject a suspicious data after passing the QA level 2. 

2.6 The Meeting thanked BNI for the effort to produce the end-users web-based reporting 

application. Nevertheless, the Meeting was of the opinion that the user’s guide and a description of the QA 

procedures performed by the application and user tools is strongly required. The Meeting encouraged BNI 

to develop such documentation as soon as possible. 

Agenda Item 3 Status of PLC data 
Documents: 3-1 

3.1  The Meeting took note of the information by the Data Manager on the state of annual 

reporting of 2013 data and finalization of templates for periodic reporting of 2014. The Meeting requested 

the Data Manager to prepare the information on status of reporting the annual data 2014 by 30 November 

2015 and inform RedCore 10-2015 accordingly. 

Agenda Item 4 Annual EMEP reporting 
Documents: none 

4.1 The Meeting took note of the presentation by EMEP on emissions and deposition of NOx and 

NH3 in the HELCOM region in 2013. The Meeting noted that most of the countries made recalculation of 

national emission data sets, which can cause the need to recalculate the reference input data for the HELCOM 

nutrient reduction scheme. The Meeting also emphasized the dramatic decrease of ammonia emission on 

Russia as well as the inconsistency of the data on ship traffic emissions. The Meeting recommended to verify 

the ship emission data with the fact sheet of AIS ship emissions. 

4.2 The Meeting was informed by EMEP that the datasets on emissions of ammonia were 

recalculated by the countries as well as emissions of ship traffic, and the correct data are available in the final 

report. The Meeting took note of the information by FMI that the ship emission data derived from AIS data 

are comparable to the data reported by EMEP for the year 2012. 

4.3 The Meeting discussed the draft report by EMEP and agreed that, due to remarkable 

inconsistency in data presented, the document should be revised by EMEP by 10 November 2015. The 
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Contracting Parties are invited to submit comments on the draft report by 24. November 2015. After the 

commenting period the draft report could be finalized and published at the HELCOM website. The Meeting 

also suggested to use abbreviation BAS for the Baltic Sea and BS for the Baltic Shipping. Including of the short 

explanation for the big changes in emissions was also suggested.  

4.4 Due to the challenges with changed emission figures, the Meeting decided that the Baltic Sea 

Environmental fact sheet on nitrogen deposition should not include time series of emission and deposition, 

but only key information on 2013 emission and deposition. 

4.5 The Meeting also suggested PRESSURE 4-2015 to consider delegating a mandate for 

preliminary consideration of the annual EMEP reports to the RedCore DG with consequent endorsement by 

the Pressure Group meeting. 

4.6 The Meeting took note and discussed the annual reporting by EMEP on emissions and 

depositions of hazardous substances 1995-2013. 

Agenda Item 5  Finalization of PLC-6 Guidelines 
Documents: none 

5.1 The Meeting considered the finalization of the PLC-water Guidelines and the publication of 

the guidelines on the HELCOM website. The Meeting noted the information by the Secretariat that the 

document requires editing and proofreading. The document is to be finalized for publication by the 

Secretariat by 13 November 2015 and be published at the PLC 6 9-2015 site in HELCOM Meeting Portal until 

then the document is available at the HELCOM website. 

5.2 The Meeting also noted a suggestion by Russia to slightly update the section 12.8 of the 

Guidelines. The information regarding updates will be provided by Lars M. Svendsen via correspondence to 

the Secretariat (leena.heikkila@helcom.fi) by 6 November 2015 together with the other information required 

for publication (e.g. authors, organizations, etc). 

Agenda Item 6 Procedures for elaborating PLC data assessment products  
Documents: 6-1 

6.1 The Meeting took note the proposal by RedCore DG for procedures for releasing the reported 

PLC-water data and accepting the filled-in and consolidated dataset as a part of the steps to timely elaborate 

the PLC product (doc 6-1). The Meeting scrutinized and further elaborated the document (Annex 3). The 

Meeting also took note that the document will be finalized by the RedCore DG before its submission to 

PRESSURE 4-2015 for endorsement. 

Agenda Item 7 Outline for the PLC-6 assessment 
Documents: 1-WP.1 

7.1 The Meeting took note of information by FMI on results of a questionnaire regarding 

measurement of phosphorus deposition in the Contracting Parties. The document summarizing the answers 

by the countries was presented and included into the meeting documents.  

7.2 The Meeting also took note of the information by Germany regarding the project on 

monitoring of phosphorus deposition and revealed uncertainties in sources of phosphorus. Some 

measurements indicated that annual phosphorus deposition may range from 5 to 15 kg/km2. 

