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Background 

PLC-7 IG 5-2018 discussed the inconsistencies of sub-catchment areas between the PLC database and spatial 
data and requested the Secretariat to make a comparison of the data from these two sources, indicating the 
cases where the difference exceeds one (1) percent. This comparison was presented and discussed at PLC-7 
IG 6-2019. The meeting clarified further some aspects of these values and the amended and exact values 
were circulated to the Group and the Contracting Parties had time until 15 April to verify the data and identify 
the reasons of differences between the data from different sources.  

Comments were received from Finland, Lithuania and Latvia. This document further discusses the differences 
between the values and provides possible reasons for that. The area comparison file, attachment to this 
document (5-1-Att.1, Area comparison table), includes a small amendment of values regarding some areas, 
due to re-extraction of values from the PLC database. 

The correctness of data on areas, the nutrient losses from which were reported, is of high significance for 
estimation of specific loads of nutrients from these areas, providing background information to evaluate 
potential reduction of the losses from certain areas. Use of the methodology for calculating specific loads for 
transboundary rivers was discussed at PLC-7 IG 2-2017. The meeting requested the Secretariat to sort out 
remaining issues and update the assessment document accordingly. This document recalls the situation and 
lists the open issues mentioned in the assessment document.  

 
Action requested 

The Meeting is invited  

- to discuss the use of the information on the areas reported to the database; 
- to agree on the definitions of the areas reported to the database, the relations between the 

reported values and spatial data, and the use of this information for PLC products; 
- to agree on procedure to verify the data and keep the data on both datasets up-to-date; 
- to agree on the method to calculate specific loads for transboundary rivers. 

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%205-2018-575/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20PLC-7%20IG%205-2018.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%206-2019-595/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20PLC-7%20IG%206-2019.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%206-2019-595/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20PLC-7%20IG%206-2019.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%207-2019-622/MeetingDocuments/5-1-Att.1%20Area%20comparison%20table.xlsx?Web=1
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%202-2017-468/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20PLC-7%20IG%202-2017.pdf
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Results of the comparison with updated values 

Values in the comparison table were amended according to the clarifications made by PLC-7 IG 6-2019. This 
information was circulated to the Group in the beginning of March and the Contracting Parties had time until 
15 April to comment the values.  

Contracting Parties’ replies 

Lithuania clarified that the differences might be originating from the fact that the data and methodology for 
creating the spatial dataset and calculating the values for the database are slightly different. Lithuania 
concluded that it is ok to use the values from the spatial dataset also for the database, to avoid the mismatch 
in areas.  

Latvia clarified that the information in the spatial data is up to date and the values in the database should be 
corrected. In addition, Latvia informed that they have made small changes in spatial data, regarding some 
rivers and also provided an up to date shapefile.  

Finland raised concern about how to calculate and report the different areas for the Vuoksi (Neva) sub-
catchment, which is a special case where the sub-catchment has not been clipped according to the country 
border.  

Results of the comparison and possible reasons for the differences 

The table that was circulated to the group 6 March, has been updated by re-extracting the areas from the 
database ensuring that correct and latest reported values are used. This table is attached to this document 
(5-1-Att.1, Area comparison table).  

The areas, used in the comparison, are attributes of different special objects which is the prerequisite to the 
differences of the values. The following areas are included into the table: 

Shapefile SC area – the areas of monitored or unmonitored sub-catchment within the national borders. Sub-
catchment code in combination with the reporting period is the unique identification of the reported N and 
P input values. The areas of sub-catchments are not reported to the PLC water database but derived from 
spatial data. 

C station monitored area – the drainage area upstream from chemical monitoring station, including 
transboundary part of the river basin. The area is attributed to the code of corresponding monitoring station. 

C station area=SC area, in case of non-transboundary rivers, 

C station area > SC area, for transboundary rivers. 

 C station area <\ corresponding SC area. 

Country (mon+unmon) drainage area – the drainage area of the river within the national borders of the 
downstream country. The parameter is attributed to the river mouth point. 

Country (mon+unmon) area = SC area, in case of the entire river drainage area is monitored 
and within the national borders. 

Country (mon+unmon) area > SC area, when a part of the river within the national borders is 
not monitored. 

Country (mon+unmon) area <\ corresponding SC area. 

 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%207-2019-622/MeetingDocuments/5-1-Att.1%20Area%20comparison%20table.xlsx?Web=1
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According to the analysis there are differences in the areas in spatial and database data. Approximately on 
one third of the sub-catchments the difference in sub-catchment areas between these two data sources is 
more than one percent. 

There are several reasons why the data reported to the PLC database do note match spatial data, among 
which:  

- Spatial data doesn’t include all land areas (e.g. islands or dissected coastal line) 
- Specific agreements to handle certain catchments in a unique way (e.g. areas beyond national 

borders in Finland and Russia). 

In order to assure consistency of the data throughout of the various PLC information resources and guarantee 
correctness of the information used to calculate specific loads, the Meeting is invited to agree on the further 
steps to verify data and on the relevant procedure to update this information in line with the existing data 
reporting procedures.  

Calculation of specific load for transboundary rivers 

Use of the methodology to calculate specific loads for transboundary rivers was discussed at PLC-7 IG 2-2017. 
The Meeting took note of the concern of national experts regarding the use of the unified method to calculate 
specific loads for all transboundary sub-catchments. The Meeting clarified that Poland and Lithuania reported 
loads from transboundary sub-catchment at the border, while the method used to calculate loads reported 
by Latvia and Russia required clarification. After clarification the data reported by Latvia and Russia were 
recalculated to the loads at the border. 

Calculation of the specific loads from sub-catchment areas provides valuable information to identify major 
contributors and potential to reduce nutrient loads from different sectors. This calculation is to be made with 
the unified method across the region, especially, for transboundary rivers. For the PLC-6 the calculation was 
made using the load values on the border of upstream countries and sub-catchment areas. The approach 
reflects nutrient losses per square kilometre from particular areas but not the input to the Baltic Sea. Also 
flows from sub-catchments were not included into the calculation as the flow data was not always available 
for transboundary areas. 

On the other hand, the information on the input to the Baltic Sea, accounting retention in the downstream 
parts of rivers, could be of high value to estimate the potential effect of measures to reduce input to the 
Baltic Sea. This, calculation requires the use of retention data and could be of even more complex character 
for the river basins shared by several countries. 

An agreement on the calculation method is required to produce consistent information on specific loads for 
PLC-7 project, assuring availability of all required data. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/PLC-7%20IG%202-2017-468/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20PLC-7%20IG%202-2017.pdf
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