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Background 
The document provides a list of questions and comments from the PLUS team to the draft PLC-6 guidelines 

which were submitted to review by LOAD and MONAS contacts during July-August 2014. 

The Meeting reviewed and discussed the issues raised by the PLUS team and provided feedback as 

contained in this document. 

Further, the Meeting updated the PLC-6 guidelines accordingly, as contained in document 4-2.  
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List of Questions and comments from PLUS team to the latest draft of PLC-

6 guidelines 
 

Questions 

1. Are the Fish Farm loads also to be divided into treated/untreated, so far this has been applied only to 
MWWTPs and industries? 

a. Aquaculture in marine waters are untreated but can have compensating measure 
b. Marine aquaculture plants located on land and aquaculture in inland waters will have a degree 

of treatment 
c. We should consider treatment measures as sediment traps, sludge storage, micro sieves, 

biofilters (e.g. moving bed, stationary etc. and/or denitrification, nitrification, ammonia 
removal), plant lagoons etc. 

DECISION: Added to guidelines that Type of treatment, e.g. no treatment, sediment traps, microsieves, 
biofilter, plant lagoons and/or sludge storage (if any) should be reported 
 
2. What would it imply in practice to have different retention coefficients for different parts of the 

Baltic Sea? How are these coefficients used and do they need to be reported/stored in the database? 
a. But there IS for sure different retention coefficient in each river catchment also within even a 

small country as e.g. Denmark – so in practice it is very important information when we have to 
evaluate CART in transboundary rivers, when we make source apportionment and want’s to 
evaluate effectiveness of measures. E.g if retention in inland surface waters is 10 % in a 
catchment, if you reduce losses of N to inland waters with 1000 tonnes, you get a 900 tones 
reduction of  inputs to the sea. If retention was 75% - the same reduction to inlands waters 
results in only 250 tonnes input reduction to the sea 

b. Main challenge: how to quantify reliable retention for a river (even divided for 
monitored/unmonitored area, and is it the inland water retention CP’s reports).  

c. We need retention for transboundary rivers annually, and all rivers/catchments periodically. On 
the other hand retention reported by pathway is very difficult to handled and we will only 
assess total inland water retention per river/catchment 

DECISION: The retention coefficients should be stored in the database per river (for monitored areas) and 
per sub-catchment (for unmonitored areas), and reported by CPs as tonnes per year of the gross load. 
Reporting to be done every six years, or more frequently as new information becomes available. 
 
3. How is it possible to divide the loads in treated and untreated in case of aggregated point sources? 

a. CP’s has to inform how many % of the total loads are treated/untreated of the aggregated sum. 
They should have the information available to make this calculation 

DECISION: Untreated vs treated categories removed from guidelines…. As agreed, CPs will report “Removal 
percentage of nitrogen and phosphorus (if this is not available, then level of treatment - no treatment, 
primary, secondary or tertiary)” – Russia to check how they can inform on this.  Guidelines have been 
updated accordingly. 

 
4. River Lielupe -> other smaller rivers are mentioned, are they meant to be reported or will their loads 

be included in Lielupe's? 
a. Unclear if this refers to transboundary rivers. According to table 13.1 the transboundary rivers 

should be reported individually if they are monitored. The relevant question is if we have 
unmonitored areas receiving transboundary inputs – then we need retention estimates for 
these catchments  and we need to added that to table 13.2 

DECISION: For transboundary rivers, the receiving CP to decide how to report smaller rivers in unmonitored 
areas. The database should be able to receive data on transboundary inputs in unmonitored areas. 
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5. What is the definition of "river with minor monitored catchment", and how does it apply to the 
normal sub-catchment definition? 

a. Not clearly defined – and in fact unclear. Is it when you monitor only very few % of the total 
catchment of a river or is it if the catchment of the river is very small i.e. do you use a threshold 
of. E.g. 10 or 50 km2 monitored then it is minor monitored catchment – or its it if less than 5 or 
10 % of  rivers catchment that is monitored that is the criteria – the intention was how many 
km2 should be the criteria 

DECISION: DE and DK are aggregating small monitored catchments. DK have aggregated catchments <100 
km2 but will report these individually in the future. Germany will continue to aggregate minor catchments. 
It is preferable to report catchments individually, but it is allowed to report minor catchments as 
aggregated. 
 