7.3 The Meeting was informed by Finland about a draft report on monitoring of deposition 

(document 3-1). The report contains information on the used methods and equipment, while the assessment 

of phosphorus deposition is not yet ready. Finland will inform the PLC-6 project group when the assessment 

is published. 

7.4 The Meeting took note of two documents regarding riverine and airborne input of heavy 

metals elaborated by HELCOM Secretariat (PRESSURE3-2015, doc. 3-4 and 3-5). 

mailto:leena.heikkila@helcom.fi
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PRESSURE%203-2015-278/MeetingDocuments/3-4%20Reporting%20of%20the%20riverine%20input%20of%20heavy%20metals.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PRESSURE%203-2015-278/MeetingDocuments/3-5%20Information%20on%20airborne%20input%20data%20availability.pdf
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7.5 The Meeting took note of the information by Lars Sonesten regarding the results of a 

questionnaire on parameters of heavy metals monitoring by the Contracting Parties. Replies from all the 

countries except Latvia were received 1). The Meeting was of the opinion that the monitoring parameters are 

comparable and can be used for the assessment of input of heavy metals to the Baltic Sea environment. 

Nevertheless, the Meeting noticed that many countries have difficulties with assessment of input from 

unmonitored areas which might be estimated by extrapolation, for the observations do not cover all the 

emission sources. 

7.6 The Meeting discussed a questionnaire on measures taken by the Contracting Parties. The 

Meeting was of the opinion that the questionnaire should take into account political drivers in different 

economic spheres and the development plans. The Meeting also noted that the effectiveness of the taken 

measures should be assessed against reduction of the input to the sub-basins.  

7.7 The Meeting also noted that national reduction targets and expected sector-wise and total 

reductions in nutrient loads, when measures in accordance with WFD and MSFD are implemented, should 

be available in all EU countries. The stock-taking of measures carried out by IG PoM should be taken into 

account. 

7.8 The Meeting welcomed the suggestion by the Project Coordinator to arrange a meeting with 

Seppo Knuuttila and Antti Räike on 12 November in the Secretariat to draft the questionnaire. The Meeting 

also encouraged all the participants to contribute to the drafting and provide suggestions regarding the 

sources of information. 

7.9 The Meeting considered the Proposal for the overall structure of the PLC-6 report and 

discussed the involvement of the participants into preparation of the different parts of the document. The 

Meeting welcomed a suggestion by Seppo Knuuttila to contribute to preparation of Chapter 6. The Meeting 

also noted that the Project Manager will prepare a proposal on how information on methodologies could be 

structured and collected and send this proposal to PLC 6 10-2015. The Meeting invited the participants to 

inform the Project Manager regarding contribution to preparation of the chapters by PLC 6 10-2015. 

7.10 The Meeting discussed the background information for the PLC 6 report and supporting data 

and decided on the distribution of the responsibilities according to Annex 4. 

Agenda Item 8 Question related to the follow-up of the HELCOM nutrient 

reduction scheme 
Documents: none 

8.1 The Meeting took note of the information on the status of finalization of the CART follow-up 

assessment and that the documents were circulated to the Heads of Delegations for final approval.  

8.2 The Meeting was also informed that HOD and PRESSURE have requested the RedCore DG to 

elaborate an initial suggestion for visualization of the follow-up implementation of nutrient reduction 

scheme. The Meeting was informed that BNI and DCE are to prepare initial suggestions for further discussion 

at the next RedCore DG. The participants are invited to provide their suggestions regarding visualization of 

the CART assessment. 

8.3 The Meeting took note the information on the working plan of the new project on 

operationalization of nutrient reduction scheme follow up and that the project activities should be launched 

as soon as possible. The Meeting was also informed that the project workshop will be held 1 December 2015 

at Stockholm University. 

  

                                                           
1) By mistake the late reply by Latvia was not included in the assessment of the questionnaire. Hence, all Contracting 
Parties have replied to satisfaction. 
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Agenda Item 9 Future work 
Documents: 9-1 

9.1 The Meeting reviewed the list of project contacts (document 9-1) and updated it. 

9.2 The Meeting discussed the further work and division of workload, deadlines as well as the 

arrangement and tasks of the tenth project group meeting. The Meeting considered minor changes to the 

roadmap on implementation of the PLC-6 project (cf. document 2-1). 

9.3 The Meeting decided that the next PLC-6 meeting will be held on 10-11 February 2016 at the 

Secretariat. 

Agenda Item 10 Any other business 
Documents: none 

10.1 No matters were raised under this item 

Agenda Item 11 Closing of the Meeting 
Documents: 11-1 

11.1 The Meeting adopted the draft Outcome of the Meeting. The Outcome, together with the 

documents and presentations considered by the Meeting are available in the HELCOM Meeting Portal. 

 



Outcome of PLC-6 9-2015 
Annex 1 

 

 

 Page 7 of 22  
 

Annex 1 List of Participants 
 

Name Representing Organization E-mail  

Chair 

Lars M. Svendsen Denmark Danish Centre for Environment and Energy, Aarhus University lms@dce.au.dk 

Contracting Parties 

Peeter Ennet Estonia Estonian Agency of Environment Peeter.Ennet@envir.ee 

Seppo Knuuttila Finland Finnish Environment Institute SYKE seppo.knuuttila@ymparisto.fi 

Tuija Ruoho-Airola Finland Finnish Meteorological Institute tuija.ruoho-airola@fmi.fi 

Antti Räike Finland Finnish Environment Institute SYKE antti.raike@ymparisto.fi 

Dietmar Koch Germany UBA Germany dietmar.koch@uba.de 

Natalia Oblomkova – via 
Skype 

Russia SPb PO "Ecology&business" oblomkova@helcom.ru 

Rasmus Kaspersson Sweden Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management rasmus.kaspersson@havochvatten.se 

Lars Sonesten Sweden Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences Lars.Sonesten@slu.se 

Invited guests 

Pekka Kotilainen Data Manager Marine Research Centre/Finnish Environment Institute, SYKE  pekka.kotilainen@ymparisto.fi 

Alexander Sokolov BNI Baltic Nest Institute, Stockholm University alexander.sokolov@su.se 

Semeena Valiyaveetil 
Shamsudheen 

EMEP MSC-W semeenav@met.no 

Jytte Erfurt – via Skype DCE DCE - Danish Centre for Environment and Energy je@bios.au.dk 

HELCOM Secretariat 

Dmitry Frank-Kamenetsky Secretariat HELCOM Secretariat dmitry.frank-kamenetsky@helcom.fi 

 

mailto:dmitry.frank-kamenetsky@helcom.fi
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Annex 2 List of nominated PLC-6 project members 
PROJECT MANAGER 

Mr. Lars M. Svendsen DCE - Danish Centre for Environment and Energy, 
Aarhus University  

lms@dmu.dk 

DENMARK 

Ms. Susanne Boutrup  
(also QA contact) 

DCE - Danish Centre for Environment and Energy, 
University of Aarhus 

sub@dmu.dk 
 

Ms. Jytte Erfurt  DCE - Danish Centre for Environment and Energy, 
Aarhus University  

je@bios.au.dk 

ESTONIA 

Mr. Peeter Ennet Estonian Environment Agency Peeter.Ennet@envir.ee 

FINLAND 

Mr. Seppo Knuuttila Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) seppo.knuuttila@ymparisto.fi 

Ms. Mirja Leivuori (QA 
contact) 

Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) 
Laboratories 

mirja.leivuori@ymparisto.fi 

Ms. Tuija Ruoho-Airola Finnish Meteorological Institute (FMI) tuija.ruoho-airola@fmi.fi 

Mr. Antti Räike Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) Antti.raike@ymparisto.fi 

GERMANY 

Mr. Dietmar Koch Federal Environment Agency dietmar.koch@uba.de 

LATVIA 

Ms. Anete Kublina 
 

 Latvian Environment, Geology And Meteorology 
Centre 

anete.kublina@lvgmc.lv 

LITHUANIA 

Mr. Svajunas Plunge Lithuanian Environmental Protection Agency svajunas.plunge@aaa.am.lt 

Mr. Audrius Sepikas Lithuanian Environmental Protection Agency  audrius.sepikas@aaa.am.lt 

POLAND 

Ms. Marianna Pastuszak Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development mpastuszak@mir.gdynia.pl 

Ms. Karina Makarewicz Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development karina.makarewicz@minrol.gov.pl 

Ms. Malgorzata 
Marciniewicz-Mykieta 

Chief Inspectorate for Environmental Protection m.marciniewicz@gios.gov.pl 

RUSSIA 

Mr. Sergey Kondratyev Institute of Limnology, Russian Academy of Sciences kondratyev@limno.org.ru 