6. What would be the categories of different sources for retention? Is it a new requirement or 

something that has been provided already earlier? If so, revision of Data Model is needed 
a. Categories? Do you mean retention on different sources/pathways? Retention pr. pathway was 

also a possibility for PLC5 – but difficult to use in assessment – it is a information – but can we 
use it as more than information?  

DECISION: It has not been decided to separate retention to different sources – we will stick to one figure 
for now. 
 
 
Comments 

1. It would be good to report point sources individually wherever possible. It makes it very difficult to 
find specific plant information, or to separate the loads in treated and untreated, if these are only 
reported as aggregated. 
 
This has been taken into account/discussed already (see answers to questions above) 
 

2. The correlation between annual flow in industrial plants and number of samples to be collected, as 
well as other recommendations, if they were to be mandatory, would be very useful as indication 
for constraints to check on the data quality. It should be verified that the contracting parties are 
able to follow these kind of recommendations, or otherwise they cannot be used as constraints for 
quality checking. 
 
This refers to section 3.2.2.2. of the guidelines. It is not so simple to use these for QA checking 
because different types of industries have different sampling frequency requirements. 
 

3. The calculations based on area sizes are possible only if data is reported in a consistent manner. 
Currently, there are numerous cases of missing area sizes, or cases where multiple sizes exist for 
the same definition, and these should be clarified in order to perform these calculations correctly. 
 
 

4. The whole process and responsibility of collecting transboundary data should be strictly agreed 
between the involved parties, and it is necessary to specify who will send what data, what data 
should be expected from whom, and how the data will be reported, especially if collected annually. 

 
 

5. For periodic assessments it seems that also nr. of inhabitants in the catchment, point and diffuse 
sources, land use, livestock, fertilizer application should be requested. Land use (and soil type) have 
been previously removed from the new database as they were not needed (PLUS-3 and PLUS-4 
meetings). As such, the current data model doesn’t include the possibility to collect this kind of 
information. 
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Not all this information needs to be reported. The reporting requirements are listed in tables 14.1-
14.6. 
 

6. In case a river crosses more than two countries, information should be collected by all countries -> 
how to do that needs to be specified and agreed precisely in the guidelines, also important for 
future reporters 

 
7. The table about transboundary rivers is mentioned as "not complete" and that it will be "adjusted" 

in the future. It would be preferable that a full list of transboundary rivers which are reported / 
have been reported in the past must be included, or it will be difficult to fit the data correctly for 
those rivers where the definitions are unclear. If new rivers are added is ok, but if old rivers change 
definition, that should be taken into account very carefully in relation to the loads and to which 
country they are then allocated. Also area sizes should be verified. 
 

There are still some issues to be resolved, especially in relation to catchment area sizes. Next PLC-6 

meeting to check and agree on which values to these. 

 
8. There is also mention of several monitoring stations for different countries in case of 

transboundary rivers, in table 8.3 - have these stations been reported already in the database in the 
past, or are these new stations that will be added/reported later? (in which case station 
information, and especially their coordinates, must be provided) 

 
 

9. River Gauja -> there is a mistake in the percentages: 77.5 & 12.5 is not 100%  
 
To be checked by next PLC-6 meeting 

 
 

10. River Neva & Pregolya -> from Russia the comment is that their catchment size is different than 
what has been reported by BNI, the size definitions used should be agreed on by the contracting 
parties and be fixed (or at least the total catchment area should be very unlikely to change) Rivers 
Bartuva and Salaca had been missing from the previous version of the table, and Salaca doesn't 
have any area size or % division between LV and EE 
 

11. Regarding renaming of fish farm table to aquaculture, it is important to clarify that how things are 
stored in the database and how they are reported in the Excel files are two different matters. It can 
be named ‘aquaculture in the template (and web application) if needed. 

 

12. As it has been agreed that in the database diffuse losses and natural background losses are now 
collected in the same table 
 

Natural background sources are a type of diffuse loss. 