Ms. Larisa Makarova Saint- Petersburg Public Organization "Ecology and 
Business" 

makarova@helcom.ru 

 

Ms. Natalia Oblomkova Saint-Petersburg Public Organization  "Ecology and 
Business" 

oblomkova@helcom.ru 

SWEDEN 

Mr. Philip Axe Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management philip.axe@havochvatten.se 

Mr. Rasmus Kaspersson Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management rasmus.kaspersson@havochvatten.
se 

Mr. Lars Sonesten 
(also QA contact) 

Department of Aquatic Sciences and Assessment, 
Swedish University of Agricultural Science 

Lars.Sonesten@slu.se 

BNI 

Mr. Bo Gustafsson Baltic Nest Institute, Stockholm University bo.gustafsson@su.se 

Mr. Alexander Sokolov Baltic Nest Institute, Stockholm University alexander.sokolov@su.se 

DATABASE MANAGER 

Mr. Pekka Kotilainen Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) pekka.kotilainen@ymparisto.fi 

EMEP 

Mr. Jerzy Bartnicki Meteorological Synthesizing Centre-West of EMEP jerzy.bartnicki@met.no 

Ms. Semeena Valiyaveetil 
Shamsudheen 

Meteorological Synthesizing Centre-West of EMEP, 
Norwegian Meteorological Institute 

semeenav@met.no 
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Annex 3 Proposal for procedures for releasing the reported PLC-water data and accepting the filled-in and 

consolidated dataset as part of the steps to elaborate PLC products  
 

Color categories:  

 Red color indicates Contracting Parties (CPs) to report; 

 Blue color indicates processing/verification of reported data; 

 Green color indicates data approval by CPs/HODs; 

 Yellow color indicates procedure of input assessment based on reported data. 

 

Figure 1: Annual assessment. Deadlines are set for the year following the year when national data are collected. 

 

1) By  15. 
August

•Data manager 
provide prefilled 
(with metadata) 
annual reporting 
templates  to the CPs

2)  By 10 
September

•CPs check and amend the 
pre-filled in templates.

•Data manager to include 
corrections and 
amendments in the 
database 

3) By 31 October

•CPs report (upload, 
verify QA  level 1 and 
2 and insert into the 
Database) annual PLC 
data following the 
year of data 
collection.

4) By 16 
November 

•Data manager 
reports on missing 
data to REDCORE DG 
and the Secretariat 
to keep HELCOM 
HOD’s updated with 
the state of national 
reporting 

5) By 16 January

•Data manager to 
conduct initial 
follow-up on 
reported data, 
reminding on missing 
reporting and 
checking if data are 
entered in the 
database etc. (2½ 
month)

By 30 September 

3333330Septemb

er 

By 15 December 

• Data manager 

forwards updated 

status 

•  
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6) By 16 March

•Data manager to conduct 
quality assurance and 
follow up, Skype meeting 
on clarification with the 
CPs and follow up on 
missing data/metadata (2 
months), The QA level 3 is 
performed.

7) PRESSURE meeting in 
spring

•REDCORE DG report on 
status for data reporting 
and quality assurance

8) By 1 May

•REDCORE DG to assess  data, fill in data 
gaps, follow-up on suspicious data, and 
make a short report pr. CP based on a 
common protocol on how missing data 
have been filled in and suspicious data 
been corrected/replaced (1.5 month)

10)  To HOD’s in June

•REDCORE DG make a short 
report on status on data 
completeness , quality 
assurance, approval  of 
dataset and status of 
making annual report

11) After HOD 
meeting in June

•Data conslutant make 
data in the new PLC 
data base with QA 
level [4] available for 
CPs and the public.

12) By 30 June

•REDCORE DG/consultant update annual report on 
actual waterborne inputs (Baltic Sea Environment Fact 
Sheet) based on the data set under step 9

14) By 31 August

•Consultants make 
revised normalization 
and trend analysis

16) By 15 
September

•EMEP deliver report 
on annual actual 
inputs (Baltic Sea 
Environment Fact 
Sheet) 

18) By 16 October

•Consultants make 
further calculations 
and statistical analysis 
for MAI and CART 
follow-up assessment 
together with draft 
text, figures and tables

9) By 1 May 

• REDCORE DG send assessment data set 
to CP’s together with a short report 
report sent to CPs 

9) By 22 May 

• CPs to approve data set 

13) By 30 June 

• Consultants make a first flow normalization and 
trend analysis iteration on PLC data. Together with 
the data consultant make any needed follow up and 
clarification on suspicious data and need for minor 
adjustments in the dataset. 

15) By 31 August 

• EMEP deliver preliminary 
data set on actual and 
normalized atmospheric 
inputs 

17) By 15 September 

• EMEP final dataset with 
annual actual data 
available for CP’s and 
the public (Secretariat) 
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18) By 31 October

•Discussion and quality 
assurance on the draft by 
REDCORE DG (2 weeks) 

19) PRESSURE 
meeting in autumn

•REDCORE DG report on 
status for assessing MAI 
and CART

20) By mid-
November

•MAI and CART 
follow-up 
assessment 
further updated 
by 
Consultants/REDC
ORE DG and 
Secretariat and 
submitted to HOD 
meeting for 
approval in 
December

21) By 30.11 

•Consultant and 
REDCORE DG 
prepare MAI and 
CART assessment 
dataset for being 
available for CP’s

20) 21) By the end 
of December

•Final correction  ogf 
and release of MAI 
and CART follow-up 
assessment released 
on HELCOM web-site 
(Secretariat)

•Consultant and 
REDCORE DG prepare 
MAI and CART 
assessment dataset for 
being available for the 
public (after approval 
of the assessment by 
HOD)



Outcome of PLC-6 9-2015 
Annex 3 

 

 

Page 12 of 22 
 

Figure 2. Periodical assessment (data not included in the annual dataset). Deadlines are set for the year following the year when national data are collected. 

 

 

1) By 1 September

•Data manager forwards 
prefilled (with metadata) 
periodic reporting 
templates to the CPs

2)  By 1 October

•CPs check and amend the pre-
filled in templates

3) By the end of 
December

•CPs report (upload, verify 
QA  level 1 and 2 and 
insert into the Database) 
periodical PLC data 
following the year of data 
collection

4) By 1 February

•Data manager reports on 
missing data to REDCORE 
DG and the Secretariat 
with a view of keeping 
HOD updated with the 
state of national reporting 

5) By 1 April

•Data manager to conduct 
initial follow-up on 
reported data, reminding 
on missing reporting and 
checking is data are 
entered in the database 
etc. (3 month)

6) PRESSURE meeting in 
spring

•REDCORE DG 
report on status 
for reporting

7) By 1 June

•Data manager  to conduct 
quality assurance and follow 
up, Skype meeting on 
clarification with the CPs and 
follow up on missing 
data/metadata ( months) QA 
level 3 s performed. 

8) By the end of June

•Data manager  to 
compile at data set 
with some basic figures 
to the PLC project for 
evaluating data 

9)  By 16 September

•PLC-project/REDCORE DG to assess data, 
fill in data gaps, follow-up on suspicious 
data, get missing data from CP’s/other 
sources and make a short report pr. CP 
based on a common protocol on how 
missing data have been filled in and 
suspicious data been corrected/replaced 
(2½ month)

2) By 1 November 

• Data manager to include 
corrections and amendments 
in the database 

4) By 1 March 

• Reporting is repeated 

10) By 16 September 

• PLC-project send dataset with periodical 
data is sent to CPs together with a short 
report 
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10) By 8 October

•CPs to approve the 
data set1)

11) By 24 December

•Data manager: Data in 
the new PLC data base 
with QA level 4 will 
further be available for 
CPs and the public

12) By  20 January

•PLC project and REDCORE DG to 
make assessment including 
normalization and statistical 
analysis, tables and figures on 
periodic PLC data (3 months)

13)  By 16 March

•PLC project/RECORE DG 
and Secretariat 
update/make 
text/reporting

13) By mid-April

•PRESSURE and CPs to 
scrutinize and  comment

14) 16 May

•PLC project/RECORE DG and 
Secretariat to make final draft and 
forward it for HOD approval in June

15) August

•PLC project and  Secretariat make final correction 
to and publish the periodical PLC assessment on 
HELCOM web-site

•PLC project and Secretariat make the agreed 
periodical PLC data set available  (after approval 
of the assessment by HOD)
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1)  How CPs approve the assessment data set 

 

 The data set for the assessment is based on the data uploaded and reported by the CPs 

 The PLC database contains quality assurance procedures which request CPs to correct data/metadata 

and provide necessary information to enter the data in the PLC database 

 Further the quality procedures will check data with former reported data and make other automatic 

quality control forcing CPs to consider questionable/suspicious data and decide if they are valid or should 

be changed 

 Data manager will also check the data and discuss the reported data with the CPs including following up 

on missing data and metadata 

 REDCORE DG will afterwards make quality assurance of the data, fill in data gaps and correct suspicious 

data to ensure a consistent and complete data set. The procedures for correcting and filling in data gap 

will follow written protocols developed  RedCore DG/PLC project an agreed by the CP, and RedCore DG 

will elaborate a short report on possible changes in reported data to each Contracting Party 

 Therefore CP’s should be able to accept the assessment dataset for annual reports, PLC assessment and 

the MAI and CART follow-up assessment within 3 weeks. If a Contracting Party cannot agree on some 

corrections or filling in data gaps it is obligated within the deadline to provide the missing data or reliable 

data, which can pass and fulfil the quality assurance check for entering in the PLC database and which 

can be agreed upon by the RedCore DG for the assessments.  

 If no agreement is possible RedCore DG will finalized the assessment and HOD will be notified on the 

disagreements. The data not agreed upon from the CPs will not be included in the PLC database, but will 

be included in the assessment data set available on HELCOM website, with a footnote on the 

disagreement. 

 

There is a need to clarify how to store the assessment data set and “locked it” to allow for future used of this 

data set. It is important that CP’s agree on how to store data that have been filled in or changed by RedCore 

DG and how to mark this data. 
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Annex 4 Outline for the PC-6 assessment 
 

According to decision of HOD and PRESSURE the PLC6 assessment should focus on:  

- Evaluation of inputs from different sources in the catchment area for a chosen single year 

- Make a more comprehensive assessment related to effectiveness of measures to reduce the input 

of nutrients  

- Overall quantification of the inputs of metals 

- Potential reduction in nutrient inputs, nutrient emissions related to background information as e.g. 

land use, fertilizer application, climate, soil type, livestock, population etc.  

Some assumptions 

The assessment will include air- and waterborne inputs of flow, N, P and selected HMs. 

PLC-6 8-2015 meeting supported the idea to develop the PLC-6 assessment as an E-book publication. 

Avoid too much repletion from other PLC products, but to get a comprehensive PLC-6 report some 

repetition might be necessary (e.g. key results for MAI and CART assessment 1995-2014) – use a lot of links 

and references – but keeping focus on making the PLC-6 report readable and relevant. 

Target group(s) – the e-book may facilitate several target groups – e.g. the overall/main/summarizing pages 

focused on managers/decision makers, while the more detail layers in the e-book would be directed to 

technical/scientifically community, NGOs, consultants, and more interested managers and public. 

Should we focus on inputs to Baltic Sea sub-catchments and assigning inputs to the countries with the 

outlet – or should we focus on net inputs per country (source) – at least net inputs are important when 

evaluation sources and effect of measures taken, and will force us to provide data on transboundary inputs 

and retention. 

Some part of the assessment we will not have complete coverage of the Baltic Sea catchment/not have 

information from all CPs, but will be based on good examples from few countries – e.g. for HMs if CPs are 

not providing data. 

We will use the ”big seven river” as examples for the more detailed analyses/assessment. Further CPs are 

invited to provide good examples for other rivers/catchments 

The report should be developed as a teamwork: All PLC-6 project members will get some responsibilities, 

e.g. as collecting information on measures taken in their country to reduced N and P inputs to the Baltic 

Sea, new measures decided or planned to implement and the expected effect of this measures, and also to 

help collecting some of the necessary background information 

Background information, supporting information/data and information on measures and their effects must 

be collected and provided by early spring 2016, otherwise it is not included in the assessment ( March 

2016). 
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Proposal for overall structure 

In the table below the left row is the title of the chapter. Second row from the left are the sub-chapter which in an e-book can be made short (few pages pr. chapter), with 

the main message and figures, written in a language directed to e.g. managers. The third row from the left indicated then deeper layers in the e-book made during the PLC-6 

assessment or to link to other places (reports, indicators, environmental fact sheets, YouTube etc.). 

By making the division in short over all sub-chapters and more detailed deeper layer we can focus on finalizing the sub-chapters in 2016, but only some of the deeper 

layer/pages, and then the rest in 2017.  

The meeting should further detail the content including exemplifying figures and tables in the chapters and make proposals for dividing workload. 

Chapter name Sub-chapter Deeper layers/pages or links Comments Responsible/assisting 

0. Main message Key results Link conclusion to the 

different part of the 

assessment 

Short text  1-2 concluding graphs and tables   

1. Conclusion Main finding, how can it be 

evaluated, our advice/way forward 

Link conclusion to the 

different part of the 

assessment 

Short text  

2. Inputs to BAS 

and trends 

N:   time series 

      Trend – changes 

      Status 2014 

 

 

P:   time series 

      Trend – changes 

      Status 2014 

 

Detailed graph/tables 

Losses kg/km2 

Fractions of N 

Methods 

Data (Excel, Website) 

 

As for N 

 

 

The intention is not to create a lot of overlap with 

other assessments, but it is relevant to have at least a 

very general overview of the inputs and trends. Need 

to include the figures themselves (not just links to MAI 

and CART assessments) since with time the annual 

updated assessments will cover a different year than 

in this assessment  

 

Most important graphs from Core Pressure 

indicator/CART follow-up assessment 
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HM:  time series 

         Trend – changes 

         Status 2014 

Detailed graph/tables 

Methods 

Data 

The big 7 rivers 

 

Regarding methods as far as possible refer to PLC 

guidelines 

3. Catchment 

characteristics 

Key information on: 

Areas 

Population 

Land use 

Soil type 

% lakes/km stream 

Climate 

Agricultural data 

Wastewater removal 

% of catchment 

monitored/unmonitored  

no. of monitoring stations and point 

sources  

More detailed information 

on/link to the mentioned 

issues 

Making some relation 

between inputs to the sea 

Good examples e.g. from the “big 7” and other 

selected rivers 

 

This chapter could be moved to the end (deeper layer) 

as it provides background (metadata) type of 

information 

 

See also list of additional background information that 

could be included (list at the end of this table) 

 

4. Inputs sources N: Status 2014 

     Waterborne, direct, air 

     Source receptor matrix  

     (blame matrix air) 

Detailed graph/tables 

Source apportionment at 

least background, diffuse, 

point (divided industries by 

sector if possible), 

transboundary 

This includes source apportionment 

On the sub-chapter level we might show the result per 

sub-basin, while in the deeper layer pr. country and 

even country-basin, big 7  and possibly also making 

some simple statistics based on al catchment pr. 

Country 
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     Source apportionment  

     Comparing with 2006 

     Relating source apportionment to 

catchment data 

      

P: Status 2014 

     Waterborne, direct, air 

     Source apportionment  

     Comparing with 2006 

     Relating source apportionment to 

catchment data 

 

HM: Main pathways of HMs 

Methods 

Data 

 

 

Detailed graph/tables 

Source apportionment at 

least background, diffuse, 

point, transboundary 

Methods 

Data 

 

Methods 

Data 

 

Need to consider how to deal with that PL and DE 

carried out source apportionment in 2012 and other in 

2014 

 

For pathways of HM, the results of some case studies 

could be referred to. Some inventories are being 

made for the WFD reporting and could be made use 

of. In the long run, also source apportionment of 

priority substances will be carried out. Inputs in 

baseline (reference year) 2008-2010 are to be 

reported first and later a trend analysis should be 

made.  

 

Also some indications on sources of HM emissions can 

be obtained from the EMEP report – but this is 

challenged since significant contributions are from re-

emission sources etc.  

5. Effect of 

measures 

Overview of applied measures 

 

 

Overview of expected effects of 

applied measures 

 

 

Information on applied 

measures pr. CP 

 

Information on expected 

effects of applied measures 

pr. CP 

 

We could focus on some CP’s plus good examples as 

for (some of) the big 7 

 

We have to discuss how to group different measures 

as we have no possibility to evaluate effects and 

effectiveness of measures (we cannot make economic 

analysis need to use known information) 
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Summary on how we evaluate effects 

and effectiveness of measures 

 

Summary and obtained effect and 

the effectiveness of (selected) 

measures taken 

by CP 

 

Results from selected catchments 

More detailed information 

on how the evaluation is 

done 

 

More detailed results of the 

evaluation per country 

 

 

More detailed results of the 

evaluation e.g. for selected 

catchments 

Questionable if we can provide further 

data/information beside what will be presented 

 

Need to compare inputs to a reference period 

 

What effectiveness can we measure? The level of 

ambition cannot be very high since we are dependent 

on what information CPs have and can report. Some 

measures result in quicker effects than others, i.e. 

wastewater treatment vs. agriculture. 

 

Assess effectiveness at country or sub-basin level? 

 

Estimates of expected reductions through 

implementation of measure have been calculated by 

some CPs for the MSFD programmes of measures. This 

information is being collected with GEAR and could be 

made use of. Also information on implementation of 

BSAP actions by CPs could provide some useable 

information. Some assessments have been made on 

implementation of WFD and Nitrate Directive, could 

provide relevant information 

6. Potential 

reduction due to 

additional 

measures 

Summary on potential due to 

improved wastewater 

treatment/connectivity 

 

How do we make the 

evaluation? 

More detailed results if any 

 

Can we make some relevant estimates an assessment 

– we could ask for example –again from the big 7 an 

other selected catchments 

Seppo Knuutila 
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Summary on potential due to 

selected measures directed to 

agriculture, transport sector etc. 

(both air and water) e.g. further on 

Gothenburg protocol, NECII etc. 

 

Can we advise on some measures in 

different parts of the Baltic Sea 

catchment area 

How do we make the 

evaluation? 

More detailed results if any 

7. How dataset  

were established 

and summary on 

methodology 

Summary on establishing data 

Overview applied methodology 

Summary on monitored and 

unmonitored areas 

Data gap filling 

Normalization (air, water) 

Trend analysis 

Methods on source receptor 

matrix air, source 

apportionment (water) 

Evaluation of effects and 

effectiveness of measures 

Chapter both explaining how a complete dataset was 

established, normalization, statistical analysis and 

other analysis. 

Include description of country specific methods where 

relevant. 

CP’s to provide short describe using a template agreed 

in the PLC6 project 

 

8. References     

9. Abbreviations     

10. Data Where can data be find Excel spreadsheet 

Web-interface new PLC-DB 

Discuss how much should be available  
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Supporting data / background information: 

The meeting to further detail the needed information (year, time series, unit, aggregation level), how (e.g. need of elaborating questionnaire, what format do we want to get 

data in), and from where to collect the information (CP’s or specify source holding the data), divide the workload 

Item Description Deadline Responsible/ 

assisting 

Climate – time-series 1995-

2014 

Monthly values for precipitation (or net precipitation) and temperature. Selection 

of some stations in each CP (each CP should evaluate how many stations they 

would need to provide representative information that covers N-S, W-E and inland-

coast gradients). 

December 

2015 

EMEP 

Livestock. 1995 and 2014 How: Cows, pigs, poultry and other (i.e. fur production). What units: animal units 

(1000/ha?). Is it available as geographic information (point/coordinates) so that the 

PLC-6 project can calculate the Animal units per country/by Baltic Sea sub-basin? If 

not, then the total number of animals per country (preferably only for Baltic Sea 

catchment area). 

December 

2015 

 

Rasmus Kaspersson and Antti Räike 

Application of fertilizer and 

manure: - time series? 

How: kg/ha within the Baltic Sea drainage area (if possible even sub-catchment 

level). 

 

December 

2015 

Rasmus Kaspersson and Antti Räike 

Land use & cover Tables per country showing % arable land, pasture (grasslands), forest, open land, 

unknown, urban & built up area, inland waters (including wetlands) (in mid-1990s & 

2014 – to see change) Can we get this per river catchment per country (could BNI 

help with this?) 

Latest CORINE land cover map (could BNI help with this?)  

December 

2015 

BNI & DCE 

Soil types (map) Per catchments if possible. Available via JRC (could BNI or Secretariat make such a 

map?) 

December 

2015 

BNI & DCE 
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Population by sub-basin Update the table used in PLC-5.5 (in 1,000s)? December 

2015 

Each CP sends statistics data to DCE 

Municipal wastewater 

treatment plants 

and industrial 

Per country, average removal % for different size categories: <300 PE, 301-2,000 

PE; 2,001-10,000; 10,001-100,000 PE; >100,001 

March 

2016 

2014 data can be retrieved from the 

periodic reporting. 

EA water database contains info on 

removal of nutrients at WWTP. 

Dietmar Koch and Seppo Knuuttila will 

investigate availability of data on mid-

1990th. 

Connectivity % of population connected to treatment plants – connectivity, treatment status – 

reported by country, preferably aggregated by sub-basin level (this has been 

calculated at least in Finland within the WFD river-basin management plans). 

March 

2016 

2014 data can be retrieved from the 

periodic reporting. 

EA water database contains info on 

removal of nutrients at WWTP. 

Dietmar Koch and Seppo Knuuttila will 

investigate availability of data on mid-

1990th. 

Population Amount of rural population (scattered dwellings) March 

2016 

Rasmus  will clarify how to elaborate 

 

 


